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Military Topic Analysis

Aaron Hardy and Jim Hanson, Whitman College

Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially reduce its military and/or police presence in one or more of the following: South Korea, Japan, Afghanistan, Kuwait, Iraq, Turkey.

This essay will discuss the wording of the 2010-2011 Military debate topic. This year you can look forward to debates about US military deployments and their effects on various countries, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Japan, and South Korea.  The timeliness of the ongoing debate over US involvement in multiple foreign conflicts and the impacts this has on the US military will ensure a dynamic, interesting topic with many affirmative solvency mechanisms and negative responses. Consider, for example, affirmative cases which remove troops from bases in Okinawa, Japan,, that completely withdraw from Iraq, or that draw down our police presence in training Afghani security forces.  Are you ready for these affirmatives? Use this analysis as an introduction to the topic and to guide your research. Identify areas of the topic you are already strong on, and those that require more research and study. This topic analysis can both help you select the affirmative case you will advocate, as well as prepare negative responses to the variety of affirmative cases that will be run this year.

Words in the Resolution

The United States federal government

The agent in this year’s resolution is the United States federal government. The federal government is chosen as the actor for policy debate topics because it is the policymaking body with jurisdiction over the entire United States. Limiting the debate to the actions of one central governmental body allows a limited range of possible affirmative plans and allows negative teams to predict and craft the best responses. Because the actions of the government are so highly scrutinized, major pieces of legislation, judicial review and executive action are widely discussed in topic literature. On the Military topic in particular, the federal government is the most logical agent of choice because it is the governmental body which is in charge of US military deployments.  The most accepted definition of the United States federal government is: “the Government which, from its capital in the District of Columbia, directly legislates, administers, and exercises jurisdiction."  Under this interpretation, the federal government is made up of its legislative, executive, and judicial branches. This means that, as is the case for most affirmative plans, Congress passes a law, the President enforces it, and the Supreme Court would uphold it as Constitutional were it to be challenged.

Black’s Law Dictionary provides a broader definition of the federal government: “The system of government administered in a nation formed by the union or confederation of several independent states.”  This definition allows affirmatives to specify a single agent within the United States federal government. For example, an affirmative plan might have the President issue an executive order withdrawing troops from Iraq, or the Congress might pass a piece of legislation prohibiting the US from maintaining a police presence in Afghanistan. Because affirmative solvency evidence often advocates action by a particular branch of government, affirmatives may find it necessary to defend this particular interpretation of what the federal government should mean.

Should


The most common definition of the word “should” is that it is “used to express obligation or duty: You should send her a note.”  Thus, “should” is used to express the idea that someone or some thing ought to take a particular course of action. Here, it is important to note that the action in question will not necessarily happen. It merely ought to take place; this is no guarantee that it actually will. The affirmative’s power of “fiat” is derived from this word in the resolution. “Fiat” is the Latin expression for “let it be done.”  This has an important implication for policy debate: affirmative cases need not prove that the plan would happen, merely that it should. In other words, the affirmative need not prove that the federal government would choose to endorse their plan today, but rather only must prove that if the federal government were to adopt the affirmative plan, the results would be favorable. This allows affirmatives to sidestep most (but not all) questions of the plan’s passage and implementation (while affirmatives need not prove that the government would endorse their plan, they still must prove that it would be effective and functional if it were endorsed). Thus, the point of an affirmative case is to prove that the federal government should endorse their plan, i.e., that the affirmative plan is the best possible course of action.

Substantially


The word “substantially” is notoriously difficult to define with precision, yet it is still very important in the construction of a debate topic. “Substantially” is intended to provide a check on the scope and magnitude of affirmative plans, preventing affirmatives from merely changing minute aspects of the status quo that negatives cannot be predict or prepare arguments against. If affirmatives could change any aspect of military deployments, regardless of scope, then a topical affirmative case could remove one troop from Kuwait and claim an advantage relative to the status quo. Since the effect of 1 troop would be infinitesimally small (yet still an improvement over the status quo), the negative in this debate would have little ground. 


Many teams attempt to define “substantially” numerically. For example, a “substantial” amount might be taken to be anywhere from 10% to 90%. These definitions, however, merely beg the question, “10% of what?” Should affirmatives have to decrease the amount of military presence in a country by 10%? Should the plan affect 10% of all military deployments? These are the problems that plague numerical definitions of the word “substantial.” Moreover, most numerical definitions are taken from particular Supreme Court cases that have little relevance to military policy. Thus, numerical definitions are often of little help in shaping a debate topic.


Fortunately, many of these pitfalls can be overcome by offering a qualitative definition of “substantially.” Black’s Law Dictionary, for example, defines substantial as “without material qualification.”  Under this definition, affirmative plans would have to defend a blanket decrease in our deployments in each country. For example, the affirmative might withdraw almost all troops from Iraq.  These policies do not “materially qualify” their decrease in military presence, which means they do not restrict themselves to only a certain, small sub-section of the military. If your affirmative uses a material qualification, you might respond to this argument by pointing out the benefits for affirmative ground and fair debate of allowing affirmatives to materially qualify.

Reduce


Reduce is fairly straightforward.  A common definition might be “make smaller” and just serves to set the direction of the topic as decreasing US military deployments as opposed to increasing them.  Crafy negatives, however, will likely interpret the word reduce to mean more than this.  For example, does reducing the military presence in a particular country require that the affirmative specify how that reduction takes place?  Does it require bringing troops home, or could it include reclassifying those deployments as civilians?  Does a “reduction” need to be immediate, or could the affirmative plan be accomplished through a phased withdrawal?  These questions will all be up for debate.

Its


Its is a possessive which connects with “The United States federal government.”  It serves to limit the topic to a discussion of the US military, as opposed to allied or foreign military forces.  For example, the war in Afghanistan is currently  being fought by several dozen US allies in addition to American troops.  The affirmative can only topically reduce the presence of the US military, not coalition forces.  This also opens up possible counterplan ground for some affirmatives on the topic, to reduce troops from a different coalition partner.  

Military and/or Police Presence


This phrase is the crux of the whole topic.  It allows the affirmative to reduce either the US “military presence” or “police presence” in any of the topical countries.  To get a more complete picture of what these two options entail, you can either define the words separately or as a phrase.  Prominent internet definitions of the “military” define it as “an organization authorized by its nation to use force.”  This fairly straightforward definition would mean the affirmative would need to reduce components of the US military organization present in a topical country.  In most countries in the topic, this is pretty intuitive – the US has combat troops stationed in Iraq and Afghanistan, for example.  Withdrawing them would unquestionably be topical.  


The resolution also includes the word “police” – Collins English Dictionary says this refers to “the organized civil force of a state,” which expands the topic to also include US civilian forces in addition to the military.  In the context of US military deployments, police frequently means “military police,” which Wordnet defines as “a military corps that enforces discipline and guards prisoners.”  The word “police” was added to the resolution because in many of the topic countries, the US has a large civilian presence which may or may not technically be defined as “military” but nonetheless supports US forward deployment.  Obvious examples include security training forces for Afghanistan or Iraq.  While originally intended to ensure that the affirmative could topically withdraw ALL military forces from a region, some affirmatives will likely only reduce police presence, while leaving official military deployments in place, or vice versa.

While troops and military equipment are the most obvious examples of a “military or police presence,” there are several other examples of what are arguably topical affirmatives.  For example, the US military makes frequent use of Private Military Contractors or PMC’s.  These are frequently criticized for human rights violations and other illegal infractions, and could arguably be construed as part of the US military presence.  The US also deploys certain military equipment on foreign states, such as for missile defense or arms sales – the affirmative may be able to reduce these deployments without affecting troops or other personnel.  


One final interesting question is whether or not forward deployed nuclear weapons are considered part of the US “military presence.”  This is most salient to the Turkey part of the topic, as the US reportedly maintains a small number of tactical nuclear weapons at Incirlik airbase in Turkey.  Whether weapons should be considered a substantial part of military presence is open for debate.  

In


While “in” is a short and simple word, it does carry a degree of debate on this years topic.  “In” is almost always defined as “within” or “inside,” which would restrict the affirmative to only removing military presence from the geographic boundaries of the listed states.  Some difficulty arises because US bases are frequently considered “US territory” even when in another country, so some sneaky teams may argue that US forward deployments are not actually “in” those countries.  Whether or not that is a good interpretation of the topic is up for debate.  Even more complex is how the affirmative can topically affect troops or equipment deployed at sea, in disputed territorial waters, or in border areas.  

One Or More Of The Following


This phrase is very straightforward.  It enables the affirmative to make reductions in either one or any combination of the topically designated countries.  While most affirmatives in practice will limit themselves to a single country, some affirmatives may choose to reduce a wide swath of US military deployments to claim broader advantages – especially as it relates to critique-oriented affirmatives.

South Korea, Japan, Afghanistan, Kuwait, Iraq, Turkey


Since each of these countries will be dealt with in more detail in a separate essay below about possible affirmatives on the topic, these words in the resolution will only be mentioned briefly.  The United States maintains a significant military or police presence in each, and each country has its own diverse set of issues and possible advantage areas.  Some advantage areas will be accessible by many different affirmatives, such as military overstretch or soft power advantages, while others will be very specific to the country at hand.  As a general rule, Iraq and Afghanistan would be considered the “biggest” affirmatives on this topic, as they are the locus of two ongoing wars.  South Korea and Japan are prominently discussed in the literature, as both are major US allies stationing a significant number of troops.  Kuwait and Turkey, on the other hand, are “smaller” affirmatives in that they are mostly supporting logistics for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and have somewhat less in the way of unique advantage ground.

Conclusion


This analysis of the 2010-2011 Military topic has aimed to help you prepare for a wide range of debates. This topic provides a wide degree of affirmative flexibility in choosing how and where to reduce forward deployment, which will allow the affirmative to be creative both in their plan mechanism and in their advantages in order to keep negative teams guessing. At the same time, this will allow negative teams to craft solid, in-depth responses to most typical “genres” of affirmative plans, and allow them to write generic arguments which apply to any type of aff.  Finally, you should use this resolution analysis to begin thinking about which cases are and are not topical. Focus on the key terms in the resolution that allow for the most debate. What is the distinction between a policy that only reduces US presence, and one that takes other actions (such as redeploying)? Should affirmatives be forced to remove all presence in a country, or can affirmatives pick and choose which subset of deployment to focus on? These are some of the key questions that will come up in topicality debates throughout the 2010-2011 season.
Potential Affirmative Cases

Aaron Hardy and Jim Hanson, Whitman College

Below is a short list and description for potential cases on this year’s topic. Included in the discussion of these affirmative cases is a short explanation of the current problems and issues and potential plan mechanisms that could be utilized to solve these problems.

Common Advantage Areas


Keep in mind that many affirmatives on this topic will be able to access the same basic advantage ground.  The fundamental area of debate on this topic is whether the US should reduce the size of its overseas military deployments.  All the various types of harms which arise due to US forward deployment are potential affirmative advantages.  While each topic country will address a different set of harms, or have distinct advantages and disadvantages, most affirmatives have at least the potential to claim one of a few set of “core” advantages.  


Foremost is the generic Overstretch advantage – which says that demands placed on the US military to fight two wars simultaneously in Iraq and Afghanistan are undermining the overall readiness of the US armed forces.  Overstretch could have a negative impact on the ability of the US to meet new challenges in the future, and might limit the ability of the US to even successfully prosecute current conflicts.  It could also limit the ability of the US to intervene in humanitarian operations, such as responding to earthquakes or tsunamis.  Overstretch could also undermine recruitment and retention in the military, by making it a comparatively worse place to work.  All of this could have important implications for US leadership.


The effects of US military deployments on the US image in the world will also likely be a common affirmative advantage.  Maintaining overseas military deployments makes many people around the world critical of what they perceive as US “imperialism” and could even be the source of terrorist opposition to the United States.  Many affirmatives will claim to increase the “soft power” of the United States globally by reducing our military footprint.


A last advantage held in common by many affirmatives is Redeployment.  These advantages will argue that withdrawing troops from a particular country will free them up to be used elsewhere, such as in Iraq or Afghanistan.  While the affirmative cannot topically fiat this shift, they may try and argue that it is a predictable effect of the plan.  This also has the benefit to the affirmative of avoiding negative link claims based off of reducing the overall size of US forward deployment, by arguing the affirmative only results in a shift.  

South Korea

The United States still maintains several tens of thousands of troops in South Korea, despite the end of the Korean War.  These troops are not engaged in combat, but are largely stationed near the border with North Korea to send a signal to the North that any invasion of South Korea will be met with a strong US response.  In recent years, the US negotiated an agreement with Seoul to reduce the number of US troops in the country to approximately 25,000.  However, this changed in 2006 with the revelation that North Korea possessed nuclear weapons.  Fearing North Korean aggression or belligerence, South Korea asked the United States to slow the rate of drawdown and maintain closer to status quo troop levels for the foreseeable future.  


One prominent advantage to this affirmative is encouraging South Korea to take a more proactive hand in its own defense.  Some people argue that US military presence discourages the South from stepping up defense spending and providing an adequate indigenous hedge against aggression from the North.  Other advantages are related to the public opposition in South Korea to the US military presence, stemming at least in part from public incidents in which US military personnel killed two South Korean teenagers.  

Japan

The US stations approximately 50,000 troops in Japan, the majority of which are in Okinawa.  These bases have been the source of much recent controversy between the US and Japan, but are considered by many to be the cornerstone of US strategy for East Asian security.  While certain liberal Japanese politicians clamor occasionally for a full withdrawal of US forces, and the US has indeed begun to shift some of its military operations in the region to other islands, such as Guam, a significant military presence is doubtlessly here to stay for the foreseeable future.


As one of the United States’ closest allies, there is much literature advocating on behalf of a drawdown of US forces in Japan.  Bases in Okinawa are particularly controversial, not least because of the impact these bases have on surrounding populations.  US military personnel have been implicated in a range of illegal activities, including rapes of Japanese civilians.  The bases also have a negative environmental effect on Okinawa, which many Japanese want to see eliminated.  


Some affirmatives will also choose to make arguments about the effect a reduction in military presence would have for Japanese domestic politics.  In particular, Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has publicly called for a reduction in US forces in Okinawa, and the affirmative could be seen as a capitulation to him.  Other advantages include the effect a reduction in US forces in Japan would have in signaling to China – many view US bases in the region as part and parcel of an aggressive “containment” strategy which could increase the risk of military confrontation between the two countries.  


There is also a very robust debate over the effect US military presence has on Japanese decisions about their own security.  In particular, Japan has been persuaded to maintain only a minimal military, and to forego the development of nuclear weapons, in large part due to US security commitments.  The affirmative could have an effect on this calculus, and whether a more proactive Japanese security posture (including the possible development of nuclear weapons) is good or bad is a matter up for debate. 

Afghanistan

Afghanistan has been the primary focus of the Obama administration’s continuation of the war on terrorism.  The US now deploys almost 100,000 troops in Afghanistan, including the nearly 30,000 recently deployed as a part of Obama’s “surge” strategy.  While this plan also includes a tentative drawdown date of July 2011, many commentators think this is merely symbolic and will have little to no effect on troop deployment levels for years to come.  


US deployments in Afghanistan are criticized for many of the same reasons mentioned above in the generic advantage section.  Many view the conflict as fundamentally unwinnable, and US presence there as nothing more than a motivator for attacks on US interests, creating a breeding ground for terrorism.  More specific criticisms of the United State revolve around various military practices related to the drug war and drone strikes against suspected insurgents.  

Kuwait

The US currently stations approximately 30,000 troops in Kuwait, primarily used in support of operations in Iraq.  Possible advantages stem from the effect these logistical operations have on the war in Iraq, and from public opposition in the bases there.  In particular, many see US bases as driving an increase in radical Islamic sentiment in the country, which could be contributing to terrorism.  

Iraq

Iraq is perhaps the most written about of any of the countries in the topic.  Unlike Afghanistan, where the US invasion in 2001 was largely viewed as a justified response to the 9-11 attacks, Iraq has been criticized since its inception as an unnecessary war of conquest and imperialism.  Criticisms of US military deployments there run the gamut from liberals who think the war is fundamentally unjust and should be opposed at all costs, to conservatives who think the war has already been lost and only withdrawal can salvage what’s left of US global hegemony.  


The US currently deploys somewhere under 100,000 troops in Iraq, with further declines expected pursuant to the recently negotiated Status of Forces Agreement with the Iraqi government.  Despite these drawdowns, a complete withdrawal of US forces from Iraq in the short term remains exceptionally unlikely.  At a minimum, a large contingent of troops will remain in non-combat roles for security and training, and would easily fall under the auspices of a “police presence.”  The effect that a withdrawal would have on the likelihood of “success” or further conflict in Iraq is a topic of much ongoing current debate.  

Turkey


Relative to the other countries in the topic, the US stations few troops in Turkey – approximately 3000, mostly at Incirlik Air Force Base.  However, there are still many possible advantages to their removal.  First, there is the aforementioned issue of remaining tactical nuclear weapons in the country.  Secondly, public opposition to US basing could have effects on Turkish domestic politics and radicalism in the country.  Lastly, US-Turkey military relations have broader implications for how both countries are viewed in the region, in particular among certain important ethnic minorities such as the Kurds.  

This list is certainly not exhaustive – there will be many takes on how to reduce US military presence in the various topic countries.  More importantly, there are many different policy suggestions from both sides of the political spectrum for how to deal with any given military problem – and all of these will be accessed at some point by affirmative teams.  Make sure to do your own research to explore likely directions the affirmative might take.

***Afghanistan Aff***
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Contention 1 – Inherency 
Afghanistan is worse off now than it was in 2001 – the Taliban has gained more power

Malalai Joya, former member of Afghani parliament, 10-16-2009, “Interview with Malalai Joya,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/interview_with_malalai_joya

Afghan lives have been getting worse since 2001. The current situation of Afghanistan is a disaster and is getting worse.  People suffer from such extreme insecurity that many have stopped sending their children to school, especially girls, fearing that they might be kidnapped or raped.   The cultivation and trafficking of narcotics and the rule of the drug mafia is among the biggest challenges Afghans face today. In the past eight years the production of opium was increased by over 4,400% and now Afghanistan is the opium capital of the world. Many of the top drug dealers are part of the Karzai government and they enjoy immunity.  Fundamentalist terrorist bands of the Northern Alliance and the Taliban are much more powerful today than eight years ago, and they are a big danger for Afghanistan. 

Obama has surged troops in Afghanistan, there is no set date for withdrawal 

Patricia Murphy, columnist, 12-02-2009, “Obama's Timeline No Guarantee of Afghanistan Withdrawal, Senators Told,” Politics Daily, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/12/02/senators-hammer-defense-chief-gates-and-adm-mullen-on-afghanist/

Key to that mission, he said, would be an "extended surge of 18 to 24 months," beginning as early as several weeks from now. With an additional 30,000 U.S. troops, the American combat force will number about 100,000, with 52,000 troops sent to the country by Obama since his election. Clinton said there also would be a surge in American civilian staff in the region, who will be focused on diplomatic and development missions. "We will not succeed if people view this effort as a responsibility of a single party, a single agency within our government, or a single country," she said.  Mullen assured senators of the Pentagon's support for the new strategy, which Obama developed after months of consultation with military and civilian leaders. "Every military leader in the chain of command, as well as those of the Joint Chiefs, was given voice throughout this process, and every one of us used it," Mullen said. As senators began to question the witnesses, the issue of when troops would begin withdrawing from Afghanistan took center stage. Although Obama said Tuesday night, "After 18 months, our troops will begin to come home," he later added, "We will execute this transition responsibly, taking into account conditions on the ground." Sen. Carl Levin, the chairman of the committee who had opposed a surge in combat troops, told Gates he sensed confusion surrounding the transition date. "But is that date conditions-based or not?" Levin asked. "No sir," Gates said. 

2011 is a transition date, not a withdrawal date

Patricia Murphy, columnist, 12-02-2009, “Obama's Timeline No Guarantee of Afghanistan Withdrawal, Senators Told,” Politics Daily, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2009/12/02/senators-hammer-defense-chief-gates-and-adm-mullen-on-afghanist/

Mullen said Obama's 2011 target would be a "transition" date to begin shifting war-fighting and policing responsibilities to the Afghan government. But it would not necessarily be a date for withdrawal. "July 2011 is a day we start transitioning -- transferring responsibility and transitioning. It's not a date that we're leaving," Mullen said. "And the president also said that it will be based on conditions on the ground."
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Advantage 1 – Instability
The Taliban is strong in Afghanistan now – new roadside bombs prove

Alex Sundby, Staff Writer, 02-03-2010, “Afghan Militants Boast Deadlier Bombs,” CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/8301-503543_162-6169941-503543.html

Afghan militants now have the ability to detonate roadside bombs from as far as two-thirds of a mile away using new technology impervious to military signal jammers, according to England's Sky News. The new, more sophisticated bombs are triggered by devices similar to those that scan radio frequencies, a change from the use of cell phones to activate the bombs, the station reported. An Afghan commander told the news station that this development makes the bombs more accurate and no longer susceptible to military jamming equipment, which is used to disable cell phones.  A commander who gave the name Kamran to the news station said: "The bombs are very cheap. They only cost about $100, but they are very effective. And we can use the scanner again and again."  Sky admitted it was difficult to verify the militants' claims but reported the "mentality and attitude of the bomb-makers do not suggest an insurgency on the brink of collapse." 
There are two internal links: 

First, the continued troop presence is the most important recruiting tool for terrorist networks

Erik Leaver, policy outreach director for the Foreign Policy In Focus project at the Institute for Policy Studies, 10-01-2009, “How to Exit Afghanistan,” Yes! Magazine, http://www.yesmagazine.org/peace-justice/how-to-exit-afghanistan

Withdraw all Combat Troops. Foreign troops on the ground (and drone attacks from the air) have been the most important tool for recruiting in terrorist networks. A commitment to withdrawing all combat troops will help deflate the recruitment for these groups. If the Afghan National Army is to replace them and contribute to the security of Afghanistan, it will require human rights training and a central government by which it can be held accountable. Further training must be refocused and fall under a common set of guidelines, including oversight under the Leahy Law that suspends training funding for any groups involved in human rights abuses.  Separate Pakistan from Afghanistan. No essay on Afghanistan these days seems to omit the problems arising in Pakistan. It is wrong to see the distinct challenges facing these two countries as one struggle; the U.S. history in Pakistan requires a far different approach. The United States must address directly with Pakistan the growing threat of al-Qaeda and the Taliban in that country.  Clearly there are other steps to be taken, but these are the most important and should be the starting point for negotiations. As much as the citizens of United States and the world want President Obama to succeed in fixing Afghanistan, the policies that are under discussion are most likely to put us one more "Friedman Unit" away from a resolution. With more civilians and soldiers bound to perish during that time, it's time for a fundamentally different approach—one that can greatly diminish the greatest threats to the United States and at the same time, start Afghanistan on the road to recovery. 

Troops can’t stabilize Afghanistan

Eric Margolis, contributing foreign editor for Sun National Media Canada, 08-25-2009, “How to Bring Peace to Afghanistan,” Lew Rockwell Foundation, http://www.lewrockwell.com/margolis/margolis161.html

The US and NATO can’t solve Afghanistan’s social or political problems by continuing to wage a cruel and apparently endless war. American and NATO soldiers will never be able to change Afghanistan’s social behavior or end tribal customs that go back thousands of years. They are too busy defending their own bases from angry Afghans.  A senior British general just warned his troops might have to stay for another 40 years. He quickly was forced by the government to retract, but the cat was out of the bag.  President Barack Obama is charging full tilt over a cliff in Afghanistan. Unless he ends this daft misadventure, his grown-up children may see American soldiers still fighting in the badlands of Afghanistan.  The Western powers have added to the bloody mess in Afghanistan. Time for them to go home. 
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Second, withdrawal would undermine drug funding for the Taliban

Alfred W. McCoy, Professor of History at the University of Wisconsin-Madison, 03-31-2010, “The Opium Wars in Afghanistan,” Common Dreams, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/03/31-0

Short of another precipitous withdrawal akin to 1991, Washington has no realistic alternative to the costly, long-term reconstruction of Afghanistan's agriculture. Beneath the gaze of an allied force that now numbers about 120,000 soldiers, opium has fueled the Taliban's growth into an omnipresent shadow government and an effective guerrilla army. The idea that our expanded military presence might soon succeed in driving back that force and handing over pacification to the illiterate, drug-addicted Afghan police and army remains, for the time being, a fantasy. Quick fixes like paying poppy farmers not to plant, something British and Americans have both tried, can backfire and end up actually promoting yet more opium cultivation. Rapid drug eradication without alternative employment, something the private contractor DynCorp tried so disastrously under a $150 million contract in 2005, would simply plunge Afghanistan into more misery, stoking mass anger and destabilizing the Kabul government further.  So the choice is clear enough: we can continue to fertilize this deadly soil with yet more blood in a brutal war with an uncertain outcome -- for both the United States and the people of Afghanistan. Or we can begin to withdraw American forces while helping renew this ancient, arid land by replanting its orchards, replenishing its flocks, and rebuilding the irrigation systems ruined in decades of war. 

Instability in Afghanistan is the most risky region – collapse causes terrorism and nuclear use

Darrell West, vice president, governance studies, Brookings Institution, 03-23-2009, “Arena: On the U.S. in Afghanistan,” Politico, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0309/20333.html

“We have to make a serious effort in Afghanistan because, as my colleague Michael O’Hanlon points out, the stakes are too high if we fail. The Afghan/Pakistan region is the most risky for the U.S. and the world because of the strength of Al Qaeda and the presence of nuclear weapons. An unstable Afghanistan has dramatic consequences for international security and the drug trade. We need to convince our allies that Afghanistan is worth a major effort from them as well.”
US withdrawal is the only way to ensure stability in Afghanistan

Federico Manfredi, specialist on insurgencies and counterinsurgencies, particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan, Winter 2008/2009, “Rethinking U.S. Policy in Afghanistan,” World Policy Journal, p. 23-30.
In turn, if foreign troops were to withdraw, and if a new national unity government were to take credit for their departure, the pro-Al Qaeda Taliban would find themselves isolated, and it would become extremely difficult for them to recruit Afghan volunteers willing to fight and die for the benefit of a few Arab militants who fled their country in the early stages of the U.S. invasion. President Obama should take note: the current U.S. policy towards Afghanistan is not working. It has failed to stabilize the country and to produce a viable government. In addition, the U.S Army and the NATO-led coalition are stirring popular anger and civil strife. Time is running out. NATO is not going to remain in Afghanistan forever, and the United States cannot afford to alienate its closest allies (not to mention the folly of going it alone in another counterinsurgency). Instead, the United States could agree with its NATO allies on a timetable for withdrawal. It could also spur the tentative negotiations between the Karzai government and the nationalist faction of the Taliban movement, and thus avert the impending slide towards another full-blown civil war. 
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Advantage 2 – Hegemony 
Continuing the US presence will lead to a Vietnam-style withdrawal that crushes American leadership

Leon Hadar, research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 12-02-2009, “Obama's New Afghanistan Strategy: The Same Old Pax Americana,” Huffington Post, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11026

Indeed, notwithstanding the Realpolitik tone of Obama's address, his suggestion that the deployment of more U.S. troops would quicken the transfer of responsibility to the Afghani government and allow most U.S. troops out of Afghanistan in 3 years had an air of pure fantasy.  That is clearly the case if you consider the ambitious goals that Obama has set for U.S. strategy: reversing the Taliban's momentum and denying it the ability to overthrow Afghanistan's government while strengthening Afghanistan's security forces and government. That has all the making of nation-building, since it will require that Afghanistan — one of the world's least advanced economic and political entities and a mish-mash of fighting-forever tribes — will have a legitimate and effective government, including functioning security forces. And as any student of Afghanistan will tell you, that ain't going to happen in 3 or in 5 or even in 15 years.  Which means that the U.S. forces will either have to remain in Afghanistan for many, many years to come — with Washington being forced to send even more troops and increase it economic assistance to Afghanistan — or that the rising costs of the American occupation will ignite more opposition from the American public and lead to a humiliating U.S. withdrawal a la Vietnam that could prove to be detrimental to U.S. and Western interests. In short, the timeframe for transition set by Obama is unrealistic and meaningless. 

There’s only a risk of our link – withdrawal now wouldn’t collapse hegemony

Malou Innocent, Foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, 07-20-2009, “Afghanistan: The Deadliest Month and It's Time to Get Out,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10369

The most important argument against the "withdrawal is weak-kneed" meme is that America's military roams the planet, controls the skies and space, faces no peer competitor, and wields one of the planet's largest nuclear arsenals. America is responsible for almost half of the world's military spending, and can project its power to the most inaccessible corners of the globe. Thus, the fear that America would appear "weak" after withdrawing from Afghanistan is irrational.

The impact is nuclear war 
Eric Schwartz, JD @ Loyola and Attorney @ the Office of the General Counsel-Sempra Energy, 2008, “U.S. Security Strategy: Empowering Kim Jong-il?,” 30 Loy. L.A. Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 1, Lexis
American credibility in the international community, an essential commodity for a world leader, has been severely damaged. Following the preemptive attack on Iraq, anti-American sentiment has risen. Perceived "American exceptionalism," the idea that the United States applies one set of rules to itself and another to the rest of the world, has created international animosity, particularly in the Muslim world. A panel chosen by the Bush administration reported that "[h]ostility toward America has reached shocking levels" among Arabs and Muslims abroad. The preemptive self-defense doctrine is now viewed by some around the world as nothing more than propaganda used to justify U.S. global military actions while the United States pursues its own political or economic interests. This sort of international hostility is harmful to national security when combined with the threat of preemptive attack. In the extreme, this environment could arguably lead to nuclear war.

Thus the plan: The United States federal government should substantially reduce its military presence in Afghanistan. 
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Contention 2 – Solvency 
The plan solves terrorism and prevents an open-ended occupation

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

The United States should begin a prompt withdrawal of most of its military forces from Afghanistan. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists that seek to attack the United States does not require Washington to pacify the entire country or sustain a large, long-term military presence in Central Asia. The region holds little intrinsic strategic value to the United States, and America’s security will not be endangered even if U.S. forces cannot achieve a knockout blow against al Qaeda. America’s objective should be to neutralize the parties responsible for the atrocities committed on 9/11. The United States should not go beyond that objective by combating a localized insurgency or drifting into an open-ended occupation and nation-building effort.

Withdrawal would force reconciliation by bringing in the UN

Stephen Schlesinger, Adjunct Fellow at the Century Foundation, 03-10-2010, “The Only Way Out Of Afghanistan Is With A Withdrawal Deadline,” Taking Note, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html

One last impact that a deadline might provide is a specific timeline for outside negotiators like the U.N. to get involved in trying to settle the conflict a la the loya jirga route. Though President Obama has never publicly recommended the U.N. as a possible intermediary to negotiate an end to the conflict, he did in his West Point speech single out the U.N. as one of America’s most important “partners” in Afghanistan helping “to pursue a more effective civilian strategy.” Already, in fact, some U.N. officials have made contact with the Taliban.  Thus, presumably, at the time of the turnover, the U.N. might use its good offices to convene a peace conference akin to its 2002 conference setting up Afghanistan’s interim government—except this time the U.N. would organize the gathering on a global basis, bringing in all of the states that border Afghanistan, all of the NATO countries with troops on the ground, as well as India and Russia to hammer out a comprehensive settlement plan. Such an initiative would be geared to serve the interests of all parties—including the Taliban—and meld together all the disparate geographical, ideological, cultural, and political interests in play. 

The plan would for Karzai’s hand leading to a strong government

Stephen Schlesinger, Adjunct Fellow at the Century Foundation, 03-10-2010, “The Only Way Out Of Afghanistan Is With A Withdrawal Deadline,” Taking Note, http://takingnote.tcf.org/2010/03/the-only-way-out-of-afghanistan-is-a-withdrawal-deadline.html

Why should he have set a deadline at all? For the simple reason that, if you don’t insist on a deadline, the President of Afghanistan, Hamid Karzai, will do little to reform his government, end corruption, and take over the defense of his own country. As the current U.S. envoy to Afghanistan, Karl Eikenberry, wrote in a confidential cable to Washington last November, “Karzai continues to shun responsibility for any sovereign burden, whether defense, governance or development. He and much of his circle do not want the US to leave and are only too happy to see us invest further. They assume we covet their territory for a never-ending ‘war on terror’ and for military bases to use against surrounding powers.”  Or, as British Afghan expert Rory Stewart, writing in the January 2010 issue of the New York Review of Books, saw it: “As long as the U.S. asserted that Afghanistan was an existentialist threat, the front line in the war on terror, and that, therefore, failure was not an option, the U.S. had no leverage over Karzai.” 
Inherency – No Withdrawal

The US continues to maintain a large troop presence in Afghanistan

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

President Barack Obama coupled his wise commitment to end the war in Iraq with an ill-advised campaign pledge to increase America’s commitment in Afghanistan. True to his word, within his first 100 days in office, the president approved a nearly 50 percent increase in U.S. combat deployments to Afghanistan. As of August 2009, 68,000 U.S. troops and 30,000 NATO troops are deployed there. The new administration also replaced the commander of the International Security Assistance Force, General David McKiernan, who apparently was deemed “too conventional” in his military strategy, with General Stanley McChrystal, who commanded special operations forces in Iraq and is expected to try to win over the local population—the “center of gravity”—in Afghanistan.

Obama won’t withdraw from Afghanistan now 

Jonathan Weisman, White House reporter, 10-06-2009, “Obama to Lawmakers: No Plan to Withdraw From Afghanistan,” Wall Street Journal, http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2009/10/06/no-plan-to-withdraw-from-afghanistan/tab/article/

President Barack Obama told 31 members of Congress from both parties that he had no intention of withdrawing U.S. forces from Afghanistan or shifting to a strategy that would give up countering the Taliban to focus solely on al Qaeda.  Around the table were National Security Adviser James Jones, Vice President Joe Biden, John Brennan, the president’s chief counterterrorism adviser, and Deputy National Security Adviser Tom Donilon.  In a White House meeting that went well over its allotted hour, Republican leaders – and some Democrats – pressed the president to quickly accept the judgment of his commanders and sent 40,000 additional troops to Afghanistan. Senate Intelligence Committee Chairman Dianne Feinstein (D., Calif.) worried that a shift to counterterrorism would bolster a resurgent Taliban. 

2011 isn’t a real withdrawal date

Huma Khan, Staff Writer, 12-02-2009, “Gates Says Afghan Withdrawal Deadline May Be Delayed,” ABC News, http://abcnews.go.com/Politics/Afghanistan/afghanistan-president-obama-lays-strategy-troop-surge/story?id=9224638

Secretary of Defense Robert Gates told a Senate committee today that it is necessary to put a timeline on U.S. combat troops' commitment to Afghanistan to "build a fire" under the Afghan government to make them take charge of security. Gates, who testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee today, said the July 2011 deadline set by President Obama in a speech to the nation Tuesday night is not a "deadline" or an arbitrary timeline. Any withdrawal from Afghanistan would "based on conditions" in the country. That was reinforced by White House Press Secretary Robert Gibbs who said that the president's timeline was a signal to Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai's government that it must "change their behavior and take charge" of their security.

Stability Advantage – Uniqueness

Attacks prove the Taliban is strong despite the US troop presence

DAWN Media Group, 02-27-2010, “Kabul attacks aim to show Taliban strength, target India,” DAWN, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/world/04-kabul-taliban-attack-qs-09

Friday's deadly suicide attack on two guesthouses in the Afghan capital showed the Taliban were still defiant despite recent military setbacks and the arrest of senior leaders, analysts said.  The attacks, which killed 16 people including Westerners and Indians in central Kabul, also highlighted India as a target for the militants, they said.  The militia, which has been waging a bitter insurgency against the US-backed Afghan government and more than 121,000 foreign troops based in the country, claimed responsibility for the attack.  India's Foreign Minister S.M. Krishna confirmed that nine Indians, including government officials, were killed in the raids.  “This is the third attack on Indian officials and interests in Afghanistan in the past 20 months,” he said, referring to two previous car-bomb attacks on its embassy in Kabul.  “These barbaric attacks are...the handiwork of those who are desperate to undermine the friendship between India and Afghanistan,” he said, in an apparent reference to Pakistan.  A French film director and an Italian government adviser, along with three Afghan police officers and two others who have yet to be identified by nationality were also killed.  It was the first attack on the Afghan capital since February 13, when a major US-led military operation was launched in southern Helmand province to clear the Taliban out of one their drug-producing strongholds.  The Kabul attack also comes after the arrest of a number of senior Taliban leaders in Pakistan, in what appears to be a cooperative effort between the Pakistan and US governments to break the back of the movement.  Operation Mushtarak, involving 15,000 US, Nato and Afghan troops led by US Marines, was winding down Saturday after control of the Marjah area was handed over to civilian authorities Thursday.  The military phase is the first in a broader plan to follow up battlefield success with the re-establishment of Afghan sovereignty and civilian services including police, hospitals, schools and commercial activity.  US and Afghan officials say the 12- to 18-month plan will spread to other Taliban bastions in Helmand and neighbouring Kandahar. The insurgency now in its ninth year has been concentrated in these two southern provinces.  “The Kabul attack yesterday was basically sending a clear message, calculated to show their presence and strength despite the arrests in Pakistan and the assault in Marjah,” said political analyst Wadir Safi.  “By attacking these targets, they show the Taliban are...able to strike even at the heart of the capital, to show they are still there and are strong,” he said. 
Even the Pentagon concedes the Taliban is gaining strength

Christopher Weber, Editor, 04-29-2010, “Taliban Gaining Strength in Afghanistan, Pentagon Says,” Politics Daily, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/04/29/taliban-gaining-strength-in-afghanistan-pentagon-says/

Despite major recent offensives by coalition forces against the insurgency in Afghanistan, the Taliban is gaining strength and expanding its reach and influence, according to a new Pentagon report.   The assessment says the Taliban's operations are increasingly sophisticated and able to withstand repeated military onslaughts, The Los Angeles Times reported.   The report was ordered by Congress.   It finds that Afghan citizens are sympathetic to the insurgency in 92 of 121 districts identified by the United States as areas necessary for stabilizing the country. Only 29 of the districts show popular support for President Hamid Karzai's government. 

The Taliban is strong now – troops aren’t working

Paul Watson, Staff Writer, 01-11-2009, “Behind the lines with the Taliban,” Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/jan/11/world/fg-afghan-taliban11

Seven years after a U.S.-led invasion routed the Taliban regime, hard-line Islamic fighters who had scattered under massive bombardment to their villages and rear bases in Pakistan once again govern large swaths of Afghanistan. Although they are strongest in the south and east, they have launched attacks in all regions of the country -- and are well dug in across regions that surround Kabul, the capital.  The U.S. military says it may need up to 30,000 more troops in Afghanistan by summer, almost doubling the number of American forces there. Commanders say that the number of U.S. deaths, which rose by more than a third last year to 155, according to icasualties.org, is likely to rise.  Despite their increasing strength and confidence, Taliban fighters rarely welcome foreign journalists. The guerrillas are hyper-alert to potential spies. 
Stability Advantage – Troops = Instability

A large troop presence increases the risk of instability – creates a catalyst for insurgent recruiters

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

In June, Dutch army general Mart de Kruif estimated that there were between 10,000 and 18,000 Taliban fighters in southern Afghanistan. The number of al Qaeda operatives appears to be much smaller. According to a Pakistani intelligence assessment provided to the New York Times last February, al Qaeda has adapted to the deaths of its leaders by shifting “to conduct decentralized operations under small but well-organized regional groups.” That dynamic underscores the importance that President Obama resist the urge to increase America’s military presence in Afghanistan beyond what he has already unwisely committed. As long as militants can exploit collateral damage (civilian casualties) for their propaganda and continue to promulgate the perception that they are fighting against the injustice of a foreign occupation, they will draw more recruits to their cause and erode the legitimacy of the Afghan government. Most important, troop increases are likely to push disparate Islamist groups to unite.

A large-scale American presence encourages regional instability 

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

In this respect, and perhaps most important, is the belief that our presence in the region helps Pakistan, when in fact the seemingly open-ended U.S. presence in Afghanistan risks creating worse problems for Pakistan. Amassing troops in Afghanistan feeds the perception of a foreign occupation, spawning more terrorist recruits for Pakistani militias and thus placing undue stress on an already weakened nation. Christian Science Monitor correspondent Anand Gopal finds, “In late 2007, as many as 27 groups merged to form an umbrella Taliban movement, the Tehreek-e-Taliban, under guerrilla leader Baitullah Mehsud.” He continues, “Three of the most powerful, once-feuding commanders—Mr. Mehsud and Maulavi Naz- eer of South Waziristan and Hafiz Gul Behadur of North Waziristan—formed an alliance in response to US airstrikes.” America’s presence has already caused major problems for the government in Islamabad, which is deeply unpopular for many reasons, including its alignment with U.S. policies. There are also indications that it has raised tensions in Uzbekistan and other Central Asian countries. For Islamic militants throughout the region, the U.S. occupation of Afghanistan— like the occupation of Iraq—is an increasingly potent recruiting tool. Only by prolonging our military presence do we allow the Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hizb-e Islami, the Haqqani network, and even Pakistani Taliban militants to reframe the conflict and their position within it as a legitimate defense against a foreign occupation. In this respect, policymakers should recognize that not everyone willing to resist U.S. intervention is necessarily an enemy of the United States. Most importantly, we must understand that not every Islamic fundamentalist is a radical Islamist, let alone one who is hell-bent on launching a terrorist attack against the American homeland. 

Withdrawal is key to decrease terrorist recruitment in Afghanistan 

Jacob Horberger, Founder and president of The Future of Freedom Foundation, 02-09-2009, “Immediately Withdraw from Afghanistan Too,” Future of Freedom Foundation, http://www.fff.org/blog/jghblog2009-02-09.asp

Third, by exiting the country, the U.S. military will no longer be dropping bombs on Afghan wedding parties and others, which would immediately reduce the incentive for new recruits to join the terrorists. The reason that the ranks of the terrorists are larger than they were seven years ago is because the U.S. military has killed lots of people who had nothing to do with the terrorists, especially all those people in the wedding parties that have been bombed. That sort of thing tends to make people angry and vengeful. While it’s true that the terrorists could still come to the United States and conduct terrorist attacks after a U.S. withdrawal, at least the ranks of the terrorists will no longer be continuously swelled by the bombing of Afghan wedding parties and others unconnected to the terrorists.

Stability Advantage – Troops = Instability

Continued US deployment emboldens terrorism and regional instability 

Federico Manfredi, specialist on insurgencies and counterinsurgencies, particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan, Winter 2008/2009, “Rethinking U.S. Policy in Afghanistan,” World Policy Journal, p. 23-30.
Prolonging the military campaign in Afghanistan, on the other hand, is a counter-productive strategy. In fact, Al Qaeda has a clear interest in luring and entangling the United States in messy wars in Muslim territories. Any such conflict inevitably drives nationalist insurgents into the arms of Al Qaeda, and serves as a powerful leitmotif for anti-American diatribes in the Middle East and beyond. Let us remember that Al Qaeda is a decentralized and highly mobile organization that can regroup and regenerate itself with relative ease, even after a seemingly crushing defeat. When the United States displaced it from Afghanistan, for instance, Al Qaeda found more fertile ground in Pakistan and Iraq, and later resurfaced in Yemen, Somalia, and Algeria. Deploying bulky armies in hostile and unfamiliar surroundings is not an effective way to target such a dynamic organization. This strategy unintentionally radicalizes besieged communities, and ultimately fuels popular support for Al Qaeda. 

Continued military presence leads to civilian casualties – causes instability 

Anthony Fenton, independent researcher and journalist, 03-14-2009, “A surge towards disaster,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/KC14Df04.html

Highlighting the anticipated effect of the war's expansion on Afghans, RAWA stated, "The very first outcome of the surge for Afghan people will be increase in the number of civilian casualties ... In the past seven years, thousands of innocent people have been killed or wounded by the US/NATO bombardments. In the past weeks under Obama's rule, around 100 Afghan civilians have been killed."   One US-based analyst of the war in Afghanistan, Marc Herold, who has been compiling a database of Afghan civilian casualties since 2001, agrees with RAWA's assessment.   Herold, a professor of Economic Development and Women's Studies at the University of New Hampshire, told ATol that the surge will prove to be "an unmitigated disaster" that is likely to "make the situation much, much worse for everybody". [17]   Herold has calculated that the "lethality ratio" of Afghan civilians under Obama, measured as averaging 2.2-2.3 civilians killed per day, is slightly higher than the ratio in the final days of the Bush administration. [18]   Adding that the "basic rule of thumb is for every civilian killed you get three or four resistance fighters", Herold estimates that under Obama "we've created 3-500 Taliban and resistance. This is absolutely a losing proposition". 

Troops undermine stability – development statistics prove

Erik Leaver, policy outreach director for the Foreign Policy In Focus project at the Institute for Policy Studies, 10-01-2009, “How to Exit Afghanistan,” Yes! Magazine, http://www.yesmagazine.org/peace-justice/how-to-exit-afghanistan

As U.S. and NATO troops start the ninth year of war, there is little progress to be shown. This year has proven to be the most deadly for U.S. and coalition troops since the war began. And over 1,500 Afghan civilians died in the first six months of 2009, according to the United Nations.  Sadly, the sacrifices these solders made have not resulted in better conditions for Afghans on the ground. Agricultural production is at its lowest since the war began, only 23 percent of the population has access to clean drinking water, and 40 percent lives below the poverty line. Life expectancy in Afghanistan is 44 years. Three million Afghans have fled their country. According to a UN threat assessment, 40 percent of Afghanistan is today either Taliban-controlled or at high risk for insurgent attacks. 

Stability Advantage – Pakistan Internal

America’s military presence in Afghanistan leads to increased recruits for Pakistani militias

Malou Innocent, Foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, 07-2009, “Should the president announce an Afghanistan exit strategy?,” CQ Researcher, http://www.cato.org/pubs/articles/innocent-cq-afghan-exit-strategy.pdf
Some policy makers claim the war is worth waging because terrorists flourish in failed states. But that cannot account for terrorists who thrive in states with the sovereignty to reject external interference. That is one reason why militants find sanctuary in Pakistan. In fact, attempts to stabilize Afghanistan destabilize Pakistan. Amassing troops in Afghanistan feeds the perception of a foreign occupation, spawning more terrorist recruits for Pakistani militias and thus placing undue stress on an already- weakened, nuclear-armed nation.

Perceived military successes undermine Pakistan – lead to cross-border incursions

Norman Soloman, author of Made Love, Got War: Close Encounters with America's Warfare State, 03-27-2009, “Is Your Representative Speaking Out Against Escalation in Afghanistan?,” AlterNet, http://www.alternet.org/world/133744/is_your_representative_speaking_out_against_escalation_in_afghanistan/

In contrast, the letter from the 14 members of the House (eight Democrats, six Republicans) lays down a clear line of opposition to the rationales for stepping up the warfare.  “If the intent is to leave behind a stable Afghanistan capable of governing itself, this military escalation may well be counterproductive,” the letter says. And it warns that “any perceived military success in Afghanistan might create pressure to increase military activity in Pakistan. This could very well lead to dangerous destabilization in the region and would increase hostility toward the United States.”  More than 400 members of the House declined to sign the letter. In effect, they failed to join in a historic challenge to a prevailing assumption -- that the U.S. government must use massive violence for many more years to try to work Washington’s will on Afghanistan.

A reduced military commitment prevents instability from spilling over to Pakistan

Rory Stewart, Ryan Professor of Human Rights at Harvard, 03-17-2009, “What worked in Iraq won't help Afghanistan,” The Times, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article5920064.ece

We need a much lighter military footprint. We cannot afford to keep 80,000 foreign troops in Afghanistan for a decade. US and European voters won't support it, it is an extravagant distraction from more important strategic priorities, including Pakistan and as long as we are seen as an occupying power, there will be Afghans who want to fight us.  We should plan now to reduce the size of our military commitment and decide what we can do with fewer troops. This does not mean abandoning Afghanistan entirely. The US and its allies should use special forces and intelligence operatives to ensure that al-Qaeda never again finds Afghanistan a safe and comfortable environment in which to establish training camps. Even a few thousand international troops and US air support would be a serious deterrent to civil war. But most importantly we must continue to provide generous long-term financial support to the Afghan Government and its military.  Policymakers are now more cautious about Afghanistan and say that their only objective is stability.  But even this is implausible. Pakistan is 20 years ahead of Afghanistan on almost every indicator and is yet to achieve the kind of stability we dream of in Afghanistan. Instead, we must think in terms of containing and managing a difficult, poor and unstable country without sinking too much into this difficult task. We must husband our resources for the many other crises already erupting - from the British banking sector to Pakistan.  There are many small simple things we can do to help Afghan society. All require us to forge a long-term engagement with the country. But such a policy is only possible if we reduce our investment in money and troops and develop a lighter, more affordable and ultimately more sustainable relationship with Afghanistan.
Stability Advantage – AT: Troops Key

Some instability in Afghanistan is inevitable – history proves

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Some analysts, including Carnegie Endowment senior associate Robert Kagan, insist that were the United States to evacuate Afghanistan, the political and military vacuum left by our departure would lead to serious instability throughout the region. But instability, in the sense of a perpetually anarchic state of nature dominated by tribal warlords and pervasive bloodshed, has characterized the region for decades—even centuries. Thus, the claim that Afghanistan would be destabilized if the United States were to decrease its presence is misleading, since Afghanistan will be chronically unstable regardless. Most Americans are simply oblivious to the region’s history.

US troops aren’t key to stability in Afghanistan – there are too many factors they can’t control

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

The war in Afghanistan has no simple remedies. Eight years after the fall of the Taliban regime, the country still struggles to survive under the most brutal circumstances: corrupt and ineffective state institutions, thousands of miles of unguarded borders, pervasive illiteracy among a largely rural and decentralized population, a weak president, and a dysfunctional international alliance. As if that weren’t enough, some of Afghanistan’s neighbors have incentives to foment instability there. Given Afghanistan’s numerous challenges, policymakers must consider the unpleasant likelihood that the insurgency might outlast the presence of international troops. But, as explained below, the United States can continue to disrupt terrorist havens without perpetuating a large-scale military presence on the ground.

The US presence can’t provide stability in Afghanistan – it is an impossible task

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

The broader goal of long-term development and governance assistance is a Sisyphean task. Indeed, rather than rebuilding, the United States and NATO would be building much of the country from scratch, such as erecting infrastructure and tailoring a judicial system to make it both “modern” and compatible with local customs. Moreover, the U.S.- led coalition would be undertaking such a monumental enterprise in a country awash with weapons, notoriously suspicious of outsiders, and largely absent of central authority. That is an impossible mission. It’s critical that U.S. policymakers narrow their objectives to disrupting those forces responsible for the 9/11 attacks. The United States should not drift further into a utopian nation-building operation. Indeed, America has already sunk too far into that morass.

Stability Advantage – AT: Troops Key

US troops can’t generate stability in Afghanistan 

Kenneth Theisen, Steering committee member of World Can’t Wait, 10-01-2009, “Commentary: The United States Must Withdraw from Afghanistan,” The Berkeley Daily Planet, http://www.berkeleydailyplanet.com/issue/2009-10-01/article/33852?headline=Commentary-The-United-States-Must-Withdraw-from-Afghanistan

But neither Taliban nor the United States rule, through its puppet allies, is in the interests of the Afghan people. Two historically obsolete and reactionary forces are contending in Afghanistan—the Islamic fundamentalist forces led by the Taliban and the outmoded ruling strata of the imperialist system, led by the United States These two forces reinforce each other, even while opposing one another. Supporting the U.S. government to defeat the Taliban and their allies will not advance the interests of the Afghan or American people.

Troops don’t provide stability in Afghanistan – statistics proves 

George F. Will, Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist, 09-01-2009, “Time to Get Out of Afghanistan,” The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html

The U.S. strategy is "clear, hold and build." Clear? Taliban forces can evaporate and then return, confident that U.S. forces will forever be too few to hold gains. Hence nation-building would be impossible even if we knew how, and even if Afghanistan were not the second-worst place to try: The Brookings Institution ranks Somalia as the only nation with a weaker state.  Military historian Max Hastings says Kabul controls only about a third of the country -- "control" is an elastic concept -- and " 'our' Afghans may prove no more viable than were 'our' Vietnamese, the Saigon regime." Just 4,000 Marines are contesting control of Helmand province, which is the size of West Virginia. The New York Times reports a Helmand official saying he has only "police officers who steal and a small group of Afghan soldiers who say they are here for 'vacation.' " Afghanistan's $23 billion gross domestic product is the size of Boise's. Counterinsurgency doctrine teaches, not very helpfully, that development depends on security, and that security depends on development. Three-quarters of Afghanistan's poppy production for opium comes from Helmand. In what should be called Operation Sisyphus, U.S. officials are urging farmers to grow other crops. Endive, perhaps? 

Even if troops can help, there’s no impact to Taliban resurgence after withdrawal

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Moreover, the worst-case scenario—the resurrection of the Taliban’s fundamentalist regime—does not threaten America’s sovereignty or physical security. Many policymakers who call for an indefinite military presence in Afghanistan conflate bin Laden’s network—a transnational jihadist organization—with the Taliban—an indigenous Pashtun-dominated movement. But the Taliban and other parochial fighters pose little threat to the sovereignty or physical security of the United States. The fear that the Taliban will take over a contiguous fraction of Afghan territory is not compelling enough of a rationale to maintain an indefinite, large-scale military presence in the region, especially since the insurgency is largely confined to predominately Pashtun southern and eastern provinces and is unlikely to take over the country as a whole, as we saw in the 1990s.

Stability Advantage – Impacts

Instability in Afghanistan will spillover and undermine Pakistan – causes nuclear war

Joshua Foust, associate editor for Current Intelligence, 08-27-n, “The Case for Afghanistan: Strategic Considerations,” Registan, http://www.registan.net/index.php/2009/08/27/the-case-for-afghanistan-strategic-considerations/

And lest anyone think it is appropriate to write off the India-Pakistan conflict as somebody else’s problem, it is never somebody else’s problem when nuclear weapons are involved. As Jari Lindholm reminded, India and Pakistan have come a hair’s breadth from nuclear conflict twice over Kashmir. And like it or not, it is a compelling and vital American interest to prevent nuclear conflict in South Asia—which makes “fixing” Afghanistan in some way also a vital American interest.  Regional security is one of those topics that gets mentioned casually by many pundits but never really articulated. It is by far Ahmed Rashid’s most convincing argument, that supporting stability in Central and South Asia is a compelling interest not just for the U.S., but for the West in general.  When it comes to Pakistan, the big danger is not in a Taliban takeover, or even in the Taliban seizure of nuclear weapons—I have never believed that the ISI could be that monumentally stupid (though they are incredibly stupid for letting things get this far out of hand). The big danger, as it has been since 1999, is that insurgents, bored or underutilized in Afghanistan, will spark another confrontation between India and Pakistan, and that that confrontation will spillover into nuclear conflict. That is worth blood and treasure to prevent. 

Continued US presence will destabilize Pakistan causing nuclear war

Talking Points Memo, 01-26-2010, “Destabilizing Nuclear Pakistan to Chase Ghosts in Afghanistan,” Talking Points Memo, http://tpmcafe.talkingpointsmemo.com/talk/blogs/r/u/rutabaga_ridgepole/2010/01/destabilizing-nuclear-pakistan.php

So our new "Terror President" bombs bombs bombs some of the most desolate wastelands in the world in North and South Waziristan, and it makes even less sense than bombing Antarctica on the chance that Usama bin Laden is hiding in an igloo at the South Pole, because if we were bombing Antarctica, we wouldn't be destabilizing nuclear Pakistan.  A wave of bombings has swept Pakistan since October, devastating Peshawar but also reaching far beyond the troubled northwest. Attacks on places believed to be safe, such as the military headquarters in Rawalpindi and a popular market in the eastern city of Lahore, have struck fear into the population. Last week, Pakistan's foreign minister warned in a statement that the U.S. troop buildup could magnify the problems by bringing an "influx of militants and refugees from Afghanistan into Pakistan." The U.S. invasion of Afghanistan in 2001 led thousands of Taliban and al-Qaeda members to flee the fighting and seek refuge in Pakistan.  For the United States, the worst-case scenario in Pakistan is nuclear weapons "diverted" to Islamic militants, and in an increasingly fractured Pakistan this possibility has attained sufficient urgency so that Obama and his bumbling Secretary of Defense have been trying to negotiate a deal that would allow "specially trained American units to provide added security for the Pakistani (nuclear) arsenal in case of a crisis." 

It’s the most dangerous region

Robin Wright, senior fellow at the U.S. Institute of Peace, 12-09-2009, “The real stakes in Afghanistan,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/12/09/AR2009120903678.html

Finally, U.S. interests in the wider region are also at stake, notably on two fronts.  Obama's strategy will deeply affect India, the world's largest democracy. Long-standing tensions between Pakistan and India have taken the world closer to the brink of nuclear war than any conflict has since World War II -- and still could, since Pakistan has failed to contain extremists responsible for terrorist atrocities in India, including the Mumbai attacks last year. U.S. failure to help nuclear Pakistan expand or shift its military focus from India to the more immediate threat from its internal extremists risks allowing those tensions to deepen. 
Hegemony Advantage – Link Extension
Current US policy in Afghanistan will lead to the collapse of US leadership

Nicolas Davies, local coordinator of Progressive Democrats of America, 11-23-2009, “Why Afghans Dig Empire Graveyards,” Consortium News, http://www.consortiumnews.com/2009/112309b.html

In Afghanistan as in Iraq (and Vietnam), despite endless lip-service to phrases like "winning hearts and minds" and "clear, hold and build," American military strategists cling to the core belief that their virtually unlimited capacity for violence can ultimately carry the day if enough legal and political constraints are removed.  Instead, the failures of U.S. military force and the success of "Anti-Coalition Forces" everywhere have confirmed Richard Barnet's Vietnam-era judgment that, "at the very moment the number one nation has perfected the science of killing, it has become an impractical instrument of political domination."  The United States military budget is higher than at any time since the Second World War because U.S. officials now regard more of the world as critical to U.S. interests than ever before and are determined to militarily control all of it.  Fortunately for people everywhere, this policy, if it even deserves to be called one, is neither realistic nor economically sustainable. But the whole world faces a critical period of transition as the U.S. military-industrial complex wrestles with the impossible challenge of an unconquerable world, experimenting with new weapons and strategies at the expense of countless lives and squandering resources that could otherwise be used to solve real problems. 
Obama’s commitment to Afghanistan undermines US hegemony – overcomes Obama’s changes on international law

Francis Shor, Professor in History at Wayne State University, 2010, “War in the Era of Declining U.S.

Global Hegemony,” Journal of Critical Globalisation Studies, Issue 2, http://www.criticalglobalisation.com/Issue2/65_81_DECLINING_US_HEGEMONY_JCGS2.pdf

As the bodies pile up, however, the ability to maintain hegemony abroad and even at home is eroded. Yet, war, as a political strategy, remains a compulsive choice by those elite forces in the United States waging a losing struggle to retain global hegemony. As argued by one fierce critic of U.S. military imperialism: “All presidents, whether Democrats or Republicans, have sought to shape the contours of politics worldwide. This global mission and fascination with military power has entangled [U.S.] priorities and stretched its resources over and over again”. Although imperial overstretch is even more pronounced in the aftermath of the recent world-wide economic crisis and the proliferation of conflicts in new regions, the fundamental bi-partisan commitment by the political elite to exercising, in the words of President Barack Obama, “global leadership” will continue.  Of course, there will be nuances in the exercise of that global leadership. Given the massive violations of international and U.S. laws by the Bush Administration, from abrogation of the Geneva Conventions to renditions to torture and domestic spying, it is not surprising to see President Obama repudiating some of the most egregious policies while retaining others. Although the adoption of these positions by President Obama is certainly part of the restoration of U.S. standing, and, hence, hegemony in the international arena, this new administration is wedded to prosecuting war aggressively in Afghanistan with the expansion of U.S. troops and in Pakistan with increasing attacks by U.S. drones and forays by U.S. Special Forces. 
Afghanistan exposed the fallibility of US hard power – hegemony will decline as a result

Manish Chand, Staff Writer, 04-23-2008, “Goodbye US Hegemony, Welcome China, Europe,” Boloji Media, http://www.boloji.com/bookreviews/154.htm

So who will win this mother of all battles in the decades to come? Military superiority is no longer the sure-fire guarantee as the disaster of American interventionism in Iraq and Afghanistan brought out starkly, damaging the credibility of American power. And as each of the new empires has nuclear weapons, "economic power is more important than military power," writes the author, a well-travelled author, who directs the Global Governance Initiative in the American Strategy Programme of the New America Foundation.  With the legitimacy of American hard power under scrutiny, the US is also fast losing the soft power game, making Washington "merely one of several competing vendors or brands on the catwalk of credibility".  "From hedge funds to online gambling, London and Hong Kong are preferred to New York for listing companies," writes Khanna in what seems like a preface to a post-America world. 

Hegemony Advantage – Link Extension
Afghanistan will collapse US hegemony unless we pull out

Tom Engelhardt, co-founder of the American Empire Project, 02-05-2009, “Tomgram: The Empire v. The Graveyard,” Tom Dispatch, http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/175030/the_empire_v_the_graveyard

After all, more than a trillion dollars later, with essentially nothing to show except an unbroken record of destruction, corruption, and an inability to build anything of value, the U.S. is only slowly drawing down its 140,000-plus troops in Iraq to a "mere" 40,000 or so, while surging yet more troops into Afghanistan to fight a counterinsurgency war, possibly for years to come. At the same time, the U.S. continues to expand its armed forces and to garrison the globe, even as it attempts to bail out an economy and banking system evidently at the edge of collapse. This is a sure-fire formula for further disaster -- unless the new administration took the unlikely decision to downsize the U.S. global mission in a major way.  Right now, Washington is whistling past the graveyard. In Afghanistan and Pakistan the question is no longer whether the U.S. is in command, but whether it can get out in time. If not, when the moment for a bailout comes, don't expect the other pressed powers of the planet to do for Washington what it has been willing to do for the John Thains of our world. The Europeans are already itching to get out of town. The Russians, the Chinese, the Iranians, the Indians who exactly will ride to our rescue?  Perhaps it would be more prudent to stop hanging out in graveyards. They are, after all, meant for burials, not resurrections. 

Afghanistan risks the collapse of the US empire

Joe Barnes, Baker Institute's Bonner Means Baker Fellow, 01-26-2010, “Afghanistan, the Graveyard of Empires,” Baker Institute, http://blogs.chron.com/bakerblog/2010/01/afghanistan_the_graveyard_of_empires.html

One word does capture Bearden's analysis of our current situation: caution. For centuries, Bearden stressed, the remote region now known as Afghanistan has proven to be the graveyard of empires. The Moguls, the British, and then the Soviets all attempted to subdue Afghanistan -- and all failed. The pattern for would-be conquerors is almost always the same: a swift initial victory followed by a protracted and painful effort to extend control into the countryside. Since 2001, Bearden said, the American experience has run true to regrettable form. Our early attempts to strike at Al Qaeda and topple the Taliban regime in Kabul have morphed into an ongoing effort to bolster the authority of the new pro-American central government.  My personal take-away from his presentation was general in nature: it is the terrible temptation of pride. Our policies toward Iraq and Afghanistan reflected an excessive faith in both our understanding and our power. I do not say this, let me stress, from some radical critique of American foreign policy. I believe that the United States has on balance been a force for good in world events. I am no isolationist or pacifist. But -- as our expensive adventures in Iraq and Afghanistan have shown -- there is clearly more room for modesty in our approach to the world. We don't know everything. We can't change everything. And pride can blind us to both truths.  This is not an original view. Nor is it a new one. The ancient Greeks had a word -- hubris -- for overbearing pride. The Old Testament, too, reminds us that "pride goeth before destruction." Every American foreign policymaker should have that particular verse from "Proverbs" in mind when he or she embarks on decisions of war and peace. 

Continued occupation of Afghanistan will undermine American hegemony – history proves

Dan Simpson, a former U.S. ambassador and a Post-Gazette associate editor, 02-04-2009, “Get out of Afghanistan, too,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/09035/946657-374.stm

Apart from the situation on the ground, the principal reason for the United States to complete its withdrawal from Iraq and not build up a substitute presence in Afghanistan is domestic -- U.S. national interests overall. Afghanistan ground up the British in the 19th century, and probably drove -- with our help -- the final nail into the coffin of a fading Soviet Union.

Solvency Extensions

Large numbers of troops fail – an offshore strategy is the best way to provide stability 

George F. Will, Pulitzer Prize-winning journalist, 09-01-2009, “Time to Get Out of Afghanistan,” The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/08/31/AR2009083102912.html

U.S. forces are being increased by 21,000, to 68,000, bringing the coalition total to 110,000. About 9,000 are from Britain, where support for the war is waning. Counterinsurgency theory concerning the time and the ratio of forces required to protect the population indicates that, nationwide, Afghanistan would need hundreds of thousands of coalition troops, perhaps for a decade or more. That is inconceivable.  So, instead, forces should be substantially reduced to serve a comprehensively revised policy: America should do only what can be done from offshore, using intelligence, drones, cruise missiles, airstrikes and small, potent Special Forces units, concentrating on the porous 1,500-mile border with Pakistan, a nation that actually matters.  Genius, said de Gaulle, recalling Bismarck's decision to halt German forces short of Paris in 1870, sometimes consists of knowing when to stop. Genius is not required to recognize that in Afghanistan, when means now, before more American valor, such as Allen's, is squandered. 

Casualty aversion makes intervention failure inevitable – conflict must be solves from the inside 

M.D. Nalapat, vice-chair of the Manipal Advanced Research Group, UNESCO Peace Chair, and professor of geopolitics at Manipal University, 09-09-2009, “More troops not the answer in Afghanistan,” UPI Asia, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/09/09/more_troops_not_the_answer_in_afghanistan/4067/

Those who seek conventional military solutions to problems within other countries forget that the world is very different from what it was during the peak years of European colonialism. Then, mass killings were acceptable. But now, were NATO to repeat in Afghanistan the tactics of European colonial powers in South America, Africa and Asia, their own populations would halt such slaughter.  In the age of worldwide cable television, significant "collateral damage" is unacceptable. This is not a situation that would have endeared itself to Winston Churchill, the wartime British prime minister who once favored the bombing of undefended villages in the Middle East, and looked the other way when more than 6 million Indians died in 1944 of starvation in the single British-ruled province of Bengal.  Given the absence of public support, unless soldiers are given the freedom to impose their version of order on the populace without regard to collateral damage, they will be unable to extinguish local guerrillas, especially when anger at the presence of alien forces creates significant accretions to the resistance. Most internal conflicts need to be settled by forces native to the particular country, and Afghanistan is no exception. As in Iraq – where the victory over Saddam Hussein should have been followed by a phased withdrawal of coalition troops to the borders within 18 months of the 2003 victory – in Afghanistan NATO forces should concentrate on training and equipping local troops rather than participating in combat, except as backup to local forces. Should U.S. President Barack Obama view more troops as the answer to military reverses in Afghanistan, exactly as Lyndon Johnson did in Vietnam four decades ago, he is likely to follow the same political trajectory as the visionary Texan.

Withdrawal is key to transition to Afghani control – it’s the only way to ensure stability 

M.D. Nalapat, vice-chair of the Manipal Advanced Research Group, UNESCO Peace Chair, and professor of geopolitics at Manipal University, 09-09-2009, “More troops not the answer in Afghanistan,” UPI Asia, http://www.upiasia.com/Security/2009/09/09/more_troops_not_the_answer_in_afghanistan/4067/

Tajiks and Hazaras in Afghanistan are generally outside the armed resistance to NATO, as are the overwhelming majority of Uzbeks. However, instead of rewarding them for this, NATO has discriminated against these ethnic groups in its eagerness to "win over" the Pashtuns. Seeing that bad behavior is rewarded and good behavior is ignored, few Pashtuns will be motivated to back NATO against the armed resistance.  Similarly in Iraq, Shiites have been neglected in a bid to win over the Sunnis, a policy that reached its peak when Zalmay Khalilzad was the U.S. envoy in the country. Of course, there has been a Western neglect of the human rights of Shiites throughout the Middle East, for reasons that are not obvious.  Instead of inflaming local resentment by saying, as a British general did recently, that NATO will remain in Afghanistan for 40 years or more, what is needed is a phased transition to Afghan hands. Barack Obama is right in saying that more troops are not the answer in Iraq. Then why has he fallen into Lyndon Johnson's "Vietnam trap" in Afghanistan? 
AT: Negotiations CP – Plan Key

The plan is a prerequisite to negotiations with the Taliban and negotiations fail

Robert Dreyfuss, investigative journalist, 01-07-2009, “Hey Obama, Don't Let Afghanistan Be Your Quagmire,” The Nation, http://www.alternet.org/world/117816/hey_obama,_don't_let_afghanistan_be_your_quagmire/
So far, Mullah Omar has rejected Karzai's offer of direct talks, and the Taliban continues to insist on the withdrawal of US and NATO forces before any deal. A deal with the Islamist insurgency, or at least enough of it to make it stick, is an exceedingly difficult undertaking, and most of Obama's advisers are skeptical that it can work. India, Iran and Russia, which supported the anti-Taliban Northern Alliance in the decade before 9/11, won't look with favor on a US-Saudi effort to allow the Taliban back in power, so their concerns will have to be taken into account. The fragmented nature of the Taliban movment makes it hard to figure out whom, exactly, to negotiate with. And though parts of the movement may be pragmatic enough to strike a deal, other parts are likely to fight to the bitter end.

The plan is required for the Taliban to enter into negotiations – the counterplan would be rejected

IANS, 04-21-2010, “No peace talks until US withdraws, says Taliban,” New Kerala, http://www.newkerala.com/news/fullnews-93233.html

The Taliban in Afghanistan has rejected media reports that the outfit had called for reconciliation talks with the US and demanded 'unconditional withdrawal of all invading forces from the country'. No peace talks would begin until there was a complete withdrawal of foreign troops from Afghanistan, a statement from the militant outfit said Tuesday, adding that Mullah Omar would not resign as its leader.   "The Islamic emirate of Afghanistan emphasises its unwavering stand regarding talks with the Americans and considers the unconditional withdrawal of all invading forces from Afghanistan a prerequisite for talks and negotiations with the Americans," the statement said.   "Talks with America in the presence of foreign forces would mean giving their invasion legitimacy." 

The Taliban will reject the counterplan because the plan hasn’t been done

Xinhua News, 04-21-2010, “Taliban rejects media reports on talks with US,” Global Times, http://world.globaltimes.cn/asia-pacific/2010-04/524342.html

The Taliban said Tuesday that its group is not going to participate in a dialogue with the United States.  A statement sent to Xinhua's online mailbox by the group denied media reports on the peace talks, saying that the reports were " against all codes of journalism."  "Such farcical rumors are a fatuous propaganda stunt of the moribund enemy," said the statement.  The Taliban stressed its unwavering stand regarding talks with the Americans and insisted the unconditional withdrawal of all invading forces from Afghanistan as a prerequisite for talks and negotiation with the Americans, said the statement.  "Talks with America in conditions of presence of foreign forces would mean giving their invasion legitimacy," said the statement.  It said the presence of Americans in Afghanistan is the main factor of instability in the country and the whole region.  Afghan President Hamid Karzai earlier invited the Taliban to the peace process and the US back the Afghan leader's dialogue efforts.  Taliban, however, has since repeatedly rejected the proposal. 
AT: Negotiations CP – Negotiations Fail

Negotiations fails – the Taliban won’t follow through

Robert Templer, Director, Asia Program at the International Crisis Group, 03-20-2009, “Six Experts on Negotiating with the Taliban,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/18893/six_experts_on_negotiating_with_the_taliban.html

So far hardly any of the key questions have even been asked, never mind answered. Negotiating without some consensus on what these talks would mean is a recipe for even more divisions within the country. Talks that are driven by an outside power such as the United States will not result in enduring agreements. If there are discussions with the Taliban, they need to be driven by Afghans with the basic principles agreed ahead of time. They also need to take place in an environment where a stronger state can absorb insurgents, not be taken over by them. The lessons are clear from earlier agreements with insurgents in Pakistan and Afghanistan. They have mostly resulted in concessions of territory and power to people who have no intention of following the rule of law.

Regional stakeholders will undermine negotiations

Huma Yusuf, staff writer, 02-01-2010, “Talks with the Taliban,” DAWN Media Group, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/world/19-talks-with-the-taliban-hh-06

Regional stakeholders — each with their own agenda for protecting their national interests in Afghanistan — are also in a position to derail talks. Take Pakistan, for example. The fact that we have been left out of all secret talks between the Afghan government and Taliban through 2009 highlights the fact that our involvement could be a game-changer. Although it is accepted that negotiations with the Taliban cannot bear fruit without ISI involvement, the Afghan and US governments have indicated that they do not trust our intelligence agencies’ motives. There are concerns that the ISI will want to install those Taliban commanders with whom it has strong ties in the Afghan government, especially since the current administration is hostile towards Pakistan. If involved in negotiations, the ISI could tip the balance in favour of sympathetic Taliban commanders by offering better incentives. But as writer and journalist Ahmed Rashid points out, the Afghan Taliban are weary of being manipulated by the ISI. In the past few years they have become enmeshed with the anti-state Pakistani Taliban, grown closer to Afghan intelligence agencies and articulated their own ideological and political goals for Afghanistan. Pakistan will want reintegrated Taliban to look out for Islamabad’s interests, discourage an Indian presence in Afghanistan to allay fears of encirclement, and reassure the Pakistan Army of the option of strategic depth. But in a role reversal, Pakistan may find that an Afghan government comprising former Taliban commanders is willing to provide safe havens for TTP militants and exert a potentially destabilising influence over Pakistan’s Pushto-speaking population.  If such divergent agendas are detected, Pakistan’s intelligence agencies could jeopardise talks. Negotiations can only succeed if all stakeholders, particularly Pakistan and India, prioritise regional stability over national agendas — this, unfortunately, is a long shot. 

Negotiations will fail 

Elise Jordan, director for communications at the National Security Council, 02-12-2010, “Negotiations only boost the Taliban,” New York Post, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/negotiations_only_boost_the_taliban_gFe1VDjVNQ8ujBKy81rclJ

"The separation of the Taliban from al Qaeda is not currently on the horizon. The leaders of the Taliban and the al Qaeda are deeply intermeshed," US Special Representative for Afghanistan and Pakistan Richard Holbrooke told a Council on Foreign Relations audience in mid-December. "It is our judgment that, if the Taliban succeed in Afghanistan, they will bring back with them to Afghanistan al Qaeda." By the end of January, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton was reduced to insisting that Karzai's talks with the Taliban won't include "really bad guys." What makes her so sure? Making the talks even more foolish is the fact that they're guaranteed to yield nothing of value. As Michael Rubin deftly outlines in this month's Commentary, the United States spent most of the '90s engaging the Taliban -- a strategy that only protected al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden. Using declassified State Department cables, Rubin traces US diplomacy with the Taliban from 1995 through 2001, demonstrating that it was "engagement for its own sake -- without any consideration given to the behavior or sincerity of an unambiguously hostile interlocutor." 

AT: Negotiations CP – Fill-In Solves Terror

Withdrawal doesn’t cause terrorism – intelligence operations fill-in

Malou Innocent, Foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, 07-20-2009, “Afghanistan: The Deadliest Month and It's Time to Get Out,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10369

Ideally, the United States should have already reduced its visibility in the region. Denying a sanctuary to terrorists that seek to attack the United States can be done through aerial surveillance, retaining covert operatives for discrete operations against specific targets, and ongoing intelligence-sharing with the Afghan and Pakistani governments. The United States can continue to disrupt terrorist havens without perpetuating a large-scale military presence on the ground. Moreover, going after al Qaeda does not require Washington to pacify the entire country.

UAVs can fill-in to solve for terrorism – a large presence isn’t key

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

In Iraq and Afghanistan, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) surveil roads for improvised explosive devices, transmitting 16,000 hours of video each month. UAVs are smaller, lighter, and cheaper than manned aircraft, because they don’t need equipment to support a crew, and operations can run without combat search-and-rescue in place. UAV missions are far less intrusive than a large-scale military presence, and they can help protect legitimate American security interests. UAV technology would also help to ensure we do not see a repeat of the 1990s, when the United States documented links between the Taliban and al Qaeda, but hovered between indifference and bureaucratic paralysis when shaping policy in the region. Today, we can target terrorists where they do emerge via airstrikes and covert raids. Thus, denying a sanctuary to terrorists who seek to attack the United States does not require complete pacification of Afghanistan, much less a long-term, large-scale military presence in the region.

Withdrawal won’t causes terrorism – smaller efforts would be more successful 

Federico Manfredi, specialist on insurgencies and counterinsurgencies, particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan, Winter 2008/2009, “Rethinking U.S. Policy in Afghanistan,” World Policy Journal, p. 23-30.
The unwillingness in the United States and across Western Europe to recognize these glaring military and political shortcomings of the NATO presence in Afghanistan is rooted in a deep-seated fear that a withdrawal would herald disastrous consequences. A similar fear characterized public discourse throughout the Vietnam War. In those years, leading U.S. policymakers argued that a withdrawal would shatter American credibility, destabilize Southeast Asia, and ultimately cause one regime after the other to fall prey to rising communist forces. However, no such string of disasters took place when the U.S. Army finally pulled out. Vietnam was just Vietnam; Afghanistan is just Afghanistan. Of course, 9/11 proved that Al Qaeda can carry the war to American shores— something the North Vietnamese were never in a position to do. But the United States must learn to face the new threats coming from an increasingly interconnected world. Indeed, much of the planning for the 9/11 attacks took place in Germany, and several hijackers attended U.S. flight schools. It is not the “training camps” in Afghanistan that are most worrisome, but rather the small, independent cells that are active within Western countries. The United States could fight its elusive enemies much more effectively if it relied less on military force and more on painstaking police work and cooperation with international intelligence networks.  

AT: Negotiations CP – No Terrorism

It is unlikely the Taliban would host Al-Qaeda again

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Even if the Taliban were to reassert themselves amid a scaled down U.S. presence, it is not clear that the Taliban would again host al Qaeda. In The Looming Tower: Al-Qaeda and the Road to 9/11, Lawrence Wright, staff writer for New Yorker magazine, found that before 9/11 the Taliban was divided over whether to shelter Osama bin Laden. The terrorist financier wanted to attack Saudi Arabia’s royal family, which, according to Wright, would have defied a pledge Taliban leader Mullah Omar made to Prince Turki al-Faisal, chief of Saudi intelligence (1977–2001), to keep bin Laden under control. The Taliban’s reluctance to host al Qaeda’s leader means it is not a foregone conclusion that the same group would provide shelter to the same organization whose protection led to their overthrow.

Al-Qaeda won’t return to Afghanistan – they’re already spread out across the globe

Joe Galloway, senior military correspondent, 11-22-2009, “Withdraw Troops In Afghanistan And Set More Modest Goals,” Sun-Sentinel, http://articles.sun-sentinel.com/2009-11-22/features/0911200067_1_afghanistan-president-hamid-karzai-gen-stanley-mcchrystal

And one more thing: There are no al-Qaida forces in Afghanistan today, so far as we know. Our strategic assumption is that they will return if the Taliban win this war, and thus pose an even greater threat to the United States than they do from their current locations in the Pakistan border areas, Somalia, a Hong Kong hotel room, Hamburg and Detroit.  We assume that the primitive but very adaptive Taliban will welcome back with open arms the very trouble-makers who led to their overthrow and exile and eight more years of war.  We assume this even though there is not one whit of evidence that al-Qaida has been welcomed back to the half of Afghanistan where the Taliban currently rule. 
Your disadvantage distracts focus from real problems – Al-Qaeda doesn’t pose a threat to the US

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, and Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, 09-14-2009, “Escaping the "Graveyard of Empires": A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf

Al Qaeda is not an existential threat to the United States. It is increasingly unlikely that the group could mount another attack on the scale of 9/11, much less anything larger. All of al Qaeda’s attacks since 9/11 have been more modest, and they have grown more infrequent. In fact, Washington’s continued fixation on the group presents a bigger threat to genuine American interests than the group itself can pose. Alarmism increases the group’s credibility while diverting finite economic and military resources away from increased domestic security. And, as John Mueller, Woody Hayes Chair of National Security Studies at Ohio State University argues, a national predisposition to overreact to terrorism can make the United States a more appealing terrorist target. Though the United States should continue to monitor al Qaeda carefully and carry out operations against it as opportunities arise, it does not merit the strategic obsession that it currently receives.

AT: Consult NATO CP

NATO would say no 

Mark Landler, Staff Writer, 12-04-2009, “NATO Pledges 7,000 Troops, but Avoids Details,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/05/world/asia/05diplo.html

After months of anguished debate in the United States over how many new troops to send to Afghanistan, the numbers game switched to Europe on Friday, with NATO announcing that it planned to commit an additional 7,000 soldiers to the coalition in Afghanistan. NATO portrayed the pledge as a powerful vote of support for the American-led effort. But in Europe as in Washington, arithmetic on troops can get fuzzy. Of the 7,000 troops promised by NATO, from 1,500 to 2,000 are already in Afghanistan, sent months ago to bolster security during the presidential election.  An undisclosed number of the new troops will steer clear of the fighting because they are barred by their countries from combat operations. And two allies, the Netherlands and Canada, still plan to withdraw nearly 5,000 troops in the next two years, offsetting the infusion.  NATO’s secretary general, Anders Fogh Rasmussen, declined to specify which countries would be sending troops, or when. Nor did Germany and France seem to budge from their reluctance to commit any more soldiers.  Despite all this, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton insisted she was “extremely heartened” by the NATO commitments, which she said would go “a very long way” toward meeting the goals President Obama set out in his strategy for reversing the tide in Afghanistan. 

Despite public sentiment, European governments want the US to stay in Afghanistan

Mark Landler, Staff Writer, 12-04-2009, “NATO Pledges 7,000 Troops, but Avoids Details,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2009/12/05/world/asia/05diplo.html

Public sentiment against the war is running high in both of those countries. But American officials hope President Nicolas Sarkozy of France will be able to make troop decisions after important regional elections in March. In Germany, Chancellor Angela Merkel, emboldened by a new center-right coalition, is expected to submit a new request for troops to Parliament next year.  Troop numbers aside, several participants said the meeting underscored a new urgency about Afghanistan that reflected both the completion of Mr. Obama’s strategic review and the messy election, which helped to show the deteriorating security situation in the country.  “I’ve been to a lot of these meetings, and this is the most positive I remember,” said Mr. Eide, a Norwegian diplomat. “I think that governments recognize the need to act, before the situation becomes irreversible.” 

Europe says no – perceive Afghanistan as key to NATO 

Robert E. Hunter, Senior Advisor, RAND Corporation, 12-09-2009, “U.S.-NATO: Looking for Common Ground in Afghanistan,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/20938/usnato.html

In terms of motivation, very few European countries believe that winning in Afghanistan--that is, dismantling, defeating, and destroying al-Qaeda and Taliban--is necessary for their own security. A few believe that, but most do not. When they add forces, it is to protect the credibility of NATO now that it is there. NATO has never failed at anything it chose to do. Many of these governments wouldn't repeat what they did in 2003 when they sent troops, but that's water over the dam, and they don't want NATO to be damaged by a failure to persevere in Afghanistan. Most of them are doing this ... to please the United States. There are two basic issues within NATO. One is the immediate issue of Afghanistan. The other is a difference of perspective about what challenges NATO faces. Most Europeans would argue that the work of wrapping up the Cold War is still not entirely finished. There are some minor issues and one huge, major issue. The minor issues are in places like the Balkans; the bigger issue is the future of Russia.

AT: NATO DA – Link Answers

Current US Afghan policy undermines NATO cohesion – creates unnecessary pressure on allies 

Federico Manfredi, specialist on insurgencies and counterinsurgencies, particularly in Iraq and Afghanistan, Winter 2008/2009, “Rethinking U.S. Policy in Afghanistan,” World Policy Journal, p. 23-30.
In turn, ever more dangerous military operations are generating tensions and divisions within the North Atlantic alliance. The U.S. secretary of defense, Robert Gates, continues to lament that some member states refuse to deploy troops to southern Afghanistan. He has said that NATO could become a two-tiered alliance, with “some allies willing to fight and die...and others who are not.” Gates also chided member states fighting in the south, namely Great Britain, Canada, and the Netherlands, saying, “I’m worried we have some military forces that don’t know how to do counter- insurgency.” In return, Canadian Prime Minister Stephen Harper pledged to with- draw Canadian troops from Afghanistan by 2011. (The announcement came in the midst of a national electoral campaign.) In fact, public officials in most NATO countries simply cannot afford higher military casualties in the face of domestic constituencies increasingly opposed to any involvement in Afghanistan. Eventually, some member states, perhaps Italy or Germany, may decide to give in to electoral pressures and withdraw unilaterally. However, such a withdrawal would set an unpleasant precedent for NATO, and thus weaken an alliance that is essential to maintaining stability in the Balkans and containing an increasingly belligerent Russia. 

Continued US presence undermines NATO

Andrew J. Bacevich, professor of history and international relations at Boston University, 04-02-2009, “How do we save NATO? We quit,” Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/apr/02/opinion/oe-bacevich2

This program of enlarging both NATO's territorial expanse and its ambitions has now reached an impasse. Through its military punishment of Georgia last year, Russia has signaled it will not tolerate further encroachments into what the Kremlin sees as its legitimate sphere of influence. Meanwhile, through its ineffective performance in Afghanistan -- NATO's most ambitious "out of area" contingency -- the alliance has revealed the extent to which its capabilities and its cohesion have eroded. Present-day NATO is a shadow of what it once was. Calling it a successful alliance today is the equivalent of calling General Motors a successful car company -- it privileges nostalgia over self-awareness. As with GM, so too with NATO: Fixing past mistakes will require painful changes. Continuing along the existing trajectory is not an option. If the alliance pursues any further eastward expansion (incorporating Ukraine into its ranks, as some in Washington have advocated), it will implode. If it persists in attempting to pacify Afghanistan (vainly trying to prod the Germans and other reluctant allies into deploying more troops with fewer strings attached), it will only further expose its internal weakness. NATO won't survive by compounding its own recent errors.

Afghanistan isn’t key to the alliance

Tony Corn, graduate of the U.S. Naval War College, 08-21-2007, “The Revolution in Transatlantic Affairs,” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/08/the_revolution_in_transatlanti.html

As a political organization, the Alliance rushed to invoke Article 5 within twenty-four hours of 9/11; as a military organization, NATO turned out to be as ill-prepared to do counterinsurgency in Afghanistan as the U.S. military in Iraq. It would be a mistake, however, to claim that NATO's credibility is at stake in Afghanistan. Afghanistan may have been the graveyard of empires in the past, but it won't be the graveyard of the Alliance -- for a simple reason already pointed out by one European observer:  When the territorial integrity of one of its members is threatened by an attack, NATO cannot afford to lose. It would sacrifice its credibility as an alliance. . . . But in stabilization operations the existence of NATO is not threatened. Here NATO can afford to fail without losing its credibility as an alliance. . . . There are, thus, fundamental differences between collective defense credibility and stabilization credibility. To lump them together or to blur the distinction between the two, shows a lack of understanding for the very nature of such interventions. The consequences of getting stuck in hopeless operations as well as holding NATO's authority and standing hostage to fortune is doubly dangerous. The UN, the institution with the widest experience in post-conflict stabilization to date, has never made these operations a test for its credibility. NATO needs to do likewise.3 
AT: NATO DA – No Impact

No impact to NATO collapse – Europe will fill-in one its own

Andrew J. Bacevich, professor of history and international relations at Boston University, 04-02-2009, “How do we save NATO? We quit,” Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2009/apr/02/opinion/oe-bacevich2

The difference between 1949 and 2009 is that present-day Europe is more than capable of addressing today's threat, without American assistance or supervision. Collectively, the Europeans don't need U.S. troops or dollars, both of which are in short supply anyway and needed elsewhere. Yet as long as the United States sustains the pretense that Europe cannot manage its own affairs, the Europeans will endorse that proposition, letting Americans foot most of the bill. Only if Washington makes it clear that the era of free-riding has ended will Europe grow up.

Non-unique and no impact – NATO is failing in Afghanistan now and bilateral alliances can fill-in

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 05-04-2009, “What's NATO for Again?,” The American Spectator, http://spectator.org/archives/2009/05/04/whats-nato-for-again/print

It comes as no surprise that the Europeans see little cause for fighting in Afghanistan, but NATO invoked Article 5 in 2001 with great fanfare for the first time as a show of support for the U.S. If the alliance is not needed to defend Europe and won't aid America elsewhere, then, really, what is its purpose?   Some alliance members recognize that NATO is failing its Afghanistan test. Warned British Defense Secretary John Hutton: "Success in Afghanistan is fast emerging as the test of NATO's relevance in this new post-cold war age." If the alliance can't act there, then "NATO will risk being irrelevant, a talking shop where process is everything," he adds.  In fact, that's all NATO has become.  It's time to give NATO, at least an American-dominated NATO, a decent burial. The U.S. should pull out, leaving the Europeans to construct whatever continental security architecture seems best. If they want to sort out the Balkans, guard the Caucasus, or engage in some other far-flung mission, they should be free to do so. Without American forces.  At the same time, Washington could work out agreements with any European nations with real militaries that see the value of continued security cooperation. That likely would include Britain and France. And maybe Germany, if its soldiers would lay off the sausages and beer. 

NATO is resilient – multiple crisis situations prove

Leo Michel, Senior Research Fellow Institute for National Strategic Studies, 06-08-2006, “New Threats and the Future of Transatlantic Cooperation,” Comitato Atlantico Italiano, http://www.comitatoatlantico.it/articolo/155/new_threats_and_the_future_of_transatlantic_cooperation

Since 1949, NATO--the anchor of transatlantic security cooperation--has surmounted numerous challenges:  the integration and rearmament of Germany beginning in 1955; the Suez Crisis in 1956; France's withdrawal from NATO's Integrated Military Structure in 1966; near war between Turkey and Greece in the 1970s; the deployment of U.S. intermediate range nuclear systems in the 1980s; and, in the 1990's, the launch of NATO's first military operations in Bosnia and Kosovo.   Ultimately, NATO remained strong and resilient because its members did not allow their differences to overpower their shared interests and values. 
AT: CMR DA

Fights over Afghanistan now 

Michael Desch, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, 10-27-2009, “Obama and His General,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65662/michael-c-desch/obama-and-his-general

U.S. Commander Stanley McChrystal's very public participation in the Obama administration's internal debate about its Afghanistan strategy has highlighted the continuing challenges to civil-military relations that I wrote about in Foreign Affairs two years ago ("Bush and the Generals," May/June 2007).  McChrystal first waded into the strategy debate with his leaked assessment of the situation in Afghanistan, which concluded that the United States should shift its strategy to population security and dedicate more resources and up to 40,000 additional troops to the war. Days later, he revealed that he had spoken to the president only once since his appointment as commander of U.S. troops in Afghanistan and, in an address in London, went on to dismiss as "short-sighted" Vice President Joe Biden's preferred strategy of cutting U.S. losses and prosecuting the campaign using Predator and cruise-missile strikes.  Needless to say, senior Obama administration officials were not pleased. Obama's national security adviser, General James Jones, told CNN a few days later that it is "better for military advice to come up the chain of command." Secretary of Defense Robert Gates reinforced this message in a speech two days after that by saying, "It is imperative that all of us taking part in these deliberations -- civilians and military alike -- provide our best advice to the president candidly but privately." 

Afghanistan proves conflicts are inevitable and relations are resilient

Michael Desch, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, 10-27-2009, “Obama and His General,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65662/michael-c-desch/obama-and-his-general

As this history shows, civil-military rifts are not new. And as I argued in 2007, the approach to civil-military relations that Samuel Huntington called "objective civilian control" holds the most promise for overcoming tension between the generals and civilians. It argues that military leaders should be given wide latitude in the technical and operational realms of war in return for their complete subordination to civilian control of politics and grand strategy. This approach fosters military effectiveness while keeping the strategic decision of if and when to go to war in the hands of elected officials.  According to objective control, McChrystal was clearly in the wrong when he inserted himself into the public strategy debate. But his case also illustrates some real limitations to that approach to civilian oversight. In politico-military operations such as counterinsurgency, there is no sharp, bright line between the political and military realms but rather a vast gray area. The United States' commitment to nation-building in Afghanistan, for example, includes decisions that are at once military and political. Indeed, irregular warfare -- whether counterinsurgency in Vietnam in the 1960s or peacekeeping in the Balkans in the 1990s -- has historically been a source of civil-military friction precisely because it blurs that boundary. 

McChrystal’s public outburst undermined civilian control

Michael Desch, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, 10-27-2009, “Obama and His General,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/65662/michael-c-desch/obama-and-his-general

Had McChrystal handled his protest privately, and had the administration still ignored or disregarded his advice, he would have faced the same choice as the generals of the Bush administration and those before them: saluting and obeying or resigning in protest. In most cases, senior military officers will choose the former, but either course of action would have upheld the principle of civilian control better than McChrystal's public campaign to preordain the Obama administration's Afghan policy.

AT: Drug War DA

US not key to fighting the drug war in Afghanistan 

Tom Lasseter, Staff Writer, 05-10-2009, “West looked the other way as Afghan drug trade exploded,” McClatchy Newspapers, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2009/05/10/67722/west-looked-the-other-way-as-afghan.html

Afghan and Western officials say that's because U.S. and NATO-led forces failed to take the drug problem seriously for more than six years after the U.S.-led invasion in 2001 ousted the Taliban regime.  "They (the Western military) didn't want anything to do with either interdiction or eradication," said Thomas Schweich, a former Bush administration ambassador for counter-narcotics and justice reform for Afghanistan. "We warned them over and over again: Look at Colombia."  Now Helmand and Kandahar have become the core of a narco-state within Afghanistan, effectively ruled by the resurgent Taliban. Drugs are the main economic engine there, and most politicians and police are said to be under the thumbs of dealers. "I haven't seen any good police during the last two years in Kandahar," Hamidi said.  In the west Helmand district of Nad Ali, thousands of acres of government land reportedly have been irrigated and cultivated — including wells and farm boundaries dug by heavy machinery — as poppy plantations. Police in the area fired on government eradication teams last year.  Asked what American and NATO forces have done to halt the flow of opium and heroin in the southern provinces, Afghanistan's minister for counter-narcotics, Col. Gen. Khodaidad, who like many Afghans uses only one name, had a quick answer: "Nothing." 

The US is responsible for Afghanistan’s drug problem

Malalai Joya, former member of Afghani parliament, 10-16-2009, “Interview with Malalai Joya,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/interview_with_malalai_joya

The opium industry of Afghanistan is solely designed by the United States. The drug business started long before in the 1980s during the Cold War, and the CIA worked hard to promote it in the areas under the control of the mujahideen. It is a joke when they are talking about counter-narcotics efforts while everyone knows that the production level goes up every year.  If they had been serious about fighting the drug business, they would not have installed the biggest drug-traffickers like Ahmad Wali Karzai, Qasim Fahim, Rashid Dostum, Atta Muhammad, Daud Daud, Burhanuddin Rabbani, and many others in the key positions of the puppet government. 

Withdrawal is the only way to stop drug production in Afghanistan 

Malalai Joya, former member of Afghani parliament, 10-16-2009, “Interview with Malalai Joya,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/interview_with_malalai_joya

Besides opium, Afghanistan is also tops in cannabis production. Actually the United States and its allies (especially the United Kingdom) gain the most out of the multi-billion drug business. Without their hidden support and encouragement, Afghanistan could never produce such a high level of drugs. What poor Afghan farmers and Taliban get out of the drugs is like a drop in the ocean!  No one in their right mind can believe that a superpower supported by over 40 counties is really unable to stop opium production in Afghanistan, while a small, ignorant, and backward force like the Taliban could easily ban it in 2001 and were able to reduce the production level to only 185 metric tons. But under the United States and its allies Afghanistan now produces over 8,500 tons of opium every year.  The best way to deal with the drugs problem is to end the U.S. occupation because these were the "gifts" of the occupation forces to Afghanistan. As long as occupation, druglordism, and warlordism (of both the Northern Alliance and Taliban) continue, the opium industry will flourish. 
AT: Economy Disadvantages

Withdrawal would reduce the budget deficit – strengthens the economy

Jacob Horberger, Founder and president of The Future of Freedom Foundation, 02-09-2009, “Immediately Withdraw from Afghanistan Too,” Future of Freedom Foundation, http://www.fff.org/blog/jghblog2009-02-09.asp

Finally, the withdrawal of all U.S. troops from Afghanistan (and Iraq) would have the additional bonus of strengthening the U.S. economy by immediately reducing federal borrowing and expenditures by hundreds of billions of dollars. Given that out-of-control federal spending is threatening our nation with bankruptcy and ruin, a major reduction in federal spending would be a good thing.

Continued spending on Afghanistan will increase the budget deficit and hurt the economy 

Malou Innocent, foreign policy analyst at the Cato Institute, 12-02-2009, “A Costly Mistake,” Huffington Post, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11027

Whether the rationale for prolonging the operation is to expunge al Qaeda, gain greater ease of access to Central Asia's energy reserves, or improve the fate of the Afghan people, Americans don't seem to buy it. A substantial portion of the American public is against sending more troops, the overwhelming majority of Democrats in Congress are against sending more troops, and a number of prominent conservatives are against sending more troops. Why? Partly because these patriotic Americans realize that our brave and highly-dedicated soldiers are not trained to be nation builders or policemen. But these critics also recognize, in lieu of the current economic recession, that the Taliban and al Qaeda cannot destroy the United States, but our own reckless spending can. As the Independent Forum notes:  "The US is running a $1.4 trillion budget deficit...US national debt has now surpassed the $12 trillion mark...The Afghanistan War has already cost about $250 billion and is steadily climbing...[and] since Obama was elected, the US Dollar has lost about 10% of its value, and is approaching its all-time record low set back in early 2008. Since 2002, the US Dollar has plummeted by about 37%."

Current withdrawal plans don’t solve – Obama is spending billions on the war in Afghanistan

Steven Thomma, Staff Writer, 02-01-2010, “Obama's budget deficits to rise from wars, recession,” McClatchy Newspapers, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/02/01/83461/obamas-budget-deficits-to-rise.html

First, Obama is spending more for war than he expected.  A year ago, he estimated that spending on war and intelligence operations in Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan would drop from the $145 billion he inherited to $129 billion in the current fiscal year. Instead, he's sending another 30,000 to 35,000 troops to Afghanistan and is asking for another $33 billion for the current year, boosting the total to $162 billion, and for $159 billion next year.  The United States is committed to withdrawing all its combat troops from Iraq by the end of 2011, and Obama has pledged to start drawing down troops from Afghanistan next year as well.  Still, his budget asks to set aside an additional $50 billion for the fiscal year that starts Oct. 1, 2011, and again every year after that, just in case it's needed.  "These estimates do not reflect any policy decisions about specific military or intelligence operations," the president's budget says, "but are only intended to indicate that some as-yet-unknown costs are anticipated." 

AT: Imperialism Ks

The US presence in Afghanistan is imperialist – we shape the electorate

Kenneth J. Theisen, steering committee member of World Can't Wait, 10-23-2009, “Afghan government ‘legitimacy’ is critical to U.S. imperialism,” RAWA, http://www.rawa.org/temp/runews/2009/10/23/afghan-govt-legitimacy-is-critical-to-us-imperialism.html

But whoever “wins” the election is expected to be a junior “partner” of the U.S. imperialists. Before Kerry “convinced” Karzai to agree to a new vote, he said this, “I think this is a moment for President Karzai, frankly, to step up and help to share with the world a better vision for how the government here is going to deliver and be a full partner." Although he did not say so, this was a message to both candidates to go along with the senior partner – U.S. imperialism.  No matter how the U.S. resolves its problems regarding the “legitimacy” of the puppet government in Afghanistan, it is clear that the U.S. is intent on escalating the war there. It needs the Afghan government to appear to be legitimate in order to more efficiently carry out this war. This perceived “legitimacy” is critical to mobilizing support for the U.S. war in Afghanistan, in the U.S. and throughout the world. Whether Karzai or Abdullah wins the upcoming election, it will make no difference to the Afghan people. They will still be victims in the war between the U.S. imperialists and the reactionary forces aligned around the Taliban and al Queda. Neither they nor we have any interests in supporting either side of this imperialist war. 

Withdrawal from Afghanistan is key to oppose imperialism – the permutation solves

The Internationalist, February 2008, “Obama Presidency: U.S. Imperialism Tries a Makeover,” The Internationalist Group, http://www.internationalist.org/obamaimperialpresident0902.html

But there’s dumb ... and dumber. Bush’s invasion and occupation of Iraq has drained U.S. military and economic strength in a quest for world domination. Obama’s vow to escalate the war in Afghanistan, spread over a far larger, mountainous territory, and at the same time to attack Pakistan, with eight times the population and the only Islamic country with nuclear weapons to boot, could set off a chain reaction that would send the entire region up in flames. Any genuine opponent of imperialism must break with both capitalist parties and build a workers party on the program of international socialist revolution.

Abandoning Afghanistan is key to challenge the imperial nature of the US 

Fred Goldstein, author of “Low-Wage Capitalism,” 10-18-2009, “Afghanistan and the U.S. empire,” Workers World, http://www.workers.org/2009/world/afghanistan_1022/

This debate is about the degree of escalation and not about the war itself. Whatever its outcome, the war will continue to bring more suffering and hardship to the people of Afghanistan and Pakistan. And it will affect the working class in the U.S., who may not be able to pay enough attention right now because the economic crisis, health care and other domestic concerns are paramount in their minds. But just because the war is not on their minds does not mean it will not affect them profoundly.  The war is aggravating the economic crisis of the masses. Hundreds of billions of dollars, which should be used to alleviate the results of the crisis, will be poured into the coffers of the military-industrial complex instead of into jobs programs, income support, health care, housing, education and so on. Neighborhoods will further deteriorate because the money needed to renovate them is spent on the battlefields of Afghanistan in order to further the imperialist interests of the very bankers and bosses who are getting rich in spite of the economic crisis.  The war is bound to arouse resistance in the U.S. among militants who are disgusted by the crimes of U.S. capitalism and imperialism. It is already starting. Youth have been arrested protesting on the eighth anniversary of the war. More will awaken.  Revolutionaries must be in the thick of the struggle against the war and try to bring the anti-war struggle and the working class struggle together to fight capitalism. This is the natural course for Marxists to pursue in the present situation. 
***Iraq Aff***
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THESIS:  Obama will soon reduce U.S. troops in Iraq.  However, up to 50,000 troops will remain.  Far from abdicating U.S. imperialism and militaristic foreign policy, status quo reductions will merely continue a streamlined version of imperialism.  Only by advocating a withdrawal from Iraq can reverse these ideologies.  The details are less important than the call to open public dialogue and take a stand against militarism and imperialism.

Observation One:  The Status Quo Imperialist Agenda

A. Obama’s plan will continue neocolonial ocupation of iraq to sustain u.s. Global hegemonic imperialism with up to 50,000 troops

Bill Van Auken, staff writer, February 26, 2009, “Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464

The mission of the US military left behind in Iraq will not be confined merely to training, protection of US interests and "anti-terrorism" operations. With a continued monopoly over air power and heavy artillery in the country, it will remain the dominant force, with the Iraqi army functioning essentially as a US puppet force. The essential mission of the US troops, whether they number 50,000 or more, will remain the one they were given with the invasion of Iraq nearly six years ago—the neo-colonial subjugation of one of the most oil-rich nations on the planet. The Obama administration continues to pursue this goal—albeit by somewhat altered means. Its aim, like the Bush administration before it, is to secure a strategic advantage over US imperialism's principal economic rivals in Europe and Asia by establishing hegemony over key energy supplies upon which they depend.

B. Obama is ignoring the will of the people. His iraq policy is determined by the military-industrial complex

Patrick Martin, staff writer, March 2, 2009, “With Iraq plan, Obama embraces US militarism,” WSWS, 

http://sudhan.wordpress.com/tag/real-motive-for-iraq-war/

Millions of Americans voted for Obama, not because they believed that the war in Iraq was a distraction from the pursuit of broader imperialist goals, but because they regarded the unprovoked invasion and conquest of a sovereign nation as a crime, and opposed the predatory character of American foreign policy as a whole. Their voices have not the slightest impact on the formulation of policy in the Obama White House. As the events of last week demonstrate, it is the military-intelligence apparatus that calls the shots here. Obama did not make an independent decision as commander-in-chief, but rubber-stamped the course backed by one faction of the military establishment against the other.
C. Maintaining the status quo replicates the imperialist logic of vietnam

George McGovern, former U.S. Senator from South Dakota and Jim McGovern, U.S. Representative from Massachusetts 3d Congressional District, June 6, 2005, “Withdraw from Iraq,” Boston Globe, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2005/06/06/withdraw_from_iraq/

The United States must now begin an orderly withdrawal of our forces from this mistaken foreign venture. The justification for the war was based on false or falsified information. What had been initially characterized by the Bush administration as an uncomplicated military operation has turned into a violent quagmire. Our leaders underestimated not only the insurgency, but also the deep-rooted ethnic divisions in Iraqi society. There are no clear answers from the administration or the Congress on how long our forces will need to stay in Iraq, what the anticipated costs in human life and treasure will be, or even what would constitute success. Instead, many of our policymakers seem resigned to an open-ended occupation. Former Defense Undersecretary Paul Wolfowitz has told Congress that we will be there for at least another 10 years. It is common to hear even some who voted against the war say, ''now that we're there, we have no choice but to stay." We very much disagree. Calls to maintain the status quo echo the same rationale used to keep us in Vietnam. To those who contend that we would weaken our credibility if we withdraw, we believe that the nation's standing would greatly improve if we demonstrate the judgment to terminate an unwise course.
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D. Continuing obama’s iraq policy gives in to neoliberal military control to silence the public

Bill Van Auken, staff writer, February 26, 2009, “Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464

The emergence of the Obama administration's policy of continued occupation in Iraq and escalation of the war in Afghanistan and Pakistan only underscores the bankruptcy of the American democratic process. It is impossible under the present two-party system for the voters to exert their influence on war or any other essential question. Obama's policies are being determined not by the popular hostility to war felt by the millions who voted for him, but by the financial and strategic interests of the America's corporate and financial elite. He has emerged more and more openly as a mouthpiece for finance capital and the military.
E. Imperialism spreads white supremacy globally

Marvin X  (El Muhajir), 2008, “Introduction,” How To Recover from the Addiction to White Supremacy: A Pan African 12 Step Model for Africans, Europeans & Others, http://www.nathanielturner.com/ howtorecoverfromtheaddictionofwhitesupremacy.htm

Contrary to President Bush, oil is not America’s number one addiction, rather it is the disease of racism or white supremacy which pervades and poisons every fabric of American and western society. White supremacy also affects African, Asian, and Latin culture; thus it is a global phenomena, administered through the economic institution of capitalism and imperialism. It is not purely economic but cultural as well. The virus of white supremacy is spread through cultural imperialism, or the imposition of Western culture upon the subject peoples, and of course Western culture is by the nature of power relationships, the superior or dominant culture, all other cultures being inferior and relegated to the lower rung on the ladder of civilization. 

F. The imposition of an imperialist world order perpetuates warfare, violence, and otherization.  This is the root of all risks to our survival
Ronnie Lipschutz, Professor, Department of Politics Director, Politics PhD Program Co-director, Center for Global, International and Regional Studies, University of California , Santa Cruz, 2001, “(B)orders and (Dis)orders: The Role of Moral Authority in Global Politics,” Identities, borders, orders: Rethinking International Relations Theory, ed. Matthias Albert, David Jacobson, and Yosef Lapid, p. 73.
To restore its moral authority, consequently, the nation-state must redraw the borders between good and evil, mastering disorder through imposition of new (b)orders.  The United States—both government and conservative social elites—are attempting to restore order at home and abroad in two ways.  First, the official foreign policy of “democratization and enlargement” represents an attempt to expand the boundaries of the “good world.”  Those who follow democracy and free markets subscribe to a moral order that makes the world safe for goodness and peace (but see the critique of this idea in Mansfield and Snyder 1995).  Second, a policy of disciplinary deterrence is being directed against so-called rogue states (now called “states of concern” by the U.S. government), terrorists, and others of the “bad bloc” who are said to threaten the “good world” with destruction even though they possess only a fraction of the authority, influence, and military firepower of the latter.  Ordinary deterrence, whether  conventional or nuclear, is aimed against any state with the physical military capabilities to threaten or attack.  Disciplinary deterrence is different.  It is an act of (supra) national morality, not of national interests, of drawing lines in the sand, and not in blood.  Disciplinary deterrence is, to be sure, warfare by another means, but it is violence inflicted through demonstration, through publicity, through punishment on those who do not follow the rules.  It has the trappings of an effort to correct wayward parties, that is, those who fall out of line and violate the priniciples of a world moral order whose form and rules are not always so clear.  It is a practice fully of the media age, relying on rapid and widespread communication and the receipt of the message by those who might think of resistance, but who are warned to think twice and induced to back down.  Ideally, then, disciplinary deterrence becomes a form of self-regulation, an institutionalized practice that limits behavior simply through awareness of it.  The paradox of disciplinary deterrence is, however, that there is no one there.  It is conducted against imagined enemies, with imaginary capabilities, and the worst of imagined intentions (Lipschutz 1995, 12; Lipshutz 1999b).  Where these enemies might choose to issue a challenge, or why they would do so, is not at all evident.  But that these enemies represent the worst of all possible moral actors is hardly questioned.
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Observation Two:  The Folly Of Militarism
A. Obama’s iraq policy merely embraces the militarism set forth by bush, eroding democracy

Patrick Martin, staff writer, March 2, 2009, “With Iraq plan, Obama embraces US militarism,” WSWS, 

http://sudhan.wordpress.com/tag/real-motive-for-iraq-war/

Obama did not replace any of the Bush administration’s principal military decision makers when he took office. Instead, he retained Gates, Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Odierno and General David Petraeus, head of the US Central Command and architect of the “surge” in Iraq. His embrace of militarism was demonstrated in the very fact that Obama chose to give the speech at a Marine base to an audience of uniformed troops, not in a civilian setting or through a televised White House address. The effect was to suggest that in the America of 2009, decisions on war and peace are of concern primarily to the military, with the American people relegated to the role of bystanders. The whole process demonstrates the erosion of American democracy. The American people cannot, through voting in election after election, effect any change in the foreign and military policy of the government. The war in Iraq goes on, and the war in Afghanistan is being escalated, regardless of popular sentiments.
B. U.s. Occupation of iraq is driven by a militarist thirst for oil and imperialism.  Our presence continues to decimate the iraqi people

Patrick Martin, staff writer, March 2, 2009, “With Iraq plan, Obama embraces US militarism,” WSWS, 

http://sudhan.wordpress.com/tag/real-motive-for-iraq-war/

No one would know from this effusive description that the US intervention’s main effect upon “unknown Iraqis” was to kill, maim and displace them. Some 1 million people have died since the US invasion in March 2003, including hundreds of thousands killed by US bombs, missiles and shells fired at civilian neighborhoods. Countless Iraqi civilians have been murdered at US checkpoints for the crime of not slowing down quickly enough. As for the “precious opportunity” allegedly extended to the people of Iraq, it is the right to vote for parties and politicians sponsored by the US occupation regime to preside over a society that has been virtually destroyed. Nearly six years after the US conquest, Iraq still does not have running water, electricity, adequate sewage and other necessities of modern life; unemployment is estimated at 50 percent of the adult population; there are some 4 million refugees in internal or external exile; and most Iraqi cities are divided into ethnic and religion-based neighborhoods separated by blast walls and checkpoints. Obama did not acknowledge, let alone disavow, the real motive for the US military onslaught—Iraq’s vast oil wealth and strategic position at the center of the Middle East. That silence only demonstrates that the new president shares the fundamental goal of his predecessor, to strengthen the grip of American imperialism over the Middle East and Central Asia, source of the bulk of the world’s oil and gas supplies.

C. Militarism obscures everyday security and risks planetary survival

Gwyn Kirk, Ph.D in political science from the London School of Economics, 2005, “Symposium: Women and War: A Critical Discourse: Panel One - Tools Of War,” Berkeley Journal of Gender, Law & Justice, 20 Berkeley J. Gender L. & Just. 322, p. np.
So I am just about out of time, but you can see where this is headed. I would like to make one last remark and that is to say when you think about ending war, you think about what you are saying "no" to, right? We also need to put in place what we are saying "yes" to. Military is another kind of security. Military has got the corner on the way that people think about security. Military security actually undermines everyday security for masses of people, and also for the planet itself. Can I ask people to bear that in mind as the day goes on - "what is real security?" and "how are we going to get there?" Thanks.
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D. We have an individual obligation to take a clear stand against militarism because it is the root cause of rape, racism, poverty and fear.  Acceptance of status quo violence is a specific strategy of militarism that justifies domination via colonialism and imperialism 

Gwyn Kirk, Ph.D in political science from the London School of Economics, 2005, “Symposium: Women and War: A Critical Discourse: Panel One - Tools Of War,” Berkeley Journal of Gender, Law & Justice, 20 Berkeley J. Gender L. & Just. 322, p. np.
So before I get into the paper part of what I wanted to say, I really just want to stop for a moment and reflect on the fact that we are in a country that is at war. It's in an overt war, and it's also in many covert wars. So when we think of the bombing of Afghanistan - I'm just talking recently now - the bombing of Iraq, the destabilization in Haiti, the rumbling that's going on in Venezuela and Columbia, and you can probably add other countries to that list, I think it gives us - people who live in this country, whether as citizens or residents - a very special responsibility to think about what is our place in this; what's our responsibility; what's our complicity; what's our work to do; what are our stories to tell. Rape is one tool of war and as you know, of course, there are many others, and I'd just like to mention a few before I get any further. Racism, poverty, hunger, complacency, ignorance, fear, war toys, video games, war movies, military chic fashions, despair, comfort, lies, threats, saying there is no alternative, you are either with us or you are with the terrorists, indoctrination, propaganda, journalists in bed with the military, censorship, defining limits, putting out barriers, fences, separation, abdication of responsibility and all manner of rationalizations. The theoretical point that I like to hang onto in a lot of the work that I do is a distinction made by feminist philosopher Val Plumwood who talks about dualistic thinking as the object that underpins hierarchal systems such as militarism, colonialism, racism, sexism and environmental destruction. They all rely on the creation of the otherness of enemies and inferiority to justify superiority and domination. These dualisms are mutually reinforcing and should be viewed as an interlocking set. Militarism has obviously been a tool of colonization and imperialism for centuries and is currently a key element in new colonialism and the contemporary streamlining of the corporate economy as a global system. In turn, militarism deploys and exploits intersecting inequalities based on gender, race or ethnicity, class and nation. These systems of inequality and oppression don't completely overlap, but constitute a kind of matrix of oppression and of resistance. Contradictions and inconsistencies offer us opportunities for opposition and resistance. And I will make some passing remarks about women's organizing around these issues as well as note some contradictions inherent in the current legal and political frameworks.
E. Bush’s militarism persists in iraq today.  We should immediately withdraw our forces to reverse american-driven militarism

Bob Zimmerman, staff writer, February 12, 2010, “Withdraw From Iraq Before It's Too Late,” Serendipity, http://www.serendipity.li/iraqwar/withdraw.htm
To begin on a path toward peace Americans and the Congress must recant Bush fascism and the explosive dynamic it has created. We must immediately withdraw every American soldier and contractor from Iraq. We must reverse the seizure of Iraqi assets by western business interests. And we must pay proper reparations to the families of suffering Iraqis, to orphaned Iraqi children and for reconstruction. The work of rebuilding and governing Iraq is Iraqi work, work that the United Nations and NGO's can help with, but only to the extent that Iraqis opt for that help. With these strategic initiatives, America will begin to demonstrate to a suspicious world that we are abandoning our unilateralist foreign policy and seeking to rejoin the world's family of nations as a partner instead of as a dictator. Our planet and its peoples are far too fragile to withstand another four years of Bush invoked "shock and awe." The myth that the American military is the only way to bring peace to Iraq, the Middle East or anywhere else is as wrongheaded as the domino principle was in Vietnam and Bush militarism generally. 
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Plan:  the United States Federal Government should immediately withdraw its military combat and support forces from Iraq. We’ll clarify

Observation Three:  Framing The Debate

A. The educational system represents the nexus of social transformation and commodification—divestment from education shifts politics from agency to state domination in the name of security
Henry A. Giroux is the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University and Susan Searls Giroux is an assistant professor in the Department of English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University, 2006, “Challenging Neoliberalism's New World Order: The Promise of Critical Pedagogy,” Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies, 6:21, p. np.
As public space is increasingly commodified and the state becomes more closely aligned with capital, politics is defined largely by its policing functions rather than as an agency for peace and social reform. As the state abandons its social investments in health, education, and the public welfare, it increasingly takes on the functions of an enhanced security or police state, the signs of which are most visible in the increasing use of the state apparatus to spy on and arrest its subjects, the incarceration of individuals considered disposable (primarily poor people of color), and the ongoing criminalization of social policies. Nowhere is this more evident than in the nation’s schools. Part of the reason for the continuing crisis in American public schooling is due to federal cuts in education ongoing since the Reagan administration. The stated rationale for such a shift in national priorities is that American public schools are bureaucratic, wasteful, and altogether ineffectual—the result of a “big government” monopoly on education. As a result of such inefficiency, the public school system poses a threat to national security and U.S. economic dominance in the world market. To be sure, some public schools are really ailing, but the reasons for this, according to David Berliner and Bruce Biddle (1996), authors of The Manufactured Crisis, have to do with the grossly unequal funding of public education, residential segregation, the astonishingly high poverty rates of U.S. school children relative to most other industrialized nations, coupled with inadequate health care and social services. Preferring the former diagnosis of general ineptitude, the current administration insists that throwing money at schools will not cure public school ills and will no longer be tolerated.

B. Debate can be a “safe space” for politics, but carries a risk of producing a spectator politics.  We should embrace a new pedagogy that reinfuses debate with critical thinking and activism across society

Gordon R. Mitchell, Asst. Prof. of Communication & Dir. of Debate at the Univ. of Pittsburgh, June 17, 2004, “Debate's democratic debt,” Cross-Ex.com, http://cross-x.com/vb/showthread.php?t=44873&page=2
It may be time to revisit these caveats and amplify them, because I think debaters who quote my article to make the argument that "all simulation is bad" miss important nuances. I think preparatory pedagogy and even insular contest round discourse is extremely valuable, and that it provides a safe space for students to experiment with political positions and identity formations (see the preface to Strategic Deception, reprinted on my 2004 NDT judging philosophy at http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/Debate...dgephil2004.rtf). Problems arise when this is the only type of debating activity that students come to know. A coupling of competitive contest activity with other forms of debating such as public sphere advocacy, public debate, and primary research, is vitally needed to develop truly well-rounded and politically aware debaters who are capable of overcoming the creeping slumber of spectator politics.
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C. U.S. “security” and hegemony discourse is rooted in a neoliberalist rationality that suppresses democracy, social change and agency. The status quo and reliance on a system of neoliberal ideology closes off spaces for dissent and agency
Henry A. Giroux is the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University and Susan Searls Giroux is an assistant professor in the Department of English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University, 2006, “Challenging Neoliberalism's New World Order: The Promise of Critical Pedagogy,” Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies, 6:21, p. np.
The liberal democratic lexicon of rights, entitlements, social provisions, community, social responsibility, living wage, job security, equality, and justice seem oddly out of place in a country where the promise of democracy—and the institutions necessary for its survival over generations—have been gutted, replaced by casino capitalism, a winner-take-all philosophy suited to lotto players and day traders alike. As corporate culture extends even deeper into the basic institutions of civil and political society, buttressed daily by a culture industry in the hands of a few media giants, free market ideology is reinforced even further by the pervasive fear and insecurity of the public, who have little accessibility to countervailing ideas and believe that the future holds nothing beyond a watered-down version of the present. As the prevailing discourse of neoliberalism seizes the public imagination, there is no vocabulary for progressive social change, democratically inspired visions, critical notions of social agency, or the kinds of institutions that expand the meaning and purpose of democratic public life. In the vacuum left by diminishing democracy, a new kind of authoritarianism steeped in religious zealotry, cultural chauvinism, xenophobia, and racism has become the dominant trope of neoconservatives and other extremist groups eager to take advantage of the growing insecurity, fear, and anxiety that result from increased joblessness, the war on terror, and the unraveling of communities. As a result of the consolidated corporate attack on public life, the maintenance of democratic public spheres from which to launch a moral vision or to engage in a viable struggle over institutions and political vision loses all credibility—as well as monetary support. As the alleged wisdom and common sense of neoliberal ideology remains largely unchallenged within dominant pseudo-public spheres, individual critique and collective political struggles become more difficult. 
D. There’s no value to life in a neoliberal framework.  Autonomy and agency are prefigured by neoliberal capital

Paul Treanor, Political Science at the Universiteit van Amserdam, December 2, 2005, “Neoliberalism: origins, theory, definition,” http://web.inter.nl.net/users/Paul.Treanor/neoliberalism.html, p. np.
In practice many 'workfare neoliberals' also believe that there is a separate category of people, who can not participate fully in the market. Workfare ideologies condemn this underclass to a service function for those who are fully market-compatible. Note however, that by recognising a non-market underclass, neoliberals undermine their own claims about the universal applicability of market principles. The general ethical precept of neoliberalism can be summarised approximately as: "act in conformity with market forces" "within this limit, act also to maximise the opportunity for others to conform to the market forces generated by your action" "hold no other goals". If everyone lives by such entrepreneurial precepts, then a world will come into existence in which not just goods and services, but all human and social life, is the product of conformity to market forces. More than traditional market liberals, neoliberals therefore have a quasi-heroic attitude to the entrepreneur, and to engagement in the market. A 1998 speech by German entrepreneur Jost Stollmann is typical: his neoliberal ideas played a prominent role in the national elections in Germany in that year. Stollmann includes his personal moral philosophy, such as it is...Ich möchte die Lust und Bewunderung unternehmerischen Erfolgs in den Augen der jungen Menschen sehen. Ich möchte den Stolz und den Zuspruch der Eltern spüren, wenn sich Sohn oder Tochter tatenvoll in das Abenteuer Selbständigkeit stürzen.....so gut sein, wie wir nur können - getreu der bewährten Formel, die ich während meiner Zeit in Amerika verstehen gelernt habe: 'BE THE BEST YOU CAN BE'
Reductions Are Coming Now

Special Forces Will Remain Long After Drawdown

Spencer Ackerman, staff writer, April 1, 2010, “Special Forces to Remain in Iraq Through Drawdown,” 
Washington Independent, http://washingtonindependent.com/81241/special-forces-to-remain-in-iraq-through-drawdown
All of the Special Operations Forces action may concern Afghanistan (and, uh, Pakistan) right now, but Adm. Eric Olson, leader of U.S. Special Operations Command, said today that approximately 4,500 SOF troops are going to stay in Iraq while conventional forces complete their drawdown by Aug. 31. The special operations forces are not experiencing a drawdown in Iraq, said Navy Adm. Eric Olson, commander of U.S. Special Operations Command. Supporting them is a continuing mission of the rest of the force. Its rather easy to imagine that brigade-sized SOF element remaining in Iraq until the 2011 withdrawal date. Candidate Barack Obama always emphasized counterterrorism as a mission in Iraq for a residual force.
Reductions are coming now.  Cross-training solves their drawdown turns

Capt. Kevin Manion, 17th Fires Brigade, February 09, 2010 “MP squads join forces to complete mission,” 

US Forces-Iraq, http://www.usf-iraq.com/news/headlines/mp-squads-join-forces-to-complete-mission

As the U.S. prepares to reduce troop levels here to 50,000 by September 2010, military leaders must still complete the mission; even with less boots on the ground. Smaller numbers of Soldiers depend on one another to accomplish the daily tasks needed to maintain the security, integrity and safety of the Basrah Operations Center and this host city that is home to more than 1.2 million people. Because of the drawdown and the return of U.S. camps to the Iraqi government, the remaining squad-sized elements from 2nd and 3rd platoons, 206th Military Police Company, 49th Military Police Battalion, decided to cross-train to more efficiently complete their missions.

Reductions are coming now. It’s only a question of how
Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution and Irena L. Sargsyan, research analyst at the Saban Center and a doctoral candidate in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, April 2010, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” The Washington Quarterly, 33:2, p. 17.
The United States is leaving Iraq. Both the U.S. administration and the Iraqi government have made that clear. In 2008, the United States and Iraq signed a security agreement allowing U.S. troops to stay only until the end of 2011, and in February 2009, President Barack Obama announced that he intended to reduce U.S. forces in Iraq to just 50,000 and to end their combat mission by August 2010. But how the United States leaves is of tremendous importance for the region, the international community, and above all, for the future vital U.S. interests.
The Status Quo Is Preparing For 80 Years Of War In Iraq

Tom Hayden, a former California state senator, teaches a course on the Long War at Scripps College, March 28, 2010, “War never-ending; U.S. proponents of the Long War foresee a global battle against insurgents lasting 50 to 80 years,” Los Angeles Times, p. A31
Without public debate and without congressional hearings, a segment of the Pentagon and fellow travelers have embraced a doctrine known as the Long War, which projects an "arc of instability" caused by insurgent groups from Europe to South Asia that will last between 50 and 80 years. According to one of its architects, Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan are just "small wars in the midst of a big one." Consider the audacity of such an idea. An 80-year undeclared war would entangle 20 future presidential terms stretching far into the future of voters not yet born. The American death toll in Iraq and Afghanistan now approaches 5,000, with the number of wounded a multiple many times greater. Including the American dead from 9/11, that's 8,000 dead so far in the first decade of the Long War. And if the American armed forces are stretched thin today, try to conceive of seven more decades of combat.The costs are unimaginable too. According to economists Joseph E. Stiglitz and Linda Bilmes, Iraq alone will be a $3-trillion war. Those costs, and the other deficit spending of recent years, yield "virtually no room for new domestic initiatives for Mr. Obama or his successors," according to a New York Times budget analysis in February. Continued deficit financing for the Long War will rob today's younger generation of resources for their future.
Current Reductions Will Leave Tons Of Troops

Up to 50,000 troops will remain after obama’s “withdrawal”

Bill Van Auken, staff writer, February 26, 2009, “Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464

The US president offered no details about his plan. Subsequent leaks from within the administration and the Pentagon, however, have made it clear that, as with so much of his high-flown but ambiguous rhetoric, the vagueness was deliberately crafted to mask a lie—or in this case, two lies.  Obama's plan will neither end the war nor "leave Iraq to its people." Vice President Joseph Biden indicated Wednesday that Obama would issue a formal announcement on Friday. There are reports that he will travel to the Marine Corps' Camp Lejeune or the Army's Fort Bragg, both in North Carolina, to unveil the plan. According to unnamed administration officials and senior military officers quoted in various media reports Wednesday, the Obama plan calls for withdrawing all US "combat troops" in 19 months, with the last of them out of Iraq in August 2010. "Combat troops" is for the military a term of art. Citing two unnamed administration officials, the Associated Press reported: "The US military would leave behind a residual force, between 30,000 and 50,000 troops, to continue advising and training Iraqi security forces. Also staying beyond the 19 months would be intelligence and surveillance specialists and their equipment, including unmanned aircraft."
Up To 50,000 Troops Will Remain To Secure Kirkuk
Ranj Alaaldin, staff writer for The Guardian, March 1st, 2010, “Iraq: We’re Staying — US Military Challenges Obama’s Withdrawal Plan,” Enduring America, http://enduringamerica.com/2010/03/01/iraq-were-staying-us-military-challenges-obamas-withdrawal-plan/

President Obama has promised to get all combat troops (ie most of those still in the country) out of Iraq by August this year. But Thomas Ricks of Foreign Policy magazine has revealed that the top US military commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, has asked Obama to keep a combat force in the north for longer than that. Odierno’s request suggests that a somewhat flexible approach will be taken towards the remaining 40,000 to 50,000 troops. The general has asked for a combat brigade to remain in Kirkuk, the ethnically mixed, oil-rich and volatile disputed territory. But the problem of Kirkuk will not be resolved by the end of 2011 and it may never be peacefully resolved at all (see the Falklands, the other oil-rich disputed territory that has had historic battles fought over it, where disputes exist over the rights to its oil and also where the UN, as with Kirkuk, has been called to look into).
Combat troops will be redesignated as “support units”

Bill Van Auken, staff writer, February 26, 2009, “Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464

Moreover, it appears that "combat troops" may remain in Iraq with the Pentagon merely changing their designation to support units. The New York Times quoted military officials as saying that "they did not know how many combat troops would stay behind in new missions as trainers, advisers or counterterrorism forces, at least some of whom would still be effectively in combat roles." The Times continued: "Military planners have said that in order to meet withdrawal deadlines, they would reassign some combat troops to training and support of the Iraqis, even though the troops would still be armed and go on combat patrols with their Iraqi counterparts."
Obama Retained Bush Iraq War Hawks Who Will Maintain Occupation

Bill Van Auken, staff writer, February 26, 2009, “Obama’s Iraq withdrawal plan sets stage for continued war,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=12464

The time frame for even the limited withdrawal is three months longer than the 16 months that Obama promised during the 2008 campaign, an apparent concession to opposition from Defense Secretary Robert Gates; Gen. David Petraeus, the Central Command chief; and Gen. Ray Odierno, the senior commander in Iraq, who sought to keep a large force longer in Iraq. All three of these figures were placed in their positions by the Bush administration and are identified with the military "surge" that saw a US military escalation in Iraq and an increase of troop levels by 30,000, beginning in 2007. In retaining both Gates and the military commanders, Obama has assured an essential continuity with the overall militarist strategy that was developed under the Bush administration
We Should Withdraw From Iraq Now

Withdrawal should happen now.  We will never achieve the goals of invasion

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

Despite the current lull in violence, it is unlikely that the United States will ever achieve the goals that it had when it invaded Iraq in 2003. The notion of post-Saddam Iraq as a stable, united, secular democratic, pro-Western country was always a chimera. The long-term prospects for even modest unity and stability remain bleak, with or without a U.S. military presence. One must ask how many more Americans should die because political leaders are unwilling to admit that they made a mistake. The United States needs a withdrawal strategy–and one measured in months, not years.

We should demand that the u.s. Withdraw from iraq, but we recognize the need to fund reconstruction

George McGovern, former U.S. Senator from South Dakota and Jim McGovern, U.S. Representative from Massachusetts 3d Congressional District, June 6, 2005, “Withdraw from Iraq,” Boston Globe, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2005/06/06/withdraw_from_iraq/

There are no guarantees that militarily withdrawing from Iraq would contribute to stability or would not result in chaos. On the other hand, we do know that under our occupation the violence will continue. We also know that our occupation is one of the chief reasons for hatred of the United States, not only in the Arab world but elsewhere. Wars are easy to get into, but hard as hell to get out of. After two years in Iraq and the loss of more than 1,600 American soldiers, it is simply not enough to embrace the status quo. We are not suggesting a ''cut-and-run" strategy. The United States must continue to finance security, training, and reconstruction. But the combination of stubbornness and saving face is not an adequate rationale for continuing this war. This is not a liberal or conservative issue. It is time for lawmakers in Washington -- and for concerned citizens across the nation -- to demand that this sad chapter in our history come to an end and not be repeated in some other hapless country. The path of endless war will bankrupt our treasury, devour our soldiers, and degrade the moral and spiritual values of the nation. It is past time to change course.

War will not break out and iraq will be secure.  The u.s. Should withdraw

John Purcell, staff writer, March 20, 2009, “Trying to Close the Curtain on Iraq,” The Little Rebellion, http://www2.newpaltz.edu/little-rebellion/2009/03/trying-to-close-the-curtain-on-iraq/

Kaminski also feels military presence can be reduced. “All the speculation that if we withdraw from the region it is going to go insane and civil war is going to break out,” he said. “That may happen and it could happen while we’re there.” “I feel like even if it did we really don’t care,” Kaminski continued. “I feel we are pretending to be concerned, because of our vested interests.” Kaminski also found it interesting that 2011 was the proposed withdrawal date, because that is when the contracts end. Ozler thinks if Iraqis want American troops to leave then it is time to go. She does feel however, that we don’t have enough information to decide whether a withdrawal will make Iraq more or less stable. She is unsure if the coalition forces can bring stability to Iraq by themselves. If they can’t, she feels some sort of alternative presence is needed. Investment in Iraq is an important element to her, but she unsure how easily this will be achieved. “A lot of people with social capital are not going to go back there, they are going to go somewhere else where they can be game-fully employed and have a stable life,” said Ozler. “They are not going to go back to a non-stable situation.” Whether or not economic investment returns to Iraq, it will be Obama that has to deal with and implement an effective withdrawal strategy. “[Obama's] heart might be in the right place, but he hasn’t really made a break from U.S. policy and the military establishment,” said Genest. “He is bringing in Bush’s war criminals into his transition team.” Funicello echoed the concern Genest felt about Obama. “Obama is just a man and he is somebody who is a very clever politician, but I don’t think he has a death wish and I don’t think he is going to go against those who put him in office,” said Funicello. “That is not what politicians do.”
We Should Withdraw From Iraq Now

The united state should immediately withdraw all combat troops from iraq. Non-combat troops can aid in the process for stability
Col. Timothy Reese, US Army, July 30, 2009, “: ‘It’s Time for the US to Declare Victory and Go Home’,” The Washington Independent, http://washingtonindependent.com/53224/col-timothy-reese-its-time-for-the-us-to-declare-victory-and-go-home
The reality of Iraq in July 2009 has rendered the assumptions underlying the 2008 Security Agreement (SA) overcome by events – mostly good events actually. The SA outlines a series of gradual steps towards military withdrawal, analogous to a father teaching his kid to ride a bike without training wheels. If the GOI at the time the SA was signed thought it needed a long, gradual period of weaning. But the GOI now has left the nest (while continuing to breast feed as noted above). The strategic and tactical realities have changed far quicker than the provisions and timeline of the SA can accommodate. We now have an Iraqi government that has gained its balance and thinks it knows how to ride the bike in the race. And in fact they probably do know how to ride, at least well enough for the road they are on against their current competitors. Our hand on the back of the seat is holding them back and causing resentment. We need to let go before we both tumble to the ground. Therefore, we should declare our intentions to withdraw all US military forces from Iraq by August 2010. This would not be a strategic paradigm shift, but an acceleration of existing US plans by some 15 months. We should end our combat operations now, save those for our own force protection, narrowly defined, as we withdraw. We should revise the force flow into Iraq accordingly. The emphasis should shift towards advising only and advising the ISF to prepare for our withdrawal. Advisors should probably be limited to Iraqi division level a higher. Our train and equip functions should begin the transition to Foreign Military Sales and related training programs. During the withdrawal period the USG and GOI should develop a new strategic framework agreement that would include some lasting military presence at 1-3 large training bases, airbases, or key headquarters locations. But it should not include the presence of any combat forces save those for force protection needs or the occasional exercise. These changes would not only align our actions with the reality of Iraq in 2009, it will remove the causes of increasing friction and reduce the cost of OIF in blood and treasure. Finally, it will set the conditions for a new relationship between the US and Iraq without the complications of the residual effects of the US invasion and occupation. 
We Should Speak Out In Favor Of Withdrawal
Elaine Gross, president of the Syosset-based regional advocacy group ERASE Racism, January 18, 2010, quoted in “The Rev. King: What Would He Say To Obama?,” Newsday (New York), p. A14

"Help your congressional allies understand what is necessary for our economic system to work for all Americans, not just the wealthy. Communicate those needed changes for real economic health and family-supporting jobs to the nation." Go forward with thoughtful withdrawal in Iraq. Despite a carefully deliberated decision to increase troops in Afghanistan, ask yourself if all-out war there is the best way to curtail terrorists who can launch their violence from anywhere.

We have already hit the point of diminishing returns in iraq. It is time to withdraw
David Axe, staff writer, July 30, 2009, “Army Colonel: U.S. Should Leave Iraq, ASAP,” Wired, 
http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2009/07/army-colonel-us-should-leave-iraq-asap/
Staying until the current December 2011 withdrawal date will endanger U.S. troops, Reese argued. He cited the Iraqi army’s “sudden coolness” to American advisers and the recent “forcible takeover” of a U.S. checkpoint, the Times said. A major violent clash between U.S. and Iraqi forces “would force an unplanned early departure that would harm our long term interests in Iraq and potentially unraveling the great good that has been done since 2003,” Reese wrote. Besides, he added, the Iraqis are ready to defend themselves. “Today the Iraqi Security Forces … are good enough to keep the Government of Iraq … from being overthrown.” As for the Iraqi government, “the general lack of progress in essential services and good governance is now so broad that it ought to be clear that we no longer are moving the Iraqis ‘forward.’” Keeping American soldiers around longer won’t improve Baghdad’s bad habits.
Critical Pedagogies Can Change The System

The Rhetoric Of Neoliberal Ideology Undermines Safe Spaces Like Debate, For Critical Education Which Is Crucial To Address Issues Like Poverty, Health Care, & Racial Apartheid
Henry A. Giroux is the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University and Susan Searls Giroux is an assistant professor in the Department of English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University, 2006, “Challenging Neoliberalism's New World Order: The Promise of Critical Pedagogy,” Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies, 6:21, p. np.

As neoliberal policies dominate politics and social life, the breathless rhetoric of the global victory of free market rationality is invoked to cut public expenditures and undermine those noncommodified public spheres that serve as the repository for critical education, language, and public intervention. Spewed forth by the mass media, right-wing intellectuals, religious fanatics, and politicians, neoliberal ideology, with its merciless emphasis on deregulation and privatization, has found its material expression in an all-out attack on democratic values and social relations—particularly those spheres where such values are learned and take root. Public services such as health care, childcare, public assistance, education, and transportation are now subject to the rules of the market. Forsaking the public good for the private good and representing the needs of the corporate and private sector as the only source of sound investment, neoliberal ideology produces, legitimates, and exacerbates the existence of persistent poverty, inadequate health care, racial apartheid in the inner cities, and the growing inequalities between the rich and the poor (Henwood, 2003; Krugman, 2003; Phillips, 2003).

Neoliberalism Seeks To Replace All Ethics With A Market-Driven Subjectivity Of Capital Expansion
Paul Treanor, Political Science at the Universiteit van Amserdam, December 2, 2005, “Neoliberalism: origins, theory, definition,” http://web.inter.nl.net/users/Paul.Treanor/neoliberalism.html, p. np.
Neoliberalism is a philosophy in which the existence and operation of a market are valued in themselves, separately from any previous relationship with the production of goods and services, and without any attempt to justify them in terms of their effect on the production of goods and services; and where the operation of a market or market-like structure is seen as an ethic in itself, capable of acting as a guide for all human action, and substituting for all previously existing ethical beliefs.

Only a critical pedagogy can re-link democracy, politics and education.  This would foster a non-repressive and inclusive democratic order.  Vote negative to adopt a critical pedagogy

Henry A. Giroux is the Global Television Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University and Susan Searls Giroux is an assistant professor in the Department of English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University, 2006, “Challenging Neoliberalism's New World Order: The Promise of Critical Pedagogy,” Cultural Studies <=> Critical Methodologies, 6:21, p. np.
Resisting such a radical challenge to democratic principles and practices means that educators need to rethink the important presupposition that public education cannot be separated from the imperatives of a nonrepressive and inclusive democratic order and that the crisis of public education must be understood as part of the wider crisis of politics, power, and culture. Recognizing the inextricable link between education and politics is central to reclaiming the sanctity of public education as a democratic public sphere, necessarily free of the slick come-ons of corporate advertisers or, for that matter, Junior Reserved Officers Training Corps (JROTC). Central, too, is the recognition that politics cannot be separated from the pedagogical force of culture. Pedagogy should provide the theoretical tools and resources necessary for understanding how culture works as an educational force, how public education connects to other sites of pedagogy, and how identity, citizenship, and agency are organized through pedagogical relations and practices. Rather than viewed as a technical method, pedagogy must be understood as a moral and political practice that always presupposes particular renditions of what represents legitimate knowledge, values, citizenship, modes of understanding, and views of the future.

The Details Of Withdrawal Are Secondary

The Details Are Secondary And Only Distract The Public From Demanding Withdrawal
Ismael Hossein-zadeh, professor of economics at Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa, January 12, 2007, “Why the US Is Not Leaving Iraq: The Booming Business of War Profiteers,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4423

A time-honored proverb maintains that wars abroad are often continuations of wars at home. Accordingly, recent US wars abroad seem to be largely reflections of domestic fights over national resources, or public finance: opponents of social spending are using the escalating Pentagon budget (in combination with drastic tax cuts for the wealthy) as a cynical and roundabout way of redistributing national income in favor of the wealthy. As this combination of increasing military spending and decreasing tax liabilities of the wealthy creates wide gaps in the Federal budget, it then justifies the slashing of non-military public spending—a subtle and insidious policy of reversing the New Deal reforms, a policy that, incidentally, started under President Ronald Reagan. Meanwhile, the American people are sidetracked into a debate over the grim consequences of a "pre-mature" withdrawal of US troops from Iraq: further deterioration of the raging civil war, the unraveling of the "fledgling democracy," the resultant serious blow to the power and prestige of the United States, and the like. Such concerns are secondary to the booming business of war profiteers and, more generally, to the lure or the prospects of controlling Iraq’s politics and economics. Powerful beneficiaries of war dividends, who are often indistinguishable from the policy makers who pushed for the invasion of Iraq, have been pocketing hundreds of billions of dollars by virtue of war. More than anything else, it is the pursuit and the safeguarding of those plentiful spoils of war that are keeping US troops in Iraq.

Exact timetables are irrelevant. The choice is between soon or decades
Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

It is important to clarify the real strategic choice in Iraq. It is not between a U.S. withdrawal in the next 6 to 12 months or a withdrawal sometime in the next 5 years or so. It is a choice between a prompt withdrawal and trying to stay in Iraq for decades—or in Senator McCain’s flippant formulation, a century. The creation of numerous “enduring” military bases and the building of an embassy nearly as large as Vatican City confirms that the U.S. intends to stay a very long time. 

There is no consensus on a specific withdrawal strategy.  We can only affirm the idea of withdrawal
Safa A. Hussein, former deputy member of the dissolved Iraqi Governing Council and current member of the Iraqi National Security Council, October 12, 2006, “Maintain solidarity with Iraqis,” Middle East Roundtable, No. 38 Volume 4, bitterlemons-international.org, http://www.bitterlemons-international.org/previous.php?opt=1&id=152
An effective US policy toward Iraq should reflect solidarity with Iraqis. Many of Iraq's leaders, even fundamentalists like Muqtada al-Sadr, call for phased rather than immediate withdrawal. However, they divide on whether there should be a timetable for withdrawal or it should be based on fulfilling certain conditions, which include a decreased threat level and a reasonable readiness level of the Iraqi security forces. Most leaders of the Arab Shi'ite majority and all the Kurdish leaders believe that a withdrawal should be tied to the development of the Iraqi security forces. They fear the chaos that would follow a premature withdrawal of American forces. They know that Iraq's security forces are inadequate as yet to provide security; thus, an immediate withdrawal of US forces would leave a power vacuum that would invite terrorists, militias, and Islamist extremist groups to step in. However, other Iraqis such as the followers of Muqtada al-Sadr and most of the Sunni leaders demand a timetable for withdrawal. They think that the presence of the coalition forces is part of the problem in Iraq rather than part of the solution. In fact, they suspect that US forces intend to stay indefinitely.
Occupation Embraces US Imperialism

U.s. forces in iraq are to maintain u.s. Imperialism

Mideast Mirror, March 24, 2010, “Difficult days for Iraq,” lexis.
"Obama was neither prophesying nor foretelling the future when he addressed the Iraqis before the violet ink had dried on their fingers, telling them that difficult days lie ahead for them," writes 'Ala' al-Lami in the left-leaning Beirut dailyÊal-Akhbar. He was warning and threatening. After all, these difficult days would not have existed had the country been fully sovereign, and had a normal, democratic, and transparent electoral process been installed, one process characterized by precise organization and institutional professionalism. However, the presence of around 150 thousand soldiers of an occupation force that belong to the primary imperialist power in the world on Iraq's soil changes the geopolitical situation completely and profoundly.

The media manipulates information on Iraq to hide the u.s. Capitalist-imperial agenda
Daily Mirror (Sri Lanka), March 12, 2010, “Iraq: Democracy or deception?,” lexis.
The Iraqis have also absolved the United States of the sins of invasion. After all, it is because of the US that they can now taste freedom, exercise their franchise and feel like kings. The US troops came to Iraq to liberate them and now they have achieved it - mission accomplished. This is the picture of occupied Iraq that one sees and hears of in the Western television media, widely seen as a powerful manipulator. Unlike the print media, the electronic media can show real people talking and expressing feelings. Behind the scenes, the big drama goes on. Television networks are known to edit and manipulate views expressed by various people. Only if the views complement the agenda of the corporate media or of the capitalists or of the occupying power, are they entertained. These vetted views are often presented as those of a cross section of Iraqi society. Listening to these views, we, the fools who sit in front of the idiot box, hail Bush and hail his successor, Barack Obama for turning Saddam's hell into a paradise. For, we do not see pictures of imperialism or neo-colonialism. Sunday's general elections in Iraq are part of the imperialistic agenda. Democracy in Iraq now serves the US interest. Once, it was Iraq's dictatorship that served the US imperialistic agenda. In the 1980s, Saddam was the darling of the United States. He received US weapons, satellite intelligence and moral support, when he went to war with neighbouring Iran. During this nine-year war, Saddam used chemical weapons. The chemicals for these weapons came from US companies. The fact that Saddam's  weapons of mass destruction did not become an international issue then underscores a global truth: It is the West which decides what an international issue is.
Critics Of Withdrawal Escalate The Logic Of Vietnam And Embrace A Masochistic Foreign Policy

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

Proponents of the occupation argue that America cannot leave Iraq anytime soon because such a withdrawal would embolden al-Qaeda [al-Qaeda in Iraq, or AQI] and other extremist Islamic elements. Many pro-war types insist that by pulling out of such places as Lebanon and Somalia when U.S. troops suffered fatalities, Washington conveyed a dangerous message of weakness to the terrorists. Indeed, some warhawks are so intent on historical revisionism that they argue that the United States should have remained in Vietnam. Such reasoning is appropriate only for those who embrace a masochistic foreign policy. Pro-war types ought to at least consider the possibility that stubbornly staying in Iraq and continuing to be bled, both financially and literally, plays into the hands of Islamic radicals.

Imperialism Is Destructive

Occupation instills militarism in the minds of iraqi people, who live in perpetual fear and insecurity from u.s. Imperialism
James Cogan, Staff Writer, June 30, 2009, “Oil and the Iraq ‘withdrawal’,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14176
The militarist agitation surrounding the war was used to smother public disquiet and divert discontent away from the economic inequality that wracks American society. It has taken more than six years of carnage—far longer than any pro-war analyst would have predicted—to establish the conditions where major corporations feel sufficiently confident to begin making substantial investments in Iraq’s oil industry. Iraqi resistance to the US invasion had first to be drowned in blood and the population reduced to a state of terror and insecurity. The war has produced a litany of crimes, from the torture policy at Abu Ghraib and other prisons, to the destruction of cities such as Fallujah and the attack on densely populated suburbs like Sadr City; to the unleashing of Shiite death squads to depopulate the centres of Sunni resistance in Baghdad. The country has been economically ruined. Unemployment and underemployment stand at between 30 and 50 percent. At least seven million people live on less than $2 a day, and malnutrition and disease are rampant. The Shiite fundamentalist-dominated Iraqi government of Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki presides over the misery of the population in exchange for US backing. It now has a bloated US-equipped military and police apparatus of over 630,000 armed men. The repression of the Iraqi masses was the basis for the withdrawal timetable that was agreed to by the Bush administration in last year’s Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA). US forces are deemed no longer needed to perform the frontline operations against what remains of the anti-occupation insurgency. Instead, units of the Iraqi army are to take over those tasks. The bulk of the 130,000 American troops in Iraq have been pulled back to heavily fortified camps on the outskirts of the cities, or to the massive air bases that have been built at places such as Balad and Tallil. The SOFA permits them to remain until December 2011, by which time new arrangements for the long-term presence of US forces will have been worked out. American commanders, while outwardly optimistic, have not been able to hide their apprehension over the withdrawal from the cities. To shore up the Iraqi army, some 10,000 US troops are currently embedded as “trainers” in its ranks—a number that will increase to over 50,000 over the coming months. Baghdad’s western suburbs have been creatively categorised as “outside” the urban area. Aircraft, helicopter gunships, artillery and rapid response units are on constant standby to assist Iraqi forces when needed. The concerns are not only that insurgent groups will take advantage of the US withdrawal to regroup in Iraq’s cities and resume significant resistance to both the Maliki government and American troops. Both Washington and its puppet government are worried that the social plight of the Iraqi working class and popular opposition to the concessions Maliki is making to US imperialism and foreign capital could give rise to large-scale protests and unrest.
U.S. Imperialism paves the way for global holocausts

John Bellamy Foster, Professor of Sociology, University of Oregon-Eugene, July 1, 2003, “The New Age of Imperialism,” Monthly Review, http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1G1-105368626.html
This new age of U.S. imperialism will generate its own contradictions, amongst them attempts by other major powers to assert their influence, resorting to similar belligerent means, and all sorts of strategies by weaker states and non-state actors to engage in "asymmetric" forms of warfare. Given the unprecedented destructiveness of contemporary weapons, which are diffused ever more widely, the consequences for the population of the world could well be devastating beyond anything ever before witnessed. Rather than generating a new "Pax Americana" the United States may be paving the way to new global holocausts.

U.s. Imperialism makes global wars and terrorism inevitable
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, May 19, 2006, “A Foreign Policy of Fools,” http://www.antiwar.com/bandow/?articleid=8954
Today, however, this policy of global empire is madness. It is dangerous and foolish. It is inexcusable and unforgivable. The costs of America’s policy of empire have become obvious to everyone except those charged with selling and implementing it. The most obvious is cash. Military spending is the price of one’s foreign policy. And the bill is high: Next year America will officially devote some $440 billion to the military. Toss in the costs of the Iraq war (routinely funded by “supplemental” appropriations), nuclear programs installed in the Energy Department, health care provided by the Department of Veterans Affairs, and aid payments to various foreign clients and dependents, and the total climbs inexorably past the half-trillion mark. The policy of promiscuous interference and intervention makes war, at least war with America, more likely. If China attacks Taiwan, if Russia battles a former dependent, if Middle Eastern neighbors tangle, Washington promises to be there. Threatening war with America might discourage the parties from risking a fight, but if conflict comes the U.S. will be in the middle. Moreover, America makes often ancient quarrels harder to solve by encouraging friendly parties to be more recalcitrant. After all, Washington always inserts itself as an ally of one of the parties, never as a disinterested observer. And why deal if you have a superpower at your side? Although America would be unlikely to lose any such war, the consequences nevertheless would be horrendous. And as 9/11 demonstrated, the U.S. homeland no longer is sacrosanct. Americans once presumed that they could bomb without consequence. In the cases of Serbia, Iraq, Haiti, Panama, Somalia, Grenada, North Korea, Iraq again, Vietnam – and even Germany and Japan (other than Pearl Harbor, the Aleutians, and a few balloon bombs) – the U.S. did the bombing. Other nations got bombed. Such a world made empire seemingly easy, if not cheap.
US Occupation Embodies Militarism

Arguments Against Withdrawal Prop Up Military Profiteering & Massive Death
Ismael Hossein-zadeh, professor of economics at Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa, January 12, 2007, “Why the US Is Not Leaving Iraq: The Booming Business of War Profiteers,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4423

In light of the fact that by now almost all of the factions of the ruling circles, including the White House and the neoconservative war-mongerers, acknowledge the failure of the Iraq war, why, then, do they balk at the idea of pulling the troops out of that country? Perhaps the shortest path to a relatively satisfactory answer would be to follow the money trail. The fact of matter is that not everyone is losing in Iraq. Indeed, while the Bush administration’s wars of choice have brought unnecessary death, destruction, and disaster to millions, including many from the Unites States, they have also brought fortunes and prosperity to war profiteers. At the heart of the reluctance to withdraw from Iraq lies the profiteers’ unwillingness to give up further fortunes and spoils of war. 
Critics Of Withdrawal Escalate The Logic Of Vietnam And Embrace A Masochistic Foreign Policy

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

Proponents of the occupation argue that America cannot leave Iraq anytime soon because such a withdrawal would embolden al-Qaeda [al-Qaeda in Iraq, or AQI] and other extremist Islamic elements. Many pro-war types insist that by pulling out of such places as Lebanon and Somalia when U.S. troops suffered fatalities, Washington conveyed a dangerous message of weakness to the terrorists. Indeed, some warhawks are so intent on historical revisionism that they argue that the United States should have remained in Vietnam. Such reasoning is appropriate only for those who embrace a masochistic foreign policy. Pro-war types ought to at least consider the possibility that stubbornly staying in Iraq and continuing to be bled, both financially and literally, plays into the hands of Islamic radicals.

Neoliberal interests drive war in iraq and militarism in the first place.  Critics of withdrawal pay attention to details to exclude our opposition
Ismael Hossein-zadeh, professor of economics at Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa, January 12, 2007, “Why the US Is Not Leaving Iraq: The Booming Business of War Profiteers,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4423

War profiteering is, of course, not new; it has always existed in the course of the history of warfare. What makes war profiteering in the context of the recent US wars of choice unique and extremely dangerous to world peace and stability, however, is the fact that it has become a major driving force behind war and militarism. This is key to an understanding of why the US ruling elite is reluctant to pull US troops out of Iraq. The reluctance or "difficulty" of leaving Iraq stems not so much from pulling 140,000 troops out of that country as it is from pulling out more than 100,000 contractors. As Josh Mitteldorf of the University of Arizona recently put it, "There are a lot of contractors making a fortune and we don’t want that money tap turned off, even though it is borrowed money, which our children and grandchildren will have to repay." It follows that US troops will not be withdrawn from Iraq as long as antiwar voices are not raised beyond the premises and parameters of the official narrative or justification of the war: terrorism, democracy, civil war, stability, human rights, and the like. Antiwar forces need to extricate themselves from the largely diversionary and constraining debate over these secondary issues, and raise public consciousness of the scandalous economic interests that drive the war. It is crucially important that public attention is shifted away from the confining official narrative of the war, parroted by the corporate media and political pundits, to the economic crimes that have been committed because of this war, both in Iraq and here in the United States. It is time to make a moral case for restoring Iraqi oil and other assets to the Iraqis. It is also time to make a moral case against the war profiteers’ plundering of our treasury, or tax dollars. To paraphrase the late General Smedley D. Butler, most wars could easily be ended—they might not even be started—if profits are taken out of them.

US Occupation Embodies Militarism

Accepting Partial Solutions Maintain The Madness Of Militarism

Norman Solomon, staff writer, March 17, 2005, “Why Iraq Withdrawal Makes Sense,” FAIR: Fairness & Accuracy in Reporting, http://www.fair.org/index.php?page=2469
President Bush just told reporters that he has no intention of setting any timetable for withdrawal. "Our troops will come home when Iraq is capable of defending herself," he said. Powerful pundits keep telling us that a swift pullout of U.S. troops would be irresponsible. And plenty of people have bought into that idea -- including quite a few progressives. Such acceptance is part of what Martin Luther King Jr. called "the madness of militarism." Sometimes, an unspoken assumption among progressive activists is that the occupation of Iraq must be tolerated for tactical reasons -- while other issues, notably domestic ones, are more winnable on Capitol Hill. But this acceptance means going along with many of the devastating effects of a militarized society: from ravaged budgets for social programs to more authoritarian attitudes and violence in communities across the country.

U.s. Occupation and reconstruction are products of profiteers and warmongers who manufacture external threats
Ismael Hossein-zadeh, professor of economics at Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa, January 12, 2007, “Why the US Is Not Leaving Iraq: The Booming Business of War Profiteers,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4423

The spoils of war and devastation in Iraq have been so attractive that an extremely large number of war profiteers have set up shop in that country in order to participate in the booty: "There are about 100,000 government contractors operating in Iraq, not counting subcontractors, a total that is approaching the size of the U.S. military force there, according to the military's first census of the growing population of civilians operating in the battlefield," reported The Washington Post in its 5 December 2006 issue. The report, prepared by Renae Merle, further points out, "In addition to about 140,000 U.S. troops, Iraq is now filled with a hodgepodge of contractors. DynCorp International has about 1,500 employees in Iraq, including about 700 helping train the police force. Blackwater USA has more than 1,000 employees in the country, most of them providing private security. . . . MPRI, a unit of L-3 Communications, has about 500 employees working on 12 contracts, including providing mentors to the Iraqi Defense Ministry for strategic planning, budgeting and establishing its public affairs office. Titan, another L-3 division, has 6,500 linguists in the country." The fact that powerful beneficiaries of war dividends flourish in an atmosphere of war and international convulsion should not come as a surprise to anyone. What is surprising is that, in the context of the recent US wars of choice, these beneficiaries have also acquired the power of promoting wars, often by manufacturing "external threats to our national interest." In other words, profit-driven beneficiaries of war have also evolved as war makers, or contributors to war making.

Obama has fully embraced the militarist agenda of maintaining u.s. Imperialism and oppression in iraq

Patrick Martin, staff writer, March 2, 2009, “With Iraq plan, Obama embraces US militarism,” WSWS, 

http://sudhan.wordpress.com/tag/real-motive-for-iraq-war/

In extending the full-scale US occupation of Iraq for another 18 months, and acceding to the timetable already adopted by the Bush administration for a tentative pullout by the end of 2011, President Barack Obama has done more than betray the hopes of the millions of antiwar voters who supported his candidacy in 2008. He has fully identified the incoming Democratic Party administration with the fraudulent arguments employed by the Bush White House to justify the ongoing war in Iraq, after its initial claims about “weapons of mass destruction” and ties between Iraq and the 9/11 terrorist attacks had been proven to be lies. Obama’s speech to thousands of Marines at Camp Lejeune was an effort to legitimize the US conquest and occupation of Iraq and present the American military as an instrument of liberation rather than imperialist war and oppression.

The Logic Of Militarism Is Disastrous

Neoliberal Globalization Means Militarism Causes Extinction
Carl Boggs, Professor of Social Science at National University, 2005, Imperial Delusions: American militarism and endless war, p. xxi-xxii.
If a recycled but upgraded Pax Americana departs somewhat from classical imperialism in a period of accelerated capitalist globalization, the pursuit of its agendas requires the broadened use of military force—or at least the threat of such a force—which means that Empire will be sustained through what the well-worn maxim terms "by any means necessary"—with possibly horrific consequences for the world. Integral to the logic of a New World Order created and managed by the United States (and a few of its allies) is perpetual growth of the Pentagon system and the war economy, the greatest threat today to world peace and perhaps even planetary survival. Yet virtually the entire political culture remains in a state of denial regarding Empire, detached from all the risks, costs, and consequences of a militarism veering out of control. Sadly enough, this syndrome engulfs not only main​stream discourses but oppositional discourses as well. The contradictions between the actuality of U.S. military power and the insular public political environment it inhabits could not be more glar​ing. Never has such an awesome military machine so dominated the world or its own social order, its dimensions so vast that they have become easy to ignore, as if part of the natural landscape, a taken-for-granted reality. Strangely, even by the end of the twentieth century, the long and bloody legacy of U.S. imperialism and militarism—beginning with the first west​ward push—was obscure to most Americans, whose view was distorted by school textbooks, official political discourse, the mass media, even scholarly writings, except for a few well-known critics like Noam Chomsky, Howard Zinn, Michael Parenti, Edward Herman, Chalmers Johnson, and Michael Klare. The recent "discovery” of U.S. military power here and there across the ideological spectrum has been met by a chorus of grateful voices, hopeful that the Pentagon is tip to slaying new dragons in the form of rogue states and terrorists.
Militarism Works At The Level Of Structural Violence, Which Outweighs War

Sulak Sivaraksa, Buddhist lecturer, 2001, Padmapani Lecture delivered at India International Centre on 13 November 2001, http://www.sulak-sivaraksa.org/en/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id= 57&Itemid=102

It is very important to understand that nonviolence is an effective and very powerful response to conflict. It does not mean doing nothing. It is actually a powerful force that can be acted upon. Peace is not merely the absence of war. Peace is a proactive, comprehensive process of finding ground through open communication and putting into practice a philosophy of non-harm and sharing resources. Creating a culture of peace is an active process. When confronted with large-scale conflicts there is no question that they demand a response. The problem is that many people believe that a nonviolent response means doing nothing whereas responding with force or violence means doing something. The Middle Way of Buddhism defines very well how one should respond to violence. It is about avoiding extremes. The extremes being doing nothing on the one hand or responding with similar violence on the other. However, it is also important to examine structural violence. We should not limit our thinking to believing that violence is limited merely to acts of war or terrorism. Every day 40,000 people starve to death in a world where there is an abundance of food. The global economic system enriches a few while everyday more and more people are pushed into living in poverty. Twenty percent of the world's population has over eighty percent of the world's wealth. In order for a few to enjoy wealth others must be deprived of a decent livelihood. This is really one of the world's greatest injustices. The problem with structural violence is that it is difficult to see it. Many people just dismiss it by saying that's the way things are or there is no other way.
Militarism Threatens Planetary Survival
A. Coskun Samli, Research Professor of Marketing and International Business at the University of North Florida and a Distinguished Fellow in the Academy of Marketing Science, for which he previously served as Chair of its Board of Governors, 2008, Globalization from the bottom up: a blueprint for modern capitalism, pp. 19-20.
The West is saying suicide bombers are terrorists, and the East is saying the attack of American-made tanks and missiles on civilians is terrorism. At the point of writing this book, communications between the two groups are totally garbled up and (his lack of communications has been contributing to insecurity, distrust, and hostile feelings. If the dismal picture described in the first chapter is not going to be stopped from being further expanded out of proportion, then perhaps nothing can make the picture any worse. It appears that very little is being done to open up communications and create a reasonable atmosphere before the clash of civilization becomes a fact. In such a case, no one wins, and there is reasonable doubt that this fragile planet can survive another all-out war.  In fact, the lack of communication and the lack of reasonable discourse have been forcing parties to arm further because without communication, insecurity begets more insecurity. Thus militarism is growing everywhere and threatening our future wherever we may be. However, as Albert Einstein (1993) once said, “…a permanent peace cannot be prepared by threats but only by the honest attempt to create mutual trust” (p. 15). Unfortunately, such ideas are hardly paid attention to. Perhaps being peaceful is not quite “macho” and is therefore not favored by majorities.
Occupation Constitutes Genocide

U.s. Occupation in iraq should be considered a genocide
Edward Herman, Professor Emeritus of Finance at the Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania, January 24, 2007, “Iraq: The Genocide Option By,” ZNet Commentary, http://www.serendipity.li/iraqwar/genocide_option.htm

The genocide option threatens Iraq, where the United States is engaged in direct military action against another virtually defenceless population — in contrast with El Salvador where proxies did the dirty work. Military technology has advanced further, and the complete amorality of the Deciders and their willingness to kill without limit to achieve their goals or save face is clear. It is important for the Deciders that not too many U.S. service personnel be killed, as this has a definite negative effect on the national willingness to move forward to "victory" (or at least temporarily fending off acknowledging defeat). If U.S. casualties can be reduced by more intensive firepower, at the expense of greater Iraqi civilian casualties, that has been and will continue to be the route taken. Furthermore, U.S. pacification violence applied to Sunni-dominated towns is implemented out of sight of the mainstream media (although not completely hidden given the bravery of some non-embedded Western journalists and Al Jazeera). The Bush "surge" is a desperation maneuver, and in a context of ever-stronger political objections to more U.S. personnel in Iraq and sensitivity to U.S. casualties, there is good reason to believe that the Bush answer will be even more intensive firepower in Baghdad and other cities and villages in which the insurgents mingle easily with the civilian population. Bush even warns U.S. citizens of more blood and gore "even if our new strategy works exactly as planned." Furthermore, partly via the use of the Salvadoran Option and partly by U.S. manipulation of sectarian conflict, the invasion-occupation has produced a deadly civil war in which the Sunnis and Shiites engage in large-scale communal ethnic cleansing and killing, adding to the toll. There can be little doubt that the rate of civilian killing in Iraq is about to rise from something like the recent Lancet estimate of 655,000 to a larger figure. If "genocide" was committed in Bosnia, where recent establishment analysts concluded — embarrassingly, given the earlier institutionalized total of 250,000 — that approximately 100,000 people died on all sides, including military personnel, surely we have a case of genocide in Iraq just during the period 2003-2006. And Bush is about to give us more, with the Democrats and UN looking on but doing nothing to restrain the killing machine.

Genocidal Thinking And Action Risk Nuclear War And Extinction
Jared Diamond, Professor of Physiology at UCLA School of Medicine, 1992, The Third Chimpanzee: The Evolution and Future of the Human Animal, p. 277.
While our first association to the world “genocide” is likely to be the killings in Nazi concentration camps, those were not even the largest-scale genocide of this century. The Tasmanians and hundreds of other peoples were modern targets of successful smaller extermination campaigns. Numerous peoples scattered throughout the world are potential targets in the near future.  Yet genocide is such a painful subject that either we’d  rather not think about it at all, or else we’d like to believe that nice people don’t commit genocide only Nazis do. But our refusal to think about it has consequences we’ve done little to halt the numerous episodes of genocide since World War II, and we’re  not alert  to where it may happen next. Together with our destruction of our own environmental resources, our genocidal tendencies coupled to nuclear weapons now constitute the two most likely means by which the human species may reverse all its progress virtually overnight. 

Genocide Should Come Before All Their Impacts

Susan Rice, Brookings Institute, August 7, 2005, “Why Darfur Can’t Be Left to Africa, http://www.brookings.org/ views/articles/rice/20050807.htm

Never is the international responsibility to protect more compelling than in cases of genocide. Genocide is not a regional issue. A government that commits or condones it is not on a par with one that, say, jails dissidents, squanders economic resources or suppresses free speech, as dreadful as such policies may be. Genocide makes a claim on the entire world and it should be a call to action whatever diplomatic feathers it ruffles. 

Occupation Undermines Democracy

Troops will not foster democracy and undermine the u.s. Model

Bob Zimmerman, staff writer, February 12, 2010, “Withdraw From Iraq Before It's Too Late,” Serendipity, http://www.serendipity.li/iraqwar/withdraw.htm

Unfortunately, too many Americans are more like sheep than torchbearers for democracy. They are more concerned with narrow self-interest than with creating real conditions for peace on earth. Without thinking through the consequences of their actions, Americans elect mostly fools, cowards and self-seekers to run the executive and legislative branches of our federal and state governments. They favor phonies like Bush or uneducated celebrities like California's Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger. They refuse to decode their lies. The more they are lied to, the harder it is for them to understand that just about everything the Bush neocons say is a lie. Bush's miserable record in Iraq shows that our soldiers are unsuited to assuring the security of the Iraqi people. Our presence in Iraq only ups the probability that Iraq will erupt into a lengthy, bloody and unnecessary civil war. Americans must realize that democracy is not a commodity we can readily export or an ideology we can impose on other nations. Democracy must be home grown and nourished by citizens' desire, sweat and toil. 

It Is Impossible To Build Democracy Through Occupation
Kenneth M. Pollack, director of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution and Irena L. Sargsyan, research analyst at the Saban Center and a doctoral candidate in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, April 2010, “The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq,” The Washington Quarterly, 33:2, p. 28.
Since before the U.S. invasion of Iraq, Israelis have been counseling their U.S. counterparts by saying, ‘‘Why don’t you find yourself a nice Mubarak to run Iraq.’’ By this they mean a pro-U.S. dictator who will hold the country together—by force, of course—and allow the United States to dispense with the difficult process of building a pluralist system of government in a nation that has known little of it. Setting aside the utter betrayal of U.S. values and Iraqi aspirations that this would represent, from a purely realpolitik perspective it is a tempting idea. Building some kind of proto-democratic state has already proven costly and divisive in a dozen or more different ways. There is no guarantee that democratization will succeed either, and today there is still troubling evidence suggesting it may not, in part because of U.S. failings and in part because of Iraqi ones.

Extending Occupation Would Undermine Iraqi Democracy
Toby Dodge, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the International Institute for Strategic Studies and Reader in International Politics at Queen Mary, University of London, April–May 2010, “The US and Iraq: Time to Go Home,” Survival, 52: 2, p. 135-136.
Ricks would rightly counter that the US residual force he is proposing was included in Obama’s election campaign. This force was going to be used to train the Iraqi military, fight al-Qaeda and deal with the ‘potential re-emergence of Shia militias’. However, this is where American election promises and Washington policy clash with the realities of Iraqi politics. The commitment to remove all US troops from Iraq by the end of 2011 came from the lengthy and antagonistic negotiations surrounding the drafting of the Status of Forces Agreement. As the negotiations dragged on, Maliki increasingly couched his opposition to its more objectionable clauses in terms of Iraqi national sovereignty. The popular approval this won him encouraged an even tougher negotiating stance. Whoever emerges as prime minister in the aftermath of March’s elections will not have a mandate to renegotiate the agreement. Conversely, any move to extend the presence of US troops in Iraq and increase their visibility on the streets of Baghdad would be extremely unpopular. Iraqi public opinion has always been hostile to a US military presence in the country. A prime minister who sought to extend that presence would be courting profound popular discontent.
Long-Term Presence Is Disastrous

Claims of an obligation to stay come from the same people who pushed for sanctions and now foster instability and suffering.  We should withdraw now
Anthony Arnove, staff writer, March 20, 2006, “The Logic of Withdrawal,” Z Magazine, http://www.zmag.org/ content/showarticle.cfm?SectionID=15&ItemID=9945
Understandably, many opponents of the war now believe that the United States has an obligation to the Iraqi people and therefore has to stay to "clean up the mess it has created." MoveOn.org, which grabbed headlines and signed up millions of online members with its anti-Bush campaigning, refuses to call for withdrawal of troops from Iraq because, in the words of its executive director, Eli Pariser, "There are no good options in Iraq." Using this same logic, leading anti-sanctions and antiwar groups such as the Education for Peace in Iraq Center have formally adopted positions in support of occupation, if somehow a more enlightened occupation, and therefore against immediate withdrawal. We must confront the bizarre logic of saying that the people who have devastated Iraq, who encouraged and enforced sanctions that cost the lives of hundreds of thousands of Iraqis in the last decade, who have failed at even the most basic responsibilities as an occupying power, who are the source of the instability in Iraq today, are the only ones who can protect Iraqis from hunger and anarchy. In no other area of our lives do we accept such logic, but when it comes to the crimes of empire, we are supposed to continually ignore history. The "doctrine of good intentions" exculpates all crimes. The reality, however, is that the U.S. occupation, rather than being a source of stability in Iraq, is the major source of instability and ongoing suffering. 

A long-term u.s. Presence would escalate insurgency and attacks on our troops

Juan Cole, President of the Global Americana Institute, December 19, 2008, “Top 10 Reasons Obama Should Resist Military Plans for American Bases in Iraq,” Informed Comment, http://www.juancole.com/2008/12/top-10-reasons-obama-should-resist.html

The Sunni Arab guerrillas will never accept a long-term US base. They would also find ways of hitting it, and its very presence would fuel and prolong the Sunni insurgency. Iran would never put up with a long-term US base in Iraq, and would certainly supply Iraqi guerrillas with the weapons needed to hound and harass US troops. Syria would not want a long-term US base, and the Syrian Baath has enough assets in Iraq to ensure that US troops would be under constant attack.

Staying In Iraq Is Net More Disastrous Than Withdrawal

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

Leaving Iraq will not be without adverse consequences to the United States, but for a superpower, it will be a setback, not a disaster.  Conversely, trying to stay in Iraq means having U.S. troops attempt to referee the still simmering Sunni-Shiite internecine struggle—a conflict that could fully re-ignite at any time. Trying to remain in Iraq also plays into the hands of al-Qaeda, which has already benefitted enormously from a U.S. military occupation that has antagonized the overwhelming majority of people in the Muslim world. The Iraq mission was always the foreign policy equivalent of purchasing stock in Enron or Worldcom. It is long past time to acknowledge error and terminate our losses.

Occupation Will Not Lead To Success

The dominant narrative of iraq is all hype.  They are not a real democracy and military occupation cannot solve
Malou Innocent, foreign-policy analyst at the Cato Institute, April 5, 2010, “The Iraq war: still a massive mistake,” Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2010/0405/The-Iraq-war-still-a-massive-mistake

There’s a growing narrative that Iraq’s solidifying democracy makes the seven years of US war and occupation a worthy enterprise. Some observers have even spun Iraq’s March 7 elections as proof that democracy promotion via military occupation can succeed. Don’t believe the hype. The Iraq war remains a mistake of mammoth proportions. And Iraq’s election represents a pyrrhic victory, as the economic, political, and moral costs of the occupation far outweigh any benefits. First are the sacrifices in terms of blood and treasure. The broad consensus is that the war has cost the US economy well over $700 billion – with the meter still running. The Iraq war has also left nearly 4,400 American troops dead, more than 31,000 physically disabled, and countless more psychologically traumatized. According to most estimates, more than 100,000 Iraqis have been killed since the invasion. More than 2 million displaced Iraqi Sunnis, who fled into neighboring Jordan and Syria, are adding instability to an already politically precarious region of the world.

Iraq troop training does not solve and only risks diminishing returns that endanger u.s. Troops
Spencer Ackerman, staff writer, July 30, 2009, “Senior Military Official: U.S. Should Withdraw From Iraq Next Year,” The Washington Independent, http://washingtonindependent.com/53243/senior-military-official-u-s-should-withdraw-from-iraq-next-year
A recent memo authored by a senior U.S. military official questions the basic rationale for keeping U.S. troops in Iraq until 2011 as the Obama administration has decided, arguing that U.S. troops have reached a point of “diminishing returns” in training the Iraqi security forces and risk jeopardizing both a future positive relationship with Baghdad by staying for another two and a half years and the safety of U.S. forces. The short memo, written by Army Col. Timothy R. Reese, chief of the Baghdad Operations Command Advisory Team for Multinational Division-Baghdad, argues that all U.S. troops “smell bad to the Iraqi nose,” and accordingly suffer under laborious operational restrictions placed upon them by the Status of Forces Agreement signed by the U.S. and Iraq in late 2008. In particular, since the June 30 pullback of U.S. forces from Iraqi towns and cities, Reese, a high-ranking liaison to Iraqi security forces, writes that the Iraqi forces have placed “unilateral restrictions on U.S. forces that violate the most basic aspects” of the accord, including a “forcible takeover” of an entry point within the so-called Green Zone. “The security of U.S. forces are at risk,” he writes. 

Continuing Troop Presence Will Not Aid Stability
Toby Dodge, Senior Consulting Fellow for the Middle East at the International Institute for Strategic Studies and Reader in International Politics at Queen Mary, University of London, April–May 2010, “The US and Iraq: Time to Go Home,” Survival, 52: 2, pp. 136-137.
A final reason for the removal of the US military presence in Iraq is the sheer number of problems now facing the country: the weak and highly politicised rule of law, the profound corruption that finds protection at the highest levels of the Iraqi political elite, and the dominance of that unpopular and formally exiled elite all have origins in decisions taken either in Washington itself or by American diplomats working for the Coalition Provisional Authority and their successors operating in the Green Zone from 2003 until 2007. After a military presence of seven years, the argument that an extended commitment of another two or three years will fix the problems created under occupation does not stand up to scrutiny. If the US presence has failed to create a stable, sustainable post-war settlement in Iraq by now, why would the continued presence of 50,000 troops after 2011 make a difference?
Withdrawal Solves Terrorism

Withdrawal Guts Al-Qaeda’s Recruiting Base

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

The notion that staying in Iraq will be a mortal blow to al-Qaeda [AQI], while pulling out U.S. troops would hand the organization a tremendous victory is misplaced. Proponents of the occupation like to pretend that the struggle in Iraq is purely with al-Qaeda, but that has never been true. Al-Qaeda is merely one player among many in Iraq’s hellishly complex political and military environment. The U.S. invasion and occupation has been an ideal recruiting poster for al-Qaeda globally; a U.S. withdrawal would deprive the organization of that rallying cry. Yes, exiting Iraq will be a blow to U.S. prestige. Even a superpower must pay some price for an egregiously foolish mission. But arguments that a U.S. withdrawal would constitute a strategic disaster are wildly over the top. More on that in the next post.

Iraq Is Stable And There Is Not Threat Of Terrorism Post-Withdrawal
Christopher Shays, Co-Chair Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan, March 29, 2010, “Managing Contractors During Iraq Drawdown,” Statement Before the Committee on Senate Commission on Wartime Contracting in Iraq and Afghanistan, CQ Congressional Testimony, lexis.
American involvement in Iraq will continue for many more years in the form of political engagement and support for good governance and economic development. But the end of our active military involvement there is in sight. The President has directed that American military forces in Iraq be reduced to no more than 50,000 by the end of August 2010. And our agreement with the government of Iraq calls for American troops to be out of the country entirely by the end of 2011. The U.S. troop drawdown, already under way, is welcome news. It reflects significant success based on hard work, bravery, and sacrifice by coalition and Iraqi forces, federal civilian employees, contractors, and non-governmental organizations. Extremists and terrorists still lash out at military, government, and civilian targets, but have become less of a threat to the government of Iraq.
Only Withdrawal Solves Terrorist Resentment And Recruiting
Nir Rosen, Fellow at the New America Foundation, 2005, “If America Left Iraq,” The Atlantic Online, http://www.theatlantic.com/doc/200512/iraq-withdrawal/2

The foreign jihadi element—commanded by the likes of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi—is numerically insignificant; the bulk of the resistance has no connection to al-Qaeda or its offshoots. (Zarqawi and his followers have benefited greatly from U.S. propaganda blaming him for all attacks in Iraq, because he is now seen by Arabs around the world as more powerful than he is; we have been his best recruiting tool.) It is true that the Sunni resistance welcomed the foreign fighters (and to some extent still do), because they were far more willing to die than indigenous Iraqis were. But what Zarqawi wants fundamentally conflicts with what Iraqi Sunnis want: Zarqawi seeks re-establishment of the Muslim caliphate and a Manichean confrontation with infidels around the world, to last until Judgment Day; the mainstream Iraqi resistance just wants the Americans out. If U.S. forces were to leave, the foreigners in Zarqawi's movement would find little support—and perhaps significant animosity—among Iraqi Sunnis, who want wealth and power, not jihad until death. They have already lost much of their support: many Iraqis have begun turning on them. In the heavily Shia Sadr City foreign jihadis had burning tires placed around their necks. The foreigners have not managed to establish themselves decisively in any large cities. Even at the height of their power in Fallujah they could control only one neighborhood, the Julan, and they were hated by the city's resistance council. Today foreign fighters hide in small villages and are used opportunistically by the nationalist resistance. When the Americans depart and Sunnis join the Iraqi government, some of the foreign jihadis in Iraq may try to continue the struggle—but they will have committed enemies in both Baghdad and the Shiite south, and the entire Sunni triangle will be against them. They will have nowhere to hide. Nor can they merely take their battle to the West. The jihadis need a failed state like Iraq in which to operate. When they leave Iraq, they will be hounded by Arab and Western security agencies. 

Withdrawal Solves Terrorism

Terrorism will continue to affect iraq with or without u.s. Troops

Walid Phares, director of the Future Terrorism Project the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies, March 18, 2009, “Iraq Withdrawal Plan: Will Iran and Syria Go Along?,” http://www.worldpress.org/Mideast/3320.cfm

It is difficult to predict what all of the United States' "foes" in Iraq will do. The easiest guess is about al-Qaeda and the other jihadists. All their literature and statements, as well as actions on the ground, show that these forces will continue their attacks, regardless of both American and Iraqi planning. The Salafi combat groups, despite their containment by the Awakening Councils and by counter-insurgency activities, have the Sunni Triangle in sight for as long as the "will of Allah" prevails. Hence, their aggression against Iraq's population and institutions is expected to last as long as their ideology and ideologues last.
The Best Weapon Against Terrorism Is Withdrawal From Iraq
Salim Lone, former spokesperson for the UN mission, July 13, 2005, “Iraq: Withdrawal is the Only Way to Curb Terrorism,” The Guardian, http://www.commongroundcommonsense.org/forums/lofiversion/index.php/ t33606.html
Action against terrorism is imperative, but will only succeed if accompanied by steps to address intense Muslim grievances, including curbing wars of aggression and occupation, which are among the central causes of the exponential growth in terror. But no one dares to put these items on the international agenda because of US power — and the support given to the US by Britain. Without that British support, the US would be comprehensively isolated and forced to reconsider its policies. The greatest blow Bush and Blair could strike against terror would be to terminate the occupation of Iraq within a fixed time. This would profoundly affect the outcome of the coming elections, and forge peace through power-sharing with Iraqi insurgents. But there is little pressure for Bush to do so since two senior Democratic senators, John Kerry and Joseph Biden, urged him to send more US troops a fortnight ago. These Democratic leaders seem to have bought into the strategic goals for which the Bush administration launched the war: Control of oil in an oil-thirsty world, with its economic rival China the thirstiest of all; the establishment of military bases in support of the American project to redraw the political landscape of the region; and weakening Iraq so it could never again pose a threat to Israel.

Withdraw Will Not Help Al-Qaeda

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

The hawks argue that we have no choice, though, because a withdrawal would, according to James Phillips, be a “disaster.” He worries especially that al-Qaeda would acquire a sanctuary and that Iran would be strengthened. The first concern is greatly overblown. Al-Qaeda [AQI] is universally hated by Shiites and Kurds, and it has clearly worn out its welcome even with its former Sunni allies. A University of Maryland poll reveals that an overwhelming majority of Iraqi Sunnis dislike al-Qaeda (PDF). Who would provide a sanctuary?
Occupation Is The Cause Of Terrorism In Iraq, Not Withdrawal

Anthony Arnove, staff writer, March 20, 2006, “The Logic of Withdrawal,” Z Magazine, http://www.zmag.org/ content/showarticle.cfm?SectionID=15&ItemID=9945
Iraq has never been the center of a terrorist threat to the United States. Each month, further evidence emerges that the Bush administration went to great lengths to suppress facts that undermined its case for war, while touting bogus evidence in its support. As the New York Times reported in November 2005, "A top member of Al Qaeda in American custody was identified as a likely fabricator months before the Bush administration began to use his statements as the foundation for its claims that Iraq trained Al Qaeda members to use biological and chemical weapons, according to newly declassified portions of a Defense Intelligence Agency document." Al-Qaeda made its first appearance in Iraq only after the invasion, a predictable outcome of the U.S. occupation. In reality, the United States engaged in state terrorism under the pretext of fighting a terrorist threat that did not exist in Iraq, and in the process greatly increased the likelihood of individual and organizational terrorist acts targeting the United States or its proxies abroad. Even more circular is the idea that the United States has to stay in Iraq until it "defeats" the resistance to the occupation. The occupation itself is the source of the resistance, a fact that even some of the people responsible for the war have been forced to acknowledge.
Withdrawal Will Not Cause Oil Shocks

Reject Their Concern For Oil Because It Cannot Be Separated For The Militarist Imperial War In Iraq
James Cogan, Staff Writer, June 30, 2009, “Oil and the Iraq ‘withdrawal’,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14176
It is fitting that today’s deadline for the withdrawal of US troops from Iraq’s cities coincides with a meeting in Baghdad to auction off some of the country’s largest oil fields to companies such as ExxonMobil, Chevron and British Petroleum. It is a reminder of the real motives for the 2003 invasion and in whose interests over one million Iraqis and 4,634 American and other Western troops have been killed. The Iraq war was, and continues to be, an imperialist war waged by the American ruling elite for control of oil and geo-strategic advantage. The contracts will facilitate the first large-scale exploitation of Iraq’s energy resources by US and other transnationals since the country’s oil industry was nationalised in 1972. On offer are 20-year rights over six fields that hold more than five billion barrels of easily and cheaply extractable oil. In the autonomous Kurdish region of northern Iraq, where foreign companies are already operating, the Norwegian firm DNO is now producing so-called “sweet oil” from a relatively small field at Tawke, at a cost of less than $2 a barrel. In an apt analogy, Larry Goldstein of the US-based Energy Policy Research Foundation told the New York Times last week: “Asking why oil companies are interested in Iraq is like asking why robbers rob banks—because that’s where the money is.” Iraq’s total oil reserves are estimated to be at least 115 billion barrels. Its reserves of natural gas are at least 3.36 billion cubic metres. Millions of people around the world understood in 2003 that the claims of the Bush administration and its international allies about Iraqi weapons of mass destruction and links to terrorism were threadbare lies promulgated to justify the plunder of the country’s oil wealth. The claim by the Obama White House that it is continuing the occupation to consolidate “Iraqi democracy” is also a lie. The war was driven by the decline of US global power and growing class tensions within the United States itself. The American capitalist elite believed that military domination in the Persian Gulf would give them access to lucrative resources, as well as a powerful lever against their main European and Asian rivals, who depend upon the region for critical supplies of energy. 

Withdrawal Fosters A Stable Iraqi Oil Infrastructure
William Mirkin, staff writer, November 2005, “Withdrawal Is Not Retreat,” The Washington Post, http://www.afterdowningstreet.org/node/4923

Sixth, the withdrawal of the US military, and the consequent withdrawal of the protected US contractor class will allow the Iraqis to put their oil and electrical infrastructure back into operation to Iraqi standards, not international gold standards. In my trips to Iraq in the 1990's, when Saddam Hussein lived under sanctions, I always marveled at Iraqi ingenuity in keeping its power plants going or finding clever duct tape to keeping the oil flowing. Despite the gazillions we've spent and all of that "help" from Halliburton and Company, oil and energy production are still below pre-war levels. Let's just get out of the way.
Dependence On Oil Leads To Extinction
Energy Bulletin, September 11, 2004, “Australia: Peak Oil - A Perfect Storm,” http://www.energybulletin.net/ 2076.html

Apparently an imminent peak and subsequent terminal decline in oil production may lead to a global economic collapse with total war precluding any internationalist approach to either global warming, overpopulation, energy alternatives or maintaining even the semblance of democratic order resulting in a globalised capitalist totalitarian feudalism, historically gigantic population culls through war, famine and pestilence accompanied by accelerating biosphere destruction with the end result that within 100 years or so a Permian style planetary extinction event will wipe out 90% or more of all life on earth including us - unless we preempt nature through either adapting to the changes being forced on us or we commit the ultimate genocide and destroy ourselves in a nuclear apocalypse.

Iran Will Not Benefit From US Withdrawal

Withdraw Will Not Uniquely Strengthen Iran

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, February 29, 2008, “Online Debate: When Should the U.S. Withdraw From Iraq?,” Council on Foreign Relations, http://www.cfr.org/publication/15586/when_should_the_us_withdraw_from_iraq.html

Fears about Iran’s enhanced influence have some validity, but that train left the station a long time ago. When the United States overthrew the Baathist regime that made Iraq into the principal strategic counterweight to Iran, it guaranteed that Tehran’s position would be strengthened. A Shiite-led government in Baghdad may not be an Iranian vassal, but it will have close ties to Iran. And no extended U.S. occupation (short of making Iraq a outright U.S. puppet) can prevent that outcome.
Deterrence Checks Iranian Influence Post-Withdrawal

Walid Phares, director of the Future Terrorism Project the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies, March 18, 2009, “Iraq Withdrawal Plan: Will Iran and Syria Go Along?,” http://www.worldpress.org/Mideast/3320.cfm
I believe otherwise. Iran's leadership will sit down, talk and sometimes listen — but it will at the same time continue its actions on the ground until it fulfills its own mission. And that is to penetrate, influence and seize 60 percent of Iraq from Baghdad to Basra as American forces withdraw, and certainly after the pull-out. They will use all the power elements at their disposal — special groups, the Mahdi Army, assassinations, and government infiltrators. Thus the success of the Obama plan will hinge on the United States' ability to deter Iran, and its ally Syria, from surging against Iraq's democracy while America is organizing its departure. Is the 2010 plan doomed? Not at all. It is actually a challenging one and could be successful, but it is conditioned by the greater context. Withdrawing the bulk of American forces from Iraq after five years of deployment is long overdue, especially if the troops will be used on other fronts.
U.s. Occupation angers iran
Reuters, staff writer, August 9, 2007, “U.S. Withdrawal Needed for Security, Iran Tells Iraq,” NewsMax.com Wires, http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2007/8/9/95124.shtml

An end to violence in Iraq depends on the United States withdrawing its troops, Iran told Iraq's prime minister on Thursday, seeking to deflect the blame for bloodshed that Washington directs at Tehran. 

Iraqi Prime Minister Nuri al-Maliki, facing deepening political woes at home and U.S. criticism for lack of progress in bridging sectarian divisions, won pledges of support from Shi'ite Iran during a visit to Tehran. 

With Shi'ite Muslims now in power also in Baghdad, ties between the two oil-rich countries have improved since U.S.-led forces in 2003 toppled Iraqi President Saddam Hussein, a Sunni Arab who waged an eight-year war against Iran in the 1980s. 

Iran feels threatened by u.s. Presence in iraq

Juan Cole, Richard P. Mitchell Professor of History at the University of Michigan, December 23, 2008, “Iraq: The Necessary Withdrawal,” The Nation, http://www.thenation.com/doc/20090112/cole

Despite his new role as commander in chief of a more confident Iraqi military, Maliki needs the support of other Shiite notables and parties to remain in power. His Islamic Dawa Party is relatively small. He depends on the support of Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani, the spiritual leader of Iraq's Shiites, who strongly opposed any SOFA that infringed on Iraq's sovereignty. Maliki is also increasingly closely allied with the Islamic Supreme Council of Iraq, the leading Shiite party in the Iraqi Parliament, which has close links to Iran. Both ISCI and its patrons in Tehran wanted to see a timetable established for US troop withdrawals from Iraq. Not only is Iran threatened by the massive US troop presence on its borders but the occupation of Muslim countries by a non-Muslim military is anathema to the Islamic Republic. One of the grievances Ayatollah Khomeini had voiced as he made the Islamic Revolution in Iran in the 1970s was that US troops based in Iran enjoyed immunity from Iranian law.

Excluding Reconstruction Does Not Solve

Occupation Cannot Be Separated From Reconstruction In Its Role In Sustaining Neoliberalist Imperialism
Ismael Hossein-zadeh, professor of economics at Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa, January 12, 2007, “Why the US Is Not Leaving Iraq: The Booming Business of War Profiteers,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4423

No business model or entrepreneurial paradigm can adequately capture the nature of this kind of scheming and profiteering. Not even illicit businesses based on rent-seeking, corruption or theft can sufficiently describe the kind of nefarious business interests that lurk behind the Bush administration’s preemptive wars. Only a calculated imperial or colonial kind of exploitation, albeit a new form of colonialism or imperialism, can capture the essence of the war profiteering associated with the recent US wars of aggression. As Shalmali Guttal, a Bangalore-based researcher put it, "We used to have vulgar colonialism. Now we have sophisticated colonialism, and they call it 'reconstruction.'" Classical colonial or imperial powers roamed on the periphery of the capitalist center, "discovered" new territories, and drained them off of their riches and resources. Today there are no new places in our planet to be "discovered." But there are many vulnerable sovereign countries whose governments can be overthrown, their infrastructures smashed to the ground, and fortunes made as a result (of both destruction and "reconstruction). And herein lies the genius of a parasitically efficient market mechanism, as well as a major driving force behind the Bush administration’s unprovoked unilateral wars of choice.
Reconstruction Only Fills The Coffers Of Military Industrial Complex

Ashley Smith, staff writer, September/October 2007, “Anatomy of an Imperial War Crime, the invasion and occupation of Iraq,” International Socialist Review, http://www.thirdworldtraveler.com/Imperialism_ Neocolonialism/Anatomy_ImperialCrime_Iraq.html

The CPA's economic policies alienated Iraqis even more. "It's a full-scale economic overhaul," Bremer announced. "We're going to create the first real free-market economy in the Arab world." Raising Iraqi expectations for a return to their "Golden Age" during the oil boom in the 1970s, the CPA then dashed these hopes, failing to reconstruct the society, and only succeeded in dumping billions of dollars into the coffers of American corporations like Halliburton, Bechtel, and Blackwater.
Reconstruction Is A Sham That Only Benefits War Profiteers
Ismael Hossein-zadeh, professor of economics at Drake University, Des Moines, Iowa, January 12, 2007, “Why the US Is Not Leaving Iraq: The Booming Business of War Profiteers,” Global Research, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=4423

The service and "rebuilding" contractors are frequently called "reconstruction rackets" not only because they obtain generous and often no-bid contracts from their policy-making accomplices, but also because they habitually shirk on their contracts and skimp on what they promise to do. For example, an investigative on-the-ground report from Iraq, sponsored by the Institute for Southern Studies and titled "New Investigation Reveals Reconstruction Racket," showed that despite "billions of dollars spent, key pieces of Iraq's infrastructure—power plants, telephone exchanges, and sewage and sanitation systems—have either not been repaired, or have been fixed so poorly that they don't function."
The report, carried out by Pratap Chatterjee and Herbert Docena and published in the Institutes’ Publication Southern Exposure, further revealed that the giant Pentagon contractor Bechtel "has been given tens of millions to repair Iraq's schools. Yet many haven't been touched, and several schools that Bechtel claims to have repaired are in shambles. One 'repaired' school was overflowing with unflushed sewage."
The report also showed that out of a $2.2 billion "reconstruction" contract with Halliburton, the company spent only 10 percent on "community needs—the rest being spent on servicing U.S. troops and rebuilding oil pipelines. Halliburton has also spent over $40 million in the unsuccessful search for weapons of mass destruction."

Just War Theory Does Not Justify Occupation

The Tenets Of Just War Theory Would Affirm Withdrawal

Robert W. McElroy, pastor of St. Gregory’s Parish, San Mateo, Calif., April 30, 2007, “Why We Must Withdraw From Iraq,” America Magazine, http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=5426
In an Orwellian twist of politics, the burden of proof in the current debate about U.S. withdrawal from Iraq is being placed upon those who advocate withdrawal; they must prove that withdrawal will not destabilize Iraq. In Catholic thinking, the calculus is just the opposite. Those advocating continued military action in Iraq face the burden of proof not only to demonstrate that remaining in Iraq is clearly more likely to yield more good than evil, but also to show that such continued action meets the conditions imposed by just-war thinking. Facing the current realities in Iraq, this burden is impossible to meet. The only moral warrant that emerges from any effort to apply rigorous just-war thinking to Iraq is the warrant to move immediately toward a measured and prudently crafted American military withdrawal. 

The Very Notion Of A “Just War” Is A Misnomer

Robert E. Williams Jr., Social Science Division, Pepperdine University, March 2010, “Book Review: Fiala, Andrew. The Just War Myth: The Moral Illusions of War; Rowman & Littlefield, 2008,” Human Rights Review, v. 11, pp. 151-152.
Andrew Fiala argues that unjust wars (and otherwise legitimate wars fought unjustly) are the norm rather than the exception. In fact, spurious rationales for going to war and dubious means of waging war are so common, he suggests that the very notion of “just war” must be treated with skepticism. So thoroughgoing is Fiala’s skepticism that it leads to a kind of pacifism that he calls, variously, “skeptical pacifism,” “practical pacifism,” “prima facie pacifism,” and even “just war pacifism.” Unlike the pacifism of faith that the devout of many religions have practiced over the centuries, Fiala’s is a pacifism of doubt. It is based on doubt that leaders, even in a democracy, can be trusted to wage war for the right reasons; doubt that militaries can fight with the necessary restraint (or that they can win when they do); and doubt that democratic polities can know enough—or exercise enough collective wisdom—to impose the limits required to ensure that their states’ wars will be just. 
Iraq is not a just war.  Transforming societies undermines justice and concrete democracy
Robert W. McElroy, pastor of St. Gregory’s Parish, San Mateo, Calif., April 30, 2007, “Why We Must Withdraw From Iraq,” America Magazine, http://www.americamagazine.org/content/article.cfm?article_id=5426
The most troubling element of the argument that the United States has had a continuing just cause in waging war in Iraq is that the nature of that just cause has constantly shifted during the past four years of war. Originally it was proposed that the possession of massive stores of chemical and biological weapons by the regime of Saddam Hussein, an aggressive and brutal expansionist dictator, clearly satisfied the demand that war could be waged morally in order to repel legitimately anticipated aggression. Then, when weapons of mass destruction were not found, it was proposed that the war was just because Saddam Hussein was committing aggression against his own people and neighbors. Then, after Saddam was arrested, the case for a continuing just cause has come to rest upon America’s desire to transform Iraq into a stable democracy. But transformational democratization falls outside the criteria of the just cause as it has been formulated in the modern age. Because of the destructiveness of modern warfare, only the repulsion of aggression is now viewed as an acceptable cause to go to war, not the desire to transform other societies. This defect in the theory of transformation is magnified by the fact that the justice of America’s cause must now be measured not by the abstract dream of democratization but by the concrete role that the United States has undertaken in Iraq: the defense of an unstable government of questionable commitment to equal justice in an environment where centrifugal regional, ethnic and religious forces threaten to tear the nation apart. 

***Japan Aff***
1AC Japan Aff

Contention One – Inherency

The United States will not remove troops from Japan now

Gilbert Mercier, Political Analyst, 11/8/2009, Japanese Want The US Military Out Of Japan, http://newsjunkiepost.com/2009/11/08/japanese-want-the-us-military-out-of-japan/
This is a test of political will for Prime Minister Hatoyama. Can he finally challenge the overbearing nature of  the United States relationship with Japan? Further, it puts one more time into lights the fact that the US military, once in a foreign country, has the tendency to stay for ever. Japan, just like Germany and countless other countries in the world are getting tired of it. And it is unfortunately unlikely that President Obama will ever challenge the logic of the consolidation of the American Empire, which has been the driving impulse in American foreign policies, both from Republicans & Democrats, ever since the end of World War II.

Plan: The executive branch should substantially reduce United States’ military presence in Japan.

Contention Two – Solvency

The plan solves – The executive should do the plan; it’s the only way to encourage quick action enforced by the military

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
However, American Generals and Admirals resist change because they enjoy the imperial flavor of "their" bases in Japan. They stall political efforts to close outdated bases by insisting on years to study proposed changes, and then years to implement them. A recentexample occurred when U.S. Army Generals quietly defeated Donald Rumsfeld’s attempt to downsize Army bases in Germany. If President Obama expects results, he must dictate changes and insist on rapid action. Closing and downsizing foreign military bases requires no congressional approval. The first steps are to close the American airbases at Futenma and Atsugi, and transfer the aircraft carrier battle group based near Tokyo to the USA.
Any counterplan that doesn’t fiat the executive branch can’t solve – inertia is too large

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
Unfortunately, Generals and Admirals instinctively dislike change, especially if it will close "their" bases. They will characterize this proposed downsizing as drastic, even though it would remove only around 10,000 of the 50,000 U.S. military personnel from Japan, close only two of six airbases, and leave two major naval bases and a dozen bases for ground forces. They will insist a detailed study is required, followed by years of negotiations. Meanwhile, Japanese and American corporations that benefit from the current arrangement will use their influence to sabotage the effort. This is how they have evaded demands to close Futenma and Atsugi.  If they can stall for a couple of years, President Obama may lose interest, or possibly the 2012 election. If the President persists, the solution they devise will cost billions of dollars and a decade for new construction, environmental studies, and base clean ups. In reality, the U.S. military can implement this plan within two years because excess base capacity already exists. Since personnel are rotated every three years, it costs nothing to divert them elsewhere. The Japanese government would happily pay for any relocation and clean-up costs. Meanwhile, Americans are waiting to see if President Obama will show the courage to eliminate government waste by closing military bases "that have outlived their usefulness."
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Despite past apathy towards the alliance, China now views US-Japan security cooperation as containment
Wu Xinbo, professor, Center for American Studies and associate dean of the School of International Relations and Public Affairs at Fudan University in Shanghai, 2006, Washington Quarterly, pg. 119    

This is particularly true in Beijing, which believes that enhanced security cooperation between  Washington and Tokyo compromises China's security interests. For years, many Chinese analysts  regarded the U.S.-Japanese alliance as a useful constraint on Japan's remilitarization.  ...Such  heightened security cooperation and a strengthened U.S.-Japanese alliance, however, has raised a  number of concerns in Beijing, particularly about their implications for Japanese politics, its China  policy, Tokyo's military development, and regional stability as a whole, particularly in the Taiwan  Strait.   

Perceptions of a US-Japan “peaceful” alliance are changing, and China fears aggression

Japan Times, 2005, Hong Kong, pg. np

However,  the United States and Japan regard the maintenance of peace and stability in the Taiwan  Strait as a regional issue in which they have a legitimate interest. The joint statement came at a  time when Washington has been issuing warnings about the gravity of the cross-strait situation. The  head of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency, Porter Goss, testified recently that "Beijing's military  modernization and military buildup is tilting the balance of power in the Taiwan Strait." Defense  Secretary Donald Rumsfeld has also voiced concern over the expansion of the Chinese navy. The  statement is likely to increase Beijing's unhappiness with the U.S.-Japan security treaty. In the  1970s, Washington had told the Chinese that the treaty served to prevent any revival of militarism in  Japan. In recent years, however, the U.S. has been encouraging Japan to maintain a military force  that can be deployed for combat in the region. In Chinese eyes, there is a distinct danger that  Japan will be America's military ally in Asia, just as Britain is its ally in Europe. In addition,  Beijing fears that the U.S. will use a militarized Japan to help it contain a rising China. Political analysts in Beijing have pointed out that the focus of the mutual security treaty has shifted from  defending Japan to safeguarding peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region.
This creates a self-fulfilling prophecy that fuels Chinese modernization and belligerence
Michael T. Klare, Professor of peace and world security studies @ Hampshire College, 4/1/8/2006, Target China: The Emerging U.S.-China Conflict, http://japanfocus.org/article.asp?id=579. 

China, however, has always responded to perceived threats of encirclement in a vigorous and  muscular fashion as well, and so we should assume that Beijing will balance all that charm with a  military buildup of its own. Such a drive will not bring China to the brink of military equality with  the United States -- that is not a condition it can realistically aspire to over the next few decades. But  it will provide further justification for those in the United States who seek to accelerate the  containment of China, and so will produce a self-fulfilling loop of distrust, competition, and crisis.  This will make the amicable long-term settlement of the Taiwan problem and of North Korea's  nuclear program that much more difficult, and increase the risk of unintended escalation to full-scale  war in Asia. There can be no victors from such a conflagration.
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Chinese modernization ensures a shift to counterforce targettng
Richard D. Fisher, Senior Policy Analyst in the Asian Studies Center of The Heritage Foundation, and John T. Dori, Research Associate in the Asian Studies Center of The Heritage Foundation, 1998, “The Strategic Implications Of China's nuclear Aid To Pakistan,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/EM532.cfm

China's role in the new South Asian nuclear missile arms race creates potential dangers for the United States in the Middle East and Asia. A nuclear attack on Pakistan, for example, would energize radical Muslims, and very likely would spur the nuclear weapon programs of Iran and Libya. In an attempt to counter Iran and build influence with China, Saudi Arabia may decide to buy new Chinese ballistic or cruise missiles to replace its aging, Chinese-made DF-3 missiles. This could undermine U.S. strategic leverage with Saudi Arabia. In Asia, China may be prompted to develop new and more accurate missiles to target India's nuclear facilities and missile forces. These new Chinese missiles also could threaten U.S. forces in Asia, as well as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Ultimately, China's desire for more accurate regional missiles could lead to its building more accurate intercontinental missiles. With these long-range missiles in its arsenal, China might consider shifting its strategic doctrine from one of nuclear retaliation against cities with a small missile force to one that targets a larger number of military targets in the United States. The United States lacks missile defense systems to protect itself, its allies, or its friends.

This undermines deterrence and makes first-use of nuclear weapons more likely
Brian Hall, Magna Cum Laude from Harvard, Contributor to the New York Times, 1998, “Overkill is Not Dead,” http://www.ithaca.edu/hs/politics/gagnon/hall.htm
But two fundamental gaps in the logic are never addressed. One, the more capable your counterforce ability, the more it looks to the other side like a first-strike force--the more it is a first-strike force--which naturally undermines deterrence. And second, even if you do strike first, since the other side is ready to launch its weapons on warning--the obvious answer to your first strike capability--you're not going to destroy the weapons that threaten you, anyway. The result, ironically, is the Mutual Assured Destruction--or at least Mutual Assumed Destruction--that our doctrine has never endorsed, and that our war-fighting stance has dedicated itself to avoiding. But if we have MAD, we have it in an unstable form, with temptations on both sides, in a deepening political crisis, to launch their weapons first, "to use 'em or lose 'em," as the parlance goes.

Chinese modernization leads to accidental and unauthorized war
Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 2003, “China's Nuclear Weapon Development, Modernization and Testing,” http://www.nti.org/db/china/wnwmdat.htm

Through these modernization efforts, China continues to develop faster, sturdier, and more accurate missiles that may carry smaller second-generation nuclear warheads, multiple reentry-vehicles (MRVs) and various penetration aids. The advancement of the DF-31, combined with the introduction of the JL-2 SLBM and Type 094 SSBN submarine significantly enhance China’s deterrence capabilities, yet they also increase the risk of unauthorized or accidental launches. According to United States intelligence estimates, an American ballistic missile defense system may prompt China to expand its nuclear arsenal to include as many as 75-100 ICMBS and deploy up to 200 warheads by 2015. Reports suggest that China may spend $10 billion to improve its nuclear deterrence, likely focusing on stronger war-fighting capabilities and deployment of penetration aids and multiple warheads. One source asserts that China has confided to Russia its plans to deploy 500 nuclear warheads by 2015, with 300 warheads on MIRV/MRVed ICBMs and the remaining warheads on SLBMs. 
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Chinese perception of containment dooms Asian stability and collapses democratic transitions
Richard Armitage, Co-Chair of CSIS and Joseph Nye, Professor @ Harvard, 2007, “The US-Japan Alliance, Getting Asia Right through 2020,” pg. np

At the same time, however, a bipolar structure with only the United States and Japan facing China would be ineffective, because it would force other regional powers to choose between two competing poles. Some might side with the United States and Japan, but most regional powers would choose strict neutrality or align with China. Ultimately, this would weaken the powerful example of American and Japanese democracy and return the region to a Cold War or nineteenth century balance-of-power logic that does not favor stability in the region or contribute to China’s potential for positive change. Stability in East Asia will rest on the quality of U.S.-Japan-China relations, and even though the United States is closely allied with Japan, Washington should encourage good relations among all three.

Asian democracy is backsliding now

Joshua Kurlantzick, Senior Fellow @ Carnegie Endowment, 2008, “Asia’s Democracy Backlash,” pg. np
Some Asian countries appear to be listening to Beijing and Moscow. Leaders of nations such as Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam have begun to de- bate how they can apply a Chinese model to their own nations. At the same time that Beijing pro- motes a nondemocratic model, China’s growing power also ties the United States’ hands in Asia. When faced with antidemocratic behavior across the region, Washington must be increasingly careful how it responds, for fear of pushing these countries more firmly into Beijing’s orbit.  Over the past five years, all these trends have coalesced, creating Asia’s democracy backlash. The dangerous mix of years of venal and corrupt rule in countries like Bangladesh and the Philip- pines, combined with the failure to build institu- tions for funneling protest into peaceful channels, has finally exploded. 
Democratic consolidation solves multiple extinction level threats

Larry Diamond, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 1995, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990s,” http://wwics.si.edu/subsites/ccpdc/pubs/di/1.htm

OTHER THREATS This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for investment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreements in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.
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Chinese modernization leads to war against Taiwan
Frank Umbach, Senior Research Fellow, the Research Institute of the German Council on Foreign Relations (DGAP), 12/18/2001,  “Strategic Trends of Global Denuclearization and Nuclearization: Implications for Japan’s Security Policies, Regional Stability and the TMD-Debate in East Asia,” pg. np

Moreover, for the near future, all nuclear and missile development efforts are primarily directed to enhance China’s military capabilities in the event of future interventions by the U.S. Navy in the Taiwan Strait. Characteristically for the present most important military contingency planning as well as for the increasing influence of the PLA under Ziang Zemin in shaping Beijing’s foreign- and security policies is the selection of a Major-General Wang Zaixi as a deputy-director of China’s Taiwan Affairs Office which has not had a military officer among its top officials since 1990. Already in December 1995, the Central Military Commission (CMC) as the highest political-military institution in China has set with the year 2010 a deadline for national reunification with Taiwan because China “will definitely not tolerate the confrontational situation between the two sides after 2010.”107 In November 2000, Zhang Wannian, Vice-Chairman of the CMC (with his status next to President Jiang Zemin who heads the commission), argued that he is certain that in the next 5 years war would break out in the Taiwan Strait and that the PLA would be forced to initiate by striking first to paralyze Taiwan’s power installations and the combat ability of its fighter jets to guarantee military victory.

Japanese basing makes a US chain-gang into conflict more likely

Joseph Gerson, Director of Programs at the American Friends Service Committee, 2007, Ten Reasons to Withdraw all US Foreign Military Bases, Peacework, Issue 372, pg. np

Bases Increase the Likelihood of War  The US maintains an unprecedented infrastructure of more than 700 US foreign military bases. In recent years such bases have been essential to the US wars against Iraq, the 1998 war against Serbia, the US invasion of Panama, and the current wars within Colombia and the Philippines. The 200-plus US military bases and installations in Japan and South Korea increase the likelihood of future US wars against North Korea and China.

US-China war causes extinction

Straits Times (Singapore), June 25, 2000, No one gains in war over Taiwan
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war.  Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation.  In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore.  If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire.  And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order.  With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq.  In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.  Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war?  According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat.  In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons.  If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons.  The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option.  A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons.  Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it.  He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention.  Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. 
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US basing causes massive backlash at the Japanese government

Joseph Gerson, Director of Programs at the American Friends Service Committee, 2007, Ten Reasons to Withdraw all US Foreign Military Bases, Peacework, Issue 372, pg. np

Military Spending Jeopardizes Human Needs and Opportunities  The Pentagon squanders tens of billions of dollars on foreign military bases. In addition to war- fighting capabilities, expenses include housing for families of US warriors, commissaries where US troops and their families enjoy special discounts, and pristine golf courses. Meanwhile, human needs of both US and host nation people go unmet. In Japan and other host nations, anger is building as their tax dollars are used to help pay for the intrusive military bases and their luxury accommodations, while local people go without adequate housing and social services.

Specifically, the backlash is focused at Hatoyama 

Yuka Hayashi, Political Analyst for Wall Street Journal, 12/10/2009, “Japan Slows Relocation of U.S. Base in Okinawa,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np

The question of how to handle the American troops appears to be exposing rifts in Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government, which ousted the long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party in August after a campaign vowing to redefine U.S.-Japan relations. While some members of Mr. Hatoyama's cabinet favor direct opposition to U.S. demands to keep troops on Okinawa, others are now warning against undermining the alliance.  "I am deeply concerned that we may lose mutual trust in our relationship with the U.S. if we can't reach a solid conclusion on this issue," Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada said Tuesday.

A win for Hatoyama now would improve his chances at the rest of his agenda

Tobias Harris, Japanese Politics Specialist and PhD Candidate @ MIT, 12/25/2009, “Why the DPJ should defend Hatoyama,” Observing Japan, pg. np
As Nakasone himself said recently, the government is still in its early stages; it is too soon to expect results. The agenda is bigger than any single politician — Ozawa included — but for the moment the DPJ's success depends on surviving this initial period with the public still behind it. Hatoyama may not last four years in office, but if the DPJ is to show him the door, it should do so on its own terms, and not because the media has dictated that Hatoyama's head should roll sooner rather than later. And if the DPJ can successfully defend Hatoyama from the media in the short term, it may improve Japanese politics over the long term by weakening the ability of media organizations to shape political outcomes.
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Hatayoma success is key to the Japanese economy

Rizwan Ghani, Contributor to the American Chronicle, 9/18/2009, “Hatoyama,”  http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/119832
Hatoyama has blamed Japan´s ailing economy a victim of American-led globalization and promised to introduce a plan called new social contract to cut government waste, rein in the national bureaucracy and restart the economy by putting a freeze on planned tax hikes, removing tolls on the highways and focusing policies on consumers, not big businesses. PM´s pro-public policies promise to end unemployment, create more jobs for youth, increase minimum wages and introduce same pay in every work place. It is a strong agenda at a time when world economy is in recession and country´s out of control budget deficit is sapping the national economy. However, for now Hatoyama is all set to implement "new social contract" to help Japan control piling debt, high unemployment, facilitate aging society and give incentives to help improve shrinking birth rates.  The critics of new social order argue that public mandate in lower house is no carte blanche for the Hatoyama to scrap pro-US capitalism economic model. PM cannot implement his plans immediately because ousted Liberal Democrat Party (LDP) holds majority in the upper house and its elections are due next year. According to the Japanese political system, all legislation has to be approved by the upper house before it becomes a law. Furthermore, he needs funds to implement new social order in which will only be possible with the support of country´s major stakeholders. At this time, there is no indication that pro-LDP multinational businesses and banking giants including Toyota and Sony are willing to shift loyalties and support PM´s government with no governance experience.  However, Hatoyama wants to spend his political capital to deliver on election promises. The opposition on the contrary would like to delay the process to erode Hatoyama´s party clean sweep in upper house. However, the change is already in the air. Yen has appreciated toward 90 per dollar after incoming Finance Minister Hirohisa Fujii said Japan´s new government is opposed to intervening in currency markets unless swings become excessive. PM believes stronger Yen in Japan´s interest as against the earlier views that weak Yen is good for global trade. Business community has welcomed Fujii. "He´s experienced. Fujii knows macroeconomic policy", remarked a senior fellow at the Tokyo Foundation, a think tank.
Japanese economy is key to the global economy

Michael Auslin, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, 2/17/2009, “Japan’s Downturn Is Bad News,” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123483257056995903.html
Recently, many economists and scholars in the U.S. have been looking backward to Japan's banking disaster of the 1990s, hoping to learn lessons for America's current crisis. Instead, they should be looking ahead to what might occur if Japan goes into a full-fledged depression.  If Japan's economy collapses, supply chains across the globe will be affected and numerous economies will face severe disruptions, most notably China's. China is currently Japan's largest import provider, and the Japanese slowdown is creating tremendous pressure on Chinese factories. Just last week, the Chinese government announced that 20 million rural migrants had lost their jobs.  Closer to home, Japan may also start running out of surplus cash, which it has used to purchase U.S. securities for years. For the first time in a generation, Tokyo is running trade deficits -- five months in a row so far.  The political and social fallout from a Japanese depression also would be devastating. In the face of economic instability, other Asian nations may feel forced to turn to more centralized -- even authoritarian -- control to try to limit the damage. Free-trade agreements may be rolled back and political freedom curtailed. Social stability in emerging, middle-class societies will be severely tested, and newly democratized states may find it impossible to maintain power. Progress toward a more open, integrated Asia is at risk, with the potential for increased political tension in the world's most heavily armed region.
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Asian economies outweigh the US

Chris Devonshire-Ellis, Senior Partner of Dezan Shira & Associates and publisher of China Briefing, interviewed by AFP, January 24, 2008, U.S. recession fears not a global concern for China, India and the developing world

AFP: Everyone is saying the U.S. is having a recession; we want to do a story on the emerging markets power, say China and India. Since your firm is very familiar with these markets and the topic, we’d like to have your opinion on the following questions. Can China and India help the world lessen the impact of a global economic slowdown?  CDE: Yes. Neither markets are particularly integrated with the United States and both have market fundamentals that have separately evolved from the West over the past 60 years. The media quotes the Shanghai bourse for example, but it’s unnecessary, the Shanghai market isn’t interactive with global markets and serves only China’s domestic market. Mumbai is more connected but India is going through a domestic consumer boom. What happens in the US has little impact on these markets. So by definition China and India will not participate in a worldwide recession and will therefore be hedges against this. Welcome to globalization. It’s protective as we will see. The United States has problems; however these will be offset against markets elsewhere. The new world order is working.  AFP: Are their engines strong enough to power the world economy? Why or why not?  CDE: China and India possess 40 percent of the world’s population. OK, so maybe 20 percent of this can purchase to international standards, however combined this is still larger than the U.S. disposable middle class income. Plus, both largely supply much of the world’s consumer goods. The global wheels will keep turning. Mexico also and to a lesser, yet significant extent, Brazil and Russia will help too. Their fundamentals are strong in the global financial supply chain and will keep us globally out of this problem. The reality is America alone cannot control the global economy, which now finally is correct. We now have a better international balance. As I mentioned before, globalization is here, it has arrived, and it’s about to bail out a weak market – the United States – as the U.S. has done before. It’s more a maturity of other markets than a major U.S. default that has brought us to this point. Safety lies in numbers.  AFP: In the face of the market turmoil and worries about the U.S., are these two nations now strong and solid enough to stave off problems generated by the U.S. economy?  CDE: As I have said, it’s a global economy now, not a British gold standard or an American dollar backed one. Although there is still some way to go in this concept, we are about to see the benefit worldwide of hedging, and the true impact of the meaning of the WTO and globalization. The U.S. problem will be absorbed. The world’s economies are a rather bigger place than just the U.S. sub-prime loan market and they are worth far, far more.  AFP: Will China and India decouple from U.S.? If not, how long will it take?  CDE: I see no reason for anyone to change any relationships. It’s a storm in a tea-cup and will be absorbed. What is occurring is the rise of other economies to balance out those of the U.S., and that has to be a good thing. It is clearly absurd to have poor American fiscal lending policies affect the lives of businessmen trading in Mumbai, Beijing, Moscow or Mexico City, and globalization means hedging worldwide. We are about to see exactly what that means. The United States may suffer, but the rest of the world will still be OK.
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The impact is global conflict

Bernardo V. Lopez, 1998, “Towards global recession,” Business World, pg. np

The current regional recession in Asia can easily spread to the entire globe if certain scenarios are realized. One scenario is war. War in Korea or Iraq, the two flashpoints, will temporarily pump prime the US economy with a windfall in the weapons industry, as it did in Desert Storm. But in the long term, war breaks economies rather than makes them since conflicts inhibit markets, trading, then production (especially for oil, the sine qua non of economies), and siphon money from productive peaceful use to destructive wartime use. A war in Iraq may trigger a second oil crisis which will create panic among stock markets and eventually lead not only to global recession but a deadly global depression. A war in Korea will negate any IMF bailout of South Korea and catalyze a deeper regional recession. Japan may be embroiled in that war, which may also cause deepening of its recession. A second scenario is the fall of a prime economy such as Japan, which recently saw the downtail of a major stock trader and a few small banks with it. Bailout in Japan is easy and the negative effects can still be contained. But the incident hints that powerful economies are not exempt from recession and are, in fact, at the forefront of recession since they lead the pack. A recession in Japan will deepen recession in Asia where Japan has invested billions of dollars in the last two decades, and eventually cause global recession. The role of China is crucial in global recession as it will catalyze or inhibit growth. A US-China confrontation, whe-ther economic or military, is the last straw. China and the US are actually the potential messiahs in global recession. A global recession will make the 1929 depression in the US look like a sari-sari store closing down. Global recession will lay off millions across the planet, and trigger a stoppage of production in all types of industries. Industry-based nations with little or no agrarian economy, such as Singapore, will be the first to feel the pinch. Moving out of recession takes time and while the crisis continues, despair will negate further efforts towards growth and induce more crimes and war. In other words, a protracted recession will make it harder to get out of it and may cause a depression. A global depression can kill more people at a shorter time than a protracted regional war. The IMF-World Bank bailout of beleaguered Asian economies, especially South Korea, is urgent since the ongoing regional recession may indeed spread out to affect even the more stable American economy. An American recession will surely trigger a global recession. 

Chinese Containment Extensions – Modernization Bad

Chinese modernization causes Japanese proliferation
Sheila Smith, PhD, Senior Fellow in Politics at the East-West Center, 12/2003, “Security Context” http://www.stimson.org/japan/pdf/JNO-Security_Context.pdf
In its most recent assessment, the Japanese Defense Agency (JDA) noted reasons for optimism about China’s future, but also noted that China’s military ambitions in the region were in question. Of particular concern to the JDA is China’s nuclear modernization program.2 But concerns about China reverberate more broadly among Japan’s political leaders.3 China’s military ambitions were the focal point of one Japanese politician’s ire last year. Ichiro Ozawa, former leader of the Liberal Party and now member of the Democratic Party of Japan, suggested that “if China gets too inflated,” the Japanese people will respond. He noted that it would be easy for Japan to produce nuclear weapons, and suggested that there was enough plutonium at Japan’s nuclear plants to generate thousands of nuclear warheads.
Chinese modernization threatens Russia- baits a war
Sheila Smith, PhD, Senior Fellow in Politics at the East-West Center, 12/2003, “Security Context” http://www.stimson.org/japan/pdf/JNO-Security_Context.pdf
But even a nuclear deterrence against China might become more questionable over the next decade, given Russia’s great difficulties sustaining even 900 strategic nuclear warheads after 2008-2010. Although China has currently only some 300 strategic nuclear warheads and additional 150 tactical nuclear warheads, it could theoretically expand its nuclear forces (by acquiring and implementing the MIRV technology) two or three times of its present size to some 600-900 strategic nuclear warheads within the next decade (see also the following chapter about China’s nuclear modernization efforts). It seems also to have an interest to modernize and increase its arsenal of tactical nuclear weapons.61 If China will indeed expand its strategic and tactical nuclear arsenals, Russia’s nuclear deterrence would become automatically more questionable, particularly when it is part of an evolving concept of limited nuclear deterrence that links conventional and nuclear warfare. Furthermore, even nowadays the use of Russia‘s present tactical nuclear arsenal is very questionable because of the vicinity of almost all major Russian cities and military headquarters to the common border with China.

Russia-China war goes nuclear

Alexander Sharavin, Russian Defense Expert, 10/3/2001, Defense and Security, pg. np
Russia may face the "wonderful" prospect of combating the Chinese army, which, if full mobilization is called, is comparable in size with Russia's entire population, which also has nuclear weapons (even tactical weapons become strategic if states have common borders) and would be absolutely insensitive to losses (even a loss of a few million of the servicemen would be acceptable for China). Such a war would be more horrible than the World War II. It would require from our state maximal tension, universal mobilization and complete accumulation of the army military hardware, up to the last tank or a plane, in a single direction (we would have to forget such "trifles" like Talebs and Basaev, but this does not guarantee success either). Massive nuclear strikes on basic military forces and cities of China would finally be the only way out, what would exhaust Russia's armament completely. We have not got another set of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based missiles, whereas the general forces would be extremely exhausted in the border combats. In the long run, even if the aggression would be stopped after the majority of the Chinese are killed, our country would be absolutely unprotected against the "Chechen" and the "Balkan" variants both, and even against the first frost of a possible nuclear winter.
Chinese Containment Extensions – Asian Arms Race
Chinese nuclear modernization ensures us-china nuclear war
Charles Smith, National security reporter for WorldNetDaily, 7/5/2000, “Clinton softens Chinese threat?,” http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=20573
Red China's great nuclear leap forward is just beginning to yield results in the form of lightweight, inexpensive, nuclear warheads for Chinese missiles and a new special series of deadly neutron bombs. China is reported to have exported a plutonium bomb design to Pakistan and assisted the North Korean nuclear weapons efforts. China today is the only nation to field the neutron bomb. Chinese Generals have openly threatened to destroy Los Angeles if the U.S. came to Taiwan's rescue. The Chinese Army is more than open about its doctrine shift toward nuclear combat. In a 1999 report prepared by the Chinese Central Military Command, threats of a Chinese nuclear war against America are spelled out loud and clear. "So far we have built up the capability for the second and third nuclear strikes and are fairly confident in fighting a nuclear war," answers the Chinese military report. "Unlike Iraq and Yugoslavia, China is not only a big country, but also possesses a nuclear arsenal that has long been incorporated into state warfare systems and played a real role in our national defense. The PCC has decided to pass through formal channels this message to the top leaders of the U.S." 

Chinese modernization sparks an Asian arms race
Brad Roberts, PhD, Research Staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, 8/2001, “East Asia’s Nuclear Future:

A Long-Term View of Threat Reduction,” http://www.wslfweb.org/docs/dtraasco/east_asia_nuke_future.pdf
From an Asian nuclear perspective, the central question about the impact of this tripolarity relates to China’s choices. If China modernizes its strategic force in ways that keep it small but modern, and build up just enough to restore the credibility of its deterrent against a limited U.S. defense, then China’s neighbors may not be too concerned. But China could seek other goals for its strategic forces as it modernizes, goals which would generate significant regional repercussions. It might, for example, seek a more overt form of regional missile dominance. Or it could state explicitly its desire to build something analogous to the French force de frappe—something large enough to tear off the arm of any aggressor. Or it could seek to replace Russia as the world’s second nuclear power.
Nuclear proliferation causes nuclear war

Samuel Totten, Associate Professor in the College of Education at the University of Arkansas, 1994, The Widening Circle of Genocide, p. 289

There are numerous dangers inherent in the spread of nuclear weapons, including but not limited to the following: the possibility that a nation threatened by destruction in a conventional war may resort to the use of its nuclear weapons; the miscalculation of a threat of an attack and the subsequent use of nuclear weapons in order to stave off the suspected attack; a nuclear weapons accident due to carelessness or flawed technology (e.g., the accidental launching of a nuclear weapon); the use of such weapons by an unstable leader; the use of such weapons by renegade military personnel during a period of instability (personal, national or international); and, the theft (and/or development) and use of such weapons by terrorists. While it is unlikely (though not impossible) that terrorists would be able to design their own weapons, it is possible that they could do so with the assistance of a renegade government.
Japanese Politics Extensions – Link

The public backlash is extreme

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1997, “Toward a New Relationship With Japan,” CATO Handbook for Congress, pg. np

A new—really new—relationship is needed. The huge demonstrations against the U.S. military bases following the rape of a 12-year-old Okinawa girl by three American soldiers, and public opinion surveys showing that many Japanese respondents—especially those on Okinawa where a vast majority of U.S. military personnel are stationed—now oppose the troop presence, suggest that the security relationship is under stress. The results of a nonbinding referendum in Okinawa on September 8, 1996, in which some 90 percent of those voting endorsed a proposal to reduce the size and number of U.S. bases on the island, confirm that point.

The plan would be a win for Hatoyama

Gilbert Mercier, Political Analyst, 11/8/2009, Japanese Want The US Military Out Of Japan, http://newsjunkiepost.com/2009/11/08/japanese-want-the-us-military-out-of-japan/
Prime Minister Hatoyama has vowed to adopt a less subservient relationship with Washington. Hatoyama has said he wants the base moved off the island or even out of the country.  On the other hand, the US has demanded that Japan fulfill a 2006 agreement under which the Futenma base would be closed and moved to another site to be built on Okinawa by 2014. Last month, during a visit to Japan, US Defense Secretary Robert Gates bluntly told  the new Japanese administration to“move on and resolve the issue before President Obama’s arrival”. Gates stressed that Washington doesn’t want to renegotiate on an agreement sealed in 2006.  This is a test of political will for Prime Minister Hatoyama. Can he finally challenge the overbearing nature of  the United States relationship with Japan? Further, it puts one more time into lights the fact that the US military, once in a foreign country, has the tendency to stay for ever. Japan, just like Germany and countless other countries in the world are getting tired of it. And it is unfortunately unlikely that President Obama will ever challenge the logic of the consolidation of the American Empire, which has been the driving impulse in American foreign policies, both from Republicans & Democrats, ever since the end of World War II.
Hatoyama’s success at reigning in bureaucracy is key to stop Japanese whaling
Discovery, 12/3/2009, “Japanese ‘scientific whaling’ fleet departs,” http://blogs.discovery.com/animal_news/2009/12/japanese-scientific-whaling-fleet-departs.html
The Japanese “scientific whaling” fleet has taken off once again for the Southern Ocean near Antarctica, and many conservation groups hope it will be the last time. This comes on the heels of a visit to Japan by President Barack Obama, where he met Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Greenpeace unveiled a “Yes We Can” banner next to a factory ship, the Nisshin Maru, hoping to encourage the two to end so-called scientific whaling for good. According to Greenpeace, both leaders in their election campaigns said there’s no future in whaling. Obama has stated an opposition to “scientific whaling” and Hatoyama has pledged a sea change in government bureaucracy, including the waste of taxpayer money. The fleet of ships that heads to Antarctica every year is subsidized by 795 million yen, equivalent to US $8.8 million.  Though commercial whaling is banned under the International Whaling Commission, and the Southern Ocean around Antartica is officially a whale sanctuary closed to commercial whaling, Japan has managed to secure “scientific permits” which means they can kill 935 minke whales and 50 endangered fin whales this year alone within the sanctuary. It has caused a lot of anger among conservation groups – including, of course, the Sea Shepherd Conservation Society featured in Animal Planet’s Whale Wars.

Japanese Politics Extensions – IWC Impact

Failure to stop Japanese whaling will collapse the International Whaling Commission
Donald R. Rothwell, Professor of International Law, 1/8/2010, “High seas clash inevitable,” The Age, pg. np
The third response was to indicate that Australia would commence a campaign to significantly reform the IWC and, in particular, to abolish so-called "scientific whaling". There has been little real evidence of progress at the IWC, despite the efforts of the Australian Government and other like-minded governments, such as New Zealand. This year may well prove to be pivotal for IWC reform and if there is no breakthrough at the June meeting in Morocco, then hard questions will need to be asked as to whether there is any real prospect of reform while Japan maintains its hard-line position on its right to continue scientific whaling.   If this were to occur, the Federal Government would be faced with the prospect of having to choose whether it continued to pursue its diplomatic options and reform of the IWC, or challenged Japan's conduct of JARPA II before an international court.  Any international litigation has risks and a political judgment has to be made as to whether these are worth taking, especially when Australia and Japan have such a close bilateral relationship. However, it is often overlooked that Australia, along with New Zealand, took Japan to an international court in 1999 in a dispute concerning tuna. The relationship survived, as it would in any international court action over whales. 
That leads to extinction of whales

Whale Watch Westcork, 2009, “Commercial Whaling,” http://www.whalewatchwestcork.com/commercial-whaling.html
Recent meetings between the member countries of the IWC have been dogged with tension and acrimonious exchanges between commissioners of pro whaling nations and those nations opposed to whaling. This has largely been caused by a small number of countries trying to justify their current or future aspirations to resume commercial whaling. Accusations of vote rigging have been made as Japan has purchased votes in favour of a return to commercial whaling from smaller member countries in exchange for preferential trade agreements. This all takes place against the background of a worldwide moratorium on the killing of whales put in place by the IWC in 1986 as many of the great whale species faced extinction following years of commercial exploitation. Some species like the Northern right whale have never recovered and are likely to become extinct within a generation. Over the last few years the number of governments that vote in favour of a resumption of commercial whaling has increased in relation to those anti whaling nations and each year during the IWC annual meetings the tension rises as the pro whaling nations adopt a number of strategies to attempt to get the two thirds majority vote in favour of suspending the moratorium and commencing commercial whaling activities again. As most conservationists believe this would spell disaster for many species of great whale as commercial whaling activities in the past has been dogged by over exploitation and lack of controls resulting in so many species being bought to the verge of extinction.
Whaling collapses ocean biodiversity

M.E Skeel, Helium, January 2010, “How whaling impacts the environment,” http://www.helium.com/items/1515021-how-whaling-impacts-the-environment?page=3
Currently the ocean environment is being turned into a biological desert, especially now that animals like krill are being targeted. It is not obvious from the surface of the ocean on a nice sunny day at the beach. The environment there looks much the same as it always has. Urbanised people are far removed from their food sources and fish isn't big on the menu for many people. So, the industry turns a lot of the catch into pet foods and fertilizers. In fact, in the three remaining whaling countries, Japan, Norway and Iceland, much of the remaining whaling industry victims also get turned into pet food and fertilizers because of the changing tastes of 21st century people who no longer find whale steaks appealing at many different levels. Whales, we now know, are intelligent mammals who have emotions and strong family bonds and societies. Most people can live with killing fish or raising farm animals for human consumption, but killing whales now seems unacceptably cruel to most people who consider themselves to be civilized.

North Korean Containment Add-on 

US forward presence in Japan causes North Korea to lash out, and guarantees a permanent chill in relations.
Anthony DiFilippo, Professor of Sociology at Lincoln University, 2002, The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Military Arrangement: Competing Security Transitions in a Changing International Environment, pg. 87-88 
What must be emphasized is that there are self-fulfilling prophecies at work on both sides of the political equation. North Korea is economically depressed, has a starving population, is politically isolated (though less so than in the past), and feels enormously threatened by regional military alliances, especially the arrangement between the United States and Japan. As Pyongyang sees it, the United States is a hegemon determined to establish control over the entire Asia-Pacific area. Tokyo's continuing security alliance with Washington keeps open the possibility of a Japanese- supported American strike on North Korea, which is why Pyongyang continues to denounce statements leveled at the DPRK by what it calls "right-wing Japanese reactionaries." Still fresh in the minds of officials in Pyongyang is Tokyo's December 1998 suggestion that the U.S. military strike on Iraq should serve as a warning to North Korea.1l6 Tokyo is very mindful of the historical resentment that Pyongyang holds toward Japan. Tokyo is also very aware of the fact that Pyongyang detests Japan's security alliance with the United States. For these reasons, any threat identified by Tokyo or Pyongyang is likely to be exaggerated and will serve to maintain the chill in Japanese-DPRK relations. 

US-Korean war goes nuclear
Kim Myong Chol, PhD, 10/24/2002, “Agreed Framework Is Brain Dead; Shotgun Wedding Is the Only Option to Defuse Crisis,” http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." 
And, this conflict leads to extinction

Kim Myong Chol, PhD, 10/24/2002, “Agreed Framework Is Brain Dead; Shotgun Wedding Is the Only Option to Defuse Crisis,” http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html

The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist-sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.

Regional Cooperation Add-on

The alliance discourages countries like Japan and South Korea from establishing mutually beneficial military cooperation – that is necessary to deter North Korea
Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1995, “Paternalism and Dependence: the U.S.-Japanese Security Relationship,” www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-244.html
Another, more subtle sign of excessive reliance on America as East Asia's hegemon is the lack of security ties among the demo-cratic nations of that region. For example, it was not until November 1994 that the first high-level security dialogue between Japan and South Korea took place. Yet both nations have numerous crucial interests in common—and, in fact, have had for several decades. Current mutual inter-ests include such high-priority matters as discouraging North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons and balancing China's growing power. True, the legacy of Japan's brutal colonial rule of the Korean peninsula earlier in the century left severe emotion-al scars that make cooperation difficult. But history is replete with examples of countries that have collaborated on security matters despite bitter animosities. If capitalist Britain and Stalinist Russia could cooperate to help defeat Hitler, it should not be too much to expect Japan and South Korea, two democratic capitalist nations, to cooperate to deter North Korea. The U.S. security blanket, however, has enabled both governments to adopt apathetic policies and engage in domestic political posturing rather than forge ties of mutually beneficial military cooperation.

Japan is key to an Asian balance-of-power system necessary to check Chinese aggression
Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1995, “Paternalism and Dependence: the U.S.-Japanese Security Relationship,” www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-244.html
Instead of persisting in its smothering strategy, Washington should encourage Japan to assume a more active and assertive security role. America's overall objective should be a reasonably stable balance of power among the principal East Asian nations. An activist Japan is an essential part, indeed the single most important component, of that balance-of-power system. For example, Japan is the only power—other than the United States—that will be capable of being a strategic counterweight to China in the coming decades (barring an unexpectedly rapid Russian recovery).
The alliance creates the only possibility of a North Korean strike on Japan, other alternatives at containment should be pursued
Anthony DiFilippo, Professor of Sociology at Lincoln University, 2002, The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Military Arrangement: Competing Security Transitions in a Changing International Environment, pg. 87-88 
The major threat that Japan faces from North Korea today stems from the fact that Pyongyang believes that Japanese defense policy blindly supports U.S. hegemonic objectives. This makes Tokyo, like Washington with which it is aligned in a security alliance-a potential aggressor that intends to undermine DPRK socialism. Not only does North Korea perceive itself as vulnerable to military aggression from the United States, Japan, and South Korea, it is also consumed by the belief that U.S. nuclear weapons in South Korea have made the DPRK susceptible to nuclear attack for many years.16Pyongyang has also emphasized recently the "double standard" evident in the American-led security policy in the East Asia-Pacific region, a policy it sees as fully acceptable to Japan. Pyongyang has argued that while the United States complained loudly in August 1998 when North Korea launched a missile that flew over Japanese territory, it failed to rebuke South Korea when it fired off a Hyonmu missile in April 1999. 

Japanese Biodiversity Add-on

US basing in Japan collapses Asian biodiversity

Hayashi Kiminori, Contributor to Japan Focus, 7/13/2009, “Overcoming American Military Base Pollution in Asia: Japan, Okinawa, Philippines,” Japan Focus, http://www.britannica.com/bps/additionalcontent/18/43182137/Overcoming-American-Military-Base-Pollution-in-Asia-Japan-Okinawa-Philippines
War is said to be the ultimate cause of environmental destruction. The absolute devastation of the environment in combat has been proven by examples such as World War II, the Vietnam War, the Gulf War, and the Iraq War. However, even in peacetime, military activity causes environmental destruction through the construction of facilities, everyday activities on base, and the preparation for war such as military training and maneuvers. Particularly in the case of the United States, the enormous military power that accounts for half of the world's military expenditures, the destruction of the environment is appalling. For example, in Japan, the damage to nature that would accompany the construction of an alternative facility to Futenma Marine Corps Air Station in Okinawa will be accelerated and aircraft noise will damage the areas surrounding the bases. In the Korean community of Mehyang-ri, aerial bombing practice has caused severe environmental pollution. This essay will focus on the pollution of US bases in Asia in order to come to grips with the environmental problems caused by military activity. After investigating the pollution of US bases in Yokota (Japan), Okinawa and the Philippines, we will examine the principal conclusions that can be draw from those examples. Our purpose is to locate ways to resolve these military environmental problems.  Why did we choose the problem of pollution associated with American bases in Asia? One reason is the particular importance to the US of Asian bases, especially those in Japan. In 2002, 44.3% of all American soldiers stationed overseas and 26.7% of US bases were concentrated in Asia. Since US bases in the Philippines were closed in 1992, most are now in Japan and Korea. The majority of US Marines stationed abroad are also located in Japan. What's more, Japan provides 62% of the budget for basing American soldiers in Japan. In 2001, it was about 4.6 billion dollars. In addition to the so-called "Sympathy Budget" that Japan offers in order to support US bases, Japan provides additional funds such as indemnities for noise and various kinds of financial support for base activities. From the prospective of the American military, this has made it easy to pay for their overseas presence. Only in Japan (Yokota) has such an extensive complex of foreign military air force and navy bases, including port facilities for an aircraft carrier, been placed in such close proximity to the capital of an independent state. From a global perspective, this is an exceptional situation.  A second reason is that, even among US overseas bases, Asian base pollution is unusually severe. In accordance with 1993 Bonn supplemental agreements, base pollution became the first military environmental problem to be attended to by the American military. However, as can be seen from the example of damage in the Philippines, while we have entered a new century, pollution has been left as it is without being adequately addressed. It is a matter of great urgency to decide how to rectify these conditions.
Environmental collapse leads to war

Thomas Homer-Dixon, assistant professor of political science and director of the Peace and Conflict Studies Programme at the University of Toronto, 1998, World Security Challenges for a New Century, p. 342-343

Environmental change could in time cause a slow deepening of poverty in poor countries, which might open bitter divisions between classes and ethnic groups, corrode democratic institutions, and spawn revolutions and insurgencies. In general, many experts have the sense that environmental problems will “ratchet up” the level of stress within states and the inter​national community, increasing the likelihood of many different kinds of conflict—from war and rebellion to trade disputes—and undermining possibilities for cooperation.
Biodiversity key to check extinction

Bruce E. Tonn, Urban Planning Prof @ Tennessee, November 2007, Futures v. 39, no. 9, “Futures Sustainability”, ln
The first principle is the most important because earth-life is needed to support earth-life. Ecosystems are composed of countless species that are mutually dependent upon each other for nutrients directly as food or as by-products of earth-life (e.g., as carbon dioxide and oxygen). If the biodiversity of an ecosystem is substantially compromised, then the entire system could collapse due to destructive negative nutrient cycle feedback effects. If enough ecosystems collapse worldwide, then the cascading impact on global nutrient cycles could lead to catastrophic species extinction. Thus, to ensure the survival of earth-life into the distant future the earth's biodiversity must be protected.
Economy Add-on

Removal of US troops would help the US economy

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
The irony is that closing or downsizing some of these bases would save the USA millions of dollars a year and shift thousands of jobs to the U.S. economy. However, many powerful Japanese and American corporations support the status quo from which they profit. They work with American Generals and Admirals to argue that Japan helps defray the cost of U.S. bases in Japan by paying for some utilities and the salaries of some Japanese workers. In reality, Japan never pays one cent to the U.S. military, and most of the claimed contributions are artificial. For example, goods imported for sale at U.S. military stores are not taxed by the Japanese government, so this is counted as a financial contribution. Another major "contribution" is rent paid to Japanese landowners. Cost sharing contributions have been reduced in recent years, and further cuts have been promised to prod the American military to reduce its presence.
US economic growth is key to avoid global wars

Earl Tilford, PhD in history from George Washington University and served for thirty-two years as a military officer and analyst with the Air Force and Army, 2008, “Critical Mass: Economic Leadership or Dictatorship,” The Cedartown Standard, pg. np
Could it happen again? Bourgeois democracy requires a vibrant capitalist system. Without it, the role of the individual shrinks as government expands. At the very least, the dimensions of the U.S. government economic intervention will foster a growth in bureaucracy to administer the multi-faceted programs necessary for implementation. Bureaucracies, once established, inevitably become self-serving and self-perpetuating. Will this lead to “socialism” as some conservative economic prognosticators suggest? Perhaps. But so is the possibility of dictatorship. If the American economy collapses, especially in wartime, there remains that possibility. And if that happens the American democratic era may be over. If the world economies collapse, totalitarianism will almost certainly return to Russia, which already is well along that path in any event. Fragile democracies in South America and Eastern Europe could crumble.  A global economic collapse will also increase the chance of global conflict. As economic systems shut down, so will the distribution systems for resources like petroleum and food. It is certainly within the realm of possibility that nations perceiving themselves in peril will, if they have the military capability, use force, just as Japan and Nazi Germany did in the mid-to-late 1930s. Every nation in the world needs access to food and water. Industrial nations—the world powers of North America, Europe, and Asia—need access to energy. When the world economy runs smoothly, reciprocal trade meets these needs. If the world economy collapses, the use of military force becomes a more likely alternative. And given the increasingly rapid rate at which world affairs move; the world could devolve to that point very quickly. 
Growth solves war

William J Baumol, professor of economics at NYU, Robert E. Litan, Senior Fellow of Economic Studies at the Brookings Institute, and Carl J. Schramm, President and chief executive officer of the Kauffman Foundation,” 2007, Good Capitalism, Bad Capitalism, and the Economics of Growth and Prosperity

Fortunately, economic growth also is accompanied by a countervailing force, which may moderate, though not necessarily eliminate, any impulses toward military action. As we will discuss in chapter 5, there is compelling evidence that as economies grow richer, their propensity to embrace democratic values and institutions is greater. In turn, as societies embrace democracy while also becoming wealthier, they have in the past been less likely to turn to military action to advance their interests. If true, then entrepreneurial capitalism, by advancing growth, may help to diffuse tendencies toward armed conflict in different parts of the world. 

AT: Consult Japan Counterplan – Permutations

Perm do both - solves the net-benefit.  Even symbolic gestures improve the alliance

Randy Schriver and Mark Stokes, Executives @ Project 2049 Institute, 2009, http://project2049.net/documents/090129alliancememo.pdf

There have been a number of excellent reports in the last two years from the think tank  and academic communities on how to move the U.S.-Japan alliance forward.  Several efforts  were generated specifically as a result of a widely perceived drift in the U.S.-Japan alliance, as  well as from the recognition that a new U.S. Administration represents an opportunity to reset  and recalibrate policies in accordance with the evolving strategic landscape.  The Armitage-Nye  report of 2007, the Auslin/AEI report of 2008, and the Wakabayashi/CSIS report of 2008 are all  examples of comprehensive and somewhat bold reports that look out fifteen to twenty years.       This brief memo seeks to support much of what was recommended in previous reports,  but with different objective – in short, identifying how to jump start the process of alliance  enhancement.  While we embrace and share the strategic vision outlined in recent efforts, our  outlook will remain true to our core mission of exploring long-term security trends.  Therefore, our recommendations are near term – more precisely, for the first one hundred days of the  Obama Administration.     This memo offers practical advice for initial steps the new U.S. Administration may  embark upon to set the proper tone, and more importantly, to begin improving the alliance’s  capabilities to meet security objectives in tangible ways. In that spirit, we offer recommendations  that are practical (within the purview of the Administration to decide in the first one hundred  days), consequential (symbolism is important, but even symbolic gestures can have direct,  substantive implications), and connected to an appropriate strategic framework for an evolving  and strengthening alliance.

Perm do the plan and consult Japan – it’s textually legitimate but if they win it’s intrinsic it’s legitimate in the instance of consult counterplans because it tests if they have a solvency advocate for consulting over the plan.

Perm – Do CP
1. It’s not severance- certainty and immediacy aren’t mandates of the plan- they’re just assumptions of normal means

2. Counterplan is plan plus – 
a) If they say yes, the counterplan is resolved too
b) Should means desirable or recommended, not mandatory

Words and Phrases: Permanent Edition, 2002, Vol. 39 Set to Signed, pg.  372-373
Or. 1952.  Where safety regulation for sawmill industry providing that a two by two inch guard rail should be installed at extreme outer edge of walkways adjacent to sorting tables was immediately preceded by other regulations in which word “shall” instead of “should” was used, and word “should” did not appear to be result of inadvertent use in particular regulation, use of word “should” was intended to convey idea that particular precaution involved was desirable and recommended, but not mandatory.  ORS 654.005 et seq.----Baldassarre v. West Oregon Lumber Co., 239 P.2d 839, 193 Or. 556. ---Labor & Emp. 2857
3. Severance is justified when counterplans just compete off of certainty
4. The aff should get to define the scope of the plan’s mandate



a. Most real world- no policymaker controls implementation


b. Checks abusive interpretations of fiat that hurt neg ground- we don’t fiat solvency, only original USFG Action
AT: Consult Japan Counterplan – Theoretically Illegitimate
Multiple worlds perm – Do the counterplan if they say yes, but do the plan if they say no.  If the counterplan solves, it doesn’t compete because it results in the whole plan.

Single issues not key to the alliance

AFP, 2007, “Testy times seen for US-Japan ties,” http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5ik8nJTXYfpog9IKgooU7U9d3Fecw

But some experts believe the US-Japan alliance is rock solid and cannot be shaken by a single issue. "Japan's retreating from a mission like that will be very unfortunate, sends a bad signal and certainly be a disappointment to the US but with continued engagement between the close allies, I think they will find a way to move ahead," said Nicholas Szechenyi of the Washington-based Center for Strategic and International Studies. "My sense is that Japan in the long run will continue to maintain its leadership role," he said. 

Consult CPs are a voter:

a) Plan-inclusive – the counterplan includes the entire plan text and only changes the process of normal means.  We should only have to defend words in the plan text – that encourages topic and aff specific education

b) Artificially competitive – the net-benefit is not foreclosed by passing the plan, relations is only an advantage to the counterplan, not a DA to the plan

c) No solvency advocate – no evidence Japan should be consulted over the plan, means it’s not predictable – destroys affs ability to generate offense

d) Reject team not argument – the unique nature of consult counterplans makes rejecting the argument not enough.  2ac time and strategy are irreparably skewed since the counterplan includes the whole plan and there are multiple worlds of counterplan solvency. 

Consultation takes forever

Doug Struck, Post Staff Writer, 2001, Washington Post, “Japan Divided On U.S. Call for Missile Defense,” pg. np
Government officials say they believe the Bush administration will understand the limitations of Japanese assistance, but others are not sure that it will be so patient with the agonizing pace of Japan's consensus-based decision-making.  "We may say we need more time, more deliberations," said Shibayama, the military affairs specialist. "At the shortest, it may be 10 years. For the Bush administration, Japan may not be able to react in a satisfactory way." 
AT: Consult Japan Counterplan – Solvency Deficits
Turn – one-time consultation creates rising expectations that will collapse the alliance in times of crisis

Balbina Hwang, Policy Analyst for North­east Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 2005, “Japan’s New Security Outlook,” http://www.heritage.org/research/asiaandthepacific/bg1865.cfm

Finally, a significant challenge for both the United States and Japan is not to allow expectations to outpace realities. The current atmosphere of unprecedented positive support for the alliance should not eclipse the realization that long-term goals cannot be achieved in the short term.  For example, some in Washington may be under the unrealistic assumption that, because of the rela­tively rapid pace of changes adopted by the  Japanese defense establishment, activist policies such as shoulder-to-shoulder combat operations will be embraced as quickly after remaining political obsta­cles such as the ban on collective security defense are removed. Yet without established rules of engage­ment for hostile actions, the relative immaturity and lack of combat experience of the Japanese Defense Agency and the SDF will make active engagement almost impossible in the short term. If such unreal­istic expectations are not managed properly, the resulting disappointment could damage the alliance, particularly during a time of crisis.
Japan would say no because they want US presence to remain

Christopher Sandars, Assistant Under the Secretary of State, 2001, America’s Overseas Garrisons, pg. 177-178

But it may be that Japan has become reconciled to her role. In 1983, Nakasone described Japan in an interview with the Washington Post as a large aircraft carrier for the United States, echoing the phrase that Winston Churchill had used to describe Britain during the war.3' Both offshore islands provided a friendly and accommodating environment for the deployment of American troops but while Britain prided herself on her close military partnership with the United States (which may have contributed to her relative economic decline), Japan seemed content to remain a military dependency of the United States while building up a huge trade surplus with her protector. Yet, at the end of the twentieth century, with the Soviet Union no longer a military threat, there remains something disturbing about the sight of the world's second largest economy (still responsible for 13 per cent of global pro- duction despite her economic difficulties) playing host to the forces of the world's sole surviving superpower. The two nations appear to be locked in an embrace which they are unable or unwilling to break. Kissinger has predicted that 'The New World order, with its multipli- city of challenges, will almost certainly oblige a country with so proud a past to re-examine its reliance on a single ally'.38 But there is little sign of any radical re-examination so far and it appears that neither nation wishes to make significant changes to the status quo.
Despite their costs, Japan still wants US troops

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1997, “Toward a New Relationship With Japan,” CATO Handbook for Congress, pg. np

The U.S. military alliance with Japan no longer serves the best interests of either country. Washington subsidizes Japan's defense at the expense of American taxpayers. That subsidy, which has amounted to more than $900 billion (in 1996 dollars) since the early 1950s, is a powerful incentive for the Japanese government to continue free riding on the U.S. security guarantee. And Japan's much-touted host-nation support of $5 billion a year actually pays only a small fraction of the total cost of the U.S. security commitment.

AT: Japan Rearmament Disadvantage – No Internal Link

Japan won’t pursue nuclear armament under any circumstances
Jeffrey Lewis, Director of the Nuclear Strategy and Non-proliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation, 9/29/2009, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/0929_transcript_nuclear_posture.pdf. 

And so I think the place to start answering that question is by being honest about the actual costs. And I think that in Washington, we often talk about the costs being that Japan builds nuclear weapons, but I think that is not a realistic outcome. I think there is no main stream constituency in Japan today for building nuclear weapons. The cost to our posture decision is anxiety on the part of some Japanese officials. You know, if we were to retire TLAM-N, some Japanese would feel anxious about that. Now, it’s worth noting others would probably applaud the decision, particularly many of those in the new government. But I do think that there is this anxiety. And it’s worth talking about why Japanese policymakers might be anxious and might fixate on certain capabilities. I would suggest – and this is the – when we really drove down our meetings in Tokyo, Japanese policymakers fundamentally don’t feel like they have any alternative to the U.S. security alliance. They don’t have the capacity to be sort of unarmed and neutral, and they certainly don’t have the capacity to have an independent nuclear deterrent and a wildly capable military. Even if they have economic wherewithal, they don’t have the political wherewithal.
Technical barriers prevent armament

Emma Chanlett-Avery, specialist in Asian affairs, and Mary Beth Nikitin, analyist in nonproliferation, 2/19/2009, “Japan’s nuclear future: policy debate, prospects, and US interests,” Congressional Research Service, pg. np
This paper examines the prospects for Japan pursuing a nuclear weapons capability by assessing the existing technical infrastructure of its extensive civilian nuclear energy program. It explores the range of challenges that Japan would have to overcome to transform its current program into a military program. Presently, Japan appears to lack several of the prerequisites for a full-scale nuclear weapons deterrent: expertise on bomb design, reliable delivery vehicles, an intelligence program to protect and conceal assets, and sites for nuclear testing. In addition, a range of legal and political restraints on Japan’s development of nuclear weapons, including averse public and elite opinion, restrictive domestic laws and practices, and the negative diplomatic consequences of abandoning its traditional approach is analyzed.
Japan’s constitution prevents F-22 imports

Christopher Bolkcom, Specialist in Military Aviation and Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, 3/11/2009, “Potential F-22 Raptor Export to Japan,” Congressional Research Service, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22684.pdf
A second legal issue that could generate debate in Japan, and therefore affect the sale, is the question of whether the F-22 is an offensive weapon; under the current interpretation of the Japanese constitution, the SDF is only allowed to possess defensive capability. Military aircraft are almost inherently flexible weapon systems and can be difficult to classify as “offensive” or “defensive.” They can be used in primarily defensive roles, such as defending indigenous airspace from attack, or to attack an adversary’s homeland or air forces. When the F-22 program was threatened by congressional budget cuts, advocates argued that its offensive capabilities mandated its continuation. Consistent emphasis on the F-22s’ ability to penetrate contested airspace and destroy enemy defenses could lead many to believe that the Raptor is primarily an offensive weapon.
AT: Japan Rearmament Disadvantage – Impact Turns

Japanese nuclear armament solves nuclear war

Hugh White, Fellow at the Lowy Institute for International Policy and Professor of Strategic Studies at the Australian National University, 2008, “A Nuclear Japan: The Least Bad Option”, http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2008/07/A-nuclear-Japan-The-least-bad-option.aspx
But in a world with nuclear weapons, a key aim of strategic policy is to stop them being used. We therefore have to put very high priority on reducing the risks of conflict between nuclear powers, and to reduce the risks of escalation to a nuclear exchange if they do go to war. And this leads to some very tough choices. At times, the imperative for fewer nuclear weapons in fewer hands must be weighed against the imperative to build an international order and a military balance which stabilises the international order and makes the use of these weapons less likely. We might find that the risks of nuclear war in Asia would be lower if Japan had nuclear weapons than if it did not. 

Nuclearization key to regional deterrence and preventing blackmail

Clifton Sherrill, Assistant professor of History and Political Science @ UMiss, 2001, “The Need for a Japanese Nuclear Deterrent,” Comparative Strategy, pg. 259 

Even with this trend toward a greater security role, Japan has never indicated a public willingness to develop indigenous nuclear weapons. Nonetheless, in the current international situation, a Japanese nuclear weapons program would be an appropriate and prudent policy option. Multipolar uncertainty and increasing accessibility of nuclear, biological, and chemical (NBC) weapons necessitate a nuclear deterrent not only to counterbalance the nuclear arsenals of major regional threats, but to deter NBC blackmail by smaller states and terrorist organizations. The simple fact is that the success of the Japanese state has been grounded in the American security guarantee since the end of the Second World War. Now that guarantee, and in particular the extended American nuclear deterrent, are in the midst of a major decline in credibility. 

Japanese nuclearization prevents Chinese regional hegemony

Clifton Sherrill, Assistant professor of History and Political Science @ UMiss, 2001, “The Need for a Japanese Nuclear Deterrent,” Comparative Strategy, pg. 259 

Chinese military adventurism in the South China Sea would likely continue to some degree despite the creation of a Japanese nuclear deterrent; however, a nuclear armed Japan would be better equipped to prevent China from becoming a regional hegemon. The incremental approach employed by China in displaying power in the region is limited inherently when it reaches the point of confrontation with a force backed by a credible nuclear deterrent. Rather than acquiescing to Chinese dominance in areas of vital interest to Japan, a nuclear-backed SDF could constrain Chinese expansion. 

Japanese proliferation deters North Korea

Clifton Sherrill, Assistant professor of History and Political Science @ UMiss, 2001, “The Need for a Japanese Nuclear Deterrent,” Comparative Strategy, pg. 259 
If under the same scenario Japan possesses nuclear weapons, however, the results could be far different. In this case, if North Korea were to threaten Japan to not allow American throughput, Japan would not be reliant on extended deterrence but would have its own deterrent—one that in the event of a North Korean attack undoubtedly would be used. North Korea could no longer hope to divide the U.S.–Japan alliance and would be faced with certain retaliation from the Japanese if it launched against Japan. In this case, North Korea would have to prepare for the rapid throughput of American aid from the bases in Japan that might deprive North Korea of the quick decisive operation that would constitute its only chance to succeed in an attack on South Korea. Thus, Japanese possession of nuclear weapons could deter North Korea from choosing to engage in such an operation and aid South Korean security far more than threaten it.
AT: US-Japan Alliance Disadvantage – Non-Unique

US Japan relations are unsustainable in the long-term

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1997, “Toward a New Relationship With Japan,” CATO Handbook for Congress, pg. np

U.S. policymakers ignore mounting evidence that a security relationship between America as patron and Japan as dependent is not sustainable in the long term. By clinging to the status quo, American leaders risk an abrupt and nasty rupture of the alliance that could poison American- Japanese relations and create the dangerous power vacuum in East Asia that Washington has tried so hard to prevent. There are storm warnings in both countries. The outcry against the U.S. military presence following the rape incident in Okinawa and the results of the September referendum on the U.S. bases are only the most recent and spectacular examples of rising Japanese annoyance. Anger about escalating U.S. demands on the trade front is another, albeit less visible, manifestation. Sentiment in the United States toward Japan has likewise become more confrontational. An especially lethal danger will occur if Americans who are angry about trade matters begin to link that issue to Japanese free riding on defense. There are indications that such a linkage is already taking place, as evidenced by the widely discussed Foreign Affairs article by Chalmers Johnson and E. B. Keehn that appeared in the summer of 1995. Public discontent with alleged Japanese misdeeds on trade issues will eventually produce pressure to adopt the suggestion of Johnson, Keehn, and others to threaten the withdrawal of the U.S. military shield as bargaining "leverage." American advocates of a confrontational trade policy will not be content indefinitely to subsidize the defense of a nation that they believe engages in unfair trade practices. Even Takakazu Kuriyama, Japan's former ambassador to the United States, has stated that the greatest danger to the alliance is "spillover" from economic conflict. 

US troop withdrawal should not be conditioned, otherwise it ensures relations collapse

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1997, “Toward a New Relationship With Japan,” CATO Handbook for Congress, pg. np

Several steps must be taken to implement substantive changes. First, the United States should inform Japan that it intends to withdraw its forces from Japanese territory over the next five years and that it will renounce the security treaty two years later. At that point, Japan will be expected to provide entirely for its own defense. Washington should implement its withdrawal strategy without rancor and state explicitly that the move is not motivated by traditional complaints about burden sharing or by the more recent tensions over trade disputes. Under no circumstances should the United States use the security commitment as a bargaining chip. That approach would be a blueprint for Japanese resentment, and the damage to U.S.-Japanese relations could last decades.

US military presence makes US-Japan relations unsustainable

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
Japan is one of America’s closest allies, yet this relationship is threatened by a refusal to accommodate reasonable demands from the Japanese people to close outdated American military bases. During the Cold War, the USA maintained some 50,000 military personnel in Japan to help defend that nation from the Soviet Union and Communist China. Those threats are mostly gone, while Japan now fields a first-rate military that can defeat any threat. As a result, the Japanese people are less tolerant of the noise and crime produced by large American military bases. President Obama must close some bases before the new Japanese nationalist government demands that all American GIs leave immediately.  While Americans worry that North Korea may build a missile that can strike the USA, it has dozens of missiles that can reach Japan. Persistent American saber rattling with North Korea worries the Japanese, especially those living near American military bases that are prime targets should North Korea decide to strike, or ideal retaliatory targets should the USA decide to bomb North Korea. Another source of friction is that Japan has a very low crime rate and the presence of thousands of young American GIs result in numerous robberies, assaults, rapes, and murders of Japanese citizens each year. Finally, Japan is densely populated while American military bases occupy large tracts of land in urban areas that are frequent targets of complaints and lawsuits because of loud aircraft.
AT: US-Japan Alliance Disadvantage – Impact Turns

Allied cooperation leads to Japanese belligerence

Christopher W. Hughes, senior research fellow at the Center for the Study of Globalization and Regionalization, University of Warwick, ORBIS, 2006, p. np

Finally, Japanese policymakers have to consider escalating demands from their U.S. counterparts for expanded alliance cooperation on a regional and now global scale. The clear intention of U.S. military strategy under the Bush administration has been to activate U.S. regional bases and alliances for global security functions.14 Japan has in part responded to these expectations through engaging in the bilateral Defense Policy Review Initiative since 2004 and discussing the realignment of U.S. bases in Japan and enhanced bilateral cooperation. In line with that Initiative, Tokyo has agreed to relocate the headquarters of U.S. Army I Corps, a rapid-reaction force for deployment in East Asia and beyond, to Camp Zama in Kanagawa Prefecture and to locate its own newly established Ground Self- Defense Force rapid-reaction unit alongside it.

US-Japan defense cooperation will push Japanese rearmament
Christopher W. Hughes, senior research fellow at the Center for the Study of Globalization and Regionalization, University of Warwick, ORBIS, 2006, p. np

 In addition, as a step toward introducing a ballistic missile defense system, Tokyo has agreed to establish a joint U.S.-Japan air defense command base at Yokota in order to share sensor information. These military alignments place significant pressure on Japan's existing prohibition on collective self-defense. Indeed, Japan's deployment of a BMD system may be the military change that finally forces policymakers to breach the ban on exercising the right of collective self-defense. In acquiring BMD, Japan will acquire a weapons system fully interoperable with U.S. assets, perhaps leading to enhanced demands for Japan to deploy these in multinational coalitions outside its own territory and in combat situations. Moreover, in order to operate BMD effectively, it will need to rely on U.S. infrared early-warning satellite information and to construct an architecture allowing for the flow of information between U.S. and Japanese command-and-control systems. This can only create further pressure for constitutional revision and lifting the ban on collective self-defense.

Ties to the U.S. increase pressure for rearmament

Christopher W. Hughes, senior research fellow at the Center for the Study of Globalization and Regionalization, University of Warwick, ORBIS, 2006, p. np

Tokyo is unlikely to receive from Washington relief from the pressure to reconsider its constitutional prohibitions. Since Richard Nixon's infamous reference to article 9 as a “mistake” when visiting Tokyo as vice president in 1953, U.S. policymakers have exerted varying degrees of indirect pressure on Japanese thinking over its constitution. The Armitage Report of 2000 stated that “Japan's prohibition against collective self-defense is a constraint on alliance cooperation. Lifting this prohibition would allow for closer and more efficient security cooperation,” and in 2004 Secretary of State Colin Powell stated that article 9 was a potential obstacle for Japan's bid to obtain a permanent UN Security Council seat.  In the words of one LDP policymaker at the time of the Antiterrorism Law debate, Masazuki Gotoda, the constitution has been stretched like an “elastic band” to breaking point.  Many Japanese policymakers believe that the time has now arrived for a full debate on constitutional revision in order to put Japan's security in order, be it to free up or impose new restrictions on JSDF activities.

AT: Hegemony Disadvantage – No Internal Link

Other bases ensure that the US can protect Japan, but forward presence only risks antagonization and US involvement in Asian conflicts

Ted Galen Carpenter, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 1997, “Toward a New Relationship With Japan,” CATO Handbook for Congress, pg. np

The United States has some important East Asian interests and cannot be indifferent to the region's fate. No reasonable person would suggest that the United States withdraw its forces to Seattle and San Diego and adopt a Fortress America strategy. But having some interests in the region and being willing to make a contribution to its stability are a far cry from volunteering to be point man in every crisis. America can still protect its core interests with a significantly reduced military presence based in Guam, Wake, Midway, and other locations in the central and west-central Pacific. There is no need to have large numbers of forward-deployed forces, much less units to serve as automatic tripwires if even a minor conflict erupts.  The United States should be the balancer of last resort, not the intervenor of first resort, in East Asia's security equation. And the most crucial step in adopting that strategy is to devolve primary regional security responsibilities to Japan, the region's leading power.

Non-unique and turn – Japan will kick out the United States now, conceding to Japan by removing a substantial portion will allow a survivable force to remain

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
Japan is one of America’s closest allies, yet this relationship is threatened by a refusal to accommodate reasonable demands from the Japanese people to close outdated American military bases. During the Cold War, the USA maintained some 50,000 military personnel in Japan to help defend that nation from the Soviet Union and Communist China. Those threats are mostly gone, whileJapan now fields a first-rate military that can defeat any threat. As a result, the Japanese people are less tolerant of the noise and crime produced by large American military bases. President Obama must close some bases before the new Japanese nationalist government demands that all American GIs leave immediately.
Japanese military basing is strategically unhelpful for war-fighting.  They increase vulnerability

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
Keeping military families, aircraft, and ships permanently based in Japan is not only extremely expensive, it is strategically unwise. The USA maintained dozens of aircraft at Clark Field in the Philippines in 1941 to deter a Japanese attack. They provided an easy target for a surprise attack and all aircraft were destroyed on the ground. The defense of the Philippines was poorly organized as a key concern for American officers was the evacuation of military families.  The same problem exists today in the unlikely event that war erupts with North Korea, China, or Russia. Dozens of American aircraft and thousands of American lives may be lost to surprise missile, bomber, or commando attacks, while officers are distracted with family concerns. While American servicemen are brave, many would abandon their post after an attack to ensure the welfare of their family. An attack on Japan may cause panic, and Admirals would face problems of sailors refusing to abandon their family to set sail. The Navy would be anxious to move its ships out of port to slip past lurking enemy submarines to the safety of bases in the central Pacific. From a military standpoint, it is far better to base ships, aircraft, and families far from the Asian mainland.
AT: Hegemony Disadvantage – Decline Inevitable

Hegemony decline is inevitable because of outdated equipment and tired personnel

Mackenzie Eaglen, Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, 1/2010, “State of the Military,” http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2010/pdf/Military_chartbook.pdf 

After nearly a decade of continuous warfare—and coming off a previous decade of underinvestment in next-   generation equipment and systems in the 1990s and dramatically reduced force levels—America’s military per-   sonnel remain exceptional but are stressed, experiencing reduced readiness levels and lacking diverse training.   The military’s equipment is old and getting older in part because it is employed at breakneck wartime rates.   The range of potential missions facing today’s military is vast. While winning the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan   remains a central mission, regional combatant commanders must also respond to humanitarian disasters, protect sea   lines of communication and free trade, deter rogue states through a credible extended deterrence posture, and hedge   against the future uncertainty that accompanies the rise of powers like China and Russia.   Regrettably, the tools required to sustain all of these efforts are in jeopardy. The collective decisions by Congress   and both Democratic and Republican Presidents over the past 15 years have left the U.S. military using equipment   that is extremely old and, in many cases, outdated. 

Lack of modern equipment and military investment make hegemony decline inevitable

Mackenzie Eaglen, Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, 1/2010, “State of the Military,” http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2010/pdf/Military_chartbook.pdf 

Not only is investment in modern equipment declining, but the military in general has been buying less   for the past 15 years.   After the Cold War ended, the Clinton Administration believed an era of peace was at hand. Consequently, the   President and Congress cut both the size of the military and the funding for modernization far below what was nec-   essary to sustain American capabilities.  While President George W. Bush increased spending on the military, it was not enough to remedy the shortfalls   of the 1990s, particularly with ongoing operations overseas since 2001. As a result, the military’s capital inventory   has become largely outdated.   The impact of collective decisions made over the past 15 years and the operations tempo of U.S. forces abroad   means that today America is in danger of losing vital core security capabilities without increased investment. This   includes the potential loss of core defense capabilities such as air dominance, maritime control, space control, and   projecting power to distant regions.  

Military leadership will inevitably decline because of budget cuts

Heritage Foundation, 3/2/2010, “S.O.S.: Americans Foresee U.S. Military Decline Ahead,” http://blog.heritage.org/2010/03/02/s-o-s-americans-foresee-u-s-military-decline-ahead/
A recent Gallup poll shows that Americans see the U.S. as the world’s top military power now but doubt whether this will be true in 20 years. Only about a third of Americans believe the U.S. will still be ranked first militarily in 2029. Americans are intuitively smart, and they have taken note of a disturbing trend occurring outside the headlines: investment in military modernization is declining during a time of rapid military buildups abroad. They are right to be concerned. In recent months, Heritage has drawn attention to several areas where the U.S. Armed Forces are at risk of losing vital capabilities the nation has enjoyed for the last half-century. Continued cuts in future defense investments proposed in President Obama’s 2010 and now 2011 budgets are putting long-held U.S. military advantages in jeopardy. These cuts are coming at a time when the U.S. military is already experiencing shrinking margins of technological superiority relative to the rest of the world.
Plan Unpopular

The plan is widely unpopular with the American public

Rasmussen Reports, 11/15/2009, “26% Favor Pulling All U.S. Troops Out of Japan,” http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/politics/general_politics/november_2009/26_favor_pulling_all_u_s_troops_out_of_japan
Twenty-six percent (26%) of Americans say the United States should remove all its military troops from Japan, a central issue in President Obama’s trip to that country Friday and Saturday.  A new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey finds that 49% disagree and oppose the removal of all U.S. troops from Japan. Twenty-five percent (25%) are not sure.
Big business opposes the plan

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
The irony is that closing or downsizing some of these bases would save the USA millions of dollars a year and shift thousands of jobs to the U.S. economy. However, many powerful Japanese and American corporations support the status quo from which they profit. They work with American Generals and Admirals to argue that Japan helps defray the cost of U.S. bases in Japan by paying for some utilities and the salaries of some Japanese workers. In reality, Japan never pays one cent to the U.S. military, and most of the claimed contributions are artificial. For example, goods imported for sale at U.S. military stores are not taxed by the Japanese government, so this is counted as a financial contribution. Another major "contribution" is rent paid to Japanese landowners. Cost sharing contributions have been reduced in recent years, and further cuts have been promised to prod the American military to reduce its presence.
The military opposes the plan

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2009, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
However, American Generals and Admirals resist change because they enjoy the imperial flavor of "their" bases in Japan. They stall political efforts to close outdated bases by insisting on years to study proposed changes, and then years to implement them. A recentexample occurred when U.S. Army Generals quietly defeated Donald Rumsfeld’s attempt to downsize Army bases in Germany. If President Obama expects results, he must dictate changes and insist on rapid action. Closing and downsizing foreign military bases requires no congressional approval. The first steps are to close the American airbases at Futenma and Atsugi, and transfer the aircraft carrier battle group based near Tokyo to the USA.
Plan Popular

The public supports the plan – their support military basing is decreasing

RAND Institute, 1996, “Public Support for U.S. Military Operations,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_briefs/RB2502/index1.html
When political and other opinion leaders fail to agree with the president that much (or any) good is likely to come of an intervention, the public also becomes divided. The potential consequences of these recurring disagreements are quite sobering. They can lead to enduring divisions in the public and to support that is brittle and easily exploited by adversaries, thereby leading both to failed interventions and incorrect lessons for the future.  Ultimately, such divisions may erode the credibility of threats of force to protect important U.S. interests. The irony, of course is that when deterrence and coercive diplomacy fail, the costs to the nation may turn out to be even higher.  The historical record suggests that the public's tolerance for casualties, and its support of U.S. wars and military operations, will continue to be based on a sensible assessment of normative and pragmatic considerations, more fully informed by national leaders. When such an assessment leads to broad recognition that important national interests are engaged, important principles are being promoted, and the prospects for success are high, a majority of the American public is likely to accept costs that are commensurable with the perceived stakes. However, when such agreement is missing, even low costs will often be sufficient to erode public support for the intervention.  Until such time as U.S. leaders arrive at a new bipartisan consensus on the role of military force in the post-Cold War world, we should expect disagreements among them whenever the country deploys its forces, and these disagreements will continue to promote divisions among the public. This absence of a larger foreign policy consensus will foster support that is often shallow and highly responsive to the costs in terms of casualties. However, as the historical record shows, attributing declining public support for military interventions solely to casualties misses the real story.
Executive action gets the GoP on board for future initiatives

Washington Post, 2/17/2010, “Pearlstein: The current political disarray is a golden opportunity for Obama,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/discussion/2010/02/16/DI2010021602915.html

Annapolis, Md.: The funny thing is that if Obama started to show strong leadership instead of compromising, he would also get more respect from the Republicans. The one thing my conservative friends respond the best to is someone who has strong principles and sticks to them. Obama comes across as a push over (I am starting to think he just is) and that's something most people don't want to see in a president.  Steven Pearlstein: I agree with that, with one caveat: The firm ground that he needs to stake out and hold is not the left-liberal ground, but more of a radical centrist ground. And the reason for that is political: it is what the American public at this moment in time can accept. That's the president's role -- to speak for the whole country. Not one party. Not one region. Not one ideology. And he can do so with some legitimacy.
Executive orders bypass congress and also have the same legislative power
Steve Ostrow, Legal Scholar, March 1987, George Washington Law Review, pg. np
In this era of the "Imperial Presidency," executive orders have become an important weapon in the arsenal of presidential policymaking.  Because executive orders do not need congressional approval, they enable the President to bypass parliamentary debate and opposition.  Historically, most executive orders have related to routine administrative matters and to the internal affairs and organization of the federal bureaucracy. Since the 1930s, however, executive orders have assumed an ever increasing legislative character, directly affecting the rights and duties of private parties as well as those of governmental officials.  Scholars have referred to this recent use of the executive order as "presidential legislation" or "government by executive order." 
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Contention One – Inherency

United States forward presence in South Korea will continue now, despite some South Korean objections

Ben Hancock, Journalist and Contributor for The Diplomat, 3-10-2010, “US Forces OK in ROK-for Now,” http://the-diplomat.com/2010/03/02/us-forces-ok-in-rok-for-now/
And as with the controversy surrounding US military stationing in Japan’s Okinawa, Cheong acknowledges there’s still significant concern here about environmental degradation caused by bases and crimes committed by US soldiers. What South Koreans really don’t want to see, he says, is their country becoming a platform for the US war on terror or military intervention against China. ‘The problem is, why does the US government want to transfer OPCON to South Korea? Because South Korea wants it? I don’t think so,’ Cheong says. ‘The main reason is the US wants strategic flexibility,’ unencumbered by the burden of having to command a foreign military. David Oten, head of public relations for the USFK, says the two are unrelated. He says the transfer is essentially about the US military’s move from a ’supported role to a supporting role,’ and that this is a natural progression as the ROK now has a ‘world class’ military with some three million reserve troops. Two years of military service is mandatory for all able-bodied South Korean men. Asked how significant South Korea is to the US military’s wider presence in Asia, Oten says: ‘Korea is significant in itself.’ Addressing military spending, he talks about the difference between a ‘bridging capability’ and an ‘enduring capability.’ While South Korea is rolling out its own Aegis-equipped destroyers, for example, the United States will continue to provide aircraft carriers and intelligence satellites, he says. While visiting South Korea in November last year, Obama told troops at Osan Air Force Base, located about 60 kilometres south of Seoul, that there was a possibility some of them would be redeployed to Afghanistan. Obama and Defense Secretary Robert Gates have reaffirmed that US troop levels in Korea will stay close to where they are for the foreseeable future. But in a December forum hosted by the Center for Strategic and International Studies, USFK Commander General Walter Sharp said: ‘We really want to get the discussion to be more based on capabilities…rather than just a number.’ 

This basing is de facto permanent, there is no likelihood for US withdrawal

Ben Hancock, Journalist and Contributor for The Diplomat, 3-10-2010, “US Forces OK in ROK-for Now,” http://the-diplomat.com/2010/03/02/us-forces-ok-in-rok-for-now/
Stanton for his part is concerned that the reforms will give a ‘permanence’ to US basing in South Korea that may not be positive. ‘The presence of tens of thousands of foreigners on your soil is always going to be an irritant,’ he says, particularly in South Korea because it has a ‘very xenophobic streak.’ And while he acknowledges that accompanied tours may improve troop morale and lead to other benefits, he also says that it puts thousands of US civilians within North Korean missile range.

Even though the US has given South Korea more choice and sovereignty, recent steps are not enough

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 2-1-2003, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment, Part 2,” http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0303e.asp
But today’s quasi-imperial relationship is not good for either America or the ROK. The last revision of the Status of Forces Agreement, which treated Seoul with a bit more respect as an independent nation, obviously didn’t go nearly far enough. The Korean War in the midst of the Cold War, with the persistent threat of renewed North Korean aggression, resulted in the unnatural tie between Washington and Seoul. However necessary it might have been through the 1970s, since then the South has moved steadily ahead of the DPRK. The ROK has become a serious country; serious countries normally control their own destinies. By, for example, defending themselves.
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We offer one overwhelming advantage – Identity Colonialism – 

US military presence in South Korea is based on dominance and exploitation – re-establishing Korean sovereignty is necessary to end identity sub-ordination

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, 3/14/2008, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific,” Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
The power dynamics of militarism in the Asia-Pacific region rely on dominance and subordination. These hierarchical relationships, shaped by gender, can be seen in U.S. military exploitation of host communities, its abuse and contamination of land and water, and the exploitation of women and children through the sex industry, sexual violence, and rape. Women’s bodies, the land, and indigenous communities are all feminized, treated as dispensable and temporary. What is constructed as “civilized, white, male, western, and rational” is held superior to what is defined as “primitive, non-white, female, non-western, and irrational.” Nations and U.S. territories within the Asia-Pacific region are treated as inferiors with limited sovereignty or agency in relation to U.S. foreign policy interests that go hand-in-hand with this racist/sexist ideology.  The imbalance of power in gender relations in and around bases is mirrored at the alliance level as well. The United States controls Hawai’i through statehood; Guam is a colonial territory; and the United States is the dominant partner in alliances with Japan, South Korea, and the Philippines. The expansion and restructuring of U.S. bases and military operations in the region depend on these imbalances of power, which are rooted in histories of annexation, colonization, exploitation, and war.

The US military has committed over 100,000 crimes – these crimes, often gendered in nature, have been hidden by the US military to prevent Korean punishment

International Action Center, 6/23/2001, Statistics on Crimes Committed by US Troops in south Korea, Korean International War Crimes Tribunal, http://www.iacenter.org/Koreafiles/ktc-civilnetwork.htm
Crimes committed by US soldiers were found as early as when US troops were first stationed in south Korea. According to the south Korean government's official statistics, 50,082 crimes were committed by US soldiers from 1967 to 1998 (including those by soldiers' families), and 56,904 US soldiers were involved (including soldiers' families) in these crimes. The statistics imply that the actual figure may be higher if take into account those cases not handled by the south Korean police. Based on the statistics, the total number of crimes committed by US soldiers since September 8, 1945 (when they were first stationed in Korea) is estimated to be around 100,000. Unfortunately the south Korean government does not have statistics on US soldiers' crimes committed before 1967, because SOFA (Status of Forces Agreement) went into effect in 1967, allowing the south Korean court jurisdiction over crimes committed by US soldiers with narrow and limited application.  So, from 1945 to 1967, the US had full authority in court. south Koreans were even subjected to American rulings (of course, in English language). And during 1945-1948, when the US military government took control over the south Korean government, a judge was an active US soldier, with no jury system although the court followed American court system. Many problems aroused including language barrier, lack of cultural understanding and even prejudice on the part of the judge, unfair practices on the part of interpreters.  Study by Ministry of Justice of south Korea  shows that among the 39,452 cases (45,183 US soldiers involved) of crimes committed by US soldiers from 1967 to 1987, south Korea was able to exercise its jurisdiction only in 234 cases, punishing only 351 US soldiers. Among them, 84 US soldiers were convicted of rape and 89 US soldiers were convicted of murder and robbery. Taking into account the fact that rape cases were more common before 1967, and that many rape cases were intentionally hidden and forgotten, the actual number of rape cases committed by US soldiers will be much higher than what official figures suggest.
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South Korea is unique – no other place in the world does the US military have such immunity over crimes committed on foreign soil

International Action Center, 6/23/2001, Statistics on Crimes Committed by US Troops in south Korea, Korean International War Crimes Tribunal, http://www.iacenter.org/Koreafiles/ktc-civilnetwork.htm
No other place in the world, does the US soldiers enjoy such immunity over the crimes they perpetuate.  It is reported that US troops stationed in Okinawa, Japan, called the local prostitutes 'Yellow Stool'. It is not only humiliating to Japan, but also to Korea as well. Such word is a good indicator of how US soldiers look at the local people.  Even to these days, when they are subjected to south Korean police investigation, US soldiers frequently say "how dare you Koreans treat an American soldier like this’.   Their debased superiority often comes from the years long of propaganda from US and south Korean governments asserting that it is the US, liberated south Korea from the hands of communist north Korea and without them, north Korea will invade the south Korea  right away.  Moreover, the unique military arrangement in which the visiting force, the US controls the operational command over the south Korean military and it’s own general serving as a Joint Chief of Staff of the combined army, only exacerbates the unfair situation.

US military presence ensures racist imperialism – views South Korea as a “developing country” in perpetuity

Sunny Woan, J.D., Public Interest and Social Justice Law, emphasis in Critical Race Theory, Santa Clara University School of Law, 2008, “White Sexual Imperialism, Washington and Lee Journal of Civil Rights and Social Justice, pg. 278

This Article proposes a new framework for studying the intersection of feminist jurisprudence and critical race theory. It claims that the underlying cause of sexual-racial inequality between White men and non-White women is White sexual imperialism. This principle holds that the history of Western political, military, and economic domination of developing  ations compelled women of these nations into sexual submission by White men. The adjective "developing" denotes countries like China, the Philippines, and Thailand, which are currently considered newly industrialized nations, but in the early nineteenth century were seen by the Western world as underdeveloped. See generally Merriam-Webster's Collegiate Dictionary 341-42 (11th ed. 2006). Presently, "developing" countries refer to certain parts of Africa, Central America, much of the Arab world, and much of Southeast Asia. In the context of imperialism, this term also connotes a country that sustains or historically sustained a strong U.S. military presence, such as South Korea, Japan, Vietnam, and the Philippines.  Moreover, at the global level, the vestige of Western imperialism has left women of color subordinate to White men even today. The White sexual imperialism principle applies to the prevailing rationale for social inequality whenever: (1) the sexual-gender dynamic involves a White male and a non-White female, and (2) the non-White female descends from a culture or community that has been historically colonized by European or Anglican nations. This Article will focus specifically  on how this theory applies to Asian feminist jurisprudence and the experiences of Asian and diasporic Asian women.
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Specifically, cultural and legal domination leads to violence against women, violation of self-determination and devastation of local environments – all reinforce gender subordination

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, 3/14/2008, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific,” Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
The Asia-Pacific region is a major part of the worldwide network of U.S. bases and facilities that support the global war on terror and enables the United States to extend its reach far beyond its own shores. The war on terror is only the latest justification for U.S. military presence in communities that have little say over the activities of armed outsiders. This network in turn depends on a set of interrelated phenomena – violence against women and girls, violation of local people’s self-determination, and abuse and contamination of the environment – that reinforce gender stereotypes.

This militarist colonialism ensures devastation of women in host communities

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

Many of the problems created by U.S. military presence in East Asia stem from the sexist attitudes and hyper-masculine culture that pervade the military. Different branches of the U.S. Armed Forces have developed this hyper-masculine culture to varying degrees, with the Air Force at the lower end of the spectrum and the Marines at the higher end.   This phenomenon has had far reaching effects in places such as Okinawa, where Marines account for sixty percent of the U.S. troops.   Young boys in the United States, as in many parts of the world, develop their masculine identity during early childhood through a combination of adventure stories, comics, cartoons, competitive team sports, war toys, computer games, news reporting, ads, television shows, and films.   This routine gender socialization is taken further in basic military training where new recruits are pushed to the limits of their strength and stamina and are trained to follow orders without question, no matter how nonsensical or humiliating.   As part of military training, servicemen learn how to use highly sophisticated weaponry and equipment; they are socialized as warriors. A key aspect of this training and socialization process is the way recruits are insulted and reviled by drill sergeants as "women" and "queers" as part of the military promise "to make a man" of them.     According to feminist scholars of military systems and international relations, militarism depends on a clearly gendered division of labor and the maintenance of hierarchy, including sexism and violence against women.   Military socialization involves the construction of a militarized masculinity that emphasizes heroism, physical strength, emotional detachment,  the capacity for violence and killing, and an appearance of invulnerability.    This view of masculinity involves the construction of male sexuality as assertive and controlling, and results in three consequences: the need for the institutionalization of military prostitution, U.S. military abuse of women in host communities, and sexual abuse of women in the military.
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The claim that these forces are “necessary to solve violence” white-washes horrific state-sponsored violence of everyday life – this makes all impacts inevitable

Chris Cuomo, Ph.D @ University of Wisconsin, Madison Department of Philosophy, 1996, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, pg. 30

Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state.  Moving away from crisis-driven politics and ontologies concerning war and military violence also enables consideration of relationships among seemingly disparate phenomena, and therefore can shape more nuanced theoretical and practical forms of resistance. For example, investigating the ways in which war is part of a presence allows consideration of the relationships among the events of war and the following: how militarism is a foundational trope in the social and political imagination; how the pervasive presence and symbolism of soldiers/warriors/patriots shape meanings of gender; the ways in which threats of state-sponsored violence are a sometimes invisible/sometimes bold agent of racism, nationalism, and corporate interests; the fact that vast numbers of communities, cities, and nations are currently in the midst of excruciatingly violent circumstances. It also provides a lens for considering the relationships among the various kinds of violence that get labeled "war." Given current American obsessions with nationalism, guns, and militias, and growing hunger for the death penalty, prisons, and a more powerful police state, one cannot underestimate the need for philosophical and political attention to connections among phenomena like the "war on drugs," the "war on crime," and other state-funded militaristic campaigns. I propose that the constancy of militarism and its effects on social reality be reintroduced as a crucial locus of contemporary feminist attentions, and that feminists emphasize how wars are eruptions and manifestations of omnipresent militarism that is a product and tool of multiply oppressive, corporate, technocratic states.

Structural violence massively outweighs a military conflict

Dietrich Fischer, Director, European University Center for Peace, 2002, “Twenty Questions for Peace Economics,” http://www.aug.edu/~sbajmb/paper-DPE.PDF

Galtung coined the notion of “structural violence” (as opposed to direct violence) for social conditions that cause avoidable human suffering and death, even if there is no specific actor committing the violence. Köhler and Alcock (1976) have estimated that structural violence causes about one hundred times as many deaths each year as all international and civil wars combined. It is as if over 200 Hiroshima bombs were dropped each year on the children of the world, but the media fail to report it because it is less dramatic than a bomb explosion.

This is specifically true in South Korea – it’s the preparation for war that has devastated communities

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, 3/14/2008, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific,” Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
Violence against women recurs around U.S. bases in Asia. A particularly brutal rape and murder of a Korean woman in 1992 led to street demonstrations in Seoul and the formation of a new organization, the National Campaign for the Eradication of Crime by U.S. Troops in Korea, to document crimes and help victims claim redress. Activists in Guam are justifiably concerned that such violence will rise in their communities with the proposed increase in U.S. Marines stationed there.  Military personnel are trained to dehumanize “others” as part of their preparation for war. Their aggressiveness, frustration, and fear spill over into local communities, for example in acts of violence against girls and women. Although most U.S. troops do not commit such violations, these incidents happen far too often to be accepted as aberrations. Racist and sexist stereotypes about Asian women – as exotic, accommodating, and sexually compliant – are an integral part of such violence. These crimes inflame local hostility and resistance to U.S. military bases and operations, and have long-lasting effects on victims/survivors. Cases are seriously underreported due to women’s shame and fear or their belief that perpetrators will not be apprehended.
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Unchecked colonialist militarism leads to extinction 
Adorno Dallmayr, Professor @ Hamburg, 2004, “The Underside of Modernity: Adorno, Heidegger and Dussel,” Constellations, pg. 122 

What Dussel here calls asymmetry is otherwise often called hegemony – or else the onset of a new global imperialism (involving the rule of the “West” over the “Rest”). In such a situation, nothing can be more important and salutary than the cultivation of global critical awareness, of critical counter-discourses willing and able to call into question the presumptions of global imperial rule. The dangers of such totalizing domination are becoming more evident every day. With the growing technological sophistication of weaponry we are relentlessly instructed about the underside of modernity, about the fateful collusion of power and knowledge in the unfolding of modern enlightenment (as analyzed by Adorno and Horkheimer). Coupled with the globalizing momentum, military sophistication greatly enhances the prospect of global warfare – indeed of global “total” warfare (as envisaged by Heidegger in the 1930s). Such warfare, moreover, is profiled against the backdrop of hegemonic asymmetry (as seen by Dussel): the vastly unequal possession of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction. In this situation, the goal of global warfare is bound to be the “total” subjugation of less developed or subaltern societies – a subjugation accomplished through longdistance military offensives capable of inflicting maximum casualties on enemies while minimizing the attackers’ costs.  Given the intoxicating effects of global rule, must one not also anticipate corresponding levels of total depravity and corruption among the rulers? In fact, must one not fear the upsurge of a new breed of “global master criminals” (planetarische Hauptverbrecher) whose actions are likely to match those of their twentieth-century predecessors, and perhaps even surpass them (behind a new shield of immunity)? Armed with unparalleled nuclear devices and unheard-of strategic doctrines, global masters today cannot only control and subjugate populations, but in fact destroy and incinerate them (from high above). In the words of Arundhati Roy, addressed to the world’s imperial rulers: To slow a beast, you break its limbs. To slow a nation, you break its people; you rob them of volition. You demonstrate your absolute command over their destiny. You make it clear that ultimately it falls to you to decide who lives, who dies, who prospers, who doesn’t. To exhibit your capability you show off all that you can do, and how easily you can do it – how easily you could press a button and annihilate the earth.

And, violence against women ensures global nuclear war

Betty Reardon, Director, Peace Education Program, Columbia, Women and Peace, 1993, pp. 30-1. 

A clearly visible element in the escalating tensions among militarized nations is the macho posturing and the patriarchal ideal of dominance, not parity, which motivates defense ministers and government leaders to “strut their stuff” as we watch with increasing horror. Most men in our patriarchal culture are still acting out old patterns that are radically inappropriate for the nuclear age. To prove dominance and control, to distance one’s character from that of women, to survive the toughest violent initiation, to shed the sacred blood of the hero, to collaborate with death in order to hold it at bay all of these patriarchal pressures on men have traditionally reached resolution in ritual fashion on the battlefield. But there is no longer any battlefield. Does anyone seriously believe that if a nuclear power were losing a crucial, large-scale conventional war it would refrain from using its multiple-warhead nuclear missiles because of some diplomatic agreement? The military theater of a nuclear exchange today would extend, instantly or eventually, to all living things, all the air, all the soil, all the water. If we believe that war is a “necessary evil,” that patriarchal assumptions are simply “human nature,” then we are locked into a lie, paralyzed. The ultimate result of unchecked terminal patriarchy will be nuclear holocaust.

1AC South Korea Aff

More practically – US forces aren’t necessary to deter North Korea or peace in Asia, they are a Cold War artifact

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 2-1-2003, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment, Part 1,” http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0302e.asp
The presence of 37,000 troops in South Korea is a Cold War artifact, resulting from the post-World War II division of the peninsula and subsequent Chinese and Soviet support for North Korean aggression. Today the Cold War is over and China and Russia are friendlier with Seoul than with Pyongyang.  Moreover, the South has raced ahead of the North, enjoying 40 times the GDP, twice the population, and a vast technological edge. The DPRK’s military is large, but decrepit. To the extent that the ROK’s military still lags behind that of its northern antagonist, it is a matter of choice, not necessity.  Although no U.S. forces are needed to guard against the bankrupt North, they are ubiquitous in South Korea, with some based in downtown Seoul. Thus occur purposeless violent altercations and tragic traffic deaths.  After the acquittal in military court of two soldiers charged in the accidental deaths of two children, demonstrations erupted. Americans have been barred from restaurants, jeered, and in a few cases physically attacked.

Instead, the North Korea acts as a constructed threat that makes pre-emptive military conflict inevitable

Oliver Richmond, professor in International Relations and Director of the Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of St. Andrews, 2007 The Transformation of Peace, pg. 11

The debate about 'just war' - a phrasal formulation that has been  generally accepted without criticism despite its antithetical nature ­  provides a further strand from which an understanding of peace can be  identified. This debate has found its most convincing explanation in  Michael Walzer's Legalist Paradigm.31 In this framework Walzer lays  out a construction of war that may be used to create or maintain a just  peace. This is mainly aimed at the protection of the norms of sover­  eignty and self-determination.  The Legalist Paradigm revolves around  the existence of an international society of independent states based  upon an international law that protects the territorial integrity, sover­  eignty and self-determination rights of its members. Any use of force  that poses a threat to this is therefore, illegal. Aggression justifies wars  of self-defence and a war of law enforcement. This builds upon the  notions of international society found in the UN Charter, the London  Charter of 1945, which established the Nuremburg Tribunal, and the  Kellog-Briand Pact of 1928.  It reflects an international system in  which security and peace revolve around states and their inhabitants  and the moral discourses therein. Difficulties clearly emerge for this  paradigm once applied to phenomena of war and conflict which fall  beyond its inherent predication upon state-centricity, challenges exist­  ing states, their boundaries, and their supposed Weberian control of  the means of violence.   However, Walzer is clear that his concern lies  more with political communities rather than states, perhaps reflecting  this contemporary shift in the various phenomena of violence. This  approach to maintaining order makes the classic move associated with  both realist and liberal thought of empowering states with the protec­  tion of political communities despite the fact that it is often states and  their nationalist elites that are in conflict with local or transnational  political communities. Walzer's' later amendments to the Legalist  Paradigm moves some way to recognising these problems.35 In these he  outlines a doctrine of pre-emptive war that allows states to respond to  threatened attacks, in which boundaries may contain more than  one political community, in which secessionism or irredentism may  require intervention or even a counter-intervention, and in which the  violation of human rights may possibly justify intervention.
1AC South Korea Aff

Plan: The United States federal government should substantially reduce its military presence in South Korea.

Contention Two – Solvency

Action at the national level is the best way to overcome the intersection of gender, class, colonial and race hierarchies that support militarism

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, 3/14/2008, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific,” Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
Militarism is a system of institutions, investments, and values, which is much wider and more deeply entrenched than any specific war. To create alternate definitions of genuine peace and security, it is important to understand institutionalized gendered relations and other unequal power dynamics including those based on class, colonialism, and racism inherent in U.S. military policy and practice.  Demilitarization requires a de-linking of masculinity and militarism, stopping the glorification of war and warriors, and defining adventure and heroism in nonmilitary terms. It also requires genuinely democratic processes and structures for political and economic decision-making at community, national and transnational levels. In addition, the United States must take responsibility for cleaning up all military contamination in the Asia-Pacific region.

The plan solves – we must overcome choice to preference national security threats over structural violence of US basing 

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

Women activists in Korea, Japan (especially Okinawa), and the Philippines have identified the SOFAs that govern U.S. military conduct overseas as blocks to security for women and children who live near U.S. bases. The SOFAs are negotiated in the context of economic, political, and military inequalities between host governments and the United States. The host governments believe their national security is closely intertwined with that of the United States, and are willing to maintain local conditions that will support U.S. bases and operations in their countries, despite considerable public protest by their own people. From the perspective of women organizers in host communities, the U.S. military and the East Asian governments show a sexist disregard for women and children who suffer disrespect, crime, and violence by U.S. military personnel. Organizers see sexism and misogyny as inherent in U.S. military training and culture, which involves prostitution and abuse of women in host communities by U.S. military personnel. Women's organizations argue that the SOFAs protect only the legal rights of U.S. troops overseas: they involve confusing and inconsistent jurisdictions over troops who commit crimes against civilians in host communities, and they fail to address the plight of Amerasian children. Organizers have adopted a range of strategies to call public attention to the limitations of the SOFAs. While these strategies have been somewhat effective, there is a need for increased awareness of these issues and a vigorous campaign in the United States to generate sufficient public interest and concern to demand changes in U.S. military practices in East Asia.

1AC South Korea Aff

While grassroots activism is important for spreading knowledge and piecemeal reform, change must come from the locust of military power – the United States federal government

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

Unfortunately, the efforts by grassroots activists have not resulted in significant changes to the SOFAs between the U.S. and East Asian governments.  Their efforts, however, have been very effective in making the issues more widely known, and their protests have forced some concessions from both the U.S. military and host governments.  For example, the uproar caused by the rape of the 12-year-old Okinawan girl and the ensuing media coverage forced changes in U.S. military practice in Okinawa. U.S. military officials raised the legal age for drinking alcohol in Japan to twenty-one years old, and designated a large entertainment district near Kadena Air Base off-limits to U.S. personnel after midnight for several months.  The Japanese government proposed a forum for regular discussions of problems raised by the bases between officials from Tokyo and Okinawa.  The Japanese government has also found alternative sites in mainland Japan for live-firing drills, moving some of the activity away from Okinawa, although U.S. troops who take part in these drills are still based in Okinawa. President Clinton, U.S. Ambassador to Japan Walter Mondale, and military commanders offered profuse apologies to the 12-year-old rape victim and her family.  Marines in Okinawa took up a collection for the victim and her family, and the U.S. government provided some monetary compensation.  Yet, fourstar Admiral Macke, Commander-in-Chief of U.S. forces in the Pacific, embarrassed the U.S. Navy by condemning the young men involved in this incident with the comment: "I think it was absolutely stupid. I've said several times, for the price they paid to rent the car, they could have had a girl."  He resigned abruptly, however, after these tactless and sexist remarks fueled the anger of Okinawans and provided bad press for the Navy.  One researcher claims that: "The growing resistance of the women's movement in the Philippines and Japan to the sexist attitudes evident in the ranks of the U.S. military from top to bottom, from the high command to the enlisted personnel, was a direct cause of Admiral Macke's dismissal."  Having first declared that there was no need to revise the SOFA, Japan and the United States agreed "to set up a working  group to explore ways to improve the criminal jurisdiction procedures" under the SOFA, after sustained protests in Okinawa and Tokyo.  As previously discussed, the outcome of this working group was to give Japan the option to request that the United States turn over personnel suspected of committing crimes like rape and murder before issuing an indictment,  and the United States agreed to give such requests "sympathetic consideration."   In the Philippines women's activism and lobbying contributed to delays in the approval of a new military agreement with the United States, following the removal of permanent U.S. bases from the Philippines in 1992.  The Acquisition and Cross-Servicing Agreement (ACSA), announced in 1994, would have "threatened deeper encroachments on Philippine sovereignty, providing for . . . repair and supply of U.S. warships, rest and recreation for U.S. troops, and the conversion of the Philippine military into a virtual subsidiary of the U.S. military."  It was not ratified, however, due to opposition from some Filipino politicians and much public protest, including some by women working with the Buklod Center, WEDPRO, and the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women-Asia Pacific.  The ACSA was superseded by the VFA, which was ratified by the Philippine Senate in 1999, despite massive public opposition.    To make significant changes, women activists from East Asia will need to continue their current strategies in their own countries, but they rightly identify Washington, D.C. as the locus of power regarding these issues. 274 In addition to their efforts, there is a need for increased awareness of these matters and a vigorous campaign to generate public interest and concern in the United States, which would lead to a demand for changes in U.S. military practices in East Asia.

Colonialism Advantage – Troops are Patriarchal

The US military conditions access to women who must weekly be tested for STDs – makes communities a dumping ground for US industrial wages

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

South Korea serves as a good demonstration of the impact of military prostitution. The U.S. military insists that women who work in the clubs, bars, and massage parlors of the "GI Towns" be tested regularly for sexually-transmitted diseases.   In South Korea, women must obtain a weekly ID number from an official clinic as proof of their "clean" health status before being allowed to enter such bars.   If they do not pass this test, they are quarantined until they do so.  As further protection for U.S. military personnel, clubs and bars that employ women without ID numbers are deemed off-limits by U.S. military officials.  The assumption is that the women are the source of sexually transmitted diseases, not the men.  In 1989, roughly 18,000 women in South Korea were registered with the local health authorities, and, thus able to work in the bars and clubs.  In 1999, it was estimated that "over 10,000 domestic women and 2,000 immigrant women served as sex providers in Kijich'on" [GI Towns] in South Korea.   Typically these are women who come from poor, rural families and who move to urban areas to work in factories. They are drawn to the bars as a way of making more money than they could at factory jobs.   Military prostitution "[buys] off women . . . with higher wages than they can earn in the industrial wage labor sector,"  and is, in effect, "a dumping ground . . . between the patriarchal family structure and the industrializing labor force." 

US military presence prevents South Korean self-determination – it’s opposed by their civil society

John Feffer, member of FPIF's Advisory Committee, 2000, “Korea: Liberation and Self-Determination,” http://selfdetermine.irc-online.org/crisiswatch/0108korea.html
There are 37,000 U.S. troops stationed in South Korea. The U.S. supplies South Korea with over 70% of its armaments. The U.S. also sets the parameters within which South Korea makes its defense policy. There is a considerable civic movement in South Korea that opposes U.S. bases as well as larger U.S. strategic initiatives (including missile defense). Korean nationalism "the right of Koreans to determine their own national priorities" animates this movement.  Self-determination is not, of course, simply a matter of government prerogative. Since the 1980s, Korean civic movements have been expanding the space for citizens to participate in public policy. For instance, in the wake of the Asian financial crisis, civic movements have campaigned against "fire sales" and foreign control of domestic financial institutions, trying to preserve the economic self-determination that produced the "miracle on the Han." Even though South Korea's national sovereignty remains constrained by U.S. military and economic influence, South Korean civil society is one of the most vibrant in the world.

These patterns of violence are ignored by the US military

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, 3/14/2008, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific,” Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
This pattern of sexual violence reveals structural inequalities between Asian communities and the U.S. military, encoded in Status of Forces Agreements and Visiting Forces Agreements. The military sees each crime as an isolated act committed by individual soldiers. Local communities that protest these crimes see gendered violence as a structural issue that is perpetuated by legal, political, economic, and social structures.  Military prostitution continues despite the military’s declared “zero tolerance” policy, affirmed in Department of Defense memoranda and Executive Order 13387 that President George W. Bush signed in October 2005. These days, most women working in clubs near U.S. bases in South Korea and Japan/Okinawa are from the Philippines due to low wages, high unemployment, and the absence of sustainable economic development at home. These governments admit Philippine women on short-term entertainer visas.

Colonialism Advantage – South Korea is Key

South Korea is a key starting point – it’s often the first tour of duty, and socializes the US military for further injustices

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

 Sex between South Korean bar women and U.S. troops is "the most common form of Korean-American interaction"  and is "the primary memory of South Korea for generations of young Americans who have served there."   Since South Korea is considered a war-zone and thus, a hardship posting, tours of duty are limited to one year.  It is the first posting after basic training for many recruits and a significant step in their military socialization.   Soldiers train constantly and undertake long marches carrying heavy packs. Dongduchon, near the Demilitarized Zone that divides North and South Korea, is continually "on the highest state of alert in the U.S. military[,]" a designation that leads to high levels of stress as well as physically demanding work.  When the troops have time off it is usually spent in the GI Town near the gates of the base. As Sturdevant and Stoltzfus note, "this arrangement provides the military with complete control over the guys: they are either busting ass while on duty, or drunk and/or in bed with a purchased sexual reward when off."  

South Korean prostitute-military interaction is the root cause of many social ills – HIV, STDs, drug abuse, alcoholism, physical and sexual violence

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

The women work from early evening until dawn, encouraging the men to buy drinks, and making arrangements for sex. The sexual arrangements may last for what is referred to in the bars as a "short time," meaning an hour or two, or they may last overnight. Some women work on contract to one man for his tour of duty and live that entire time in a room that he rents. A woman involved in prostitution may take on a soldier's homesickness, frustration, alienation, boredom, or fear, and, at the same time, deal with his sexism and racism. She may drink or do drugs as a way of coping with the job.  Militarized prostitution has had very serious effects on women's health, including HIV/AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, unwanted pregnancies, unsafe abortions, drug and alcohol dependency, and mental illness.   Women who work in the bars, massage parlors, and brothels near U.S. bases are also particularly vulnerable to physical and sexual violence.

Sexual violence is wildly underreported

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

Most military personnel do not violate women in host communities, but women's advocates in East Asia believe that "the many acts of violence committed by U.S. military personnel against local women and children . . . happen far too often to be overlooked or accepted as random occurrences or aberrations."  Suzuyo Takazato, Naha City Assembly  Member, Co-chair of Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, and a forthright spokeswoman on this issue for many years, blames the military system for incidents of violence against women:  These young troops go out into the field all day and are trained to be aggressive and to kill. In a very real sense they are brainwashed, and it doesn't stop when they take a shower. They may change out of uniform and into a T-shirt and jeans, but their attitude does not change.    Complete data on the number of violent acts committed by U.S. military men against women and children of host communities are not available for several reasons. Some activists believe that military violence against women is seriously under-reported due to victims' shame, fear, or belief that perpetrators will not be apprehended or punished.

Colonialism Advantage – South Koreans Want Troops Gone

The US colonial presence is magnified by the separation of culture and the objectification of local people – makes dehumanization of South Koreans commonplace

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

U.S. troops based in East Asia are separated from local people physically, occupationally, economically, legally, and culturally. Military personnel live on U.S. bases--sprawling, fenced-off enclaves that are virtual islands of American life and culture. Their housing is usually much more spacious than that of the surrounding host communities, with American-style lawns, swing sets, and golf courses.  Ms. Pak, a bar woman in Korea, contrasted the living standards of many Koreans with that of U.S. military personnel:  Since I've dealt with Americans, I've noticed that we Koreans are still poor and many go hungry. But Americans come here and they can eat whatever they want . . . they can buy whatever they want . . . . When you go to Itaewon, the commissioned officers have their own homes. Poor people like us feel like we've walked into a castle . . . . When you go to the U.S. Army base, everything is automatic. They can use as much electricity or water as they need.  [*249]  Meanwhile, the government tells us to save electricity and water. It's a world apart.  Ms. Pak and Nan Hee, another Korean bar woman, quote their wages, costs, and debts in Korean won but give the prices of drinks and sex in U.S. dollars. U.S. troops can pay with U.S. dollars and buy U.S. groceries and household goods from the base stores.  They can see American television shows via satellite and listen to English-language armed forces radio stations.   Despite some basic orientation regarding local history and culture, their knowledge of the country in which they are based is usually minimal.   In contrast, in Japan, U.S. troops do not have the buying power they once did, as the yen is now relatively strong against the dollar, and local prices are high.   U.S. personnel cannot afford to patronize off-base restaurants as much as they used to, and are more confined to the base than they were in the past.  This physical, economic, and cultural separation reinforces the emotional separation that troops learn as part of their training for war. This training relies on their being able to objectify and dehumanize "the enemy."   This emotional distancing process, as well as the experience of combat, can make troops edgy, fearful, frustrated, alienated, and aggressive.   These negative feelings are displaced onto the people in host communities through the actions of the U.S. military personnel, reckless driving,  assaults on local civilians, and violence against women.  

Grassroots movements are pushing for the plan

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, and Carolyn Francis, founding member of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2000, Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia, Berkeley Women’s Law Journal, pg. np

In 1995, South Korean officials also sought changes in the SOFA, after "a series of highly publicized incidents involving U.S. soldiers."   Several rounds of talks ensued, the last of which was held in November 1996.   The Korean government sought to take custody of U.S. servicemen accused of murder, rape, or other serious crimes before their indictments.  It also wanted to allow local prosecutors to bring to a higher court U.S. servicemen acquitted by lower courts, in line with the domestic legal system.   The U.S. government has rejected these provisions as they are not allowed by the U.S. legal system.   Korean officials continue to request further talks to revise the SOFA, but, according to Song Bonghon of the Korean Foreign Affairs and Trade Ministry, U.S. officials "only say they are examining the issue."    In South Korea, the Philippines, and Japan, grassroots organizations have publicly criticized the SOFAs, especially women's groups, who claim that the SOFAs protect the legal rights of U.S. troops overseas rather than providing security for people in host communities. These organizers identify two problematic aspects of the SOFAs: the confusing and inconsistent jurisdictions over U.S. military personnel who commit crimes against local civilians, and the failure to address the issue of Amerasian children fathered by U.S. military personnel.

Colonialism Advantage – South Koreans Want Troops Gone Cont’d

South Korea wants US troops out

Angus Reid Global Monitor, 9-25-2005, “South Koreans Want U.S. Troops to Leave,” http://www.angus-reid.com/polls/view/9110
Many adults in South Korea believe their country should not accommodate United States military bases, according to a poll by JoongAng Ilbo. 54 per cent of respondents want all U.S. forces currently stationed in their country to be withdrawn.  Diplomatic relations between the North and South have been strained since the end of the Korean War. A one-mile demilitarized zone has separated the two countries since 1953. The U.S. currently has 32,500 soldiers in South Korea.  The U.S. has close to 230,000 troops stationed all over the world, not including U.S.-based forces currently deployed in Iraq and Afghanistan. In August 2004, U.S. president George W. Bush announced plans to close some overseas military bases, which would reduce the number of soldiers in South Korea to 25,000 by 2008.
Environment Add-on

US presence in South Korea devastates local communities through rampant pollution

Gwyn Kirk, Associate Professor of Women and Gender Studies, 3/14/2008, “Gender and U.S. Bases in Asia-Pacific,” Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/gender_and_us_bases_in_asia-pacific
The military misuse of the land is part of its dominance over local communities. In many places, military training has caused fires, left the land littered with unexploded bullets and bombs, and pulverized bombing training targets.  In Hawai’i, Guam, the Philippines, South Korea, and Japan, the U.S. military has taken no responsibility for cleaning up contamination caused by its operations. This includes heavy metals (mercury and lead), pesticides (dieldrin and malathion), solvents (including benzene and tuolene), PCBs, pesticides, and JP–4 jet fuel. The resulting toxic health effects on local communities are compounded as the years go on without remediation of contaminated land and water.  In Korea, environmentalists are urging National Assembly members to secure U.S. commitment to clean up the pollution on the many bases slated for closure there, or this will be an expense borne by Korean taxpayers. The proposed heliport at Henoko (Okinawa), meanwhile, threatens the dugong, an endangered manatee, as well as the surrounding coral reefs. Kadena Air Base in Okinawa is a hub of U.S. airpower in the Pacific, with Air Force planes training overhead a daily reality. A 1996 Okinawa Prefecture report on babies born to women living near Kadena Air Force Base showed significantly lower birth weights than those born in any other part of Japan, due to severe noise generated by the base.

Causes widespread biodiversity loss

Chris Cuomo, Ph.D @ University of Wisconsin, Madison Department of Philosophy, 1996, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, pg. 30

There are many conceptual and practical connections between military practices in which humans aim to kill and harm each other for some declared "greater good," and nonmilitary practices in which we displace, destroy, or seriously modify nonhuman communities, species, and ecosystems in the name of human interests. An early illustration of these connections was made by Rachel Carson in the first few pages of The Silent Spring (1962), in which she described insecticides as the inadvertent offspring of World War II chemical weapons research. We can now also trace ways in which insecticides were part of the Western-defined global corporatization of agriculture that helped kill off the small family farm and made the worldwide system of food production dependent on the likes of Dow Chemical and Monsanto.  Military practices are no different from other human practices that damage and irreparably modify nature. They are often a result of cost-benefit analyses that pretend to weigh all likely outcomes yet do not consider nonhuman entities except in terms of their use value for humans and they nearly always create unforeseeable effects for humans and nonhumans. In addition, everyday military peacetime practices are actually more destructive than most other human activities, they are directly enacted by state power, and, because they function as unquestioned "givens," they enjoy a unique near-immunity to enactments of moral reproach. It is worth noting the extent to which everyday military activities remain largely unscrutinized by environmentalists, especially American environmentalists, largely because fear allows us to be fooled into thinking that "national security" is an adequate excuse for "ecological military mayhem" (Thomas 1995, 16).

Environmental collapse is a root cause of international conflict

Thomas Homer-Dixon, assistant professor of political science and director of the Peace and Conflict Studies Programme at the University of Toronto, 1998, World Security Challenges for a New Century, p. 342-343

Environmental change could in time cause a slow deepening of poverty in poor countries, which might open bitter divisions between classes and ethnic groups, corrode democratic institutions, and spawn revolutions and insurgencies. In general, many experts have the sense that environmental problems will “ratchet up” the level of stress within states and the inter​national community, increasing the likelihood of many different kinds of conflict—from war and rebellion to trade disputes—and undermining possibilities for cooperation.

Structural Violence Impact 

Structural violence is the root cause of war
Wayne S. Cox, lecturer in political studies at Queen's University, 1994, “U.S. Hegemony & the Management of Trade”, Beyond  Positivsm: Critical Reflections on International Relations, page 64-65

The term structural violence is used here to describe a process of existing power struggles between social groups. Whereas mainstream international conflict studies place the focus of their analyses upon the actual physical act of violence (usually the direct result of the use of military force in the name of states), the theoretical framework proposed here seeks to broaden the definition of violence to include structural relations of hegemony between social groups. In effect, the physical act of violence is but the external expression of an ongoing structural relationship between social groups-a relationship built on structural violence. A definition of conflict that focuses upon the physical act of violence can therefore only describe the results of violence rather than understand the overall process itself.  Johan Galtung has provided a basis for the model of sociostructural violence, arguing that "hostile aggression is no inseparable part of the innate structure of the 'minds of men,' but added to it from the outside, e.g. through special socialization processes" (Caltung, llJ64:l)5). According to Galtung, although IIwoutward observations of aggression (in this case, organized politicill acts of violence) are worthy of study in themselves, they are merely a reflection, or a result of, existing sociostructural relationships that are arranged by a set of power relations. These relationships result in an "interaction system [which] is a multi-dimensional system of stratification" (Galtung, 1964:96). From here, Galtung set up a seril's of possible relationships between groups, which are simply characterized as Topdog (T) and Underdog (U). Throughout his discussion, Galtung has focused on the notion of power relationships dictated by the Topdog. 

Structural issues are more likely to cause conflict 

David Singer, former Professor of Sociology, 1980, “Accounting for International War: The State of The Discipline,” Annual Review of Sociology, pg. 350

Despite the possible attractiveness of the above argument,f ew other investigatorsi nto the war/peace question have accepted it, and as a result, a fair fraction of research on the systemic conditions associated with war has emanated so far largely from the Michigan Correlates of War project. Further, of the three types of systemic conditions - mate-rial, structural, and cultural - most of the reproducible evidence to date reflects the structural dimension (Sullivan, 1976). Un-fortunately, there is little systematic work on such material attributes of the system as weapons technology, industrial development, resourcel imits, climate,o r demographicp at-terns. Similarly, outside of some preliminary efforts by Kegley et al. (1979), Choi (1978), and Gantzel (1972) little effort has been invested in the search for systematic con-nections between cultural conditions and the incidence of war. On the other hand, re-searchers of a scientific bent have been as assiduous in their examination of structural correlates of war as their methodologically traditional colleagues, and it is to that litera-ture that we now turn. Perhaps the most plausible of the system's structural attributes in the war/peacec ontext is that of the configurations generated by alliance bonds, with those generated by dis-tributions of power following closely behind. Looking first at the structural characteristic knowna s bipolarity, we usuallyh ave in mind the extent to which the nations in a given geographical region, or in the major power sub-set( a functional' region'), or world-wide, are clustered into two clearly opposed coali-tions. While there are several definitions of bipolarity and rather diverse operational indicators, it generally implies the degree of conformity to an 'ideal' condition in which all of the nations are - via military alli-ance - in one or another of two equally powerful coalitions with no alliance bonds.

Structural Violence Impact Cont’d

Seeing war as embedded is designed to disrupt crisis-based politics

Chris Cuomo is a theorist, activist, and artist, Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies, and Director of the Institute for Women's Studies at the University of Georgia.  “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia 11.4, 1996
How (where? when? why?) are institutions of law enforcement like military institutions? How is the presumed constant need for personal protection experienced by some constructed similarly to the necessity of national secu­rity? How does the constancy of militarism induce complacency toward or collaboration with authoritative violence? Looking at these questions might help interested parties figure out how to create and sustain movements that are attentive to local realities and particularities about war, about violence, and about the enmeshment of various systems of oppression.  It is of course crucial that the analysis I recommend here notice similarities, patterns, and connections without collapsing all forms and instances of militarism or of state-sponsored violence into one neat picture. It is also important to emphasize that an expanded conception of war is meant to disrupt crisis-based politics that distract attention from mundane, everyday violence that is rooted in injustice. Seeing the constant presence of militarism does not require that middle-class and other privileged Americans suddenly see themselves as constantly under siege. It does require the development of abilities to notice the extent to which people and ecosystems can be severely under siege by military institutions and values, even when peace seems present.

Violence Against Women Impact

Tolerating sexual assault makes global violence and nuclear war inevitable
The New York Times, 1-29-1983, “A Feminist Campaign for the Presidency,” p. c7

She argues, for example, that violence against women is a fundamental political issue. As long as a society casually tolerates the crime of rape, she says, it will tolerate all other forms of violence, including nuclear war. ‘‘We don’t even know what peace is,’’ she says. ‘‘Women are being waged war upon. In our most intimate lives, we are at war. Peace has got to begin with peace between the sexes.’’

Gender inequality leads to domestic and international conflict

Mary Caprioli, Professor, University of Tennessee, 2003, “Gender Equality and State Aggression: The Impact of Domestic Gender Equality on State First Use of Force,” pg. 196 

The influence of domestic behavior and their underlying values on state international behavior should not be underestimated. One line of theoretical inquiry posits the very existence of structural inequality as a precursor to both domestic and international violence. Structural equality involves a commitment to freedom and equality (Dietz, 1985) and rejects hierarchy, domination, and the use of force (Brock- Utne, 1985), which characterizes structural inequality. If domestic norms of peaceful conflict resolution transfer to the international arena, as liberal peace theorists suggest, then so too should domestic norms of violence. Indeed, research conducted by anthropologists on some two-dozen purported 'peaceful societies' has demonstrated that these societies apply the same norms that govern the resolution of their internal conflicts to conflicts with outside societies  State that repress or discriminate against women necessarily exhibit domestic norms of violence and inequality which would then transfer to the international arena as posited in the literature linking international conflict to domestic politics.
Gender inequality leads to global insecurity and domination

J. Ann Tickner, Professor of International Relations @ USC, 1992, Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Global Security, pg. np

Including previously hidden gender inequalities in the analysis of global insecurity allows us to see how so many of the insecurities affecting us all, women and men alike, are gendered in their historical origins, their conventional definitions, and their contemporary manifestations. Using gender as a category of analysis reveals the masculinist assumptions of both traditional and revisionist theories of international politics and economics. It also allows us to see the extent to which unequal gender relationships are a form of domination that contributes to many of the dimensions of the contemporary insecurities analyzed by various new thinkers. Feminists deny the separability of gendered insecurities from those describable in military, economic, and ecological terms; such problems cannot be fully resolved without also overcoming the domination and exploitation of women that takes place in each of these domains.

United States Forces Are Unnecessary

South Korea would dominate any military conflict

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 6-4-2009, North Korea: Paper Tiger, http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=100
In the early years the DPRK was the more fearsome player. The U.S. refused to arm the ROK with heavy weapons to discourage authoritarian President Syngman Rhee from fulfilling his threat to march north. The Soviets were not so scrupulous in dealing with the North's Kim Il-sung, who almost conquered the entire peninsula after invading in June 1950 before U.S. forces turned the tide. After three years of see-saw warfare, an armistice was agreed near the initial boundary.   But no permanent peace was arranged, so American troops remained. Over the last half century, however, Chinese forces went home, South Korea raced past the North in economic development, Moscow and Beijing recognized Seoul, and the DPRK suffered economic collapse and famine. The balance of power of 1950 long ago disappeared.   Pyongyang retains a quantitative military edge, but its equipment is antiquated; North Korean troops are malnourished and get little training. The North is effectively bankrupt and without allies. With about 40 times the GDP and twice the population of the North, Seoul could outmatch the Kim regime in any way it chose. With large military reserves, a strong industrial base, abundant allies, and generous access to international credit markets, South Korea is well-positioned to triumph in any conflict. 

US basing isn’t necessary – several factors ensure South Korean dominances over the North

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 2-1-2003, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment, Part 2,” http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0303e.asp
In the aftermath of the 2000 inter-Korean summit, Pentagon spokesman Kenneth Bacon explained, “We intend to remain a force for stability in that area as long as we are needed.” But U.S. forces weren’t needed even before the summit.  South Korea (the Republic of Korea, or ROK) has upwards of 40 times the GDP and twice the population of North Korea (the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, or DPRK). Although the North Korean regime survives, to the surprise of many observers, the economy is thought to have shrunk every year from 1990 to 1998, dropping almost in half. Even Pyongyang, the capital and national showcase, is reported to have suffered power outages. As many as two million people are thought to have died of starvation, with 200,000 or more illegally crossing into China.  Seoul has also won the foreign contest, accumulating the most international recognitions and effectively breaking the alliance between the North and its onetime communist allies, Beijing and Moscow. Both maintain more significant economic ties with the ROK. Moscow apparently has refused to commit to the large arms package the DPRK is reported to have requested; in contrast, Russia has begun shipping arms to the South to pay off its debts.

Regional powers check North Korean aggression

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 2-1-2003, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment, Part 1,” http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0302e.asp
But America’s policy discussion needs to begin with the ROK. After all, Washington has no intrinsic interest in what goes on in North Korea. An impoverished distant state surrounded by significant powers (China, Japan, Russia), the DPRK has no international impact and little regional influence, and it poses a diminishing danger even to South Korea. Put bluntly, it shouldn’t matter to the United States.  The only reason America cares is that the South is a U.S. protectorate. It’s time for that to change.

North Korea Is Not A Threat

South Korea dominates North Korea in every key military quality

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 2-1-2003, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment, Part 2,” http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0303e.asp
Indeed, South Korea leads the DPRK in every measure of national power other than armed-force levels, and the latter is a matter of choice, not an inevitable consequence of geography. Seoul’s military is qualitatively better and backed by a larger reserve, much stronger economic base, and network of friendly states. The ROK could match its northern neighbor tank for tank if it wished. As South Korea acknowledges in its own defense reports, for years it chose to focus on economic development at the expense of military strength, which it could do, secure in the protection by the United States.  Indeed, Seoul has indicated its willingness to respond to North Korean efforts to build uniquely threatening weapons. More than two decades ago only pressure from Washington killed the Park Chung Hee government’s incipient nuclear program. And while the North’s missile development has created a furor, Seoul has responded with its own missile program, including rockets allegedly intended for a nascent space program. In fact, South Korea has been working to extend the range of its surface-to-surface missiles, which raised American complaints that it was violating the two nations’ missile-development agreement.  In such a world, there’s no need for Washington to defend the South. The U.S. deployment is an anachronism, a Cold War leftover with no present justification. (The units should not just be withdrawn, but disbanded, since their role as well as basing facilities would be eliminated.)

North Korea’s massive army doesn’t mean it’s a threat

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2003, “The Mythical North Korean Threat,” http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm
When Pentagon officials talk about the need to maintain a “two-war” capability, they often refer to Korea.  This is absurd since South Korea can crush North Korea without  American help.  North Korea’s million-man army may look impressive on paper, but remember that Iraq had a million-man army, which also had modern equipment, combat experience, and plenty of fuel.   In contrast, North Korean soldiers suffer from malnutrition and rarely train due to a scarcity of fuel and ammo.  Most North Korean soldiers could not attack because they are needed to defend the entire DMZ and coastal approaches (they remember the 1950 landing at Inchon) while entire divisions must remain throughout North Korea to fend off heliborne offensives, food riots, and probable coups.

Mountains and air power prevent a successful North Korean attack

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2003, “The Mythical North Korean Threat,” http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm
If North Korea insanely attacked, the South Koreans would fight on mountainous and urban terrain which heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the road.  Assuming the North Koreans could start up a thousand of their old tanks and armored vehicles, they cannot advance through the mountainous DMZ.  The South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically blocked all avenues through these mountains, and it would take North Korean infantry and engineers weeks to clear road paths while under fire.

North Korea Would Not Win a War

Nuclear weapons aren’t an advantage to North Korea – any use would incite devastating international response – GIs aren’t necessary

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2003, “The Mythical North Korean Threat,” http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm
Even if North Korea employs a few crude nuclear weapons, using them would be suicidal since it would invite instant retaliation from the United States.  North Korea lacks the technical know-how to build an Intercontinental Ballistic Missile, despite the hopes and lies from the National Missile Defense proponents in the USA.  North Korea's industrial production is almost zero, over two million people have starved in recent years, and millions of homeless nomads threaten internal revolution.   The US military ignores this reality and retains old plans for the deployment of 450,000 GIs to help defend South Korea, even though the superior South Korean military can halt any North Korean offensive without help from a single American soldier.  American forces are not even required for a counter-offensive.  A North Korean attack would stall after a few intense days and South Korean forces would soon be in position to overrun North Korea.  American air and naval power along with logistical and intelligence support would ensure the rapid collapse of the North Korean army.   

Turn – withdrawal of US troops is more likely to promote successful peace talks

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2003, “The Mythical North Korean Threat,” http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm
Chinese participation is extremely unlikely since China is busy with its free enterprise transformation while ensuring domestic tranquility.  In fact, stopping thousands of starving North Korean refugees from crossing their border has become a major problem, although the Chinese refuse to spend any of their billions of dollars in US trade surpluses to purchase food for their old ally.  Korea has no natural resources which interest China, and Chinese support would cause a major war with powerful South Korea, the United States, and probably Japan and Taiwan.  On the other hand, a prosperous Korea provides a buffer against China’s traditional enemy - Japan.   The US Army must adapt to the end of the Cold War in Asia and stop wasting millions of dollars on new military construction projects in Korea. Second, the North Koreans have stated that the 37,000 American troops must go before peace talks can progress.  (Imagine how South  Korea would feel if 37,000 Russian troops were based  in North Korea.)  Many South Koreans know that American troops are no longer needed and anti-American base protests are common.  

Korean war is extremely unlikely

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2003, “The Mythical North Korean Threat,” http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm
The chance of a Korean war is extremely unlikely.  North Korean leaders realize they have no hope of success without major backing from China or Russia.  The previous South Korean President, Kim Dae Jung,  encouraged peace and visited North Korea.  The two countries are reconnecting rail lines and sent a combined team to the Olympics.  Even the United States is providing $500 million dollars a year in food to the starving North Koreans.  The new South Korean President, Roh-Moo-hyun was elected on a peace platform and suggested US troops may be gone within ten years.

AT: Realism Prevents Solvency

Pro-realist methodology can’t account for peace outside of “the absence of war” – means it can’t explain the harms of the affirmative
Oliver Richmond, Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2008, “Peace in International Relations,” A Realist Agenda for Peace, p. 47-48

Carr attempted to recast realism as the science of IR in the emerging methodological style of the day. This, as George has shown, was based upon the pre-eminence of 'fact over value, is over ought, and object over subject', though Carr was also well aware of the significance of the normative aspects of IR. Peace was seen to be a 'value', an 'ought', a 'subjective' concept, and therefore inferior to, or limited by the realist version of 'fact', 'is' and 'objective' approaches. Indeed, for Carr, a form of peace defined as morality at the international level was merely the projection of the interests of dominant states. Peace was merely a hope, though it must also be noted that he was concerned with the inseparable relationship between power and morality, and the problems of crude, amoral realism, and of universal claims for a specific morality: the utopian who dreams that it is possible to eliminate self-assertion from politics and to base a political system on morality alone is just as wide of the mark as the realist who believes that altruism is an illusion and that all political action is based on self-seeking. Bull also thought that 'idealist' claims simply rested upon a passionate hope for IR, rather than an understanding that had any intellectual depth.36 

Realism is a coping vocabulary that keeps power stuctures intact – it’s better to focus on social justice and structural violence

Oliver Richmond, Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2008, “Peace in International Relations,” A Realist Agenda for Peace, p. 4-5

With the exception of orthodox versions of realism and Marxism, approaches to IR theory offer a form of peace that many would recognise as personally acceptable. Realism fails to offer much for those interested in peace, unless peace is seen as Darwinian and an unreflexive, privileged concept only available to the powerful and a commonwealth they may want to create. Most realist analysis expends its energy in reactive discussions based upon the inherency of violence in human nature, now discredited in other disciplines,which are ultimately their own undoing. This is not to say that other approaches do not also suffer flaws, but the focus on individuals, society, justice, development, welfare, transnationalism, institutionalism or functionalism offers an opportunity a negotiation of a form of peace that might be more sustainable because it is more broadly inclusive of actors and issues. In other words, parsimony, reductionism and rationalism run counter to a peace that engages fully with the diversity of life and its experiences. 

Realist peace rests upon flawed assumptions, cannot achieve true peace

Oliver Richmond, Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2008, “Peace in International Relations,” A Realist Agenda for Peace, p. 10

Debates about peace span both classical and contemporary literatures, and a range of intellectual debates. These include what modem realists often described as the realism of Thucydides, Augustine, Hobbes and Schmitt, in which peace was to be found in bounded and often tragic strategic thinking in which unitary actors delineate their own versions of peace within the framework provided by sovereign states. The tragedy of these approaches lies in their unitary internal assumptions of a shared peace within political units based upon common interests and values, and the difficulties in maintaining peaceful relations with other external polities that have their own notions of peace. Peace in these terms is derived from territorial units determined to protect their identities and interests, and is therefore extremely limited. For this reason, an international system comprising states pursing their interests is said to exist, which denotes few shared values beyond domestic politics, and rests upon the hierarchical ordering of international relations. This is based upon relative power and alliances derived from shared interests rather than shared values. Peace is conceptualised as very basic, or as a utopian ideal form, which is unobtainable. 

AT: Plan = War – Non-Unique

Their focus on military conflict precludes policies to prevent structural violence – the absence of justice is equally violent

Jeffrey Herf, Professor of Modern European History at the University of Maryland, 1986, “War, Peace, and the Intellectuals: The West German Peace Movement,” International Security, pg. np

In the late 1960s, Galtung gave critical peace research some of its key words: "negative" vs. "positive peace," "structural violence" and "counterviolence."15 The absence of war and violence between states was, he wrote, merely a "negative peace" saturated with "structural violence." What passed for peace was no more than frozen or structured violence, preserving an unjust order. "Positive peace," on the other hand, requires justice. The realization of positive peace will likely require violence in the form of revolutionary war to overthrow the status quo. Galtung greatly expanded the concept of what should be called violence. Thus, when individuals "are influenced in a way that causes their physical and spiritual/intellectual realization to be less than their potential realization," they are victims of "structural violence." If their "potential is greater than the actual and the actual is avoidable, then violence exists." Violence therefore includes hunger, consumerism, imperialism, racial and sexual discrimination, and the arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union as forms of "structural violence." Because actual violence against persons may be necessary to overcome already existing structural violence, it is "barely possible" to decide which kind of violence is more important.I6 This "expanded concept of violence" leads to an "expanded concept of peace" entailing the absence of structural and personal violence. In overcoming injustice and structural violence, "the short term losses due to personal violence appear very small in relation to the permanent losses that result from structural violence.

Their disadvantage is non-unique – war is occurring now and structural violence makes endless war inevitable

Oliver Richmond, Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2008, “Peace in International Relations,” A Realist Agenda for Peace, p. 13

War and peace are seen as separate concepts, which are the antithesis of each other, particularly for pluralists, liberals, constructivists and critical theorists (peace may masquerade as war for some post-structuralists). Yet, this separation has always been weak. For example, in the debate on peace-enforcement or humanitarian intervention, and on state-building, there has been much tension. This is partly why the debates over state-building in Afghanistan and Iraq in the early 2000s have been so controversial. The contemporary concept of the liberal peace, which is expressed in different ways throughout much of IR theory, also makes this separation. The liberal peace provides the 'good life' if its formulas are followed, for all, and without exception, and even if it rests on a coercive introduction through invasion or peace enforcement. This has occurred within a Western context, which immediately points to a major flaw in thinking about peace (and indeed in the capacity of this study), which is firmly rooted in a critique within this Western, secular context. Peace rests upon a set of cultural, social and political norms, often dressed up as being secular, though closely reflecting the non-secular religious writings on the issue. The Christian notion of crusades for peace, or the use offorce to construct peace, is taken for granted in this context. Lawful self-defence and just war remain integral to the preservation of this tranquil order, once all peace efforts have failed. From this have sprung the great peace conferences that marked the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and which contributed to the emergence of the United Nations. Also visible have been the various social movements, charities and NGOs campaigning for human rights, voting rights, the banning of certain weapons, and more recently advocating and practical multiple forms of humanitarian assistance in conflict and disaster zones. Yet, where and when IR theorists do attempt to engage with peace as a concept, they often focus upon ending war, or preventing war, and in the context of units such as states, las or even empires. The role and agency of individuals and societies in the creation of peace tends to be less valued, the focus instead being on grand scale political, economic, military, social and constitutional peace projects undertaken beyond the ken and capacity of the individual.

AT: Plan = War – Non-Unique Cont’d

War is an ongoing event – must view it as occurring now

Chris Cuomo is a theorist, activist, and artist, Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies, and Director of the Institute for Women's Studies at the University of Georgia.  “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia 11.4, 1996
Military practices are no different from other human practices that damage and irreparably modify nature. They are often a result of cost-benefit analyses that pretend to weigh all likely outcomes yet do not consider nonhuman entities except in terms of their use value for humans and they nearly always create unforeseeable effects for humans and nonhumans. In addition, everyday military peacetime practices are actually more destructive than most other human activities, they are directly enacted by state power, and, because they function as unquestioned "givens," they enjoy a unique near-immunity to enactments of moral reproach. It is worth noting the extent to which everyday military activities remain largely unscrutinized by environmentalists, espe­cially American environmentalists, largely because fear allows us to be fooled into thinking that "national security" is an adequate excuse for "ecological military mayhem" (Thomas 1995, 16).  If environmental destruction is a necessary aspect of war and the peacetime practices of military institutions, an analysis of war which includes its embeddedness in peacetime militarism is necessary to address the environmen­tal effects of war. Such a perspective must pay adequate attention to what is required to prepare for war in a technological age, and how women and other Others are affected by the realities of contemporary military institutions and practices.

AT: Plan = War – Aff Outwieghs

The negative’s conception of “peace” makes war more likely – justifies wars to create peace, which are more violent than natural conflict

Oliver Richmond, professor in International Relations and Director of the Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies at the University of St. Andrews, 2007 The Transformation of Peace, pg. 11

This tension continues to be reflected  in contemporary debates about humanitarian intervention. One only  has to examine the ideological formulations of the twentieth century  to see how violent peace and its attainment might be. War has always  been used to establish or expand a specific version or conceptualisation  of peace, a peace that is just in the eyes of defenders or aggressors, as  the 1990 Gulf War over Kuwait's sovereignty or the Crusades over the  possession of the Holy Land might illustrate. Defining and construct­  ing peace has therefore always been a self-interested endeavor, even  for idealists. Violence deployed to attain a specific version of peace may or may not be relatively less than the violence that would occur if  an intervention did not take place (as with the argument commonly  made over the use of atomic weapons against Japan at the end of   World War II).

The focus on preventing military conflict comes at the direct expense of attempts to address structural violence

Chris Cuomo, Ph.D @ University of Wisconsin, Madison Department of Philosophy, 1996, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, pg. 30

Philosophical attention to war has typically appeared in the form of justifications for entering into war, and over appropriate activities within war. The spatial metaphors used to refer to war as a separate, bounded sphere indicate assumptions that war is a realm of human activity vastly removed from normal life, or a sort of happening that is appropriately conceived apart from everyday events in peaceful times. Not surprisingly, most discussions of the political and ethical dimensions of war discuss war solely as an event -- an occurrence, or collection of occurrences, having clear beginnings and endings that are typically marked by formal, institutional declarations. As happenings, wars and military activities can be seen as motivated by identifiable, if complex, intentions, and directly enacted by individual and collective decision-makers and agents of states. But many of the questions about war that are of interest to feminists -- including how large-scale, state-sponsored violence affects women and members of other oppressed groups; how military violence shapes gendered, raced, and nationalistic political realities and moral imaginations; what such violence consists of and why it persists; how it is related to other oppressive and violent institutions and hegemonies -- cannot be adequately pursued by focusing on events. These issues are not merely a matter of good or bad intentions and identifiable decisions.

The affirmative solves their disadvantage – promoting gender equality solves international violence

Mary Caprioli, Professor, University of Tennessee, 2003, “Gender Equality and State Aggression: The Impact of Domestic Gender Equality on State First Use of Force,” pg. 196 

Similarly, the absence of domestic oppression and violence associated with gendered hierarchies should also lead to lower state aggression internationally. There are two strong theoretical reasons for expecting gender-equal societies to be less aggressive internationally: First, structural hierarchies are inherently violent, which has been shown to increase state aggression internationally. As with arguments for the liberal peace in which positive values partly determine state behavior internationally, negative values of inequality and violence should partly determine state behavior internationally. Secondly, Carson (1993) offers evidence that the police force has become less violent with an increased number of female officers integrated at all levels of the police force, rather than resulting in a greater level of aggression in female police officers, thus leading to the broader expectation that the inclusion of women as equal members of society should result in a change in overall societal values, not in a change in women's values regardless of their source.

AT: Counterplans

Any solution that does not forefront criticisms of militarism makes solutions to structural violence impossible
Chris Cuomo, Ph.D @ University of Wisconsin, Madison Department of Philosophy, 1996, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, pg. np

Feminist ethical questions about war are not reducible to wondering how to avoid large-scale military conflict despite human tendencies toward violence. Instead, the central questions concern the omnipresence of militarism, the possibilities of making its presence visible, and the potential for resistance to its physical and hegemonic force. Like "solutions" to the preponderance of violence perpetrated by men against women that fail to analyze and articulate relationships between everyday violence and institutionalized or invisible systems of patriarchal, racist, and economic oppression, analyses that characterize eruptions of military violence as isolated, persistent events, are practically and theoretically insufficient.

Our affirmative is a criticism of the net-benefit – there is always a “risk” of military conflict, but we should ignore low probability impacts to solve structural violence

Ole Waever, Ph.D. in Political Science and Professor of International Relations at COPRI, 2004, Contemporary Security Analysis and Copenhagen Peace Research, pg 62-63

The short-term reaction to the 11 September attacks on the USA in 2001 might be re-assertion of single-minded aspirations for absolute security with little concern for liberty and and for boomerang effects on future security (Bigo 2002), but in general debates, the ‘risk’ way of thinking about international affairs is making itself increasingly felt.  We have seen during the last twenty years a spread of the originally specifically international concept of security in its securitization function to more and more spheres of ‘domestic’ life, and now society takes its revenge by transforming the concept of security along lines of risk thinking (Waever 2002).  Politically, the concepts of peace and security are changing places in these years. ‘Security studies’ and ‘peace research’ werer shaped in important ways by the particular Cold War context, though not the way it is often implied in fast politicians’ statements about the post-Cold War irrelevance of peace research.  ‘Peace research’ and ‘security studies’ I(or rather ‘strategic studies’) meant, respectibley to oppose or to accept the official Western policy problematique.  Today, it is the othe way round.  ‘Peace research’ might be dated because peace is so apologetic to be intellectually uninteresting, while security is potentially the name of a radical, subversive agenda.  

Leaving troops in South Korea ensures status quo balance of power politics that make all of our impacts inevitable

Rodrigo Tavares, Ph.D. in Peace and Development Studies from the University of Gothenburg, School of Global Studies, 2008, “Understanding regional peace and security: a framework for analysis.”, Contemporary Politics, pg. np

The first instrument, armed violence, can be seen as a mechanism of state policy to shape the international system. In a paradoxical perspective, realist scholars and conservative policy makers tend to consider war as a rational tool to carve international order and stability (Waltz 1959; see also Howard 1970). The second instrument, balance of power, is an instrument (or a set of instruments) that states use to band together and pool their capabilities whenever one state or group of states appears to become a threat as it gathers a disproportionate amount of power. Although balance of power could be interpreted as a concept or a strategic doctrine, here the emphasis is on the mechanisms used by political agents to balance each other’s capabilities. In conjugation with this, hegemony is the dominance of one state over other states, with or without the threat of force, to the extent that, for instance, the dominant party can dictate the terms of relationship to its advantage. In the same line, alliances are military collective defence arrangements of states formed as a response to a common threat and as a way of maximizing security and minimizing the eventuality of an external attack. Modern military alliances are the subject of a significant body of literature (Osgood 1968, Walt 1987, 1997).

AT:  Consult SK CP

US is setting up an official consultation mechanism with South Korea now over extended deterrence issues – CP is totally unnecessary

Canberra Times, senior research fellow @ Institute of Southeast Asian Studies, 8-5-2009, “N-Clouds Over A US Umbrella,” p. np

In March, Yukio Satoh, a leading Japanese strategic thinker, said that Japan's adherence to these principles depended largely on the credibility of the US-Japan Security Treaty and America's commitment to defend Japan from any offensive action, including nuclear threats.  He added, ''A unique feature of the Japan-US security arrangements is that there have been no consultations on how American extended deterrence should function, nor even any mechanism put in place for such consultations.'' To arrest this dangerous drift, the US sent senior officials to Tokyo for talks last month. They gave an assurance that the US commitment to protect Japan was ''absolutely unshakeable''.  The two sides also agreed to establish an official framework for discussions on how the nuclear umbrella should function and other deterrence measures. A similar consultation channel is expected to be set up by the US and South Korea.
South Korea would say no – they like relations with the US

Carin Zissis, Council on Foreign Relations, 4-14-2008, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/11459/ussouth_korea_alliance.html

The longstanding U.S.-South Korea alliance, originally established during the early years of the Cold War as a bulwark against the communist expansion in Asia, has undergone a series of transformations in recent years. Since 1998, when political power passed for the first time from the dictatorial ruling party to the political opposition, the United Democratic Party, successive UDP governments have steered a more independent course from Washington, sometimes leading to friction. During the tenure of President George W. Bush, the once solid alliance went through a difficult period. Among the many issues that bedeviled ties was disagreement over how to handle Pyongyang’s erratic behavior, a generational divide in South Korea on the alliance and the U.S. military presence that underpins it, an ascendant China, and disagreements during bilateral trade negotiations. In 2007, the countries signed a bilateral free trade accord and agreed to a rearrangement of the military command structure that gives Seoul a greater say in its own defense. They also narrowed their differences on North Korea policy. In 2007, a conservative, Lee Myung-bak of the Grand National Party, won South Korea’s presidency, and his party followed up with victories in 2008 parliamentary elections, ending two decades of UDP dominance. Lee strongly supports the U.S. free trade agreement and takes a harder line on North Korea unlike his two predecessors.
South Korea would say no – they’re scared of going faster than status quo drawdown

Carin Zissis, Council on Foreign Relations, 4-14-2008, “The U.S.-South Korea Alliance,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/11459/ussouth_korea_alliance.html

In February 2007, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates and South Korean Minister of National Defense Kim Jang-soo reaffirmed that the U.S. Force Korea (USFK), the combined American air, ground, and naval forces, will transfer its wartime command authority to South Korea by 2012. The peacetime command was transferred to Korea in 1994, and transition of the wartime operational control (OPCON) is expected to be completed on April 17, 2012. The current ROK-U.S. Combined Forces Command (CFC) will be disestablished. The two have agreed on a slow drawdown in the number of U.S.troops, as well as a redeployment of American forces away from populated areas close to the northern border. The United States handed control of some military bases over to South Korea in 2004, and announced its plans to decrease its number of troops from roughly 30,000 at present to 25,000 by 2008. The Bush administration already reduced the U.S.military presence in South Korea to 28,000 troops as the U.S. Defense Department saw greater need for military resources in Middle East conflicts. For his part, former President Roh depicted the power transfer, and gradual troop withdrawal as a matter of national sovereignty.  The rearrangement of the U.S.-South Korea military alliance has represented a hot domestic political issue in South Korea since the negotiation of command structural began. Citing concerns about Seoul’s defense preparedness, some conservative sectors in Korea insist on renegotiating the year of the transfer. The rise of South Korea’s defense budget from 2.8 percent of GDP in 2007 to 3.2 percent in 2008, and the costs of relocating U.S. troops out of the Yongsan garrison in Seoul, also faced criticism. Others were suspicious of the U.S. military presence and remembered the 2002 killings of two South Korean teenagers who were accidentally struck by a USFK armored vehicle, an incident which sparked widespread street protest.
AT: Hegemony Disadvantage

US troops in South Korea aren’t necessary to deter China

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 2-1-2003, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment, Part 2,” http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0303e.asp
Of course, some people back the U.S. presence in Korea for what Avery Goldstein, director of the Foreign Policy Research Institute’s Asia Program, calls “dual-use” purposes. That is, North Korea provides a convenient pretext to maintain troops actually directed at other purposes — containing China, restraining Japan, and maintaining regional stability. Alas for supporters of American involvement, Goldstein worries that “rapprochement on the Korean peninsula will eliminate this line of argument and require the U.S. and its allies, including Japan, to offer new justifications for their post-Cold War military postures.” Imagine, peace breaking out and ruining the argument for continued U.S. occupation! Poor Washington.  The “dual-use” arguments are outmoded, however. Whatever the future course of Chinese-U.S. relations, and Beijing is not an inevitable enemy, the forces in Korea (especially the lone Army division) would be of little use, since America would hardly be so foolish as to fight a ground war against China.

The “Dual Use” argument is more likely to chain the US in unnecessary conflicts

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 2-1-2003, “Ending the Anachronistic Korean Commitment, Part 2,” http://www.fff.org/freedom/fd0303e.asp
Moreover, Japan is not about to embark upon another imperialist rampage. Finally, the greatest threats to regional stability are internal — Muslim insurgency and political chaos in the Philippines; democratic protests and ethnic conflict in Burma; economic, ethnic, nationalistic, and religious division in Indonesia. There is little that U.S. forces stationed in Korea could do to solve any of these problems even if the American people had the slightest interest in Washington’s getting involved in such irrelevant troubles.

Other bases in the region check a vacuum of power

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world, 2003, “The Mythical North Korean Threat,” http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm
It may take many years for the two Koreas to unite, meanwhile the USA can contribute to peace and save billions of dollars by starting a withdrawal of forces.  The US Army can increase its ability to deploy expeditionary forces in Asia by cutting infrastructure in Korea and forming a solid division at Fort Lewis.  The USA already has a huge logistical infrastructure in Japan, Hawaii and Guam, it doesn't need bases in Korea.  American forces should continue to train with South Korea, but the $5 billion a year military base subsidy to South Korea must end.  Unfortunately, lying about the Korean situation has become a cornerstone of the Pentagon's effort to boost military spending beyond Cold War levels.  

North Korea does not threaten US allies

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at The Cato Institute and adjunct scholar for The Future of Freedom Foundation, 6-4-2009, North Korea: Paper Tiger, http://www.campaignforliberty.com/article.php?view=100
It is obvious, then, that the DPRK doesn't pose much of a conventional threat to the South. The Kim regime could invade the ROK, but doing so would be far more likely to end in the destruction of the North than the South. And nothing suggests that Kim Jong-il is seeking martyrdom: he wants his virgins in this life, not the next.   Japan worries about threats from Pyongyang, but the former is more than capable of defending itself. Japan possesses the world's second largest economy, noted for its technological sophistication. There is little that Tokyo could not build or buy. More than 60 years after the end of World War II, it is time for Japan to take over responsibility for its own defense.   The DPRK has neither the interest nor the ability to challenge other nations in the region -- Indonesia, Australia, Philippines, et al. The North possesses an antiquated army and little else, not a globe-spanning military like that of the U.S. 

AT: Asian Conflict Disadvantage

There is no risk of Asian conflict

Richard Bitzinger and Barry Desker, PhD from UCLA and Senior Fellow @ International Studies Perspectives, Dean of the S Rajaratnam School of International Studies, 2008, “Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” Survival, pg. 105

Yet despite all these potential crucibles of conflict, the Asia-Pacific, if not an area of serenity and calm, is certainly more stable than one might expect. To be sure, there are separatist movements and internal struggles, particularly with insurgencies, as in Thailand, the Philippines and Tibet. Since the resolution of the East Timor crisis, however, the region has been relatively free of open armed warfare. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance, but its impact is contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict any time soon, especially given recent Kuomintang Party victories in Taiwan and efforts by Taiwan and China to re-open informal channels of consultation as well as institutional relationships between organisations responsible for cross-strait relations. And while in Asia there is no strong supranational political entity like the European Union, there are many multilateral organisations and international initiatives dedicated to enhancing peace and stability, including the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Proliferation Security Initiative and the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation. In Southeast Asia, countries are united in a common geopolitical and economic organisation - the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) - which is dedicated to peaceful economic, social and cultural development, and to the promotion of regional peace and stability. ASEAN has played a key role in conceiving and establishing broader regional institutions such as the East Asian Summit, ASEAN+3 (China, Japan and South Korea) and the ASEAN Regional Forum. All this suggests that war in Asia - while not inconceivable - is unlikely.

Indian aggression makes Asian wars unstoppable

Sajjad Shaukat, Staff, 3-12-2009, “India sabotages South Asian peace,” Asia Times, pg. np

Particularly India, while considering a ‘nuclearised’ Pakistan an obstacle in its way of regional dominance, leaves no stone unturned in maligning the latter by every possible tactic. For this aim, New Delhi has launched a perennial campaign against Pakistan by supporting unrest, insurgency and separatism. A number of suicide attacks, bombblasts, and sporadic fighting in the tribal region of our country including terror-attack on Sri Lankan cricket team might be noted as instance.  

There is no risk of an Asian arms race

No Asian arms race – cost, history, and unstrategic

James Manicom, Ph.D. student, and Andrew O’Neil, Associate Professor of International Relations at Flinders University,  8-26-2009, “Sino-Japanese strategic relations: will rivalry lead to confrontation?” Australian Journal of International Affairs, 63.2, p. 224-225

The first claim concerning the likelihood of a Sino-Japanese arms race and the consequences for regional proliferation is vulnerable to criticism on at least two counts. First, China would struggle to sustain an arms race at any level with any advanced industrial power, including Japan. Despite highly optimistic projections about future rates of Chinese economic growth, its low per capita gross domestic product levels mean that China’s delicate social equilibrium between the relatively rich and the relatively poor remains susceptible to any contraction in the country’s overall economic growth rate (Roubini 2008). This, coupled with the ongoing trouble that the Chinese Communist Party is having in dealing with corruption and entropy through the processes of economic decentralisation, leaves it far more vulnerable than many estimates would suggest. Embarking on an arms race with Japan at either the nuclear or conventional level would have a seriously adverse impact on China’s economic growth, a fact presumably appreciated in Beijing. For China’s governing elites, there is simply no alternative to sustained economic growth. For this reason alone, China has not sought to match Japan’s conventional force acquisitions, and there are no grounds for assuming that it would adopt a different approach in the nuclear realm. 

AT:  US-South Korea Relations DA – Resilient

US-ROK alliance is resilient

Daniel Sneider, Assoc. Dir. @ Asia-Pac Research Center @ Stanford, 2006, “Re-Imagining The U.S.-ROK Alliance,” http://www.mansfieldfdn.org/programs/program_pdfs/rok_us_sneider.pdf

The alliance between the Republic of Korea and the United States has been facing new pressures in recent months. Leaders in Washington and Seoul are visibly out of synch in their response to the escalatory actions of North Korea, beginning with the July 4 missile tests and leading to the October 9 nuclear explosion. South Korean leaders seem more concerned with the danger that Washington may instigate conflict than they are with North Korea’s profoundly provocative acts. American officials increasingly see Seoul as irrelevant to any possible solution to the problem. Officials on both sides valiantly try to find areas of agreement and to paper over differences. But if attempts to restart the six-party talks on North Korea falter again, it is likely this divide will resurface.          There is a tendency on both sides of the Pacific to overdraw a portrait of an alliance on the verge of collapse. Crises in the U.S.-ROK alliance are hardly new. As I have written elsewhere, there never was a “golden age” in our alliance that was free from tension. Korean discomfort with an alliance founded on dependency and American unease with Korean nationalism have been a constant since the early days of this relationship. Clashes over how to respond to North Korea have been a staple of the alliance since its earliest days.          Korean-American relations today are much deeper than at the inception of this alliance. Our interests are intertwined on many fronts, not least as major players in the global economic and trading system. We share fundamental values as democratic societies, built on the rule of law and the free flow of ideas. There is a large, and growing, contact between our two peoples, from trade and tourism to immigration.
US-ROK needs to adapt to new realities

Stephen J. Flanagan, Dir. Institute for National Strategic Studies, March 2004, “The U.S.-ROK Alliance,” INSS Special Report, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/Strforum/SR_04/SR_04.htm

The U.S.-ROK alliance, a pillar of East Asia security for more than 50 years, is faced with a complex set of challenges that will test its continuing relevance. The attacks of September 11 and the American commitment to wage a global war on terrorism have accelerated the transformation of the U.S. military from a static Cold War defense posture to a globally deployable and employable strike force. Meanwhile, on the Korean Peninsula, the threat posed by North Korea has become more dangerous as its nuclear challenge has become manifest. In South Korea, a new generation has come into political power over the past decade, and a generational fault line now divides the country on issues related to North Korea and relations with the United States. In this context, transforming the Armed Forces and the U.S. military presence globally and on the Korean Peninsula will require significant restructuring of alliance roles and missions. The challenge to the two partners is either to adapt to new realities or watch the alliance wither away.
AT:  US-South Korea Relations DA – Resilient Cont’d

Past crisis prove the US-ROK relationship is resilient

David I. Steinberg, Dir. Asian Studies @ Georgetown, Fall/Winter 2006, „The U.S.-ROK Alliance,“ Int’l J. of Korean Studies, v. X, no. 2, http://www.icks.org/publication/pdf_2006_f/1_Steinberg.pdf.

Non-specialist Americans, if they think of the Korean

Peninsula at all, focus on the crisis that the U.S. faces with North Korea over nuclear and missile issues. Yet there are two crises facing the U.S. in that volatile and dangerous location that has been for two millennia a nexus of regional conflict. The first is the more obvious one with North Korea that the Bush administration has yet seriously to address on a bilateral basis, and still seems unwilling to do so at the highest levels; and the second crisis, a stealth one between South Korea and the U.S.– one that is obscured by both a lack of transparency on relations on the part of both governments and by the media in the United States that has under-reported the issue. The prospect of the Bush-Roh summit did raise its visibility, but the meeting itself and its aftermath were poorly reported in the United States and the subsequent limited official statements lacked depth and implied substantial disagreements.1 The second crisis with South Korea is arguably as profound as the first for longer-range relations and stability in Northeast Asia. Although both are related, they are not coterminous. In 2004, there were a plethora of conferences and statements on the strength of the U.S.-ROK alliance, which that year celebrated its half-century, and congratulations were proffered all around. Yet this was a simplistic exercise in public relations– well meaning no doubt, but one that effectively undermined the need for serious consideration of where the alliance had taken the intertwined relations between both states, where it was likely to lead, let alone the tensions under which it has operated for most of its history. The relationship was both enduring and endured, and by both sides. Relations have continuously been subject to various, sometimes, extreme, tensions.2 Commendations were presented for the past, but the future was ignored except for hortatory comments that were not  prescriptions for policy. A few years ago, the commander of UN forces in Korea said at a conference that U.S.-ROK relations were the best they had ever been. This was patent nonsense, insulting to our intelligence and destructive of effective policy formulation. In addition, until recently, the official Korean position was that there were no issues that could not be, or were not being, negotiated. This public euphoria has now changed, one would like to say for the better, but, alas, that would not be accurate. But the now- admitted issues connected with the alliance do provide an opportunity, devoutly to be consummated, to confront the present with the prospect of bettering the future. One cannot be sanguine that this will happen. The prognosis thus must be moderately pessimistic, for both sides have their own set of dilemmas. The depth of analytic assessments by specialists and academicians are too often shunted aside by those who make policy. In Korea, the government and the President are split with an opposition political party that has accused the Roh administration of destroying U.S.-Korean amity. Whether entirely accurate or not, their charges are given less credence than might otherwise be the case because of generic confrontations: in Korea; if party A is in favor of anything, party B is immediately against it, whatever “it” may be. So do the articulated concerns of the opposition concerning the poor state of U.S.-South Korean relations translate into an acceptable policy framework to the populace? The Roh administration has been intent on restructuring the South Korean elite, with whom the U.S. has negotiated for many years across a number of Korean administrations.3 However unsuccessful in toto this attempt will be, and the Korean courts have invalidated some such attempts, it cannot help but affect negotiations with the U.S. Changing attitudes within the Korea power structure have negatively influenced U.S. policy makers. In the relatively new Korean democracy, the opinions of the people now really do count, and civil society is both highly nationalistic and active and profoundly important: they shape as well as reflect popular sentiment.4 Do the people agree with the opposition or do they simply feel that the administration is perceived as so incompetent that its credibility and popularity have been severely reduced? In the United States, attention is completely focused on the various debacles occurring in the Middle East. Policy formulation, and that may be too gracious a phrase, is constricted to a small group whose concerns, understandably, are in a different region, whose attention is otherwise focused, and who would prefer not to negotiate with an “evil“ North Korean regime. Insofar as any senior people have the time to consider Korea, the North Korean crisis trumps all, as inevitably it must from an American vantage point. Yet those problems-–North Korean nuclear and missile issues–are often approached from an ideological stance that makes amelioration of the problems or negotiating a solution less probable.
AT:  US-South Korea Relations DA – Alt-Causes

Lots of fights with the ROK, didn’t tank the alliance

Daniel Sneider, Assoc. Dir. @ Asia-Pac Research Center @ Stanford, 2006, “Re-Imagining The U.S.-ROK Alliance,” http://www.mansfieldfdn.org/programs/program_pdfs/rok_us_sneider.pdf

By this definition, the U.S.-ROK alliance is in need of a profound re-examination. The ‘shared recognition’ of a common threat from North Korea that was at the core of the alliance is badly tattered. As a consequence, there is no real agreement on what actions are needed to counter that threat.          There is a troubling lack of will on both sides to engage in policy consultations that involve an understanding of the interests and views of both sides, much less setting clear expectations for allied behavior. Major decisions such as the phasing out of the CFC have been made without adequate discussion.          Americans and Koreans need, in effect, to re-imagine our alliance. We should do so with the understanding that there is still substantial popular support for this alliance, despite conventional wisdom to the contrary. The problems of alliance support may lie more in policy-making elites in both countries than in the general public. That suggests that a concerted effort to reinvigorate the alliance will find public backing.

US-ROK Alliance toast – anti-Americanism

Seung-Hwan Kim, Int’l Affairs Prof @ Myongji, 2003, “Anti-Americanism in Korea,” Wash. Q., http://www.thewashingtonquarterly.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kim.pdf

Anti-Americanism is growing at a startling rate in South Korea, potentially escalating into a serious problem that could jeopardize the future of the U.S.-Korean alliance. Although previously limited to the concern of a minority of leftist nongovernmental organizations, student activists, and some liberals, anti-American sentiments have now spread into almost all strata of Korean society, ranging from the policymaking elite in the govern- ment and the intellectuals to members of the middle class and the younger generation.    Beyond its overall increase, the sources of anti-Americanism have be- come more complex and diverse. Following the attacks on September 11, ironically, U.S. policy toward North Korea has become another cause of popular South Korean resentment toward the United States. According to a recent public opinion poll, 63 percent of South Koreans have unfavorable feelings toward the United States, and 56 percent feel that anti-American- ism is growing stronger in the Republic of Korea (ROK).1 Unless Washing- ton and Seoul work together on a course of action to counter this trend, these popular Korean attitudes could become a critical wildcard harming the future of the U.S.-Korean relationship.

Major alt-causes to the US-South Korean alliance

Scott Snyder, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy @ The Asia Foundation, February 2009, “Strengthening the U.S.-ROK Alliance,” http://asiafoundation.org/publications/pdf/511

Then, the paper will analyze a number of significant obstacles in the way of thinking about a comprehensive alliance. The first critical challenge is the need to bridge the differences in perspectives that exist given that the United States views security in global terms while South Korea’s focus traditionally begins and ends with the peninsula. But in a globalized world, to focus only on peninsular security is a luxury South Korea can no longer afford, while the United States must take into account the security situation on the Korean peninsula as an important consideration in promoting global stability. Second, it is critical to gain public support for broadening the alliance. This obstacle is particularly formidable in South Korea, where the public remains ideologically polarized and there is little room to imagine a new alliance concept unburdened by the legacy of past inequalities. But if the alliance can be cast on the basis of shared interests in ways that enhance South Korea’s position and boost its capacity to reach its potential in both a regional and global context, it should be possible to overcome such divisions. A third obstacle lies with the perceptions of South Korea’s neighbors. It will be important that the rationale for alliance cooperation derive primarily from common interests on the basis of a convergence of shared values, not in the first instance on the basis of a perception of common threat. The expansion of mutual interests on the basis of broader, more intensive cooperation should provide a rationale for enhanced coordination that should not be challenged in the region since the alliance is not primarily directed at countering a threat from a third party. Fourth, the challenge of finding the resources necessary to invest in broader alliance cooperation—and the ability of the two governments to mobilize those resources effectively to meet new challenges—will determine the robustness of an expanded relationship.
AT: Pacifism Bad

History is on our side – calls to war breed violence – they can never provide an answer to violence 
Laurie Calhoun, former professor of Philosophy @ University of South Florida, 2000, Peace Review 12.3, pg. np

According to utilitarianism, in order to assess the morality of a war, one must calculate the reasonably foreseeable outcomes of the war. What are, in reality, the effects of bombing campaigns? In addition to being illogical, the practical implications of "fighting fire with fire" are staggering. Note that nothing about the justice of war follows from the fact that warfare has existed throughout the history of human societies. What follows more plausibly from the historical record of humankind is that violence breeds violence. In all belligerent conflicts, both sides believe themselves to be right. They cannot both be right, for their claims are mutually inconsistent. Still, each side interprets its own acts of killing as "justified" (in terms of either self defense or just retribution for the past actions of other people, who thus became "the enemy"). It is simple, but foolish, to dichotomize battling factions into stark categories of good and evil, as though the world were black and white.
Violence is like fighting fire with fire – it’s self-defeating and makes structural violence more likely

Laurie Calhoun, former professor of Philosophy @ University of South Florida, 2000, Peace Review 12.3, pg. np

 In assessing the possible effects of prospective military action, one must attempt to understand the perspective of the victims of the action. It matters not, pragmatically speaking, what the absolute truth happens to be. People act and can only act in accordance with their own interpretations of what they take to be the facts. Fighting fire with fire is self defeating, since collateral damage apologies are satisfying only to the killers, never to the families of the victims. Violence breeds violence because it generates new victims who feel compelled to avenge themselves and their brethren for what they interpret to have been unjust attacks against them. Utilitarianism could not salvage the notion of "just war," even if leaders were capable of abandoning their deep-seated prejudices.  National leaders who speak in the idiom of just war theory paint themselves as soberly rational agents seeking only to act in accordance with the dictates of morality, but allusions to just war theory are as empty as the rhetoric of political campaigns. Just as all candidates claim to be "honest," "hard-working," and "concerned," all leaders paint their causes as "just." Leaders are adept at devising moral interpretations of their own acts of aggression. Was the invasion of Kuwait moral? According to Saddam Hussein, yes.

Their logic will be used to justify any conflict

Howard Zinn, Professor @ Boston College, 2002, Phi Kappa Phi Forum 82.2, pg. np

Pacifism does not mean it appeasement." That word is often hurled at those who condemn the present war on Afghanistan, and it is accompanied by references to Churchill, Chamberlain, Munich. World War II analogies are conveniently summoned forth when there is a need to justify a war, however irrelevant to a particular situation. At the suggestion that we withdraw from Vietnam, or not make war on Iraq, the word "appeasement" was bandied about. The glow of the "good war" has repeatedly been used to obscure the nature of all the bad wars we have fought since 1945.  Let's examine that analogy. Czechoslovakia was handed to the voracious Hitler to "appease" him. Germany was an aggressive nation expanding its power, and to help it in its expansion was not wise. But today we do not face an expansionist power that demands to be appeased. We ourselves are the expansionist power - troops in Saudi Arabia, bombings of Iraq, military bases all over the world, naval vessels on every sea - and that, along with Israel's expansion into the West Bank and Gaza Strip, has aroused anger.  It was wrong to give up Czechoslovakia to appease Hitler. It is not wrong to withdraw our military from the Middle East, or for Israel to withdraw from the occupied territories, because there is no right to be there. That is not appeasement. That is justice.  Opposing the bombing of Afghanistan does not constitute "giving into terrorism" or "appeasement." It asks that other means be found than war to solve the problems that confront us. King and Gandhi both believed in action - nonviolent direct action, which is more powerful and certainly more morally defensible than war.  To reject war is not to "turn the other cheek," as pacifism has been caricatured. It is, in the present instance, to act in ways that do not imitate the terrorists.

AT: Kritiks

Permutation do both – If the alternative results in the removal of US troops from South Korea, then it doesn’t compete – if it does, then the affirmative harms are a disadvantage

The plan solves their impact – using structures of domination is politically necessary if it is the only way to end oppression

Lawrence Grossburg, University of Illinois, We Gotta Get Outta This Place, 1992, p. 362-364

Left intellectuals have constructed their own irrelevance, not through their “elitist” language, but through their refusal to find appropriate forms and sites of authority. Authority is not necessarily authoritarian; it need not claim the privilege of an autonomous, sovereign and unified speaking subject. In the face of real historical relations of domination and subordination, political intervention seems to demand, as part of the political responsibility of those empowered to speak, that they speak to—and sometimes for—others. And sometimes that speech must address questions about the relative importance of different struggles and the relative value, even the enabling possibilities of, different structures.

We should not reject institutions to solve structural harms

Stephen Eric Bronner, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, 2004, Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, p. x-xii

Conservatism may have set the agenda since the last quarter of the twentieth century. But that does not justify the resignation and increasingly debilitating pessimism as​sociated with so many current forms of “radical” thought. Genuinely pro​gressive changes have occurred: dictators have fallen and more citizens of the world have been enfranchised; battles for economic justice have been won; racism and sexism are on the defensive; and there has been poetry— good poetry—after Auschwitz. Easy to downplay the gains, suggest that they have now been “absorbed”; and embrace a new version of the old and tired attitude known as “cultural pessimism.” Cynicism always comes cheap. The real challenge lies in recognizing how the “system,” which was never as “to​tally administered” as many would like to think has been changed for the better through social action inspired by Enlightenment ideals. The closed society has become more open and—against the provincial, religious, exploitative, and authoritarian sources of opposition—it has the potential of becoming more open still. Deciding to enter the fray, however, becomes more difficult when relying on philosophical perspectives that leave their supporters wandering about lost in Hegel’s night in which all cows are black. It is necessary to distinguish between traditions not by making refer​ence to metaphysics, but rather by looking at the political and ideological conflicts between actual movements. 

(  )  We can work within a dominant system and still resist

Michel Foucault, 1980, Philosophy, Politics, and Culture, pg. 154

FOUCAULT We must escape from the dilemma of being either for or against. After all, it is possible to face up to a government and remain standing. To work with a government implies neither subjection nor total acceptance. One may work with it and yet be restive. I even believe that the two things go together.
The affirmative outweighs

a) Colonialism – US military basing is based on a colonialist and imperialist motivation that makes war, human rights violations and environmental collapse inevitable.  Focusing on the outgrowths of colonialism is the only way to address the root cause.

b) Gender Violence – structural inequality means 52 percent of the global population can’t access their movement.  Prefer affirmative solvency over idealist appeals to a utopian world.

c) Military violence – The plan leads to East Asian peace, which makes movement success more likely – means the affirmative is a pre-requisite to alternative solvency.
***Generic Advantage Core***
US Is Overstretched Now

The US is overstreched now

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow @ CATO Institute, 4-15-2010, “Bad Investments,” National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23236

It’s always better not to fight alone. Presumably that’s why Washington has paid small states to fight on America’s behalf. Alas, it’s a wasteful policy which has encouraged countries to neglect their own defense. The Obama administration is continuing to expand U.S. forces in Afghanistan. Yet the military is stretched: American personnel have been in battle and on occupation duty continually since late 2001. Military outlays run roughly $700 billion and, adjusted for inflation, exceed spending at any point during the Korean, Vietnam and Cold Wars.  Moreover, international support for America’s wars is ebbing. Although Washington enjoyed more backing for attacking Afghanistan than invading Iraq, fatigue is affecting America’s closest allies. Countries like Canada intend to withdraw their contingents and even heretofore steadfast Great Britain is debating its commitment.

US military is overstretched

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow @ CATO Institute, 4-15-2010, “Bad Investments,” National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23236

Even worse from America’s standpoint is the fact that these nations appear to believe that providing minuscule aid in Iraq or Afghanistan entitles them to be defended by the United States—presumably with nuclear weapons, if necessary. Many Georgians begged for American intervention against Russia. “We helped you in Iraq” was a common refrain.  Last December Mikheil Saakashvili explained that his government sent troops to Afghanistan to win Washington’s favor: “Even though Georgia is not yet a NATO member—and while we know our path to membership may be long—we see ourselves as firmly allied in purpose and values with the U.S. and the transatlantic community.” Saakashvili also has said that “Georgia will be more protected” once the Afghan and Iraqi wars are resolved, according to Paul J. Saunders of the Nixon Center. Michael Hikari Cecire argues that in deploying troops to Afghanistan, “Georgia hopes to purchase security guarantees against powerful Russia.”  America’s military is overstretched, but the cause is Washington’s policy of promiscuous intervention. Renting tiny contingents of soldiers from minor allies is no solution. Washington should stop pretending that it can buy itself out of the growing morass in Afghanistan.

US military is badly overstretched

Anna Mulrine, 1-16-2009, “Obama to Confront Limit of America’s Overstretched Military,” USNWR, http://www.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2009/01/16/obama-to-confront-limits-of-americas-overstretched-military.html

With progress in Iraq still precarious and the war in Afghanistan growing ever more violent, the American military remains overburdened and, U.S. officials repeatedly point out, dangerously overstretched. Troops are also exhausted, after back-to-back tours that are leaving a growing number of military families in shambles.  It's hardly an alluring recruiting scenario. But top U.S. military leaders warn that if the Pentagon is to continue to meet its responsibilities around the world, it will need more troops.  "You can't do what we've been asked to do with the number of people we have," Undersecretary of the Army Nelson Ford noted in a recent interview, driving home what has long been conventional wisdom within the halls of the Pentagon: Shortages in the military ranks will be one of the chief national security challenges of the Barack Obama administration.  Indeed, those demands will likely only grow greater under Obama's watch, particularly after his anticipated approval of plans to send 30,000 additional forces to Afghanistan. There, troops will not only be called upon to fight hard against increasingly sophisticated Taliban forces, but they will also need to put expert-level logisticians in place to figure out how to supply this influx of soldiers and marines—what amounts to a doubling of current U.S. force levels.

US Is Overstretched Now – AT:  Other Countries Fill-In

Other countries don’t fill in for US overstretch

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow @ CATO Institute, 4-15-2010, “Bad Investments,” National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23236

In an attempt to pump up the number of allied personnel, Washington plans to rent support from a gaggle of small states which have contributed about 1,300 troops, or about one percent, of the total troops in Afghanistan.  The Pentagon currently runs a $350 million program to improve anti-terrorism capabilities of allied powers. Much of the money has been earmarked for Yemen, a source of terrorist attacks on the United States.  Another $50 million is being directed to Croatia, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, Latvia and Lithuania. Exactly what they have to do with terrorism is less clear, since none of them has ever been targeted by al-Qaeda.  The money will mostly go to purchase equipment, with some funds spent on training to deal with roadside explosives. The Pentagon rejects charges that the money is “bribery,” but it’s hard to see what else Washington is buying.  Rick Nelson of the Center for Strategic and International Studies argues: “at the end of the day, we’re asking these allies to join us and we want them to be valuable partners. And some lack the resources to be partners in ways we need them to do so.”  Why, however, does the United States want Croatia, Estonia, Georgia, Hungary, Latvia, and Lithuania as partners in Afghanistan? Not to be unkind, but why bother? None are serious military powers offering serious military forces. Most embarrassing was the Bush administration’s “Coalition of the Willing,” a group of 49 supposedly essential allies which backed the war in Iraq.  Six didn’t even have a military. Another 39 contributed nothing to the war. Among the global leaders backing up America were Albania, El Salvador, Eritrea, Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Tonga, and Uzbekistan. Only Australia, Denmark, Great Britain, and Poland contributed military forces, and only Britain’s contingent was substantial.

Other countries can’t fill-in – don’t give enough troops to make a difference

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow @ CATO Institute, 4-15-2010, “Bad Investments,” National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23236

A number of nations subsequently contributed occupation troops, with a few European states providing low thousands. Most of the contingents barely registered, however: 24 Moldovans, 29 Kazakhs, 40 Estonians, 46 Armenians, 51 Filipinos, 55 Tongans, 61 Kiwis, and 77 Macedonians. Iceland provided two soldiers. Some countries, including Mongolia, Romania, Latvia, El Salvador, Singapore, Bulgaria, Azerbaijan, Albania, Czech Republic, Honduras, Nicaragua, Thailand, Dominican Republic, Portugal, Hungary, Norway, Lithuania, and Slovakia at least broke three digits. Japan provided 600 people, but they were not allowed to defend themselves: Danish and Australian personnel had to guard the Japanese “soldiers.”  This was politics disguised as military assistance.  The practice is being repeated in Afghanistan. Ten countries—eight European states along with Canada and Turkey—break four figures, most on the low side. Another 18, all Europeans other than Georgia and New Zealand, have provided contingents numbering in the three digits.  Then there are the true behemoths: 95 from Finland, 90 from Azerbaijan, 70 from Slovenia, 40 from Armenia, 40 from Singapore, 25 from United Arab Emirates, 15 from Greece, 10 from Bosnia and Herzegovina, 9 from Luxembourg, 8 from Ukraine, 7 from Ireland, 6 from Jordan, 4 from Iceland, 4 from Montenegro, and 3 from Austria.  Small contingents like these obviously are of marginal value, especially since most countries place a variety of “caveats,” or restrictions, on the use of their personnel. Figuring out what to do with a handful of people who aren’t supposed to be anywhere near gun shots in the midst of a war isn’t always easy.

US still needs more troops globally

Anna Mulrine, 1-16-2009, “Obama to Confront Limit of America’s Overstretched Military,” USNWR, http://www.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2009/01/16/obama-to-confront-limits-of-americas-overstretched-military.html

Even as the military grows, however, top officials are warning that the Pentagon will need still more troops. Ford recently said that the Army will need an additional 30,000 soldiers to fulfill its duties, not only in Iraq and Afghanistan but around the world. Others have noted that U.S. military commands in the North and in Korea are also clamoring for more soldiers. So, too, is the new U.S. Africa Command. Then there are the demands of cyberwarfare, which will need more staff, say officials, after some recent crippling cyberattacks on U.S. computer systems at the Pentagon and at U.S. bases abroad.

South Korea Causes Overstretch

South Korea has almost 30,000 troops

Richard Halloran, Washington Times, 3-5-2009, “U.S. changing its mission in Korea,” Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2009/mar/05/mission-changing-for-us-troops-in-korea/

The conversion of Camp Humphreys, long a small isolated post, into the U.S. Army Garrison Humphreys over the next eight years will turn it, along with the nearby U.S. air base at Osan, into a hub in the consolidation of U.S. forces in South Korea from the present 104 sites to 47 posts. Of the 28,500 U.S. troops remaining in Korea after recent reductions, 18,000 will be here and 5,600 in Osan.  The mission of this garrison and the air base will be less focused on the threat from North Korea, which can be met by South Korea's increasingly strong forces, and more on threats elsewhere in this region.  "Our mission is to provide the Army the installation capabilities and services to support expeditionary operations in a time of persistent conflict," said David Frodsham, a senior civilian official overseeing the garrison's expansion.  The project will cost $13 billion, 90 percent of which is being funded by South Korea to persuade the United States to keep its troops here. If the U.S. ever decides to withdraw those forces, the South Koreans will inherit the modern base.

Even after drawdowns, The US will have a significant number of troops in South Korea

Ashley Rowland and Hwang Hae-rym, 4-22-2008, “US, South Korea Agree to Pause Drawdown,” Military.Com, http://www.military.com/features/0,15240,166253,00.html

The United States will pause the drawdown of its troops in South Korea, military officials from both countries said Monday.  President Bush and new South Korean president Lee Myung-bak agreed to the pause during their Camp David visit Friday and Saturday.  It was the first meeting between the two leaders, and several political experts in Seoul see the agreement as a signal of improved relations between the two countries under Lee's leadership.  Under the pause, the U.S. will maintain its current level of about 28,000 troops "for the foreseeable future," U.S. Forces Korea spokesman Col. Franklin Childress said Monday. That number was scheduled to drop to 25,000 by the end of the year, when the drawdown was scheduled to end.  The U.S. and South Korea agreed to the drawdown in 2004, when the U.S. had 38,500 troops stationed in South Korea.

South Korea is contributing to overstretch in Iraq and Afghanistan

Dan Simpson, 3-17-2010, “Let’s Draw Down Our Forces In Japan,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/10076/1043306-374.stm

America is not very good at ending wars, particularly, it seems, those that it wins. In addition to the troops in Japan, there are 56,000 remaining in Germany, long after the end of World War II in Europe and two decades after the end of the Cold War. The United States maintains 28,000 troops in South Korea, 57 years after the end of the Korean War. The United States even continues to maintain a thousand troops in Cuba, which have been there since the 1898 Spanish-American War. (Residual troops will be a question worth watching in the wake of the Iraq war.)  These various troop presences are usually justified in the name of grand strategy, although the argumentation becomes tortured. There is no argument for stationing troops in Cuba. Germany, Japan and South Korea are strong, wealthy, democratic states. Japan remains the world's second largest economy. Germany is the fourth, and firmly ensconced in NATO in terms of its defense.  Still, we are there, in spite of the financial cost, our country's other needs and the demand for our troops in Afghanistan and Iraq. So, why?

Japan Causes Overstretch

Draw down of forces in Japan would free up troops and resources

Dan Simpson, 3-17-2010, “Let’s Draw Down Our Forces In Japan,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/10076/1043306-374.stm

The current focus of disagreement between the two countries militarily is the question of relocating a Marine base on the island of Okinawa. According to a 2006 agreement, some of the Marines are scheduled to move to the U.S. island of Guam in 2014, at a cost to the Japanese of $6 billion. (The U.S. troop presence in Japan costs its government an estimated $4 billion a year.) The JDP government also annoyed the administration of President Barack Obama recently by ending Japan's 8-year-old refueling mission in Afghanistan.  Another point of sensitivity are the "secret treaties," which dealt inter alia with the introduction into Japanese waters of nuclear weapons on U.S. warships, in violation of Japan's no-nuclear policy, which began with the U.S. nuclear attacks in 1945 on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.  All in all, the new Japanese government has its eye on shifting power relationships in East Asia. China has already passed the United States as Japan's largest trading partner. The U.S. Congress' dogging of Toyota and its president last month probably didn't help, particularly since the U.S. government is an important owner of Toyota rivals General Motors and Chrysler. China, by contrast, sent its heir-designate, Vice President Xi Jinping, to Japan in December for a very visible visit. Japan's potential enemies in the region, China and North Korea, are, in fact, now moving into a different relationship with it, particularly if China is to be considered to have North Korea more or less under its control.  Rather than let the post-World War II marriage between the United States and Japan drift further onto the rocks, the Obama administration might think about being realistic and moving the relationship to a new stage, proposing a phased withdrawal of U.S. forces from Japan. There would be logic in such a proposal from an American point of view: It would save money, permit more concentration on U.S. domestic needs and move us toward stationing troops only where they are needed, as opposed to where they have been forever.
Withdrawing from Japan helps reduce military burdens on the US

Daniel Larison, 8-28-2009, “Japan’s election will force chance in Washington,” The Week, http://theweek.com/bullpen/column/99961/Japans_election_will_force_change_in_Washington

This, too, may be a blessing in disguise to Washington, since independent-minded allies sometimes lead the way to better outcomes. For example, the strong German-Russian relationship has annoyed key U.S. foreign policy players, but it has also tempered NATO policy against provocative and dangerous eastward NATO expansion. Likewise, French and German warnings against the invasion of Iraq ought to have taught us that allied opposition to proposed U.S. actions should sometimes be heeded. In the same vein, there may be occasions when Japan's pursuit of a distinctive foreign policy course serves as a brake on Washington's misguided enthusiasms. America has little to lose and much to gain from more independent-minded, confident, and eventually self-sufficient allies.  Given how overstretched and strained our military is, the election of Hatoyama's government marks an opening to begin shifting some of that burden to wealthy, populous allies, such as Japan, which are ready to assume a greater share of regional security. American superpower status has long retarded the development of both Germany and Japan as major democratic powers in their own right. The maturation of allied democracies into more independent regional powers was bound to happen, so there will be nothing gained in resisting it. But the development also aids the U.S. by supplementing American power, allowing the U.S. to shed some of its enormous—and ultimately unsustainable—military burdens.

US draw down of troops from Japan allows burden sharing

The Trumpet, 2-26-2009, “Japanese Opposition Wants American Troops Out of Japan,” http://www.thetrumpet.com/?q=5993.4356.0.0

The number of American troops stationed in Japan should be cut as Tokyo takes on more responsibility for its own defense, says Japanese opposition leader Ichiro Ozawa. According to United Press International,  Ichiro Ozawa, leader of the main opposition Democratic Party of Japan, said Tuesday that stationing U.S. soldiers in Japan doesn’t make much sense given the geopolitical realities of the day, the Kyodo news agency reported.  “I think putting Japan-based troops on the front line does not have much significance in times like these, and the 7th Fleet would be enough for the U.S. presence in the Far East from a strategic viewpoint,” Ozawa told reporters in Kashiba, Japan.  Ozawa said that if U.S. forces were trimmed in the future, an agreement could be reached for Japan to assume a greater role for its own security.  “The Americans’ role should become smaller if Japan has a decent strategy for dealing with global issues and shares greater burdens at least on matters associated with our country,” said Ozawa, whom Kyodo said is widely expected to become Japanese prime minister if his party ousts the ruling Liberal Democratic Party from power in the next general election.

Afghanistan Causes Overstretch

Afghanistan is responsible for imperial overstretch

Tom Englehardt, co-founder of American Empire Project, 4-4-2010, “Imperial Overstretch in Afghanistan,” Common Dreams, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/04/04

Starting with that bomber's jacket, the event had a certain eerie similarity to George W. Bush's visits to Iraq.  As Bush once swore that we would never step down until the Iraqis had stepped up, so Obama declared his war to be "absolutely essential."  General Mohammad Zahir Azimi, a spokesman for the Afghan Defense Ministry, even claimed that the president had used the long-absent (but patented) Bush word "victory" in his meeting with Hamid Karzai.  Above all, whatever the talk about beginning to draw down his surge troops in mid-2011 -- and he has so far committed more than 50,000 American troops to that country -- when it comes to the Afghan War, the president seemed to signal that we are still on Pentagon time.   Particularly striking was his assurance that, while there would be "difficult days ahead... we also know this: The United States of America does not quit once it starts on something... [T]he American armed services does not quit, we keep at it, we persevere, and together with our partners we will prevail.  I am absolutely confident of that."  He assured his listeners, and assumedly Americans at home, that we will "finish the job" (however undefined), and made another promise as well: "I'm looking forward," he told the troops, "to returning to Afghanistan many times in the years to come." Many times in the years to come.  Think about that and fasten your seatbelt.  The U.S. evidently isn't about to leave Afghanistan anytime soon.  The president seems to have set his watch to the Pentagon's clock, which means that, in terrible financial times, he is going to continue investing staggering sums of our money long-term in a perilous war in a distant land with terrible supply lines and no infrastructure.  This represents a perfect Paul-Kennedy-style working definition of "imperial overstretch."  Contrast this with the China-on-the-move that Michael Klare, TomDispatch regular and author of Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet, describes in his latest piece, "China's Global Shopping Spree."  If the word "folly" doesn't come to mind, what does?  

Afghanistan severely strains the US military

AlterNet, 2-28-2008, “Senior Officers Worried,” http://www.alternet.org/world/77744/

The U.S. military is "severely strained" by two large-scale occupations in the Middle East, other troop deployments, and problems recruiting, according to a new survey of military officers published by Foreign Policy magazine and the centrist think-tank Center for a New American Security.  "They see a force stretched dangerously thin and a country ill-prepared for the next fight," said the report, 'The U.S. Military Index,' which polled 3,400 current and former high-level military officers.  Sixty percent of the officers surveyed said that the military is weaker now than it was five years ago, often citing the number of troops deployed to the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

Afghanistan is impacting the military’s ability to deploy to other countries

David Wood, 1-19-2010, “Haiti Disaster Opens New Front,” Politics Daily, http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/01/19/haiti-disaster-opens-new-front-for-overstretched-u-s-military/

As the United States was rushing troops, warships and rescue supplies to earthquake-ravaged Haiti Monday, gunmen and suicide bombers half a world away mounted coordinated attacks on Afghanistan's government in Kabul. Suicide bombers attacked ministry buildings and gun battles blazed for four hours as U.S.-backed President Hamid Karzai gamely swore in new cabinet members at the nearby presidential palace. The twin crises -- a long-term humanitarian disaster nearby and a distant war seemingly spinning out of control -- bookend the immense security challenges facing the United States as the Obama administration completes its first year in office. It was just six weeks ago, as Obama announced his decision to send 30,000 more troops to Afghanistan, that the president acknowledged his struggle to respond to the multiple crises that seem to press in from all sides.

Iraq Causes Overstretch

Iraq is badly overstretching the military

Guardian, 10-12-2007, “America’s overstretched army,” http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2007/oct/12/americasoverstretchedarmy

These are difficult days for America's army. It is badly overstretched and is having great difficulty recruiting and retaining the right kind of people. The army has about 160,000 troops, or more than half of its combat brigades, deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan - 135,000, or 17 brigades, in Iraq alone. It cannot keep this number of troops in these two combat zones beyond March 2008 unless it violates its social contract with its soldiers even more egregiously. According to this contract, soldiers should be deployed for no more than one year and should spend two years at home for every year in a combat zone. To maintain the surge in Iraq, soldiers are already spending 15 months there and only a year at home before being sent back.  Since the American people have turned against the war in Iraq in very large numbers, the influencers (parents, religious leaders, teachers and coaches) have discouraged young men and women, who normally would join the army, from doing so since it is the service that bears the brunt of the fighting in Iraq. To attract the required numbers of soldiers, the army has had to lower its educational and aptitude standards and raise the age for enlistees from 35 to 42. In fiscal year 2007 (which ended on September 30) only 79% of the new recruits had high school diplomas as compared to 94% in 2003, the year of the invasion; twice as many score below average on the armed services qualification test; and some 2,000 of the new recruits were in their 40s.

Iraq causes overstretch

Randall Parker, ParaPundit, 10-4-2005, “Hurricane Katrina Underscores US Iraq Overstretch,” http://www.parapundit.com/archives/003025.html

The US military is not big enough to fight in Iraq, handle a disaster at home, and let National Guard soldiers have time to take care of families when they lose their own homes.  The Iraq War will go down in history as an act of foolish and counterproductive overstretch. Hurricane Katrina's aftermath in New Orleans similarly sends a reminder that the middle and upper class populations of the United States have only tenuous control of the third world populations in American cities. We can not afford to send soldiers to control third world cities abroad when we do not have enough soldiers to control third world cities at home.

Iraq causes overstretch and hurts recruiting

VOA News, 8-22-2005, “Is the U.S. Military Overstretched?” Defense-Aerospace, http://www.defense-aerospace.com/article-view/feature/61987/is-the-u.s-military-overstretched%3F.html

With more than 250,000 American troops deployed in nearly 130 countries, many analysts are questioning whether the United States military is stretched in ways that could undermine its future capabilities should new threats arise.  In his annual report to Congress last May, General Richard Myers, Chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, conceded that the situations in Iraq and Afghanistan have strained the military to a point where it runs a higher risk of not being able to quickly and easily defeat potential enemies.  U.S. military casualties in Iraq and Afghanistan, and recruitment shortfalls in some branches of the armed forces, such as the Army and National Guard, have alarmed some observers who warn that the military is overburdened and overstretched.  Charles Pena, Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute in Washington, says the current system used to repeatedly rotate and redeploy troops serving in Iraq over extended periods of time could negatively impact America’s all-volunteer armed forces. He adds, "This may be the legacy of the Iraq War, that we will have a very different army in particular, than we did before we went to war in Iraq. It’s too early to say exactly what might happen. But certainly there are many troubling and worrisome signs that we may be doing real damage to the United States Army.”  Mr. Pena explains that the current strain may discourage new volunteers from enlisting, thereby weakening the military’s future capabilities. Other analysts say that while the U.S. military is probably using all available manpower, it is not overstretched and continues to have some spare capacity.

Kuwait Causes Overstretch

Kuwait troops are contributing to overstretch in Iraq

Rick Kelly, 7-31-2006, “Bush administration deploys thousands more troops,” World Socialist Web Site, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2006/jul2006/iraq-j31.shtml

In its attempt to secure Baghdad, the Bush administration has been forced to move troops from other areas of Iraq where its control is, to say the least, tenuous. Some of the 4,000 troops will be drawn from Anbar province, which includes the cities of Fallujah and Ramadi, and is the centre of the Sunni-led resistance. Eight marines have been killed in the province in the last four days. Other forces will be redeployed from the northern city of Mosul, which has been a focus of sectarian fighting between Kurdish and Sunni forces. US troops stationed in Germany and Kuwait have also been recently sent into Iraq.  The boosting of troop numbers in Baghdad will place further strains on an already overstretched US military. The latest redeployment will boost the total number of US troops in the country from the current 127,000 to more than 130,000. As the situation continues to worsen for Washington, the Bush administration’s desire to withdraw a limited number of troops ahead of US congressional elections has been dashed.

There’s thousands of troops in Kuwait

Joe Kay, 12-30-2006, “More US troops to Kuwait,” World Socialist Web Site, http://www.wsws.org/articles/2006/dec2006/iraq-d30.shtml

The Pentagon announced December 27 that it will send 3,500 additional US soldiers to Kuwait in January, a clear step toward the increase in American combat troops and escalation of the war in Iraq that President Bush is expected to announce early in the new year.  On Thursday, Bush met with top administration officials, including Vice President Dick Cheney, Defense Secretary Robert Gates, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Marine Corps General Peter Pace, to discuss preparations for a renewed military offensive.  The New York Times reported on Friday that a “surge” of between 17,000 and 20,000 troops was discussed, to be achieved by moving into Iraq the new troops in Kuwait, delaying the departure of two Marine regiments, and speeding up the deployment of several Army brigades.
Kuwait has 15,000 troops from the US

Al Arabiya, 8-11-2009, “Kuwait foils Qaeda plan to bomb US military base,” http://www.alarabiya.net/articles/2009/08/11/81498.html

Kuwait said on Tuesday it had foiled an attack on an American military base on its territory and arrested six nationals suspected of being al-Qaeda members who also planned to bomb other "important facilities" in the OPEC oil exporting state.  An Interior Ministry statement said all members of the al Qaeda-linked cell had confessed after being arrested. It did not say if the targeted facilities included oil industry plants in Kuwait, the world's fourth-largest oil exporter.  " The state security has uncovered a terrorist network following al-Qaeda, and includes six citizens who have planned to carry out a plan to bomb Arifjan Camp, the state security building and other important facilities " Interior ministry  "The state security has uncovered a terrorist network following al-Qaeda, and includes six (Kuwaiti) citizens who have planned to carry out a plan to bomb Arifjan Camp, the state security building and other important facilities," the ministry said.  Camp Arifjan lies in the desert south of the Kuwaiti capital close to the Saudi border and serves as a staging ground for forces deploying in Iraq.  Kuwait, the launch pad for the 2003 U.S.-led invasion of Iraq which ousted Iraqi leader Saddam Hussein, remains a logistics base for the U.S. army to support its troops in Iraq. About 15,000 U.S. soldiers are stationed in Kuwait.
Overstretch Hurts US Hegemony

Overstretch will destroy US Heg

Luis Carlos Montalvan, 4-23-2010, “Multilateralism is Essential for Peace,” Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/luis-carlos-montalvan/multilateralism-is-essent_b_550332.html

Unilateralism is the wrong approach for American Diplomacy. There is nothing to suggest its efficacy since 9/11. There is nothing to suggest its usefulness for future conflict. In allowing the US to go it alone, America's partners and allies risk the havoc and catastrophic consequences that will accompany "Imperial Overstretch." The residue of overstretch will include loss of US leadership in the world, an economy whose decline affects billions of dollars in international markets, and certainly emboldens rogue states. The whole world will pay the price if we let unilateralism pervade this century.  As the bloodiest 100 years in recorded history, the 20th Century is replete with examples of how policy and practice intersect to foment war. The proliferation of nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and the constantly mutating dynamic of terrorism inform our current, dangerous reality.  Amidst this backdrop of destruction, there are lessons for those who are looking for them. Seeds of peacemaking and conflict resolution were planted which we must germinate in order to halt and then reverse the trend toward violence and chaos. Perhaps the 21st Century could be the first 100 years in which nations invest more in building peace than in making war.
Failure to reduce overseas military commitments will destroy US empire

Chalmers Johnson, 7-31-2009, “Three Good Reasons to Liquidate Our Empire,” American Empire Project, http://aep.typepad.com/american_empire_project/2009/07/three-good-reasons-to-liquidate-our-empire.html

However ambitious President Barack Obama's domestic plans, one unacknowledged issue has the potential to destroy any reform efforts he might launch. Think of it as the 800-pound gorilla in the American living room: our longstanding reliance on imperialism and militarism in our relations with other countries and the vast, potentially ruinous global empire of bases that goes with it. The failure to begin to deal with our bloated military establishment and the profligate use of it in missions for which it is hopelessly inappropriate will, sooner rather than later, condemn the United States to a devastating trio of consequences: imperial overstretch, perpetual war, and insolvency, leading to a likely collapse similar to that of the former Soviet Union.
US military overstretch will destroy US hegemony

Chalmers Johnson, 7-31-2009, “Three Good Reasons to Liquidate Our Empire,” American Empire Project, http://aep.typepad.com/american_empire_project/2009/07/three-good-reasons-to-liquidate-our-empire.html

According to the 2008 official Pentagon inventory of our military bases around the world, our empire consists of 865 facilities in more than 40 countries and overseas U.S. territories. We deploy over 190,000 troops in 46 countries and territories. In just one such country, Japan, at the end of March 2008, we still had 99,295 people connected to U.S. military forces living and working there -- 49,364 members of our armed services, 45,753 dependent family members, and 4,178 civilian employees. Some 13,975 of these were crowded into the small island of Okinawa, the largest concentration of foreign troops anywhere in Japan.  These massive concentrations of American military power outside the United States are not needed for our defense. They are, if anything, a prime contributor to our numerous conflicts with other countries. They are also unimaginably expensive. According to Anita Dancs, an analyst for the website Foreign Policy in Focus, the United States spends approximately $250 billion each year maintaining its global military presence. The sole purpose of this is to give us hegemony -- that is, control or dominance -- over as many nations on the planet as possible.  We are like the British at the end of World War II: desperately trying to shore up an empire that we never needed and can no longer afford, using methods that often resemble those of failed empires of the past -- including the Axis powers of World War II and the former Soviet Union. There is an important lesson for us in the British decision, starting in 1945, to liquidate their empire relatively voluntarily, rather than being forced to do so by defeat in war, as were Japan and Germany, or by debilitating colonial conflicts, as were the French and Dutch. We should follow the British example. (Alas, they are currently backsliding and following our example by assisting us in the war in Afghanistan.)

Overstretch Undermines US Recruiting

Overstretch undermines recruiting

Anna Mulrine, 1-16-2009, “Obama to Confront Limit of America’s Overstretched Military,” USNWR, http://www.usnews.com/news/world/articles/2009/01/16/obama-to-confront-limits-of-americas-overstretched-military.html

Such growth is expensive. Last year, the Pentagon asked for $15 billion to add 7,000 soldiers and $5 billion to add 5,000 marines to the ranks of the Corps. Separately, the Department of Defense requested an additional $11 billion to cover the costs of retaining, training, and recruiting its forces.  The area of retention is perhaps the greatest staffing concern of top military officials. Troops are tired. Michael O'Hanlon, a senior fellow in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution, a Washington, D.C., think tank, noted in a recent article that 27 percent of soldiers who had completed three or four tours in Iraq showed signs of post-traumatic stress disorder, according to a 2008 survey, versus 12 percent after one tour and 18 percent after two. The figures could be aided by more rest time between toursat least 18 to 24 months—but it will likely be at least three years, according to top military officials, before troops get more than a year to rest between deployments.  Recruiting, too, has been a considerable challenge for the all-volunteer military engaged in two tough wars. When the Army fell short of its recruiting goals in 2005, it raised the maximum recruiting age to 42 years old, and added sign-up bonuses as high as $40,000. It also began enlisting more recruits with general equivalency degrees rather than high school diplomas. Just over 70 percent of new recruits had high school diplomas in 2007, for example, a 25-year low. Moral waivers for new recruits with criminal histories are also on the rise, nearly doubling from 860 waivers for marines and soldiers convicted of felonies in 2007, up by 400 from 2006. The Pentagon argues that these are modest figures relative to the size of the force, and that 97 percent of Marine Corps recruits in 2008 had high school diplomas.

Overstretch makes the military less attractive to recruits

Nick Turse, Assoc. Editor @ TomDispatch, 9-14-2006, “12 Pentagon Steps to a Misfit Military,” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/121072/

When the American war in Vietnam finally ground to a halt, the U.S. military was in a state of disarray, if not near-disintegration. Uniformed leaders vowed never-again to allow the military to be degraded to such a point.  A generation later, as the ever less appetizing-looking wars in Iraq and Afghanistan spiral on without end, an overstretched Army and Marine Corps have clearly become desperate. At a remarkable cost in dollars, effort, and lowered standards, recruiting and retention numbers are being maintained for now. The result: U.S. ground forces are increasingly made up of a motley mix of underage teens, old-timers, foreign fighters, gang-bangers, neo-Nazis, ex-cons, inferior officers and a host of near-mercenary troops, lured in or kept in uniform through big payouts and promises.

Vietnam proves overstretch spurs recruiting problems that undermine the quality of the military

Nick Turse, Assoc. Editor @ TomDispatch, 9-14-2006, “12 Pentagon Steps to a Misfit Military,” http://www.tomdispatch.com/post/121072/

In the latter half of the Vietnam War, as the breakdown was occurring, American troops began to scrawl "UUUU" on their helmet liners -- an abbreviation that stood for "the unwilling, led by the unqualified, doing the unnecessary for the ungrateful." The U.S. ground forces of 2007 and beyond, fighting in Iraq, Afghanistan, or any other war du jour may increasingly resemble the collapsing military of the Vietnam War, the band of criminal misfits sent behind enemy lines during World War II in the classic Vietnam-era film, The Dirty Dozen, or the janissaries of the old Ottoman Empire.  With a growing majority of Americans opposed to the war in Iraq, even ardent hawks refusing to enlist in droves, and the Pentagon pulling out ever more stops and sinking to new lows in recruitment and retention, a new all-volunteer generation of UUUU's may emerge -- the underachieving, unable, unexceptional, unintelligent, unsound, unhinged, unacceptable, unhealthy, undesirable, unloved, uncivil, and even un-American, all led by the unqualified, doing the unnecessary for the ungrateful. Current practices suggest this may well be the force of the future. It certainly isn't the new military Donald Rumsfeld's been promising all these years, but there's no denying the depth of the transformation.

Recruiting Is Key To Hegemony

Consistent and increasing recruitment is key to military readiness and hegemony

William Perry, Madeleine Albright, Sandy Berger, and John Shalikashvili, January 2006, The National Security Advisory Group, http://www.cfr.org/content/publications/attachments/us-military_nsag-report_01252006.pdf Accessed April 18, 2009

If recruiting trends do not improve over the next year, the Army, both active and reserve, will experience great difficulty fully manning its planned force structure and providing the needed rotation base for operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. Fewer than needed recruits and first-term reenlistees could result in a significant “hollowing” and imbalance in the Army. There is already a deficit of some 18,000 personnel in the Army’s junior enlisted grades. Even if it meets its recruiting and retention goals, the Army is expected to be short some 30K soldiers (not including stop loss) by the end of FY06. This will undermine unit readiness, exacerbate PERSTEMPO strains, and jeopardize the Army’s ability to populate its planned force structure. These factors will create tremendous internal pressures to begin drawing down the level of Army forces in Iraq by next spring, whatever the conditions on the ground may be.

A larger number of troops will prevent crises as well as influence governments

Dr. Conrad C. Crane, Director of the US Army Military Institute at USAWC, May 2002, Strategic Studies Institute http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub216.pdf Accessed April 24, 2009

The coalitions forming to combat different aspects of terrorism include a number of new partners and will provide even more opportunities for military-to-military contacts along with other assurance and security cooperation activities. These will remain an especially important responsibility for Army forces. Neglect of this mission area will have serious implications for the conduct of the National Security Strategy envisioned by the QDR Report. Problems will fester and lead to crises that could have been prevented or defused in their early stages. The chance to gain or maintain forward bases essential for rapid response will be lost. U.S. leverage to influence regional governments and their militaries will be lessened. Without an active American presence, coalitions will be weakened and allies will feel insecure. All of these repercussions will encourage military competition and embolden potential adversaries.

A large, robust and highly ready military is critical to prevailing in the war on terror

Adam Mersereau, Attorney and Former Marine Corps First Lieutenant, May 24, 2002, National Review http://www.nationalreview.com/comment/comment-mersereau052402.asp, accessed April 24, 2009

But are President Bush and his advisers correct? Have our wits and technology rendered total war a thing of the past? Can we simultaneously win the war on terrorism and protect our other global interests by talking tough and carrying a small stick? I don't think so. In the long run, to fight and possibly win the war on terrorism while deterring wars in Taiwan, Korea, and elsewhere will require a massive military machine capable of forcing our will upon our enemies and potential enemies. A small force specializing in limited warfare simply cannot achieve that end. Fighting limited wars against populous, culturally driven enemies is like trying to hold back the tide. It is Sisyphean. By definition, limited war can achieve only limited results. If we are going to win a total victory in the war on terrorism while deterring other major wars around the globe, we will first have to rid ourselves of our aversion to total war.

Hegemony Good – General

(  )  Collapse of heg causes great power transition wars and destroys democratic peace 

Bradley Thayer, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, December, 2006, "In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest, p. np

Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists , most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned --between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted.  Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  
Hegemony Good – General Cont’d

 (  )  Collapse of heg causes regional nuclear wars, massive proliferation, economic collapse and forces US reengagement. 
Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs @ Georgetown University. The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century. 2005. Pg. 53-54.

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted,2’ elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons — which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involv​ing Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competi​tion among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, even​tually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable. Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit​tingly observed, “If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive.”22 Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson’s warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, “apolarity,” could bring “an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world’s forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization’s retreat into a few fortified enclaves.”23
A weakened US would invite great transition wars.

Stephen Brooks, Assistant Professor, AND William Wohlforth, Associate Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth. Foreign Affairs, July / August 2002. “American Primacy in Perspective.”

These are not just facts about the current system; they are recognized as such by the major players involved. As a result, no global challenge to the United States is likely to emerge for the foreseeable future. No country, or group of countries, wants to maneuver itself into a situation in which it will have to contend with the focused enmity of the United States. Two of the prime causes of past great-power conflicts -- hegemonic rivalry and misperception -- are thus not currently operative in world politics. At the dawn of the twentieth century, a militarily powerful Germany challenged the United Kingdom's claim to leadership. The result was World War I. In the middle of the twentieth century, American leadership seemed under challenge by a militarily and ideologically strong Soviet Union. The result was the Cold War. U.S. dominance today militates against a comparable challenge, however, and hence against a comparable global conflict. Because the United States is too powerful to balance, moreover, there is far less danger of war emerging from the misperceptions, miscalculations, arms races, and so forth that have traditionally plagued balancing attempts. Pundits often lament the absence of a post -- Cold War Bismarck. Luckily, as long as unipolarity lasts, there is no need for one.
Hegemony Good – Economy
Hegemony is key to the global economy
Bradley Thayer, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, December, 2006, "In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest, p. np

Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces.  American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg.  THERE IS no other state, group of states or international organization that can provide these global benefits. None even comes close. The United Nations cannot because it is riven with conflicts and major cleavages that divide the international body time and again on matters great and trivial. Thus it lacks the ability to speak with one voice on salient issues and to act as a unified force once a decision is reached. The EU has similar problems. Does anyone expect Russia or China to take up these responsibilities? They may have the desire, but they do not have the capabilities. Let's face it: for the time being, American primacy remains humanity's only practical hope of solving the world's ills. 
Hegemony Good – Economy Cont’d
 (  )  Heg prevents global economic collapse
Stephen Walt, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government. “American Primacy: Its Prospects and Pitfalls.” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002.

By facilitating the development of a more open and liberal world economy, American primacy also fosters global prosperity. Economic interdependence is often said to be a cause of world peace, but it is more accurate to say that peace encourages interdependence-by making it easier for states to accept the potential vulnerabilities of extensive international intercourse.10 Investors are more willing to send money abroad when the danger of war is remote, and states worry less about being dependent on others when they are not concerned that these connections might be severed. When states are relatively secure, they will also be less fixated on how the gains from cooperation are distributed. In particular, they are less likely to worry that extensive cooperation will benefit others more and thereby place them at a relative disadvantage over time.11 By providing a tranquil international environment, in short, U.S. primacy has created political conditions that are conducive to expanding global trade and investment. Indeed, American primacy was a prerequisite for the creation and gradual expansion of the European Union, which is often touted as a triumph of economic self-interest over historical rivalries. Because the United States was there to protect the Europeans from the Soviet Union and from each other, they could safely ignore the balance of power within Western Europe and concentrate on expanding their overall level of economic integration. The expansion of world trade has been a major source of increased global prosperity, and U.S. primacy is one of the central pillars upon which that system rests.12 The United States also played a leading role in establishing the various institutions that regulate and manage the world economy. As a number of commentators have noted, the current era of "globalization" is itself partly an artifact of American power. As Thomas Friedman puts it, "Without America on duty, there will be no 
America Online
."13 
(  )  Heg key to economic growth and solving poverty

Bradley Thayer, Associate Professor at Missouri State University, 2007, "The Case For The American Empire," American Empire: A Debate, Published by Routledge.

Economic prosperity is also a product of the American Empire. It has created a Liberal International Economic Order (LIEO)—a network of worldwide free trade and commerce, respect for intellectual property rights, mobility of capital and labor markets—to promote economic growth. The stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly states in the Third World. The American Empire has created this network not out of altruism but because it benefits the economic well-being of the United States. In 1998, the Secretary of Defense William Cohen put this well when he acknowledged that “economists and soldiers share the same interest in stability”; soldiers create the conditions in which the American economy may thrive, and “we are able to shape the environment [of international politics] in ways that are advantageous to us and that are stabilizing to the areas where we are forward deployed, thereby helping to promote investment and prosperity... business follows the flag.” Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the American Empire comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat, researcher at the World Bank, prolific author, and now a professor who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India that strongly condemned empire. He has abandoned the position of his youth and is now one of the strongest proponents of the American Empire. Lal has traveled the world and, in the course of his journeys, has witnessed great poverty and misery due to a lack of economic development. He realized that free markets were necessary for the development of poor countries, and this led him to recognize that his faith in socialism was wrong. Just as a conservative famously is said to be a liberal who has been mugged by reality, the hard “evidence and experience” that stemmed from “working and traveling in most parts of the Third World during my professional career” caused this profound change.61 Lal submits that the only way to bring relief to the desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the American Empire. Empires provide order, and this order “has been essential for the working of the benign processes of globalization, which promote prosperity.”
Hegemony Good – Asian Economy

(  )  Heg prevents Asian economic collapse
Michael Swaine, et al, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment For International Peace. 1998. Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century. Pg. 54-55.

What is finally problematic with this sequence of events is that even the least troublesome of these possibilities would result in the destruction of the East Asian “miracle.” While such an outcome would certainly affect the strategic prospects of the East Asian region, the United States would not by any means be immune to its extended consequences. Since a considerable portion of American growth is directly tied to the vitality of the international trading system, the enervation of the East Asian economic regime would eventually lead to a diminution of American growth rates and, by implication, the quality of life enjoyed by its citizenry. For all these reasons, ensuring the survival of American allies in Asia represents a vital interest to the United States, an interest grounded less in altruistic considerations than in the hard realities of self-interest. Promoting this interest requires that the United States pay close attention to the evolution of the threats facing its allies in Asia and take steps to meet such challenges expeditiously and after due consultation with the allied states. Ensuring allied security also involves paying requisite attention to the needs of those other states (mostly in Southeast Asia) that do not have treaty obligations with the United States but nonetheless rely on the U.S. presence in Asia for security. And, in the most demanding extension of all, ensuring allied security also requires that the United States be attentive to the prospect of securing new allies, especially because the imminence of regional power transitions may imply that today’s allies—formal and informal—may not be friends tomorrow.

(  )  That’s key to the global economy

Michael Swaine, et al, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment For International Peace. 1998. Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century. Pg. 54-55.

Such growth rates suggest that by the year 2010, the East Asian region alone will account for over 34 percent of the world’s total output, with Western Europe and North America following with 26 percent and 25 percent respectively. If the output of the South Asian subregion is added to the East Asian total, the share of Asian output rises even more—closer to 40 percent—relative to Western Europe and North America. The data for world trade show similar Asian dominance. East Asia alone is expected to contribute almost 40 percent of the world’s trade, with Western Europe and North America following with about 37 percent and 20 percent, respectively.12 This high sustained growth will continue to be fueled by high rates of domestic savings, increased intra-Asian economic integration, increasing investment in infrastructure and human capital, a decreasing rate of population growth, and continuing export-led growth. Second, the wealth and prosperity of the United States will remain dependent on continued linkages with the Asian economies. The Asian continent today represents the most important locus of American economic engagement. The 1993 data for merchandise trade, for example, show that the United States imports over 42 percent of its goods from the Asia-Pacific region, in contrast to about 20 percent from Europe, about 19 percent from Canada, about 12 percent from the rest of North America, and about 5 percent from the rest of the world. The story is similarly revealing where merchandise exports are concerned. The Asia-Pacific region accounts for about 30 percent of American merchandise exports; Europe accounts for about 25 percent, Canada for about 21 percent, the rest of the Americas for about 16 percent, with the rest of the world accounting for about 5.6 percent of the total. When trade in invisibles and services is considered, a similar picture emerges: the Asia-Pacific region remains the single most important destination for the United States, a fact reflected by the data in Tables 5 and 6 below.

(  )  Extinction

Phil Kerpen, National Review Online, October 29, 2008, Don't Turn Panic Into Depression, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/10/29/opinion/main4555821.shtml

It’s important that we avoid all these policy errors - not just for the sake of our prosperity, but for our survival. The Great Depression, after all, didn’t end until the advent of World War II, the most destructive war in the history of the planet. In a world of nuclear and biological weapons and non-state terrorist organizations that breed on poverty and despair, another global economic breakdown of such extended duration would risk armed conflicts on an even greater scale.
Hegemony Good – India-Pakistan

(  )  Heg solves an India-Pakistan nuclear war.

Goh Chok, Senior Minister of Singapore, International Institute for Strategic Studies. June 4, 2004. http://www.iiss.org/conferences/the-shangri-la-dialogue/shangri-la-dialogue-2005/2004-speech-archive/keynote-address-prime-minister-goh-chok-tong

In Asia, as in Europe, unease with America’s overwhelming global dominance is high. But Asia is more keenly aware than Europe of the vital role that the US plays in maintaining global stability. No matter what their misgivings, only a few Asian countries, and certainly no major US ally, opposed the US on Iraq. There is a clearer appreciation in Asia than in Europe that the fundamental issue in Iraq now is the credibility and resolve of the US. This is because Asia still faces many serious security challenges. Kashmir, North Korea and cross-strait relations between Beijing and Taipei are potential flashpoints. If things go terribly wrong, the conflicts could even turn nuclear. The US is central to the management of all three potential flashpoints. All three conflicts also have a direct impact on the global struggle against terrorism. Let me conclude therefore with a few words on each.  Potential Flashpoints in Asia  The India-Pakistan dispute over Kashmir is a longstanding one, difficult to resolve because of religion and history. If a conflict breaks out, it is not difficult to imagine Kashmir becoming a new theatre for jihad and a fertile ground for breeding terrorists. But India and Pakistan know that a conflict over Kashmir will have devastating consequences for each other and the entire South Asian region. The US holds the ring. The desire of both Islamabad and New Delhi to maintain good relations with the US gives Washington leverage that it exercised in 2001 to avert a possible nuclear war.

(  )  Extinction

Ghulam Nabi Fai, Kashmiri American Council, July 8, 2001, Washington Times

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The director of central intelligence, the Defense Department, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.
(  )  Indo-Pak war kills hundreds of millions – hurts the ozone and kills crops

Alexis Madrigal, Energy Science Tech and Journalist, 4-7-2008, Wired, “Regional Nuclear War Would Cause Worldwide Destruction,” http://blog.wired.com/wiredscience/2008/04/regional-nuclea.html

Imagine that the long-simmering conflict between India and Pakistan broke out into a war in which each side deployed 50 nuclear weapons against the other country's megacities. Karachi, Bombay, and dozens of other South Asian cities catch fire like Hiroshima and Nagasaki did at the end of World War II.  Beyond the local human tragedy of such a situation, a new study looking at the atmospheric chemistry of regional nuclear war finds that the hot smoke from burning cities would tear holes in the ozone layer of the Earth. The increased UV radiation resulting from the ozone loss could more than double DNA damage, and increase cancer rates across North America and Eurasia.  "Our research supports that there would be worldwide destruction," said Michael Mills, co-author of the study and a research scientist at the University of Colorado at Boulder. "It demonstrates that a small-scale regional conflict is capable of triggering larger ozone losses globally than the ones that were previously predicted for a full-scale nuclear war."  Combined with the climatic impact of a regional nuclear war -- which could reduce crop yields and starve hundreds of millions -- Mills' modeling shows that the entire globe would feel the repercussions of a hundred nuclear detonations, a small fraction of just the U.S. stockpile. After decades of Cold War research into the impacts that a full-blown war between the Soviet Union and the United States would have had on the globe, recent work has focused on regional nuclear wars, which are seen as more likely than all-out nuclear Armageddon. Incorporating the latest atmospheric modeling, the scientists are finding that even a small nuclear conflict would wreak havoc on the global environment (.pdf) -- cooling it twice as much as it's heated over the last century -- and on the structure of the atmosphere itself. 
Hegemony Good – Asian War

(  )  Heg prevents asia wars

Robert Kagan, senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 7-19-2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html

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.

Heg solves multiple destabilizing nuclear conflicts in Asia.

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

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

American power-projection is vital to Asian stability and prevention of nuclear prolif.

Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs @ Georgetown University. The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century. 2005. Pg. 158.

Parallels between America’s role in East Asia and its involvements in Europe might seem far-fetched. Asia’s geography and history are enormously different, there is no regional organization in any way comparable to the European Union, the area is not a zone of peace, conflict among its leading states remains a potential risk, and there is nothing remotely resembling NATO as a formal multilateral alliance binding the United States to the region’s security and the regional states to one another. Yet, as in Europe, the United States plays a unique stabilizing role in Asia that no other country or organization is capable of playing. Far from being a source of tension or instabil​ity, this presence tends to reduce competition among regional powers and to deter armed conflict. Disengagement, as urged by some critics of American primacy, would probably lead to more dangerous com​petition or power-balancing among the principal countries of Asia as well as to a more unstable security environment and the spread of nuclear weapons. As a consequence, even China acquiesces in Amer​ica’s regional role despite the fact that it is the one country with the long-term potential to emerge as a true major power competitor.

Hegemony Good – AT:  Entanglement Wars

(  )  Engagement prevents entanglement and solves great power wars and regional conflicts. 
Stephen Walt, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government. “American Primacy: Its Prospects and Pitfalls.” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002.

A second consequence of U.S. primacy is a decreased danger of great-power rivalry and a higher level of overall international tranquility. Ironically, those who argue that primacy is no longer important, because the danger of war is slight, overlook the fact that the extent of American primacy is one of the main reasons why the risk of great-power war is as low as it is. For most of the past four centuries, relations among the major powers have been intensely competitive, often punctuated by major wars and occasionally by all-out struggles for hegemony. In the first half of the twentieth century, for example, great-power wars killed over eighty million people. Today, however, the dominant position of the United States places significant limits on the possibility of great-power competition, for at least two reasons. One reason is that because the United States is currently so far ahead, other major powers are not inclined to challenge its dominant position. Not only is there no possibility of a "hegemonic war" (because there is no potential hegemon to mount a challenge), but the risk of war via miscalculation is reduced by the overwhelming gap between the United States and the other major powers. Miscalculation is more likely to lead to war when the balance of power is fairly even, because in this situation both sides can convince themselves that they might be able to win. When the balance of power is heavily skewed, however, the leading state does not need to go to war and weaker states dare not try.8 The second reason is that the continued deployment of roughly two hundred thousand troops in Europe and in Asia provides a further barrier to conflict in each region. So long as U.S. troops are committed abroad, regional powers know that launching a war is likely to lead to a confrontation with the United States. Thus, states within these regions do not worry as much about each other, because the U.S. presence effectively prevents regional conflicts from breaking out. What Joseph Joffe has termed the "American pacifier" is not the only barrier to conflict in Europe and Asia, but it is an important one. This tranquilizing effect is not lost on America's allies in Europe and Asia. They resent U.S. dominance and dislike playing host to American troops, but they also do not want "Uncle Sam" to leave.9 Thus, U.S. primacy is of benefit to the United States, and to other countries as well, because it dampens the overall level of international insecurity. World politics might be more interesting if the United States were weaker and if other states were forced to compete with each other more actively, but a more exciting world is not necessarily a better one. A comparatively boring era may provide few opportunities for genuine heroism, but it is probably a good deal more pleasant to live in than "interesting" decades like the 1930s or 1940s. 

(  )  Entanglement inevitable – withdraw causes economic collapse and nuclear war. 

Michael Hirsch, Senior Editor of the Washington Bureau. 2003. At War With Ourselves. Pg. 10-11.

Yes, it is possible. But first we must cross a psychological threshold ourselves. We need to grasp what many other nations already understand: the meaning of America in today’s world. Despite a century of intense global engagement, America is still something of a colossus with an infant’s brain, unaware of the havoc its tentative, giant-sized baby steps can cause. We still have some growing up to do as a nation. One of my favorite movies has always been It’s a Wonderful Life. Like everyone, I’m a sucker for the sentiment. But I also though the conceit was ingenious: What if we could all be granted, like Jimmy Stewart’s George Bailey, a look at the world without us? I think it’s useful to apply the same conceit to the one uberpower world. Suppose, with the end of the Soviet Union, America had mysteriously disappeared as well or, more realistically, had retreated to within its borders, as it had wanted to do ever since the end of World War II. What would a Jeffersonian America, withdrawn behind its oceans, likely see unfolding overseas? Probably a restoration of the old power jostle that has sent mankind back to war for many millennia. One possible scenario: Japan would have reacquired a full-scale military and nuclear weapons, and would have bid for regional hegemony with China. Europe would have had no counterbalance to yet another descent into intraregional competition and, lacking the annealing structure of the postwar Atlantic alliance, may never have achieved monetary union. Russia would have bid for Eurasian dominance as it has throughout its modern history. Most important of all, the global trading system, which the United States virtually reinvented after World War II (with some help from John Maynard Keynes and others), would almost certainly have broken down amid all these renewed rivalries, killing globalization before it even got started. That in turn would have accelerated many of the above developments. A war of some kind would have been extremely likely. And given the evidence of the last century, which shows that America has been increasingly drawn into global conflicts, the U.S. president would be pulled in again – but this time in a high-tech, nuclearized, and very lethal age of warfare.
Hegemony Good – AT:  Entanglement Wars Cont’d

 (  )  The conflicts sparked by isolation are worse than those created by entanglement. 

William Wohlforth, Assistant Professor of International Relations in the Edmund Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown. International Security, Summer 1999. “The Stability of a Unipolar World.” 

Second, doing too little is a greater danger than doing too much. Critics note that the United States is far more interventionist than any previous system leader. But given the distribution of power, the U.S. impulse toward interventionism is understandable. In many cases, U.S. involvement has been demand driven, as one would expect in a system with one clear leader. Rhetoric aside, U.S. engagement seems to most other elites to be necessary for the proper functioning of the system. In each region, cobbled-together security arrangements that require an American role seem preferable to the available alternatives. The more efficiently the United States performs this role, the more durable the system. If, on the other hand, the United States fails to translate its potential into the capabilities necessary to provide order, then great power struggles for power and security will reappear sooner. Local powers will then face incentives to provide security, sparking local counterbalancing and security competition. As the world becomes more dangerous, more second-tier states will enhance their military capabilities. In time, the result could be an earlier structural shift to bi- or multipolarity and a quicker reemergence of conflict over the leadership of the international system.
Hegemony Good – AT:  Multipolarity Solves

(  )  Nuclear weapons make multipolarity uniquely likely to cause massive nuclear wars. 
James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 151-153

Nuclear multipolarity suggests that in the future, nuclear alliances might be formed by several nuclear powers to advance their interests or to increase their overall nuclear capability. These political relationships also might emerge if smaller nuclear powers attempt to link their arsenals to one of the nuclear great powers. If this occurred, nuclear weapons might take on an increasingly important role in global affairs; monitoring and adjusting the nuclear balance could become more salient to policymakers. And politics, especially alliance politics, could cast a long shadow in a multipolar nuclear world. Balance of power politics would be transformed into nuclear balance of power politics. During the Cold War, alliances, at least from the superpower per​spective, mattered little in the strategic nuclear balance, but nuclear alliances would matter in a future situation characterized by a growing number of relatively small nuclear powers. In other words, because nuclear arsenals would be less robust, changes brought about by shifting alliances would have a greater impact on the survivability or adequacy (an ability to cover an expanding target set) of nuclear forces. Moreover, politicians and officers might be forced to monitor a changing nuclear landscape not by calculating the nuclear forces that might be deployed by an opponent in the distant future, but by assessing the possibility that opposing coalitions could quickly form. Thus, there is a distinct possibil​ity that nuclear multipolarity would be extremely crisis-unstable: literally overnight, a coalition could form that possesses a first-strike capability against a smaller coalition or a single state. Under these circumstances, the weaker party might consider starting a preventive war before the larger coalition could launch a coordinated attack. 

(  )  Multipolarity causes great power conflict, regional arms races, economic collapse, resource conflict, and global warming.

Christopher Layne, prof at Texas A&M, Summer, 2009, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony,” International Security, p. np
What will multipolarity mean? The NIC's answer is equivocal. Although it predicts that, along with Europe, new great powers will oppose a continuation of a U.S.-dominated unipolar system, Global Trends 2025 does not anticipate that the emerging great powers will seek to radically alter the international system as Germany and Japan did in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (p. 84). 20 Still, there are factors that could lead to a more fraught international environment, including: the declining credibility of U.S. extended deterrence security guarantees, which could fuel new regional arms races (p. 97); competition for control of natural resources--especially energy--which could drive great power competitions (pp. 63-66) 21; and fallout from the financial and economic crisis, which could cause the international economic system to become more mercantilist (pp. 93-94). Finally, in a multipolar world, established international institutions may not be able to deal with the challenges posed by economic and financial turmoil, energy scarcity, and global climate change. In such a world, a nonhegemonic United States will lack the capability to revitalize them (p. 81). Although no one can be certain how events will unfold in coming decades, Global Trends 2025 makes a strong argument that a multipolar world will be fundamentally different than the post-Cold War era of U.S. preeminence.

(  )  Offshore balancing impossible – public opposition.

Jeffrey W. Taliaferro, Professor of Political Science at Tufts University. The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, vol.31:2 summer 2007. “Hegemonic Delusions: Power, Liberal Imperialism, and the Bush Doctrine.” http://fletcher.tufts.edu/forum/archives/pdfs/31-2pdfs/Taliaferro.pdf

Second, many of Layne’s arguments about the feasibility of an offshore balancing strategy today seem disconnected from political reality. He devotes only five pages in a 290-page book to a discussion of how the United States ought to go about implementing his preferred strategy. He never grapples with the tremendous sunk costs of U.S. forward deployment in Europe and East Asia, nor does he consider the lack of support for such a radically different grand strategy among officials in Washington or the American people. It is also difficult to imagine Washington’s allies in the Persian Gulf, East Asia, and even Western Europe openly advocating the withdrawal of all U.S. forces in the near future, if for no other reason than that the American military presence dampens the security dilemma in those three regions.
Hegemony Sustainable

(  )  Withdrawal isn’t inevitable – American politics prove.

David Brooks, Writer for The Times Union (Albany, New York). February 1, 2007. “U.S. needs to stay on world stage.” Pg. A13.

Today, Americans are disillusioned with the war in Iraq, and many around the world predict that an exhausted America will turn inward again. Some see a nation in permanent decline and an end to American hegemony. At Davos, some Europeans apparently envisioned a post-American world.  Forget about it. Americans are having a debate about how to proceed in Iraq, but we are not having a strategic debate about retracting American power and influence. What's most important about this debate is what doesn't need to be said. No major American leader doubts that America must remain, as Dean Acheson put it, the locomotive of the world.  Look at the leaders emerging amid this crisis. The two major Republican presidential contenders are John McCain and Rudy Giuliani, the most aggressive internationalists in a party that used to have an isolationist wing.  The Democrats, meanwhile, campaigned for Congress in 2006 by promising to increase the size of the military. The presidential front-runner, Hillary Rodham Clinton, is the leader of the party's hawkish wing and recently called for a surge of U.S. troops into Afghanistan. John Edwards, the most "leftward" major presidential contender, just delivered a bare-knuckled speech in which he castigated the Bush administration for not being tough enough with Iran.

(  )  Economic decline hurts rival great powers more

Niall Ferguson, Prof of History at Harvard, 9-30-2008, “Geopolitical Consequences of the Credit Crunch,” http://www.niallferguson.com/site/FERG/Templates/ArticleItem.aspx?pageid=195

But commentators should always hesitate before they prophesy the decline and fall of the United States. America has come through disastrous financial crises before -- not just the Great Depression but also the Great Stagflation of the 1970s -- and emerged with its geopolitical position enhanced. Such crises, bad as they are at home, always have worse effects on America's rivals.  The same is proving to be true today. According to the Morgan Stanley Capital International index, the U.S. stock market is down around 18 percent to date this year. The equivalent figure for China is 48 percent, and for Russia -- the worst affected of the world's emerging markets -- it is 55 percent. These figures are not very good advertisements for the more regulated, state-led economic models favored in Beijing and Moscow.  Moreover, because investors continue to regard the U.S. government's debt as a "safe haven" in uncertain times, the latest phase of the financial crisis has seen the dollar rally, rather than sag further.

Aging preserves US hegemony

Mark L. Haas, Professor of Political Science at Duquesne University. International Security. Summer 2007. “A Geriatric Peace?; The Future of U.S. Power in a World of Aging Populations.”

Population aging in the great powers will be a potent force for the prolongation of U.S. power dominance in the twenty-first century for three principal reasons. First, the massive costs and probable slowdowns in economic growth created by aging populations will inhibit the other major powers from increasing military expenditures anywhere close to matching U.S. defense spending; these factors are even likely to push many of these states to reduce their military expenditures from current levels. Second, with aging populations and shrinking workforces, the other great powers will have to spend increasing percentages of their defense budgets on personnel costs and military pensions at the expense of purchasing the most technologically sophisticated weaponry. The more money that states spend on military personnel and pensions as opposed to weapons, the lower the likelihood will be of these countries challenging U.S. military dominance. 44 The third factor reinforces both of the previous points. Although the U.S. population is aging, it is doing so to a lesser extent and less quickly than those of the other great powers (even India's population, though it will remain younger than that of the United States for the first half of the twenty-first century, is aging significantly faster than the U.S. population). As a result, the pressures pushing for the crowding out of military spending in favor of elderly care and the increasing substitution of labor for capital within defense budgets will be considerably smaller for the United States than for potential great power competitors, to the great benefit of its relative power position in coming decades.
Hegemony Sustainable – AT:  Balancing

(  )  No risk or impact – historical animosities, geographical constrains, structural inequalities and historical evidence prove no states will band together against the US.

Zbigniew Brezezinski, former National Security Advisor. 2004. The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership. Pg. 3-4.

The former major European powers—Great Britain, Germany, and France—are too weak to step into the breach. In the next two decades, it is quite unlikely that the European Union will become suf​ficiently united politically to muster the popular will to compete with the United States in the politico-military arena. Russia is no longer an imperial power, and its central challenge is to recover socioeconomi​cally lest it lose its far eastern territories to China. Japan’s population is aging and its economy has slowed; the conventional wisdom of the l980s that Japan is destined to be the next “superstate” now has the ring of historical irony. China, even if it succeeds in maintaining high rates of economic growth and retains its internal political stability (both are far from certain), will at best be a regional power still con​strained by an impoverished population, antiquated infrastructure, and limited appeal worldwide. The same is true of India, which addition​ally faces uncertainties regarding its long-term national unity. Even a coalition among the above—a most unlikely prospect, given their historical conflicts and clashing territorial claims—would lack the cohesion, muscle, and energy needed to both push America off its pedestal and sustain global stability. Some leading states, in any case, would side with America if push came to shove. Indeed, any evi​dent American decline might precipitate efforts to reinforce America’s leadership. Most important, the shared resentment of American hege​mony would not dampen the dashes of interest among states. The more intense collisions—in the event of America’s decline—could spark a wildfire of regional violence, rendered all the more dangerous by the dissemination of weapons of mass destruction.
(  )  No China balancing – geography, technological supremacy, and military supremacy. 

Stephen Brooks, Assistant Prof of Govt at Dartmouth, and William Wohlforth, Associate Prof, Dept Govt Dartmouth College, August, 2002, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 81, Issue 4
Most analysts looking for a future peer competitor to the United States, therefore, focus on China, since it is the only power with the potential to match the size of the U.S. economy over the next several decades. Yet even if China were eventually to catch up to the United States in terms of aggregate GDP, the gaps in the two states' other power capabilities -- technological, military, and geographic -- would remain. Since the mid-1990s, Chinese strategists themselves have become markedly less bullish about their country's ability to close the gap in what they call "comprehensive national power" any time soon. The latest estimates by China's intelligence agency project that in 2020 the country will possess between slightly more than a third and slightly more than half of U.S. capabilities. Fifty percent of China's labor force is employed in agriculture, and relatively little of its economy is geared toward high technology. In the 1990s, U.S. spending on technological development was more than 20 times China's. Most of China's weapons are decades old. And nothing China can do will allow it to escape its geography, which leaves it surrounded by countries that have the motivation and ability to engage in balancing of their own should China start to build up an expansive military force. These are not just facts about the current system; they are recognized as such by the major players involved. As a result, no global challenge to the United States is likely to emerge for the foreseeable future. No country, or group of countries, wants to maneuver itself into a situation in which it will have to contend with the focused enmity of the United States.

(  )  No EU counterbalancing – it’s not unitary and not prone to domination

Stephen Brooks, Assistant Prof of Govt at Dartmouth, and William Wohlforth, Associate Prof, Dept Govt Dartmouth College, 2008, “World Out of Balance,” p. 31.

The only other economy big and rich enough to generate military capabilities on the American scale is that of the European Union, whose 27 member states have a combined GDP larger than that of the United States. To realize that potential, however, Brussels would have to wield Europe’s aggregate economic output with the same strategic purpose as the United States, a unitary state. A superpower’s military force could be purchased only at the price of a frontal assault on European nations’ core sovereignty. Balance-of-power theory assumes that states seek to preserve their security and autonomy, and, as Jolyon Howorth and Anand Menon point out, “[Fjundamental to an understanding of the EU is an appreciation of the fact that such considerations are as present within it as they are in its dealings with the outside world.”2 Neither the authority nor the ability to act decisively in Europe’s name exists even in monetary matters, to say nothing of foreign and defense policy.2’ Ultimate authority rests with the member states, all 27 of which must agree to any decision on defense and security policy. This requirement of unanimity “places profound limits on the potential for decisive EU security policies.”
Hegemony Sustainable – AT:  Withdrawal Inevitable

US policymakers will inevitably attempt to hold onto American unipolar status.
William Wohlforth, Prof at Dartmouth, 1-1-2009, “Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War,” World Politics, Volume 61, Number 1.

Studies of post–cold war U.S. foreign policy are rich with evidence that U.S. decision makers value their country’s status of primacy.68 Official U.S. strategies from the dawn of unipolarity in 1991 through the Clinton administration to the pre-9/11 Bush administration call explicitly for “maintaining U.S. predominance.”69 U.S. administrations continue to make massive investments in areas where no plausible competition exists—perhaps most notably in maintaining nuclear primacy. 70 They [End Page 52] have sought a large role in nearly every region of the globe despite facing no peer rival. Notwithstanding setbacks in Iraq, the United States continued to expand its global reach, with an annual defense budget of over $500 billion (likely $600 billion if supplemental spending is included) and a continued expansion of overseas bases (adding or expanding bases in eight countries since 2001). While there are many competing explanations for this pattern of behavior, one candidate that has thus far not figured in scholarly research is that U.S. decision makers derive independent utility from their state’s status as a unipole. 

American exceptionalism is inevitable – internal perception.

Kenneth Anderson, Professor of law, Washington College of Law, American University. Fordham International Law Journal, February, 2007. 30 Fordham Int'l L.J. 455. “U.S. COUNTERTERRORISM POLICY AND SUPERPOWER COMPLIANCE WITH INTERNATIONAL HUMAN RIGHTS NORMS.”
The point is this: The United States' superpower status is irretrievably bound up in its own mind, in its political center, in its mainstream politics, both Democratic and Republican, with the moral legitimacy of that power. One may scoff at that, shudder even, think it supremely hypocritical, accept it as the fact of power without legitimacy, regard it as an exercise in gross wickedness, etc.--but it would be a profound mistake to imagine that a change of administration in the United States will deeply alter that internal perception. Superpower emphasizes "power." U.S. politics, by contrast, even with the bitter debates over the morality of U.S. actions in the world from Guantanamo to Abu Ghraib, emphasizes U.S. legitimacy. A new Democratic administration is unlikely to draw from the experience post 9/11 that the United States is a superpower by reason of power alone, but instead the quite different lesson that it has to clean up the moral mess of the Bush Administration in order to continue what it, along with the U.S. "vital center," has long seen as the legitimate international moral order--a flexible, pragmatic international system that consists of a sometimes messy, sometimes inconsistent, fundamentally conjoined United States-international system. In the collective mind of that U.S. vital center, the international community, the U.N., international law are not--as they are for  [*470]  some on the U.S. right--irrelevant. Just as they are not--as they are for some on the U.S. left--overriding. It is a messily conjoined system.

Hegemony Sustainable – AT:  Withdrawal Inevitable Cont’d

Iraq doesn’t end US power projection – Obama will continue primacy through institutions

David McDonough, doctoral student in poli sci at Dalhousie U, January, 2009, “Beyond Primacy,” Orbis, Volume 53, Issue 1.

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.
Overstrech Bad – Draft

History proves the US will turn to a draft

Philip Carter, Former Army Captain, and Paul Glastris, editor in chief of Washington Monthly, May 3, 2005, “The Case for the Draft,” Washington Monthly, accessed 9/1/08, http://www.washingtonmonthly.com/features/2005/0503.carter.html

The only effective solution to the manpower crunch is the one America has turned to again and again in its history: the draft. Not the mass combat mobilizations of World War II, nor the inequitable conscription of Vietnam—for just as threats change and war-fighting advances, so too must the draft. A modernized draft would demand that the privileged participate. It would give all who serve a choice over how they serve. And it would provide the military, on a “just in time” basis, large numbers of deployable ground troops, particularly the peacekeepers we'll need to meet the security challenges of the 21st century.

Presidents can be forced into the draft

Matthew Yglesias, 10-13-2004, “It’s Drafty In Here,” American Prospect, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?articleId=8733

Asking whether or not the incumbent wants a draft is asking the wrong question. There can be little doubt the president didn't want to see the net loss of over 500,000 jobs on his watch. He certainly didn't want the occupation of Iraq to turn into the worsening mess that's overstretched our military and made talk of a renewed draft plausible. These policy failures didn't come about because the president wanted bad things to happen, they came about because you can't always get what you want, especially when your policymaking process is dominated by political hacks and know-nothing ideologues. Whether or not Bush wants a draft, the military will get what it needs, and his policies are likely to make it need just that. The reason is simple: more Bush means more war, likely against Iran.

Overstretch will spur a reinstatement of the draft

Jim Lobe, 10-21-2004, “Fear of Military Draft,” Common Dreams, http://www.commondreams.org/headlines04/1021-21.htm

Kerry has argued for weeks that the military has become so overstretched that the administration has resorted to a ''backdoor draft'' in the form of involuntary extensions of tours of duty for both career soldiers and reservists, measures that have caused rising discontent among them and their families and have reportedly contributed to declining re-enlistment rates.  Indeed, the National Guard reported just a few days ago that enlistments fell some 10 percent short of their 2004 goal.  Suggestions that a draft may once again be in the cards were boosted significantly late last month when the Defence Science Board, a panel of mainly right-wing and Republican national-security advisers to Pentagon chief Donald Rumsfeld, concluded, ''inadequate total numbers'' of troops mean that the United States �cannot sustain our current and projected global stabilisation commitments''.  It noted that, given current plans and commitments, Washington is likely to be engaged in significant military interventions involving some stabilisation function every other year, on average.  The board further found that Rumsfeld's plans for re-organising the army to create more combat brigades -- which he has assured Congress should solve the manpower problem -- were ''important, but partial, steps toward enhanced stabilisation operations''.  The report, which the administration tried to keep under wraps, appeared to confirm the already widespread notion that U.S. forces, particularly the army and marines, were stretched too thin to be sustainable.

Draft Is Bad

Drafts spur more militarism, not constraints on adventurism

Katha Pollitt, journalist, May 20, 2004, “Do you Feel a Draft?” The Nation, accessed 9/1/08, Feel a Draft?” May 20, http://www.thenation.com/doc/20040607/pollitt

What about the argument that the draft will produce opposition to war? ("Parents and children would suddenly care," as historian of the 1960s Jon Wiener told me.) It's true that the draft will make it harder for kids and their families to live in a golden bubble--in the l960s, the draft concentrated the minds of college students wonderfully well. But mostly what the Vietnam-era draft produced was the abolition of the draft: That was the immediate form that opposition to the war took for those who most risked having to fight it. Abolishing the draft was a tremendous victory for the antiwar movement. If draftees were used in an unpopular war tomorrow, wouldn't opponents demand that kids not be forced to kill and be killed in an unjust and pointless cause? Nor is it entirely clear that a draft would raise antiwar sentiment overall. Conscription might make it harder, not easier, for many people to see a war's wrongness: It's hard to admit your children died in vain.

A military draft would hurt economic specialization that is key to the economy

Panu Poutvaara, economics professor at Helsinki, and Andreas Wagener, economics professor at Vienna, May 2005, “The Economic Costs and Political Allure of Conscription,” accessed 9/1/08, http://www.cebr.dk/upload/dp2005-05.pdf

The relative merits of military draft and professional army have been debated for centuries by military strategists, historians, philosophers and political scientists—but also by economists. Already Adam Smith argued that a professional army has an irresistible superiority over a conscripted army. Smith’s arguments, as well as that of most other economists who wrote on the topic, focus on comparative advantage and the benefits from specialization (cf. Smith 1976, p. 701). Different people are good at different tasks. For example, a heart surgeon might make a bad lawyer, and a good lawyer might make an incompetent heart surgeon. In a similar way, not everyone is equally good as a soldier. Forcing everybody to serve in the military is not a more sensible way of recruiting public sector workers than forcing all citizens to do their time as nurses or teachers. By failing to obey the principle of comparative advantage, the draft leads to an inefficient match between people and jobs and thus to output losses that could otherwise be avoided. Moreover, already in Adam Smith’s times – but even more so today – warfare requires a degree of experience, training, and mastery in handling complex weapons that drafted short-term soldiers may never reach. If military recruiting relies on conscription, society foregoes these benefits from specialization.
Conscription is tantamount to slavery – violating the right to life and liberty

Joseph Sobran, September 22, 2005, “National Service,” accessed 9/1/08, http://www.sobran.com/columns/2005/050922.shtml

What we are talking about here, of course, is slavery, more delicately called “involuntary servitude” — not giving something back, but taking something that isn’t yours. Military conscription, or the draft, falls under the same heading, a violation of the unalienable right to life and liberty.  American courts have always exempted the draft from the Thirteenth Amendment prohibition against slavery. The courts do the same for taxes. If the government owns you and your labor, including your property, the thinking seems to run, it isn’t really slavery.  But the essence of slavery doesn’t lie in who owns you; it lies in the mere fact of your being owned at all. The key term is involuntary. Private chattel slavery has been replaced by state slavery, disguised by the genial rhetoric of democracy. Slavery becomes giving something back, everyone doing his part, and so on. One writer speaks loftily of “an ethic of common provision.”  All such talk obscures the essential element of force — organized state coercion under the forms of law.
Proliferation Would Be Slow

Proliferation won’t be rapid

Kurt Campbell, senior vice president and director of the International Security Program and Chair in National Security at CSIS, and Robert Einhorn, senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program and nonproliferation analyst, 2004, “The Nuclear Tipping Point”
But if the abstainers see others moving to acquire nuclear weapons— and especially if they perceive that the penalties that would be incurred would he tolerable—then the factors that might trigger a reconsideration of nuclear options might not have to be as compelling. States that might otherwise see insurmountable obstacles to going nuclear could he more inclined to take comfort in numbers (or, perhaps more accurately, discomfort in numbers) and reconsider their nuclear options. Rather than go full speed ahead toward a nuclear weapons capability, some might consider an intermediate course of hedging their bets by acquiring the nuclear infrastructure that would leave open the option to proceed with a full-blown weapons program in the future. It is these intermediate steps, rather than a headlong pursuit of nuclear weapons, that we judge in most cases to be the more likely near-term choice for countries deciding to abandon the non-nuclear status quo. Whatever path countries may take toward the tipping point, we are almost certainly not there yet—in fact, we do not appear to he close. Indeed, a welcome overall conclusion from the case studies explored in this volume is that the global nonproliferation regime may be more durable and less fragile than has sometimes been suspected or feared. Worrisome developments in recent years have given rise to a widespread concern that a world of more and more nuclear powers is essentially inevitable—that JFK’s nightmare vision had only been postponed, not avoided. To he sure, the risks of further proliferation are very real. But despite widely held feelings of pessimism about the regime itself, our focus on the individual cases in the study reveals that it is not so easy to reverse longstanding decisions to foi’swear nuclear weapons. The evidence suggests that there is a hidden robustness in the fraying fabric of the global non-nuclear compact.
Democratic countries won’t prolif 

Kurt Campbell, senior vice president and director of the International Security Program and Chair in National Security at CSIS, and Robert Einhorn, senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program and nonproliferation analyst, 2004, “The Nuclear Tipping Point”
The case studies also demonstrate the importance of domestic f actors in nuclear decisionmaking. A leading academic theory postulates that democracies do not wage war on one another, and the weight of historical evidence appears to support this contention. It is less clear what impact the adoption of democratic institutions has had Ofl a state’s desire to acquire nuclear weapons. The evidence from the case studies is rather mixed. In South Korea and Taiwan—both of which pursued secret nuclear weapons programs under authoritarian governments before the United States discovered their plans and forced them to stop—democracy exerts real constraints on the ability of both governments to pursue nuclear weapons. Not only does an aggressively free media make it much harder to keep a program secret, hut public opinion in those countries would oppose the acquisition of nuclear weapons. The same can he said for public sentiment in Japan and especially Gei•many, where politicians appreciate that advocating the acquisition of nuclear weapons would be deeply unpopular.
Proliferation Would Be Slow Cont’d

Can’t predict proliferation 

William Potter, Professor of Nonproliferation Studies and Director of the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, and Gaukhar Mukhatzhanova, Research Associate at the James Martin Center, Summer 2008,“Divining Nuclear Intentions,” International Security
The overall record of proliferation prognoses by government intelligence analysts and political science scholars alike instills little conªdence that the international community will receive early warning about emerging nuclear weapons threats. Repeatedly, both communities have failed to anticipate signi ªcant nuclear weapons developments in a timely fashion or, in some instances, have missed them altogether. Examples of proliferation surprises include the ªrst Soviet and Indian nuclear explosions, the initiation and successful development of Israeli nuclear weapons, the timing of India’s second and Pakistan’s ªrst nuclear tests, the rise and demise of Iraq’s nuclear activities, and the nature and scope of North Korea’s nuclear weapons ambitions.54 Illustrative of the second variety of forecasting failure—total ignorance—was the failure by U.S. intelligence to detect the revival of Yugoslavia’s covert nuclear weapons program in 1974 and its growth over the next fourteen years, an intelligence blind spot apparently shared by the Soviet government.55 Just as government and academic experts often have missed signiªcant proliferation activities, they also frequently have exaggerated the scope and pace of nuclear weapons proliferation. For reasons described in the preceding section, many current proliferation prognoses appear destined to repeat this phenomenon of “crying wolf.” The books by Hymans and Solingen do not provide simple or foolproof antidotes to the current proliferation forecasting malaise. They do, however, offer promising new insights and tools to assist policy practitioners in avoiding common errors and making better-informed estimates of nuclear proliferation futures.

Proliferation Good – Deterrence

(  )  No war between nuclear powers – no reason to believe that new states will be different 
Thomas Barnett, strategist at the Oak Ridge Center for Advanced Studies, 9-9-2007, “Barnett: Peace provided by nuclear weapons” http://www.knoxnews.com/news/2007/sep/09/barnett-peace-provided-nuclear-weapons/

Speaking to a World Economic Forum retreat, Schelling admonished everyone to remember just how effectively nuclear deterrence has worked over the past six decades. No state, he noted, that has developed nuclear weapons has ever been attacked by another state. Moreover, no state armed with nuclear weapons has ever attacked another state similarly armed.  Think about that.  America, the first nuclear state, is the only one ever to use them: twice on Japan to end World War II. Justified? As the child of a World War II navy veteran who would have participated in America’s inevitable invasion of the Japanese mainland, I’ll pass on that one.  But what has the world witnessed since that initial demonstration effect?  America, as Schelling noted, could have employed nuclear weapons in its subsequent wars but did not. Nor did the Soviets. Instead, both sides, after the close call of the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, moved inexorably — and to a great extent with Schelling’s wise input — toward an understanding that nuclear weapons are for having and not using. Due to the equalizing threat of mutually assured destruction, these devices cannot win wars but only prevent them.  The same logic has held all these decades for powers as diverse as the United Kingdom, France, China, India, Pakistan and Israel, with North Korea stepping up to the plate and Iran on deck.  Thus, we have survived the Democratic bomb and the Totalitarian bomb, as well the Capitalist bomb and the Communist bomb. In religious terms, we’ve survived the Christian and atheist bombs, the Confucian and Hindu bombs, and the Islamic and Jewish bombs.  Somehow, despite all the irrationalities ascribed to each new member, the logic of nuclear deterrence holds fast.
States do not miscalculate.  Presence of nuclear weapons forces moderation in diplomacy

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 118-119

Much the same fears in much the same words were expressed during the cold war. The two antagonists might “go to the brink”; one would slip over the edge, and once the exchange of warheads began neither side would be willing to stop it by giving in to the other. In actuality, however, backing down in times of crisis proved not to be such a big problem. Never do two countries share a common interest more completely than when they are locked in death’s embrace. Each may want something else as well, but both want most of all to get out of the dire situation they are in. During the Kargil fighting, India went to “Readiness State 3,” which means that warheads were prepared for placement on delivery vehicles, and Pakistan apparently took similar steps. These were seen as rash and dangerous moves, but what does one expect? The United States and the Soviet Union alerted their forces a number of times. Doing so is a way of saying, “This is getting serious, and we both had better calm down.” Despite the pessimism engendered by the history of South Asia, Indian-Pakistani wars have been, as wars go, quite restrained. As Admiral Menon has written, “Any analysis of the three wars fought often refers to the rather gentlemanly manner in which they were fought with care taken to avoid civilian casualties.” Pakistan’s 1999 thrust into Kashmir may have been rash, yet as Menon has rightly said, “Subsequent Pakistani attempts to signal an unwillingness to escalate were mature and sober.” And in the Kargil campaign, India never sent its troops across the line of control.

Nuclear weapon possession empirically makes states more cautious

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 5

Second, states act with less care if the expected costs of war are low and with more care if they are high. In 1853 and 1854 Britain and France expected to win an easy victory if they went to war against Russia. Prestige abroad and political popularity at home would be gained, if not much else. The vagueness of their expectations was matched by the carelessness of their actions. In blundering into the Crimean War, they acted hastily on scant information, pandering to their people’s frenzy for war, showed more concern for an ally’s whim than for the adversary’s situation, failed to specify the changes in behavior that threats were supposed to bring, and inclined toward testing strength first and bargaining second. In sharp contrast, the presence of nuclear weapons makes states exceedingly cautious. Think of Kennedy and Khrushchev in the Cuban missile crisis. Why fight if you can’t win and might lose everything.

Proliferation Good – War

Nuclear weapons deter conflict and severity of violence 

Victor Asal, Political Science Department @ University of Albany SUNY, and Kyle Beardsley, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Emory University, 2007, “Proliferation and International Crisis Behavior,” Journal of Peace Research
Specifically, we seek to answer the question posed by Waltz (Sagan & Waltz, 2003: 6): ‘Do nuclear weapons increase or decrease the chances of war?’ One side of this discussion contends that proliferation will lead to a decrease in the level of interstate violence because ‘Nuclear weapons, then and now, deter threat or retaliation posing unacceptable damage’ (Cimbala, 1998: 213). The opposing argument questions the very logic of deterrence as suggested above when it comes to nuclear weapons. Aron (1965), for example, argues that new proliferators may not be as rational as the original nuclear states. Thus, as nuclear weapons spread, the deterrence that operated between the Soviet Union and the United States of America during the Cold War might not apply. Much of the literature on the impact of nuclear weapons does not empirically test the arguments made (Geller, 2003: 37; Huth & Russett, 1988: 34). Here, we strive to move beyond speculation to observe the impact of nuclear proliferation on the level of violence used in crises. We examine the relationship between the severity of the violence in crises in the International Crisis Behavior (ICB) dataset and the number of involved states with nuclear weapons, controlling for other factors that increase the likelihood of severe violence.1 We find that crises involving nuclear actors are more likely to end without violence. Also, as the number of nuclear actors involved in a crisis increases, the likelihood of war continues to drop. Drawing from Waltz (Sagan & Waltz, 2003) and the rational deterrence literature, we argue that states facing the possibility of a nuclear attack will be more willing to concede or back down from violent conflict.
Nuclear weapons deter conflict 

Clark Murdock, senior advisor at CSIS, March 2008, “the Department of Defense and the Nuclear Mission in the 21st Century,” CSIS, p. np
From a systemic perspective, nuclear deterrence suppressed the level of violence associated with major power competition: wartime fatalities consumed 2 percent of the world’s population in the 1600s and 1700s, about 1 percent in the 1800s, about 1.5 percent in World War I and 2.5 percent in World War II, but about one-tenth during the Cold War (minus the Korean War, which pushed fatalities up to 0.5 percent). A leading practitioner of the art of nuclear deterrence, Sir Michael Quinlan, aptly observed: “Better a world with nuclear weapons but no major war, than one with major war but no nuclear weapons.”17 Despite the close calls and the now almost inexplicable buildup of nuclear weapons by the superpowers, the fact remains: nuclear weapons kept the superpower competition from becoming a war. The violence-suppressive effect of nuclear weapons has not gone away with the end of the Cold War. Noted Cold War deterrent theorist and Nobel economics laureate Thomas Schelling told a recent World Economic Forum retreat (according to Thomas Barnett, the Pentagon’s favorite futurist) that (1) no state that has developed nuclear weapons has ever been attacked by another state and (2) no state armed with nuclear weapons has ever attacked another state similarly armed.18 With his characteristic flair, Barnett observes that the United States and the Soviet Union learned that nuclear weapons are for having and not using. Due to the equalizing threats of mutually assured destruction, these devices cannot win wars but only prevent them. The same logic has held—all these decades—for powers as diverse as the United Kingdom, France, China, India, Pakistan and Israel, with North Korea stepping up to the plate and Iran on deck. Thus we have survived the democratic bomb and the totalitarian bomb, as well as the capitalist bomb and the communist bomb. In religious terms, we have survived the Christian and atheist bombs, the Confucian and Hindu bombs and the Islamic and Jewish 16 bombs. Somehow, despite all the “irrationalities” ascribed to each new member, the logic of nuclear deterrence holds fast.19

Proliferation Good – War Cont’d

Cold War nuclear calculations are inaccurate – only one is enough to deter

James J. Wirtz et al, Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, Winter 2006-2007, “The Short Shadow of U.S. Primacy?”, International Security

In 1974 Secretary of State Henry Kissinger questioned the principle of nuclear superiority: "What in the name of God is strategic superiority? What is the significance of it, politically, militarily, operationally, at these levels of numbers? What do you do with it?" n11 Even in the extremely unlikely event the United States uses nuclear weapons against Russia or China, whether either country can retaliate with one, five, ten, or a hundred nuclear weapons does not really matter for deterrence calculations. As advocates of minimum deterrence (like myself) argue, one accurate and invulnerable nuclear weapon is sufficient as a second-strike force. I can hardly imagine an attack against vital U.S. interests in the foreseeable future destructive enough to risk an assured nuclear response and the annihilation of one major U.S. city. Thus, the size of the nuclear arsenal does not matter, unless one believes that the United States can engage in a prolonged nuclear war and emerge victorious. n12

Proliferation Good – Japan

Japanese nuclearization is on-balance good for regional stability – despite risks

Hugh White, visiting fellow @ Lowy Inst., Prof @ Australian, 7-16-2008, “Why Japan might have to go nuclear,” Lowy Institute, http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2008/07/Why-Japan-might-have-to-go-nuclear.aspx

Likewise the argument depends on the judgement that the US cannot resist a significant measure of accommodation to China’s growing power without threatening the peace of Asia. That is itself a key question, but one for another time. Suffice to say here that if China keeps growing, the US would be faced with the challenge of sustaining strategic and political primacy while it has lost economic primacy. That is, at best, a long shot.   Of course the position I am exploring here remains counter-intuitive. There are very powerful and compelling arguments that a nuclear-armed Japan would be bad for regional stability. I understand and accept many of those arguments. But they need to be set against the depth and danger of the dilemma I have outlined above. Those who dismiss the idea of a Japanese nuclear capability out of hand need to explain either why the dilemma I have identified is illusory, or how it can be resolved in some other way. I would be delighted to hear a persuasive counter-argument.

Japanese nuclearization is key to regional stability

Hugh White, visiting fellow @ Lowy Inst., Prof @ Australian, 7-9-2008, “Avoiding Asia’s decline and fall,” Lowy Inst., http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2008/07/09/Avoiding-Asias-decline-and-fall.aspx

Our Editor, meanwhile, makes a couple of important points about Japan’s position in all this. Japan’s role is critical – it’s not just a US-China thing. But I think the implications for Japan’s strategic posture are more radical than Sam suggests. Raoul touches on the nub of the issue in his post, but let me put the point more bluntly: a stable concert in Asia is only possible if Japan is no longer a strategic client of the US, and that means it needs to have its own nuclear weapons (Ed. note: Crikey!). It is a measure of the strangeness, newness and scariness of our future that we may find ourselves concluding that, absent global abolition of nuclear weapons, an independent Japanese nuclear deterrent is necessary for peace in Asia.
Fear of Japan prolif causes China to get on board for sanctions on North Korea – only way to effectively end their program

Bradley K. Martin, 5-27-2009, “Time to encourage Japan and South Korea,” Global Post, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/southkorea/090527/time-encourage-japan-and-south-korea-go-nuclear?page=0,1

A different view is that what is really needed is for China, which has been propping up the North Korean economy, to become concerned enough about the fallout from Kim’s nuclear adventurism to join in truly effective sanctions. Some conservatives including pundit Charles Krauthammer have been arguing that nothing would concentrate Beijing’s mind more than the prospect of a nuclear-armed Japan.  With the latest test, that notion is being examined more widely. Chris Nelson, whose influential Washington-based daily Nelson Report looks at policy issues affecting Asia, said in an e-mail that he agreed with all of Straub’s points but wondered whether Japanese nuclear armament was the “one strategic threat” that might outweigh what he said China now considers the primary threat: a “catastrophic collapse” of North Korea, spilling chaos across their shared border.  If South Korea “sounded serious, in turn prompting Japan to sound serious” about developing nuclear deterrents, “at that point, and that point only, might Beijing actually risk sanctions to bring down the Kim regime,” Nelson suggested, “at which point might the Kim regime, or its designated successor, finally be forced to enter into genuine leveraged buyout negotiations.”

Proliferation Good – AT:  Accidents

Accidents don’t happen and wouldn’t escalate

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 115-116

Another question is whether India and Pakistan can firmly control and safely deploy nuclear forces sufficient to deter. Because I have already said enough about the ease of deterrence, I shall concentrate on questions of safety and control. Sagan claims that “the emerging history of nuclear India and nuclear Pakistan strongly supports the pessimistic predictions of organizational theorists” (Ch. 3, p. 90). Yet the evidence, accumulated over five decades, shows that nuclear states fight with nuclear states only at low levels, that accidents seldom occur, and that when they do they never have bad effects. If nuclear pessimists were right, nuclear deterrence would have failed again and again. Nuclear pessimists deal with the potential causes of catastrophe; optimists, with the effects the causes do not produce. Since the evidence fails to support the predictions of pessimists, one wonders why the spread of nuclear weapons to South Asia should have bad rather than good effects. What differences in the situation of India and Pakistan may cause their fates to depart from the nuclear norm? If they and their situations are different, then the happy history of the nuclear past does not forecast their futures. American commentators dwell on the differences between the United States and the Soviet Union earlier and India and Pakistan today. Among the seeming differences, these are given prominence: differences in the states involved, differences in their histories of conflict, and differences in the distance between the competing parties. I consider them in turn.

Proliferation is the only way to moderate radical regimes

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, 2003, p. 117

Whatever the identity of rulers, and whatever the characteristics of their states, the national behaviors they produce are strongly conditioned by the world outside. With conventional weapons, a defensive country has to ask itself how much power it must harness to its policy in order to dissuade an aggressive state from striking. Countries willing to run high risks are hard to dissuade. The characteristics of governments and the temperaments of leaders have to be carefully weighed. With nuclear weapons, any state will be deterred by another state’s second-strike forces; one need not be preoccupied with the qualities of the state that is to be deterred or scrutinize its leaders. In a nuclear world, any state—whether ruled by a Stalin, a Mao Zedong, a Saddam Hussein, or a Kim Jong Il—will be deterred by the knowledge that aggressive actions may lead to its own destruction.

Proximity solves escalation

Thomas Preston, Associate Professor of Political Science @ Washington State University, 2007, “From Lambs to Lions,” p. 72

In addition. short-range systems potentially provide important de - escalation and deterrence bolstering effects. Bernard Brodie, one of the lead- ing strategic thinkers of the Cold War nøted the threat to use tactical weapons weapons appropriate for deterrence. or tailing that. could serve as a de-ccalating device’ 1f used in a ‘limited and essentially tightly controlled manner.” Brodie (1966. 2K) noted that with the limited use of tactical weapons, “the possibility of further escalation will, to be sure, be unavoidable but also use- fully present. It will tend to induce caution of both sides, but it will especially tend to dissuade the aggressor from testing very far the efficacy of a resolute local defense.’

***Prolif DA Aff***
Proliferation Increasing Now – Nuclear Weapons Spreading
Proliferation is increasing now

Mitchell Reiss, Senior Associate (Non-resident), International Security Program, Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2004, The Nuclear Tipping Point, pg. 4

In other words, in ways both fast and slow, we may very soon be approaching a nuclear “tipping point,” where many countries may decide to acquire nuclear arsenals on short notice, thereby triggering a proliferation epidemic.  Should current proliferation trends continue, within the next decade there may be more declared nuclear weapons states, more undeclared nuclear weapon states, and more states developing nuclear weapons than ever before.  President John F. Kennedy’s nightmare vision of a world with fifteen, twenty, or even twenty-five nuclear powers may yet occre.  As director of the CIA George Tenet testified before the Senate Select Intelligence Committee on Feb 11 2003, “The desire for nuclear weapons is on the upsurge.  Additional countries may decide to seek nuclear weapons as it becomes clear their neighbors and regional rivals are already doing so.  The ‘domino theory’ of the twenty-first century may well be nuclear.”  Should this occure, few would take comfort in the assurances of some academic theorists that “more may be better.”

Current trends prove rampant proliferation is occurring now

Barry Blechman, Stimson Center Co-Founder, Stimson Center Nuclear Disarm Distinguished Fellow, Ph.D., 9/29/2008, “Nuclear Proliferation: Avoiding a Pandemic,” http://www.stimson.org/ Presidential_Inbox_2009/ BBlechman_Final_Format.pdf 

There is serious risk that the international agreements and processes that have kept the number of nations armed with nuclear weapons fairly low are breaking down. Over the past ten years, three nations joined the six previously declared nuclear powers and a tenth is in the offing. Unless strong actions are taken during the first 18 months of the administration, we could see a world of twenty or even thirty nuclear-armed states by the 2020s. Meeting this challenge requires specific, near-term steps to shore up the current regime plus bold actions to move eventually to a world completely free of nuclear weapons.

US deterrent in East Asia isn’t credible now

Kathleen Bailey, National Security Consultants, Senior Associate, National Institute for Public Policy, 2009, Tailoring the U.S. Strategic Nuclear Posture in Northeast Asia, pg. np

Although the U.S. has extended the nuclear umbrella over Japan and South Korea, and has pledged to defend Taiwan, the current U.S. nuclear force posture in East Asia may not be properly tailored to provide effective deterrence and assurance of the defense of these countries. One reason is that the type of planning employed in the NATO context, for example, has not been applied in East Asia. Another reason that the current strategic posture may not be sufficient or capable to meet the needs of the future is force composition, as well as deployment and delivery options. When the current strategic posture was developed, there was little credibility lent to the idea that nuclear weapons would ever be used in a limited way—limited both in terms of numbers of weapons (perhaps only one or two) and yield (subkiloton). That has changed; both Russia and China emphasize “useable” nuclear weapons with, for example, low yield and/or enhanced radiation, and with more accurate delivery systems. The present U.S. nuclear force was tailored to bust hardened Soviet silos and our nuclear delivery systems are inaccurate compared to today’s precision conventional systems. 

Proliferation Increasing Now – Deterrence Decreasing Now
Collapse of assurances to Asian allies inevitable

Andrew Shearer, director of studies and a senior research fellow at Australia's Lowy Institute for International Policy, 2/4/2010, “Will America Defend Its Asian Allies?,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np 

The report will only reassure U.S. allies if they are convinced Washington will deliver on the capabilities it promises and can project power, deter aggression and come to their aid. With little evident appetite in the White House or Congress to rein in rampant domestic spending, pressures on the defense budget will only increase. Asian governments will have little option but to divert resources to acquire more sophisticated weapons. That's not good news for anyone, including America.

Japan remilitarizing now

Selig S. Harrison, Director of the Asia Program at the Center for International Policy, 2/3/2010, “On the remilitarization of Japan,” http://english.hani.co.kr/arti/english_edition/e_opinion/402584.html.

In Tokyo, despite the election of a Democratic Party government, the development of new weapons systems started by the Liberal Democrats continues unabated under the direction of the increasingly assertive Self-Defense Forces. The steadily expanding bureaucratic clout of Japan’s military leadership is spelled out in a new International Institute of Strategic Studies book by Christopher Hughes, Japan‘s Remilitarization, which presents powerful new evidence underlining the erosion of civilian control over the military and the growing power of Japan’s “military industrial complex.”

Review conference failure will spur proliferation now

Tilman Ruff, Associate Professor in the Nossal Institute for Global Health, 12/15/2009, “Eliminating nuclear threats An ICAN response to the first report of the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament (ICNND)”, http://icnndngojapan.files.wordpress.com/2009/12/icnnd_report-ican-full-response-1512091.pdf
More than anything else, the NPR and whether President Obama is able to deliver on this promise will show whether the US is now serious about a world free of nuclear weapons and set the tone of the 2010 NPT Review Conference. The 2005 Review Conference failed to agree anything. With nuclear disarmament having been not just stalled but going backwards, and proliferation slipping further from control, there is justified concern that if the 2010 conference does not make serious progress on multiple fronts, a major tipping point will have been reached and a cascade of nuclear proliferation can be expected to follow.
Proliferation Increasing Now – Allies Proliferating Now

Allied prolif now—NMD cut killed confidence in the umbrella, guarantees nuclear tipping point for our allies

Jack David, deputy assistant secretary of defense for combating weapons of mass destruction from 2004-2006, 9/18/2009, WallStreet Journal, pg. np

The "smarter" missile-defense system that President Obama announced yesterday won't replace that capability. The mobile and sea-based system could help protect Berlin and Paris from short-range or medium-range missiles, but it won't protect New York from an ICBM. The administration's plan is a blow to the security architecture that protects the American homeland.  The administration's move also signals U.S. friends and allies whose own security architectures heretofore relied heavily on the existence of U.S. support that they should re-evaluate the continuing validity of such reliance.  They will be skeptical of longstanding U.S. assurances and Mr. Obama's future promises and explanations.  None will be more skeptical than the 30 countries that the U.S. has encouraged to forego the development of nuclear weapons by promising protection under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. If the U.S. walks away from its missile defense commitments so easily, the promises that its nuclear deterrent affords are plainly diminished.  Consider the unanimous finding of a recent bipartisan congressional commission on the U.S. nuclear posture, led by former secretaries of Defense William Perry and James Schlesinger. The commission warned of a coming "tipping point" in proliferation, when more nations might decide to go nuclear if U.S. allies lose confidence in Washington's ability to protect them.

Iran making fast progress toward weapons – nukes by 2010

Daniel Costs, senior counsel in King & Spaulding’s Government Advocacy and Public Policy Practice Group, September 2009, http://www.bipartisanpolicy.org/sites/default/files/BPC%20Iran%20report%20final%20pdf.pdf. 
Driving the timetable for U.S. action should be Iran’s accelerated nuclear progress, Israel’s perception of that progress, the possibility of Russia selling Iran its advanced S-300 anti-aircraft weapons system and the importance of U.S. credibility and strategic interests. We believe that the Islamic Republic will be able to produce enough fissile material for a nuclear weapon by 2010, leaving little time for the United States to prevent both a nuclear weapons-capable Islamic Republic and an Israeli strike on Iranian nuclear facilities.
Myanmar is developing nuclear weapons

Yossi Melman, 8/20/2009, Haaretz, http://www.haaretz.com/hasen/spages/1108809.html. 
Further evidence of the Myanmar government's apparent desire to acquire military nuclear capability was supplied recently by David Albright, the head of the Institute for Science and International Security in Washington, which specializes in tracking worldwide nuclear proliferation. Albright published information on the institute's Web site saying senior officials of the North Korean company, Namchongang Trading Corporation, recently visited Myanmar. Western countries have imposed sanctions on this company and forbidden trade relations with it. This company had a branch in Damascus, which strengthened the suspicions that Bashar Assad's regime in Syria is aiming at developing nuclear weapons and that it set up the nuclear facility - which was destroyed by the Israeli air force in September 2007 - with the aid of the North Korean company and other elements from Pyongyang.

No Link – Allies Won’t Proliferate
Egpyt won’t proliferate
Robert Einhorn, senior adviser in the CSIS International Security Program, 2004, The Nuclear Tipping Point, pg. 44

Yet, while Egypt seems to fit the profile of a country with a reasonably  strong likelihood of pursuing nuclear weapons, there are few if any signs  that it is headed in that direction. Indeed, available evidence suggests  that Egypt's decision to renounce nuclear weapons may well be, in the  words of Presidential Adviser Osama el-Baz, "final and irreversible. "3  Egyptian leaders seem to have reached the conclusion years ago that a  nuclear weapons capability is not in their country's best interest and that  seeking that capability would undermine higher national priorities, espe-  cially peace and stability in the region, economic development, and close  ties with the United States. Moreover, by forgoing a substantial nuclear  energy program and allowing Egypt's nuclear scientific expertise to atro-  phy, Egypt has left itself without reliable, near-term options to acquire the  fissile materials needed to build a bomb, especially through indigenous  production. 

No risk of German proliferation

Jennifer Mackby, political-affairs officer for the United Nations Political and Security Council Affairs Department, and Walter Slocombe, senior advisor for the Coalition Provisional Authority in Baghdad, 2004, The Nuclear Tipping Point, pg. 206

Even laying aside the extreme unlikelihood of such a profound breach  in transatlantic relations, it is by no means clear that such developments  would induce Germany to develop nuclear weapons of its own. Although  Some politicians on the conservative end of the spectrum might prefer a  national nuclear force, public opinion is so opposed to even civilian uses  of nuclear energy-much less nuclear weapons- that it would "be suici-  dal for any serious politician to make a political platform out of this sub-  ject. "83 As one analyst put it,  There is no scenario in which Germany would acquire nuclear  weapons. If the U.S. withdraws from NATO, if Europe breaks  apart, if a new general takes over in the Russian Federation, threat-  ening Germany, and if tensions increase drastically, even then Ger-  many would not try to develop nuclear weapons. This would be for  Hollywood. Germany would try to engage in discussions; we are try-  ing to keep other states from getting nuclear weapons. We had U.S.  nuclear weapons and troops in Germany to contain the Soviet  Union. They had a function. Now it would be more a burden than  anything else for Germany to have nuclear weapons. 

Other factors prevent proliferation

William Potter, Director at James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 2010, “The NPT and Sources of Nuclear Restraint,” Daedalus, pg. np

Among the effects dampening the potential operation of a proliferation chain is the fact that nuclear decisions take place in a domestic political environment sensitive to considerations of a political-economic nature, as well as competing organizational interests and personalities. Although one may interpret the general finding–that an Iranian defection from the NPT would have a limited impact on individual country futures–as an indication of the strength and vitality of the Treaty, an alternative interpretation is that the Treaty is less central to the nuclear orientation of some states than is often assumed to be the case. This perspective appears to be borne out in the case studies of Australia, Iran, Syria, Venezuela, and Yugoslavia (post- 1974). Nevertheless, a number of the project’s other case studies, including those of Japan, South Africa, South Korea, Turkey, and Ukraine, highlight the significant–if indirect–positive effect the npt has on nuclear weapons restraint by reinforcing the position of institutional advocates for nuclear abstinence in domestic political debates. The Treaty also continues to have a symbolic normative value in many of the countries surveyed, and elites in states such as Australia, Japan, South Africa, South Korea, and Ukraine regard adherence to the npt as an integral part of their credentials as members of the international community in good standing.
Impact Takeout – Proliferation Not Bad

They overstate the risk of proliferation, it won’t be dangerous
Moeed Yusuf, Fellow and Ph.D. Candidate in the Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range

Future – Boston University, 1/112009, “Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons”, Brookings Policy Paper 11, pg. np
It is a paradox that few aspects of international security have been as closely scrutinized, but as incorrectly forecast, as the future nuclear landscape. Since the advent of nuclear weapons in 1945, there have been dozens, if not hundreds of projections by government and independent analysts trying to predict horizontal and vertical proliferation across the world. Various studies examined which countries would acquire nuclear weapons, when this would happen, how many weapons the two superpowers as well as other countries would assemble, and the impact these developments might have on world peace. The results have oscillated between gross underestimations and terrifying overestimations. Following the September 11, 2001 attacks, the fear that nuclear weapons might be acquired by so-called “rogues states” or terrorist groups brought added urgency – and increased difficulty – to the task of accurately assessing the future of nuclear weapons. A survey of past public and private projections provides a timely reminder of the flaws in both the methodologies and theories they employed. 
Don’t trust their pessimistic predictions of proliferation, they won’t come true

Moeed Yusuf, Fellow and Ph.D. Candidate in the Frederick S. Pardee Center for the Study of the Longer-Range

Future – Boston University, 1/112009, “Predicting Proliferation: The History of the Future of Nuclear Weapons”, Brookings Policy Paper 11, pg. np
The parallel shift from developed-world proliferation to developing-world proliferation was accompanied by greater alarm regarding the impact of proliferation. It was felt that developing countries were more dangerous and irresponsible nuclear states than developed countries. Second, while all the countries that did eventually develop nuclear weapons were on the lists of suspect states, the estimations misjudged when these countries would go nuclear. The Soviet Union went nuclear much earlier than had been initially predicted, intelligence estimates completely missed China’s nuclear progress, and India initially tested much later than U.S. intelligence projections had anticipated and subsequently declared nuclear weapon status in 1998 when virtually no one expected it to do so. Third, the pace of proliferation has been consistently slower than has been anticipated by most experts due to a combination of overwhelming alarmism, the intent of threshold states, and many incentives to abstain from weapons development. In the post-Cold War period, the number of suspected threshold states has gradually decreased and the geographical focus has shifted solely to North-East Asia, South Asia, and the Middle East. There is also much greater concern that a nuclear chain reaction will break out than was the case during the Cold War. 

New proliferators wont be aggressive

Erik Gartzke, Professor of Political Science – UC San Diego, and Dong Joon Jo, Professor of International Relations – University of Seoul, South Korea, 2009, “Bargaining, Nuclear Proliferation, and Interstate Disputes” Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol 53 No 2
Even if only some of the substantial increase in lethality from “going nuclear” can be converted into political leverage, nuclear-capable nations are bound to increase their influence in international affairs. Greater influence amounts to getting what states want without having to use force. To the degree that nuclear capabilities lead to bargains that approximate the outcomes states expect from fighting, aggression becomes less appealing, and the anxieties of opponents are reduced. Diplomacy serves as a tool for smoothing the bumpy road of world politics. The decision to proliferate is also endogenous to conflict. Nations are not assigned nuclear weapons at random but select into nuclear status despite high costs, long delays in development, and international opprobrium. Countries with significant security problems or responsibilities and substantial governmental resources are more prone to seek nuclear weapons (Jo and Gartzke 2007). These same nations fight more often, not because they possess a nuclear arsenal but because the causes of conflict also prompt states to proliferate. Nations with few enemies, modest resources, limited technology, or little dissatisfaction about world affairs are unlikely to pursue nuclear capabilities and also are less inclined to fight. Thus, nominal nuclear status probably overstates the empirical effect of proliferation in propagating interstate disputes
Impact Takeout – Japan Scenario

Japanese nuclearization wouldn’t cause a regional arms race

Clifton Sherrill, Assistant professor of history and political science @ UMiss, 2001, “The Need for a Japanese Nuclear Deterrent.” Comparative Strategy, pg. 260 
Japanese pacifists often argue that Japan should not attempt to develop significant independent military capabilities because of the air of distrust that lingers in the region as a result of Japanese imperialism and atrocities committed by the Japanese in the Second World War. Unquestionably reservations exist among certain aspects of society in China, Korea, the Philippines, and other areas that suffered under Japanese occupation. The antipathy toward Japan felt by victims of Japanese brutality in the Second World War, however, is not felt to the same degree by the succeeding generations in these states. For example, despite the horrors inflicted by the Japanese during World War II’s infamous “Rape of Manila,” Philippine National Security Adviser Jose Altamonte noted in 1998 the Philippines’ desire to see Japan play a leading role in ensuring regional security and to “raise from a strategic client into a full partner of the United States” [9]. Indeed, in proof of the long-held diplomatic maxim that states have no permanent enemies, only permanent interests, many states in the Asia–Pacific have signaled a willingness to accept a greater regional security role for Japan. Japan’s position as the single largest provider of economic aid in the region has made many states more open to greater Japanese involvement. Fears that Japanese nuclear weapons would spark a regional arms race are misplaced, because most other states in the region are without the capability to develop nuclear weapons and have little utility for them, and conventional build-ups would serve little purpose in response to Japanese nuclear acquisition. In any event, the destabilizing states, North Korea and China, already have developed nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles despite Japan’s abstinence.
Won’t generate instability or an arms race

Andrew O’Neil, School of Political and International Studies at Flinders University, Australia, 2007, Nuclear Proliferation in Northeast Asia, pg. 8-9

In short, it is unlikely that a nuclear-armed Japan would generate nuclear proliferation pressures in either of these countries. Finally, the chapter argues that both Japan and China will continue to have powerful incentives to ensure that any nuclear relationship remains stable and peaceful. The high degree of interdependence in the bilateral relationship between Tokyo and Beijing is exemplified by large-scale trade and investment links and shared concern over ensuring the continued free passage of energy supplies into Northeast Asia. Both countries understand that the most important prerequisite for maintaining these favorable outcomes is to avoid serious strategic tensions in their bilateral relationship and in Northeast Asia more generally.
The US won’t respond with complete abandonment of the alliance

Clifton Sherrill, Assistant professor of history and political science @ UMiss, 2001, “The Need for a Japanese Nuclear Deterrent.” Comparative Strategy, pg. 260 
Ideally, for both Japan and the United States, a Japanese nuclear deterrent force would be developed with the full support and cooperation of the United States. Nonetheless, enthusiastic American support is not a prerequisite to the construction of a Japanese nuclear deterrent, given the advanced state of the Japanese civil nuclear program. Politically, the lack of U.S. support would be a major obstacle to creation of a Japanese deterrent; however, Japan is not without bargaining chips. As noted previously, U.S. forward deployment in the Pacific is now overwhelmingly dependent on maintaining bases in Japan. Moreover, U.S. response to Indian and Pakistani nuclear weapons development was confined primarily to rhetorical opposition. Finally, Chinese opposition, although vociferous, must be viewed in the light of ongoing Chinese actions, including an aggressive nuclear build-up despite Japanese temperance [7]. Given these conditions, it is unlikely that the United States would exert the type of pressure that could damage severely the U.S.–Japan alliance in order to prevent a determined Japan from pursuing an independent nuclear deterrent. 

Impact Takeout – Saudi Scenario

Saudi Arabia can’t buy the bomb

Gawdat Bahgat, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at Indiana University, 2007, Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons in the Middle East, p. 84

Analysts of Saudi Arabia’s security policy have suggested four issues related to potential Saudi nuclear ambition. First, if Riyadh were to consider a nuclear option, it arguably would be likely to “buy” a nuclear device, not build one. David Albright argues that the Saudis “would be the first of the world’s eight or nine nuclear powers to have bought rather than built the bomb’57 This scenario is based on the fact that unlike North Korea, Saudi Arabia has the financial resources to purchase a nuclear bomb. Furthermore, buying instead of building would save the kingdom potential preemptive strikes on its nuclear facilities. Pakistan is often mentioned as the most likely seller, since it created a so-called Islamic bomb and has close ties to Saudi Arabia. This essay rejects the notion of an “Islamic bomb.” There are no “Christian” or “Jewish” bombs. Pakistan made the bomb to counter its archenemy, India, and is not likely to “sell” it to any other country. Simply stated, since the dawn of the nuclear age in 1945, the experience has shown that nuclear weapons are not for sale.
Saudi Arabia doesn’t have an existential threat, they won’t pursue

Gawdat Bahgat, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at Indiana University, 2007, Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons in the Middle East, p. 84

Second, the Israeli approach to acquiring nuclear weapons capability has been mentioned as a potential model for the Saudis to follow. Despite Israel’s close ties to the United States, it decided to create nuclear weapons. There are many differences, however, between the Israeli and Saudi cases. A fundamental one is the existential threat that the Israeli leaders perceived to their country. As the analysis in this essay indicates, Saudi Arabia does not face such a threat. Third, most analysts assume that the Saudi military is no match for the Iranian or Iraqi armies.

Turn – US military presence is the root cause of Middle Eastern proliferation

Gawdat Bahgat, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Middle Eastern Studies at Indiana University, 2007, Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons in the Middle East, p. 84

Another important motivation for nuclear proliferation in the Middle East is the growing American military presence in the region since the late 1980s. At the end of Iran-Iraq War, the U.S. Navy took responsibility for protecting oil shipments and was involved in several confrontations with Iran. A few years later, the United States led an international coalition to expel Iraq from Kuwait (the 1991 Gulf War) and established military bases in several Gulf monarchies. In response to the September 11 terrorist attacks, the United States invaded Afghanistan and has since maintained a military presence there and in other Central Asian states. In 2003, the United States toppled Saddam Hussein and occupied Iraq. Naturally, Iran feels threatened by this American military presence on almost all sides. Iranian leaders understand that their country’s conventional capabilities are no match for the U.S. military superiority. Within this context, acquiring nuclear weapons might deter United States from attacking Iran.23 Meanwhile, providing assurances that Washington has no intention of attacking Iran and does not seek regime change in Tehran might convince the Iranian leaders to give up their nuclear ambition.
Impact Turn – Allied Proliferation Good

Allied proliferation leads to stability – it ends extended deterrence, creates credible deterrence and doesn’t risk backlash

Christopher Layne, Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to Present, pg. 171-172

There is nothing the United States can do that will fully reassure its allies that Washington will protect them. Recognizing this, America’s allies—especially in East Asia—have every incentive to do exactly what U.S. strategy is  supposed to prevent them from doing: re-nationalize and emerge as autonomous poles of power—which will unravel the entire fabric of America’s  hegemonic grand strategy.4’ Instead of vainly attempting to stem the tide of  onrushing multipolaritv, as an offshore balancer the United States would implement an orderly devolution of security responsibilities—including managed proliferation of nuclear weapons—to the potential great powers (and regional ones like South Korea) that heretofore have sheltered under America’s extended deterrence umbrella.42 Given that managed proliferation would involve politically stable states that are capable of building secure, second-strike retaliatory forces, it would not be destabilizing. On the contrary, because the deterrence provided by national deterrent forces is more credible than extended deterrence provided by a distant protector, Eurasia probably would be more stable—not less—if, acting as an offshore balancer, the United States went forward with strategic devolution.  In any event, given the nature of the evolving Eurasian security environment, for the United States it would be better and safer to let other states defend them- selves.
Absent this, extended deterrence breaks down and causes nuclear war

Christopher Layne, Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to Present, pg. 171-172

Proponents of U.S. hegemony like to say that America’s military commitments in Eurasia are an insurance policy against the purportedly damaging consequences of a Eurasian great power war by preventing it from happening in the first place or limiting its harmful effects if it does happen. This is a dubious analogy, because insurance policies neither prevent, nor limit, damage to policyholders. Rather, they compensate the policyholder for damage incurred. Even on its own terms, however, the insurance policy argument is not persuasive. Both Californians and Floridians know that some types of insurance are either unaffordable or unobtainable at any price. The chances of the “Big One”—a catastrophic earthquake on the San Andreas Fault—jolting Los Angeles or San Francisco, or a Force 5 hurricane making a direct hit on Miami, are small. But if either were to happen the consequences could be catastrophic, which is why insurance companies don’t want to offer earthquake and hurricane insurance. Prospective great power wars in Eurasia represent a similar dynamic: the risk of such a war breaking out may be low, but if it does it could be prohibitively expensive for the United States to be involved.  Rather than being instruments of regional pacification, today America’s alliances are transmission belts for war that ensure that the U.S. would be embroiled in Eurasian wars. In deciding whether to go war in Eurasia, the United States should not allow its hands to be tied in advance. For example, a non—great power war on the Korean Peninsula—even if nuclear weapons were not involved—would he very costly. The dangers of being entangled in a great power war in Eurasia, of course, are even greater, and could expose the American homeland to nuclear attack. An offshore balancing grand strategy would extricate the United States from the danger of being entrapped in Eurasian conflicts by its alliance commitments.
This strategy solves chain-ganging

Christopher Layne, Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to Present, pg. 176
If the United States adopts an offshore balancing grand strategy, it simply is not the case that the United States would he sucked into a war between Eurasian great powers. A nuclear conflict in Eurasia cannot leap the Atlantic or Pacific oceans and engulf the United States unless the United States is embroiled from the outset because of its forward military presence in Eurasia. In a nuclear world, it would be irrational to risk being involved in such a conflict for economic reasons (and, probably, for any reason).
Impact Turn – Proliferation Solves Conventional War

Nuclear proliferation decreases the risk of conventional conflict
Kenneth N. Waltz, Adjunct Professor & Genius, Columbia University, Professor Emeritus, UC-Berkeley, 2003, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons:  A Debate Renewed, with Scott D. Sagan, pg. 36-37
For a number of reasons, deterrent strategies promise less damage than war-fighting strategies. First, deterrent strategies induce caution all around and thus reduce the incidence of war. Second, wars fought in the face of strategic nuclear weapons must be carefully limited because a country having them may retaliate if its vital interests are threatened.  Third, prospective punishment need only be proportionate to an adversary's expected gains in war after those gains are discounted for the many uncertainties of war. Fourth, should deterrence fail, a few judiciously delivered warheads are likely to produce sobriety in the leaders of all of the countries involved and thus bring rapid deescalation. Finally, war-fighting strategies offer no clear place to stop short of victory for some and defeat for others. Deterrent strategies do, and that place is where one country threatens another's vital interests. . Deterrent strategies lower the probability that wars will begin.  If wars start nevertheless, deterrent strategies lower the probability that they will be carried very far. 
Nuclear weapons prevent war from escalating

Kenneth N Waltz, Adjunct Professor & Genius, Columbia University, Professor Emeritus, UC-Berkeley, 2003, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons:  A Debate Renewed, with Scott D. Sagan, pg. 36-37
 Deterrence in World War II worked only where combatants shared the ability to use a horrible weapon, poison gas. All of the major combatants were capable of using it. None did. On all of the above counts, nuclear weapons reverse the logic of war that operates in conventional worlds.  Nuclear weapons lessen the intensity as well as the frequency of war among their possessors. For fear of escalation, nuclear states do not want to fight long and hard over important interests-indeed, they do not want to fight at all. Minor nuclear states have even better reasons than major ones to accommodate one another and to avoid fighting. Worries about the intensity of war among nuclear states have to be viewed in this context and against a world in which conven- tional weapons have become ever costlier and more destructive.

Proliferation makes escalatory war impossible

Kenneth N Waltz, Adjunct Professor & Genius, Columbia University, Professor Emeritus, UC-Berkeley, 2003, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons:  A Debate Renewed, with Scott D. Sagan, pg. 6-7
Weapons and strategies change the situation of states in ways that make them more or less secure. If weapons are not well suited for conquest, neighbors have more peace of mind.  We should expect war to become less likely when weaponry is such as to make conquest more: difficult, to discourage preemptive and preventive war, and to make coercive threats less credible. Do nuclear weapons have these effects? Some answers can be found by considering how nuclear deterrence and nuclear defense improve the prospects for peace.  First, war can be fought in the face of deterrent threats, but the higher the stakes and the closer a country moves toward winning them, the more surely that country invites retaliation and risks its own destruction. States are not likely to run major risks for minor gains. War between nuclear states may escalate as the loser uses larger and larger warheads.  Fearing that, states will want to draw back. Not escalation but de-escalation becomes likely. War remains possible, but victory in war is too dangerous to fight for. If states can score only small gains, because large ones risk retaliation, they have little incentive to fight.  Second, states act with less care if the expected costs of war are low and with more care if they are high.

Impact Turn – Proliferation Stabilizes

Cold war proves that nuclear weapons deter all conflict

T.V. Paul, Associate Professor, Political Science, McGill University, 1998, The Absolute Weapon Revisited:  Nuclear Arms and the Emerging International Order, p.22-23
A second important source of power that nuclear weapons provide their possessors is deterrent power vis-à-vis their adversaries.  Bernard Brodie’s suggestion that the main purpose of the U.S. military in the past was to win wars, while in the atomic age it would be to deter wars has been accepted largely by the other nuclear weapons states in their strategic policies.  The possession of a nuclear retaliatory capability by the deterring state and its willingness to use such a capability could deter potential adversaries who might be contemplating an attack.  The costs of attack are so high that there would be little incentive on the part of the challenging state to engage in military aggrandizement.  The U.S.-Soviet mutual assured destruction relationship was based on the expectation that nuclear weapons created deterrence through the superpowers’ possession of a second-strike capability and their ability to inflict damage on each other’s cities and military installations.  Nuclear weapons have especially been viewed as instruments for deterrence by punishment.
Conventional war kills hundreds of millions and go global
Disarmament and International Security, Background Guide, Fall 1999, http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~ucbmun/materials/disecFall99.doc
Limitless and unrestricted, small arms and conventional weapons have lead to the death of more people and the squandering of more money than nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons combined and remain to have a much greater impact upon human population and world politics. Many experts believe that nuclear disarmament will never be realized until progress has been made toward general and complete disarmament. The theory is that countries develop nuclear weapons as protection against the conventional weapons of opposing states. Recent history and the Cold War serve as an example that nations are more likely to use their small arms and conventional weapons in aggressive acts than alternative forms of warfare. The build up of small arms and conventional weapons also spurs the tensions amongst neighboring nations even further. As nations increase their forces and the stockpiles of weapons, surrounding nations feel compelled to increase their own forces and weapons supplies. The arms race destroys the trust and diplomatic relationships between neighboring nations thus inhibiting international and interregional peace. 
A major concern with conventional weapons is with the use of those that have indiscriminate effects, which involves the use of land mines, booby traps, and other weapons in the process of being developed, such as blind laser weapons. In the end, these weapons harm more innocent civilians than members of an opposing army and their effects remain long after conflict resolution. The market for small arms and conventional weapons is immense and costly. Both the legal proliferation and black market proliferation of these weapons have created international tensions. Many believe that terrorism cannot be abated as long as their weapons of choice remain completely accessible on the world market. The greatest victim of small arms and conventional weapons are the underdeveloped and developing nations. Instead of spending money on economic and social incentives - such as education, welfare, medical treatment, treatment of water, the production of food, and the building of factories and a workforce - these nations purchase these weapons at high prices and maintain armies that are not proportionate to their country’s size. Despite the lack of progress, an obligation covering General and Complete Disarmament was included in Article VI of the Non-Proliferation Treaty. It commits all parties to the treaty "to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control." But in spite of this renewed pledge of the NPT parties, no negotiation on general disarmament is taking place today, and none is planned and 45 million people have died since the end of World War II at the expense of these weapons.

Proliferation won’t be rapid 

Stimson Institute, summarizing a presentation by Rebecca Hersman, scholar at the National Defense University, 1-14-2009, “Trend Lines and Tipping Points for Nuclear Proliferation,” http://www.stimson.org/events.cfm?ID=655

Rebecca Hersman noted that proliferation is a multi-step process, and that this ‘dial-up’ or ‘dial-down’ process is not linear. A national proliferation strategy can therefore take a few or many years. In her view, cascades require that multiple countries match capability to intent at an accelerating rate. She noted that synchronizing capability and intent is very difficult. The concept of “tipping points” is problematic in that it suggests sudden and rapid decisions by multiple countries to cross a singular proliferation boundary. The historical record suggests otherwise – that nuclear decision-making is usually incremental, and could stall or reverse course at many stages. There is little historical evidence to suggest that a rapid expansion in the number of nuclear-armed states is likely in the future, let alone inevitable.  
***Hegemony DA Aff***
Uniqueness – Hegemony Low Now

Economic overstretch makes hegemonic decline inevitable.

Robert Skidelsky, Emeritus Professor of Political Economy at Warwick University, February 2010, “Unipolar Disorder,” Survival, p.188-189
Calleo then turns to the well-worn theme of 'overstretch'. In doing so, he offers a fascinating, but neglected, geopolitical perspective on the current economic crisis. The United States has long suffered from imperial overstretch in the sense that it has run an almost continuous current-account deficit since the 1970s. Calleo correctly points out that the continued ability of the United States to finance its external deficit is a 'critical support to its hegemonic ambitions'. This ability, he argues, is in rapid decline. The high-productivity phase of US growth, which induced foreigners to buy dollars, ended with the collapse of the dot.com bubble in 2001. Since then, both internal and external deficits have ballooned as the US economy has become increasingly rickety. High domestic consumption has depended on growing consumer debt; new wealth to offset the growing debt came not from new investment but from speculation in equity and real-estate markets. An 'unprecedented income gap [opened up] between the very rich and the rest'. Between 2000 and 2004 the gross federal debt grew by 31% while US GDP grew by only 19%. In such circumstances both European and Chinese reasons for supporting the dollar have eroded, and with them the US ability to support its hegemonic pretensions.
Budget deficits will tank military spending – destroys US power projection capabilities.

Michael Auslin, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, 4-2-2010, “Three Strikes Against US Global Presence,” Fox News, http://www.aei.org/article/101869
The final strike in this geopolitical puzzle comes from Washington, D.C., where both Republican- and Democratic-run governments have blown up America's budget to unsustainable levels, all but ensuring that US defense budgets will decline in coming years.  The $1 trillion health care take over by the Obama administration is but the latest assault on America's financial integrity; combined with other multi-trillion dollar fiscal waste, such profligacy is already resulting in defense budget cuts and the cancellation of some of America's most sophisticated weapons systems, including the F-22 fighter.  As America's debt-to-GDP ratio reaches 90% in just ten years, now projected by the Congressional Budget Office, economic growth will slow down further and the military budget will all but certainly be further slashed in order to provide entitlements that Americans cannot live without.  The upshot of these three trends will likely be a series of decisions to slowly, but irrevocably reduce America's overseas global military presence and limit our capacity to uphold peace and intervene around the globe. And, as we hollow out our capabilities, China will be fielding ever more accurate anti-ship ballistic missiles, advanced fighter aircraft, and stealthy submarines; Russia will continue to expand its influence over its "near abroad" while modernizing its nuclear arsenal; and Iran will develop nuclear weapons, leading to an arms race or preemptive attacks in the Middle East.

Spread of military technology will undermine US dominance.

Greg Grant, Staff Writer, 11-20-2009, “U.S. Power Slipping, Analysts Warn,” DOD Buzz, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2009/11/20/analysts-warn-of-eroding-u-s-power/#axzz0lChN6leE
Beware of “strategic myopia,” Krepinevich warned, focusing laser like on Afghanistan risks missing larger shifts underway in global power. Speaking earlier in the week, on a different panel than Daggett, he also told the HASC that the military foundation of America’s global dominance is eroding. The diffusion of advanced technologies combined with the rise of new powers, such as China, and hostile states, such as Iran, will make it prohibitively expensive in both blood and treasure for the U.S. to control areas of vital interest, such as the Western Pacific and the Persian Gulf.  The realization that America is losing its technological supremacy is unlikely to come in the form of another Sputnik moment, but something much more subtle, stretching across various industries. One example: earlier this week we discussed the growing recognition, inside DoD and out, that the U.S. helicopter industrial base is in big trouble as its losing its technological edge to faster growing European firms.
Uniqueness – Multipolarity Inevitable

Multipolarity inevitable now – rising Chinese and Russian power.

Daniel Larison, Ph.D. graduate from the University of Chicago and contributing Editor, 4-5-2010, “A Bright Post-Hegemonic Future,” The American Conservative, http://www.amconmag.com/larison/2010/04/05/a-bright-post-hegemonic-future/
China will build up its military, as it is already doing, and Russia will continue to extend its influence into its “near-abroad,” and Iran will develop nuclear weapons. What is important to stress here is that all of these things already are or soon will be happening anyway. These things are happening despite, and perhaps in some cases because of, American military presence in their respective regions. The reality of multipolarity makes these first two more or less unavoidable, and as we have been seeing over the last few years there is nothing short of full-scale war with Iran that could realistically interrupt the development of its nuclear program. If Iran definitely decides to acquire nuclear weapons, there is remarkably little that any outside government can do to prevent this from happening. One sure way to guarantee that Iran pursues this route is to continue to act punitively towards Iran. If Western powers actively resist Russian efforts to exercise influence along its own borders as the U.S. and some European states have been doing, all that will result is the use of Russia’s smaller neighbors as Western proxies. This will have very unfortunate consequences for the proxies, which the Russians will intimidate and/or attack and which Western powers will not aid in direct conflicts with Russia.  Too many American policymakers and policy analysts remain devoted to restoring a degree of American preeminence that existed in 1991-92 and will probably never come again. The reality is that we may not even see American preeminence c. 2008, much less the way it was twenty years ago. Our policies and our military deployments around the world have not adjusted to this reality. Now some of our closest allies are forcing us to come to terms with the way the world has changed.

Multipolarity inevitable – even proponents concede.

Christopher Layne, Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, at Texas

A&M University’s George H.W. Bush School of Government and Public Service, Summer 2009, “The Waning of US Hegemony—Myth or Reality?” International Security, pp.161-162
Unipolar stability? Superficially, Brooks and Wohlforth make a strong case for unipolar stability. But there is less to their argument than meets the eye. Their case is based on a freeze-frame view of the distribution of capabilities in the international system; they do not engage the argument that, like all hegemonic systems, the American era of unipolarity contains the seeds of its own demise. Hegemons sprint to the front of the great power pack because of economic leadership based on productivity and technological innovation. Over time, however, know-how, technology, and managerial skills diffuse throughout the international economic system, which allows other states to catch up. Similarly, leadership costs sap the hegemon’s power and push it into decline. A key question is whether the early decades of the twenty-first century will witness the decline of U.S. hegemony. In this respect, the debate about unipolar stability is misleading. After all, despite their claim at the beginning of World Out of Balance that unipolarity is robust and that U.S. hegemony will endure well into the future, Brooks and Wohlforth actually concede that unipolarity is not likely to last more than another twenty years, which is not very long at all. Not only is this a weak case for unipolarity; it is also an implicit admission that—although it has yet to bear fruit—other states are engaged in counterbalancing the United States, and this is spurring an ongoing process of multipolarization.
Uniqueness – Multipolarity Inevitable Cont’d

Military predominance declining – power shift inevitable.

Greg Grant, Staff Writer, 11-20-2009, “U.S. Power Slipping, Analysts Warn,” DOD Buzz, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2009/11/20/analysts-warn-of-eroding-u-s-power/#axzz0lChN6leE

A warning to lawmakers of a shift underway in the global balance of power from the West to the East came this week from a rather sober source, Stephen Daggett, a defense policy analyst at the Congressional Research Service. CRS analysts are better known for providing carefully balanced and normative assessments of weapons systems or foreign policy issues, without weighing in on what can be politically tricky issues; which is why I hope lawmakers listened closely to what he said.  “We are in the midst of a shift away from American military predominance towards something different,” Daggett said, “we’re still for several years clearly going to be technologically predominant in military capabilities. How long we’ll have the ability to do all of the above, to project power in every kind, ground forces, maritime forces, air forces, I don’t know, but it’s eroding slowly over time.”  The glory days of the American century were the last 50 years of the 20th century, he said. The 21st century is slowly turning into something much more balanced in terms of power distribution than most generations of Americans have ever confronted. “The U.S. can still shape that environment… but our shaping of the environment has to be in a direction that leads to more cooperation with allies and efforts to build an agreement on the rules of the road with potential future foes like China,” particularly in areas like protecting the global commons, such as the maritime domain and cyber space.

No Link – Deployment Not Key to Hegemony

Withdrawal doesn’t affect hegemony - increases military effectiveness.

David Vine, Assistant Professor of Anthropology at American University, 2-25-2009, “Too Many Overseas Bases,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/too_many_overseas_bases

This isn’t a call for isolationism or a protectionism that would prevent us from spending money overseas. As the Obama administration and others have recognized, we must recommit to cooperative forms of engagement with the rest of the world that rely on diplomatic, economic, and cultural ties rather than military means. In addition to freeing money to meet critical human needs at home and abroad, fewer overseas bases would help rebuild our military into a less overstretched, defensive force committed to defending the nation’s territory from attack.
No military necessity for overseas deployment.

Daniel Larison, Ph.D. graduate from the University of Chicago and contributing Editor, 4-5-2010, “A Bright Post-Hegemonic Future,” The American Conservative, http://www.amconmag.com/larison/2010/04/05/a-bright-post-hegemonic-future/
Too many American policymakers and policy analysts remain devoted to restoring a degree of American preeminence that existed in 1991-92 and will probably never come again. The reality is that we may not even see American preeminence c. 2008, much less the way it was twenty years ago. Our policies and our military deployments around the world have not adjusted to this reality. Now some of our closest allies are forcing us to come to terms with the way the world has changed.  Of course, one could simply dismiss Auslin’s argument as an attempt to justify the current, indefensible size of the absurdly overgrown warfare and security state. This would hardly be the first time that a defender of an entrenched government program or institution resorted to exaggerating the calamities that reduction in services would create. It is also not the first time that such a defender simply imagines a threat to the program or institution. As usual, the danger/promise of reducing America’s overseas military presence is not nearly as great as Auslin claims.

They can’t win links based on hard power – military overstretch tanks primacy now.

Christopher Layne, Professor at Texas A&M University’s George H.W. Bush School of Government and Public Service , “Impotent power? Re-examining the nature of America's hegemonic power,” September-October 2006, The National Interest, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_85/ai_n16832448/pg_5/?tag=content;col1

The second reason that defense spending is likely to increase is that simple fact that the U.S. military is not large enough to meet all of America's commitments. Since the Cold War's end, the United States has shown every sign of succumbing to the "hegemon's temptation"--the temptation to use its military power promiscuously--and Iraq, along with the simultaneous crises with Iran and North Korea, have highlighted the mismatch between America's hegemonic ambitions and the military resources available to support them. To maintain its dominance, the American military will have to be expanded in size, because it is too small to meet present--and likely future--commitments. No one can say for certain how long significant U.S. forces will need to remain in Iraq (and Afghanistan), but its safe to say that substantial numbers of troops will be there for a long time. At the same time, in addition to the ongoing War on Terror (and the concomitant requirements of homeland defense), the United States faces possible future conflicts with North Korea, Iran and China.

Link Turn – Soft Power

Withdrawing US forces boosts US leadership – solves key source of anti-Americanism.

David Vine, Assistant Professor of Anthropology at American University, 2-25-2009, “Too Many Overseas Bases,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/too_many_overseas_bases

In undemocratic nations like Uzbekistan, Kyrgyzstan, and Saudi Arabia, our bases support governments responsible for repression and human rights abuses. In too many recurring cases, soldiers have raped, assaulted, or killed locals, most prominently of late in South Korea, Okinawa, and Italy. The forced expulsion of the entire Chagossian people to create our secretive base on British Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean is another extreme but not so aberrant example.     Bases abroad have become a major and unacknowledged “face” of the United States, frequently damaging the nation’s reputation, engendering grievances and anger, and generally creating antagonistic rather than cooperative relationships between the United States and others. Most dangerously, as we have seen in Saudi Arabia and Yemen, and as we are seeing in Iraq and Afghanistan, foreign bases create breeding grounds for radicalism, anti-Americanism, and attacks on the United States, reducing, rather than improving, our national security.

Only boosting soft power can prevent counter-balancing and preserve US leadership.

Joseph Nye, dean of Harvard''s Kennedy School of Government, 3-23-2002, “The New Rome Meets the New Barbarians: How America Should Wield Its Power,” The Economist, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/1172/new_rome_meets_the_new_barbarians.html?breadcrumb=%2Ftopic%2F91%2Fconflict_and_conflict_resolution

Because of its leading position in the information revolution and its past investment in traditional power resources, the United States will probably remain the world''s most powerful single country well into this new century. While potential coalitions to check American power could be created, it is unlikely that they would become firm alliances unless the United States handles its hard coercive power in an overbearing unilateral manner that undermines its soft or attractive power - the important ability to get others to want what you want.  As Josef Joffe, editor of Die Zeit, has written, "Unlike centuries past, when war was the great arbiter, today the most interesting types of power do not come out of the barrel of a gun." Today there is a much bigger payoff in "getting others to want what you want", and that has to do with cultural attraction and ideology, along with agenda-setting and economic incentives for co-operation. Soft power is particularly important in dealing with issues arising from the bottom chessboard of transnational relations.  The real challenges to American power are coming on cat''s feet in the night and, ironically, the temptation to unilateralism may ultimately weaken the United States. The contemporary information revolution and the globalization that goes with it are transforming and shrinking the world. At the beginning of this new century, these two forces have combined to increase American power. But, with time, technology will spread to other countries and peoples, and America''s relative pre-eminence will diminish.

Soft power is crucial to hegemony – relying on hard power alone fails.

Dennis Florig, Professor in the Division of International Studies at Hankuk (Korean) University of Foreign Studies, 2004, “From the Cold War into the 21st Century: Change and Continuity in American Hegemonic Strategy,” http://www.dflorig.com/coldwarpaper.htm
Hegemony requires both hard power and soft power--political alliances, international institutions, and ideological influence must supplement more obvious military and economic superiority.  Without the soft power, there is no hegemony but mere domination.  When the international system is functioning smoothly, the U.S. can rely on its political alliances, its sway in international institutions, and the power of its mass media to spread its influence around the world.  For example, in the late 1990s the U.S. was riding high and confident that its power was unchallenged, hence there was much talk about the decreasing importance of military power, the rising significance of international institutions and networks, and the inexorable process of globalization.

Link Turn – Military Advantage

Consolidating US deployments key to rebuild hard power – only way to solve problems created by Iraq.

Charles A. Kupchan and Peter Trubowitz, Professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University and Associate Professor of Government at the University of Texas, Austin, 7-9-2007, “Grand Strategy for a Divided America,” RealClearPolitics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/grand_strategy_for_a_divided_a.html

Third, the United States must rebuild its hard power. To do so, Congress must allocate the funds necessary to redress the devastating effect of the Iraq war on the readiness, equipment, and morale of the U.S. armed forces. The Pentagon should also husband its resources by consolidating its 750 overseas bases. Although the United States must maintain the ability to project power on a global basis, it can reduce the drain on manpower by downsizing its forward presence and relying more heavily on prepositioned assets and personnel based in the United States.
Withdrawing US forces boosts incentives for cooperation and discourages challenges to US power.

David Vine, Assistant Professor of Anthropology at American University, 2-25-2009, “Too Many Overseas Bases,” Foreign Policy in Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/too_many_overseas_bases
Proponents of maintaining the overseas base status quo will argue, however, that our foreign bases are critical to national and global security. A closer examination shows that overseas bases have often heightened military tensions and discouraged diplomatic solutions to international conflicts. Rather than stabilizing dangerous regions, our overseas bases have often increased global militarization, enlarging security threats faced by other nations who respond by boosting military spending (and in cases like China and Russia, foreign base acquisition) in an escalating spiral. Overseas bases actually make war more likely, not less.
Reducing overseas deployments increases military cohesion and retention, and frees up soldiers for vital conflicts.

Congressional Budget Office (CBO), May 2004, “Options for Changing the Army's Overseas Basing,” http://www.cbo.gov/doc.cfm?index=5415&type=0&sequence=1

Bringing forces that are permanently stationed in Europe and South Korea back to the continental United States (CONUS) and maintaining a presence in those regions through unit rotations would reduce the need for infrastructure overseas. It would also reduce instability in Army units by lessening the extent to which soldiers come and go, thus potentially enhancing unit cohesion. But maintaining the current level of overseas presence with unit rotations would limit the forces available for other operations--including the occupation of Iraq--and could hurt retention in the Army by increasing family separation.
No Impact – Hegemony Doesn’t Solve

Hegemony fails – their impact authors ignore the forms of resistance that prevent effective deployment.

Charles F. Doran, Professor of International Relations at Johns Hopkins University, 2009, “Fooling Oneself: The Mythology of Hegemony,” International Studies Review, p.178
Yet, led by a groundswell of neo-conservative foreign policy thought (Krauthamer 1991; Mastanduno 1997; Wohlforth 1999; Kagan 2002; Barnett 2004), intellectual elites have so committed themselves to the hegemonic thesis that they have blinded themselves to the consequences of their own speculation. Should they be surprised when the ‘‘hierarchy’’ of international relations turns out to be non-existent, or the capacity to control even very weak and divided polities is met with frustration? Americans have invented a mythology of hegemonic domination that corresponds so poorly to the position they actually find themselves in that they cannot comprehend the responses of other governments to their actions. Bobrow and his fellow writers show the dozens of ways that other governments find to evade, and to subvert, the proscriptions and fulminations emanating from Washington. By creating a mythology of hegemony rather than learning to work with the (properly conceived) balance of power, the United States has complicated its foreign policy and vastly raised the costs of its operation (Brown et al. 2000; Brzezinski 2004). By destroying a secular, albeit brutal, Sunni Arab center of power in Iraq, the United States must now contend with a far greater problem (Fearon 2006) of itself having to hold the country together and to balance a resurgent Iran. Bogged down in Iraq, it is unable to deter aggression against allies elsewhere such as Georgia and the Ukraine, or to stop the growing Russian penetration of Latin America. By waving the flag of hegemony, the United States finds that very few other governments see the need to assist it, because hegemony is supposed to be self-financing, self-enforcing, and self-sufficient.
Hegemony doesn’t cause a net decrease in conflict – ongoing wars prove.

Daniel Larison, Ph.D. graduate from the University of Chicago and contributing Editor, 4-5-2010, “A Bright Post-Hegemonic Future,” The American Conservative, http://www.amconmag.com/larison/2010/04/05/a-bright-post-hegemonic-future/

In other words, unsustainable U.S. hegemony will not be as great as it was, and that will mean that other major and rising powers will be able to exert something more like the normal influence in their regions that such powers have exerted throughout most of modern history. Will there be conflicts in such a world? Of course, there will be, but we already have a number of conflicts in the world that have either been deemed irrelevant to the maintenance of Pax Americana or they are the products of policies designed to perpetuate Pax Americana. In practice, securing this “peace” has involved starting several wars, the largest and most destructive of which has been the war in Iraq, as well as supporting proxies and allies as they escalated conflicts with their neighbors.
US hegemony is ineffective – Afghanistan and Iraq prove.

Christopher Layne, Professor at Texas A&M University’s George H.W. Bush School of Government and Public Service , “Impotent power? Re-examining the nature of America's hegemonic power,” September-October 2006, The National Interest, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_85/ai_n16832448/pg_2/?tag=content;col1

IRAQ AND Afghanistan are illustrative of an important reason that America's hegemonic power appears illusory: because it is often employed in the pursuit of objectives that are unattainable, such as nation-building and democracy promotion. Both neoconservatives and so-called liberal imperialists seem to believe that the world is like a piece of clay and that the United States can remake other nations--and cultures--in its own image. Although the United States has a long list of failure in such efforts, it keeps trying--most recently in Afghanistan and, of course, Iraq. Before the invasion, administration officials pretty much believed that the processes of democratization and nation-building in Iraq would be a piece of cake. They frequently invoked the examples of post-1945 Germany and Japan as "proof" that the United States could export democracy to Iraq without undue difficulty. For at least three reasons, they should have known better: the use of military force by outside powers to impose democracy rarely works; military occupations seldom are successful; and the preconditions for a successful democratic transformation did not exist in Iraq.

Impact Turn – Conflict 

Unipolarity increases conflict – attempts at hegemony spur counter-balancing and prevent conflict resolution.

Ronald Grigor Suny, Professor of Social and Political History at the University of Michigan, 2010, “The Pawn of Great Powers: The East–West Competition for Caucasia,” Journal of Eurasian Studies, p.14
But unipolarity has its problems. The unipower may be the only state that can project its power globally, that is unconstrained by the desires of others, but it is not a universal empire (controlling every aspect of the domestic and foreign policy of every other country if it so desires) nor actually a global hegemon (controlling foreign policies of other states). Those theorists who expected that unipolarity would lead to peace must now be very disappointed, for in the last two decades in which the USA has achieved unipolar dominance, conflict in the world has been rife. While battle deaths since the end of the Cold War have declined, the United States has been involved in wars with Iraq (1992, 2002–present), Somalia (1993), Bosnia (1995), Serbia and Kosovo (1999), and Afghanistan (2001–present)Lacina & Geditsch, 2005). Conflict develops because of the tension between the superpower’s ability to project its power everywhere but its inability to become a truly global hegemon or world empire.4 Unipolarity encourages imperial over-reach, stimulates other states to develop nuclear weapons to stand up against the superpower, and discourages building an international system of rules and institutions to govern international relations and prevent wars. A few countries, very few, are willing to confront US hegemony (among them, Russia, Iran, Venezuela, and North Korea), but they pay a cost for that – as Russia is likely to discover.

Their escalation arguments are backwards – unipolarity prevents effective means to channel competition – increases international security risks.

Steven Weber et al, professor of political science and director of the Institute of International Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, January-February 2007, “How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, http://iis.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/how_globalization_went_bad.pdf

Axiom 3 is a story about the preferred strategies of the weak. It’s a basic insight of international relations that states try to balance power. They protect themselves by joining groups that can hold a hegemonic threat at bay. But what if there is no viable group to join? In today’s unipolar world, every nation from Venezuela to North Korea is looking for a way to constrain American power. But in the unipolar world, it’s harder for states to join together to do that. So they turn to other means. They play a different game. Hamas, Iran, Somalia, North Korea, and Venezuela are not going to become allies anytime soon. Each is better off finding other ways to make life more difficult for Washington. Going nuclear is one way. Counterfeiting U.S. currency is another. Raising uncertainty about oil supplies is perhaps the most obvious method of all. Here’s the important downside of unipolar globalization. In a world with multiple great powers, many of these threats would be less troublesome. The relatively weak states would have a choice among potential partners with which to ally, enhancing their influence. Without that more attractive choice, facilitating the dark side of globalization becomes the most effective means of constraining American power.

Impact Turn – Conflict Cont’d

US ability to intervene only creates incentives for conflict – which turns their escalation arguments.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute, 2-10-2007, “Gambling on Humanitarian Intervention,” Antiwar.com, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/02/09/gambling-on-humanitarian-intervention/

The wreck of the Bush crusade to democratize Iraq – let alone the Mideast, let alone the world! – has effectively discredited what had been a growing demand for humanitarian intervention around the globe. The appeal of waging war to save lives is obvious. In practice, however, conflicts begun for allegedly humanitarian reasons rarely have humanitarian outcomes. Indeed, such interventions, as illustrated by the bloody debacle in Iraq, ultimately can generate as much evil as that which originally was used to justify outside action. This is a good enough reason to say never again. If an exception comes along, an unlikely case in which the U.S. really can easily and costlessly intervene, save multitudes of lives, and leave expeditiously, without having to stick around to fix a devastated society or rebuild a mangled state, then Americans can tread cautiously and treat it as the exception that it truly is.  However, there’s another potential problem with humanitarian intervention that advocates of warmongering for good rarely acknowledge: threatening to intervene to settle bitter internal conflicts creates an incentive for weaker parties to foment such conflicts. For many rebellious groups, outside intervention is the only hope for success; thus, triggering involvement by a neighboring nation, regional power, or the globe’s superpower becomes an overriding objective. In economic-speak this is the problem of “moral hazard.”  It’s a highly plausible thesis backed by anecdotal evidence. When I visited Kosovo in the summer of 1998, for instance, local ethnic Albanians were openly pressing for American and European action. Alush Gashi, then active in the resistance against Serb rule, told me that the prospect of outside intervention “depends on how we look on CNN. People need to see victims in their living rooms.”
Impact Turn – Multipolarity Good

Multipolarity solves all their impacts – competition increases incentives for great powers to manage conflict.

Steven Weber et al, professor of political science and director of the Institute of International Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, January-February 2007, “How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, http://iis.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/how_globalization_went_bad.pdf
That may already be happening to the United States today, on issues ranging from oil dependency and The world is paying a heavy price for the instability nuclear proliferation to pandemics and global warming. What Axiom 1 tells you is that more U.S. power is not the answer; it’s actually part of the problem. A multipolar world would almost certainly manage the globe’s pressing problems more effectively. The larger the number of great powers in the global system, the greater the chance that at least one of them would exercise some control over a given combination of space, other actors, and problems. Such reasoning doesn’t rest on hopeful notions that the great powers will work together. They might do so. But even if they don’t, the result is distributed governance, where some great power is interested in most every part of the world through productive competition.

Multipolarity is the best possible alternative – key to solve backlash and great power war– unipolarity inevitably fails.

Christopher Layne, associate professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami, Spring 2002, “Offshore Balancing Revisited,” Washington Quarterly, pp.246-247
Second, although a competitive component to U.S. relations with the other great powers in a multipolar world would be inescapable, multipolar politics have historically engendered periods of great-power cooperation. On the cooperative side, an offshore balancing strategy would be coupled with a policy of spheres of influence, which have always been an important item in the toolbox of great-power policymakers. By recognizing each other's paramount interests in certain regions, great powers can avoid the kinds of misunderstandings that could trigger conflict. Moreover, the mere act of signaling that one country understands another's larger security stake in a particular region, a stake that it will respect by noninterference, allows states to communicate a nonthreatening posture to one another. By recognizing the legitimacy of other interests, a great power also signals that it accepts them as equals. An offshore balancing strategy would immunize the United States against a post-war-on-terrorism backlash against U.S. hegemony in one other way. By accepting the emergence of new great powers and simultaneously pulling back from its primacy-driven military posture, the United States would reduce perception of a "U.S. threat," thereby lowering the chances that others will view it as an overpowerful hegemon. In this sense, offshore balancing is a strategy of restraint that would allow the United States to minimize the risks of open confrontation with the new great powers.  Being Panglossian about the reemergence of multipolarity in international politics would be silly. Multipolarity is not the best outcome imaginable. The best outcome would be a world in which every other state willingly accepted U.S. hegemony--an outcome about which some may dream, but one that will never be realized in the real world. That outcome, however, is much better than the predictable outcome if the United States continues to follow a grand strategy of primacy. The outcome of that strategy will be really bad: not only will new great powers rise, they will also coalesce against what they perceive to be a U.S. threat.

Impact Turn – Multipolarity Good Cont’d

Attempts to prolong US hegemony only spur backlash – moves towards offshore balancing are key.

Christopher Layne, associate professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami, Spring 2002, “Offshore Balancing Revisited,” Washington Quarterly, p.247
Notwithstanding the events of September 11, U.S. hegemony is the salient fact that defines the U.S. role in international politics. The articles in "Through the Looking Glass" reflect a deep mistrust of U.S. power that the temporary convergence of interests brought about by the war on terrorism will not wash away. Indeed, the reverse is true. In attaining victory in the war's opening round, the United States underlined its dominant role in the international system, and talk of a "new U.S. empire" echoes inside the beltway. Underscoring the paradox of U.S. power is the paradox of victory. Flushed with triumph and the awesome display of U.S. might, U.S. policymakers may succumb to hubris and overreach strategically in the false belief that U.S. hegemony is an unchallengeable fact of international life. Other states, however, will draw the opposite conclusion: that the United States is too powerful and that its hegemony must be resisted. Now, more than ever, having a great debate about future U.S. grand strategy is imperative. As that debate unfolds, offshore balancing will become the obvious successor strategy to primacy because it is a grand strategic escape hatch by which the United States can avoid the fate that has befallen previous hegemons in modern international history.

Impact Turn – Terrorism

US hegemony causes terrorism – Al Qaeda proves.

Christopher Layne, associate professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami, Spring 2002, “Offshore Balancing Revisited,” Washington Quarterly, p.241
The terrorism of Osama bin Laden results in part from this cultural chasm, as well as from more traditional geopolitical grievances. In a real sense, bin Laden's brand of terrorism--the most dramatic illustration of U.S. vulnerability to the kind of "asymmetric warfare" of which some defense experts have warned--is the counterhegemonic balancing of the very weak. For all of these reasons, the hegemonic role that the strategy of preponderance assigns to the United States as the Gulf's stabilizer was bound to provoke a multilayered backlash against U.S. predominance in the region. Indeed, as Richard K. Betts, an acknowledged expert on strategy, presciently observed several years ago, "It is hardly likely that Middle Eastern radicals would be hatching schemes like the destruction of the World Trade Center if the United States 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."   (Betts was referring to the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center.)

Only way to solve terrorism is to reduce US hegemony – power projection is the root cause.

Ivan Eland, director of defense policy studies at the Cato Institute, Fall 1998, “Preserving Civil Liberties in an Age of Terrorism,” Issues in Science and Technology, http://www.issues.org/15.1/eland.htm

The best way to lessen the chances of an attack that could cause hundreds of thousands or even millions of casualties is to eliminate the motive for such an attack. Terrorists attack U.S. targets because they perceive that the United States is a hegemonic superpower that often intervenes in the affairs of other nations and groups. Both President Clinton and the Defense Science Board admit that there is a correlation between U.S. involvement in international situations and acts of terrorism directed against the United States. The board also noted that the spread of WMD technology and the increased willingness of terrorists to inflict mass casualties have made such an attack more likely.  Yet even with the demise of its major worldwide adversary the Soviet Union the United States has continued to intervene anywhere and everywhere around the world. Getting involved in ethnic conflicts, such as those in Bosnia and Somalia, in perpetually volatile regions of the world that have no strategic value actually undermines U.S. security. After the Cold War, extending the U.S. defense perimeter far forward is no longer necessary and may be counterproductive in a changed strategic environment where the weakest actors in the international system-terrorists-can effectively attack the homeland of a superpower. To paraphrase Frederick the Great, defending everything is defending nothing.
Multipolarity solves terrorism – undermines ability of groups to organize in opposition to US power.

Steven Weber et al, professor of political science and director of the Institute of International Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, January-February 2007, “How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, http://iis.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/how_globalization_went_bad.pdf
If there were rival great powers with different cultural and ideological leanings, globalization’s darkest problem of all—terrorism—would also likely look quite different. The pundits are partly right: Today’s international terrorism owes something to globalization. Al Qaeda uses the Internet to transmit messages, it uses credit cards and modern banking to move money, and it uses cell phones and laptops to plot attacks. But it’s not globalization that turned Osama bin Laden from a small-time Saudi dissident into the symbolic head of a radical global movement. What created Osama bin Laden was the predominance of American power. A terrorist organization needs a story to attract resources and recruits. Oftentimes, mere frustration over political, economic, or religious conditions is not enough. Al Qaeda understands that, and, for that reason, it weaves a narrative of global jihad against a “modernization,” “Westernization,” and a “Judeo-Christian” threat. There is really just one country that both spearheads and represents that threat: the United States. And so the most efficient way for a terrorist to gain a reputation is to attack the United States. The logic is the same for all monopolies. A few years ago, every computer hacker in the world wanted to bring down Microsoft, just as every aspiring terrorist wants to create a spectacle of destruction akin to the September 11 attacks inside the United States.

Impact Turn – Proliferation

US attempts to prolong hegemony speed up proliferation.

Matthew Yglesias, Fellow at the Center for American Progress Action Fund, 10-13-2009, “Decline: It’s Not Really a Choice,” http://yglesias.thinkprogress.org/archives/2009/10/decline-its-not-really-a-choice.php?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+matthewyglesias+%28Matthew+Yglesias%29

Krauthammer’s central conceit ever since the end of the Cold War has been that bold acts of will can prolong the “unipolar moment” indefinitely. And he’s just wrong. He’s always been wrong, he continues to be wrong, and this interpretation of world affairs will always be wrong. It’s a remarkably elementary mistake that seems to evince no understanding of how the United States came to be the dominant global player in the first place. As if he thinks we’re top dog and nobody cares about Australia or Finland is because we just have more of a bad-ass attitude. Those are, however, actually some pretty bad-ass countries. They’re just, you know, small so nobody cares. If China and India were richer, we’d look small to them!  The main practical consequence of Krauthammer-style policies for international relations is to speed the spread of nuclear weapons. Having us behave in an alarming manner increases the desire of regional powers to acquire nuclear weapons and decreases the extent to which other great powers are inclined to collaborate with us on preventing nuclear proliferation.
Hegemony is the key driving force for nuclear proliferation.

Steven Weber et al, professor of political science and director of the Institute of International Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, January-February 2007, “How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, http://iis.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/how_globalization_went_bad.pdf
The world is paying a heavy price for the instability created by the combination of globalization and unipolarity, and the United States is bearing most of the burden. Consider the case of nuclear proliferation. There’s effectively a market out there for proliferation, with its own supply (states willing to share nuclear technology) and demand (states that badly want a nuclear weapon). The overlap of unipolarity with globalization ratchets up both the supply and demand, to the detriment of U.S. national security. It has become fashionable, in the wake of the Iraq war, to comment on the limits of conventional military force. But much of this analysis is overblown. The United States may not be able to stabilize and rebuild Iraq. But that doesn’t matter much from the perspective of a government that thinks the Pentagon has it in its sights. In Tehran, Pyongyang, and many other capitals, including Beijing, the bottom line is simple: The U.S. military could, with conventional force, end those regimes tomorrow if it chose to do so. No country in the world can dream of challenging U.S. conventional military power. But they can certainly hope to deter America from using it. And the best deterrent yet invented is the threat of nuclear retaliation. Before 1989, states that felt threatened by the United States could turn to the Soviet Union’s nuclear umbrella for protection. Now, they turn to people like A.Q. Khan. Having your own nuclear weapon used to be a luxury. Today, it is fast becoming a necessity.

Multipolarity solves proliferation – incentives for other powers to prevent acquisition.

Steven Weber et al, professor of political science and director of the Institute of International Studies at the University of California, Berkeley, January-February 2007, “How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, http://iis.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/how_globalization_went_bad.pdf
How would things be different in a multipolar world? For starters, great powers could split the job of policing proliferation, and even collaborate on some particularly hard cases. It’s often forgotten now that, during the Cold War, the only state with a tougher nonproliferation policy than the United States was the Soviet Union. Not a single country that had a formal alliance with Moscow ever became a nuclear power. The Eastern bloc was full of countries with advanced technological capabilities in every area except one— nuclear weapons. Moscow simply wouldn’t permit it. But today we see the uneven and inadequate level of effort that non-superpowers devote to stopping proliferation. The Europeans dangle carrots at Iran, but they are unwilling to consider serious sticks. The Chinese refuse to admit that there is a problem. And the Russians are aiding Iran’s nuclear ambitions. When push comes to shove, nonproliferation today is almost entirely America’s burden.
***Midterms DA Aff ***
Democrats Win Now

The most qualified evidence indicates Dems will retain majority now

Paul Bedard, US News and World Report, 2/25/2010, “Sabato: Republicans Closer to Winning House-Senate Majority,” http://www.usnews.com/articles/news/washington-whispers/2010/02/25/sabato-republicans-closer-to-winning-house-senate-majority.html

The fall political scene just got prettier for Republicans. Election predictor Larry Sabato, of the University of Virginia, is now suggesting that Republicans could win another 37 seats, four shy of full control, and SenateRepublicans some seven new seats, just three seats shy of parity with Democrats. In his latest review of the midterm elections, Sabato explained that while his personal trick to picking elections shows a House GOP gain of 27 seats, the other method he likes shows the 37-seat gain. Here's what his "Crystal Ball" tells him: "Just about everyone agrees that Republicans will be gaining a sizeable number of U.S. House seats come November, but this far in advance, few agree on the exact number. We've seen a couple of dozen predictions so far, and the range is from +10 GOP to +50 GOP—quite a spread. "To our knowledge, the Crystal Ball is the only predictive organization that uses two different methods for its prognostications. We carefully examine the 435 districts individually, and make an estimate of the outcome for each seat (using polling, past election results, elite opinion in the district, and so on). Last week we published our current estimate of GOP gains from this method: +27 seats. "This week we employ the other method, statistical regression analysis that uses variables such as the president's Gallup Poll rating and the basic facts of the election. The author is Prof. Alan Abramowitz of Emory University, a frequent contributor to the Crystal Ball and one of the nation's most distinguished political scientists. Prof. Abramowitz's model for the 2010 House midterm election has been perhaps the most accurate of all political science models in projecting past midterm elections. As Prof. Abramowitz explains, the key variables in the 2010 election are the simple realities that (1) it is the midterm election of a Democratic presidential administration and (2) the Democrats are defending so many marginal seats—more than fifty that they added in 2006 and 2008, two exceptionally pro-Democratic elections. "His model has a result that will startle many of our readers: Republicans will pick up 37 House seats in November. That is remarkably close to the 40 seats the GOP needs to take outright control of the House. 

Dems will keep 52 or 53 in the senate now

Paul Bedard, US News and World Report, 2/25/2010, “Sabato: Republicans Closer to Winning House-Senate Majority,” http://www.usnews.com/articles/news/washington-whispers/2010/02/25/sabato-republicans-closer-to-winning-house-senate-majority.html

Although no two cycles are exactly alike, history suggests that the indicators we're now seeing mean that the Democratic majority in the House is in grave danger and that Senate Democrats could easily see their ranks shrink to 52 or 53 seats. Today's signs are much like those that led me to predict in August 2006 that "unless something dramatic happens before Election Day, Democrats will take control of the House. And the chances that they'll seize the Senate are rising toward 50-50."

Dems will retain control of the House and the Senate despite significant losses

Matthew Rusling, 2/14/2010, “Public ire could hurt U.S. Democrats -- but how much?,” Xinhua, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-02/14/c_13174868.htm

U.S. Congressional Democrats could be in trouble. Polls indicate that public feeling toward Congressional incumbents -- read Democrats, who control both houses of Congress and the White House -- is unusually negative, and that could bode ill for Democrats in the November Congressional elections. But the question is how much will current opinion hurt Democrats -- and could things change come election time? "Winning a majority (for Republicans) is not impossible given the current climate, but it is a long shot," said John Fortier, fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. He predicts Republicans will make significant gains, but may not win a majority because Democrats currently have a large advantage -- Republicans would have to win 40 House seats or ten Senate seats to gain a majority, he said. While a gain of, for example, 20-30 House seats or five to seven Senate seats would be substantial, it would merely lessen the Democratic majority, he said. Still, if nothing changes by summer and the United States is still trying to claw itself out of the pit of recession, Democrats could feel the sting of public dissatisfaction.

Other Factors Outweigh
Tons of other issues are more important than the plan
Ramesh Ponnoru, Senior editor for the National Review, 1/11/2010, “Why the GOP Shouldn't Get Too Confident,” http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1952807,00.html

Still, Republicans shouldn't get carried away. There are 10 months to go before the midterm elections, and the political climate can change a lot in that time. Just ask President Obama: according to Gallup, the proportion of Americans who disapprove of his performance jumped from 26% to 42% over the past 10 months. Here are some ways Democrats could still recover from their current woes and Republicans could make the worst of their current good fortune.(See a report card on Obama's first year.) The economy could revive: The Republicans' chief economic message is that unemployment has kept going up since the Democrats' stimulus passed. But a lot of economic indicators are pointing up, and the unemployment rate may have peaked in October. If job growth is robust in 2010, Republicans could end up looking foolish — or, worse, as though they are rooting against the economy. The Republican Party is still unpopular: Poll after poll shows that the country has moved right on many issues since Obama was elected. But affection for Republicans has not increased in tandem. Gallup shows that 27% of Americans identified as Republicans at the start of 2009 — and 26% did at the end.(See Game Change: Why Harry Reid Said What He Said ) Republicans are disorganized: Republicans want nothing so much as a replay of 1994, when they took control of Congress two years into a Democratic presidency. Back then, the party chairman was the formidable Haley Barbour. More than anyone else, he kept the many parts of the GOP — its governors, congressmen, activist groups and business allies — in sync. 
Policy isn’t key, incumbency makes a democratic loss inevitable
Matthew Rusling, 2/14/2010, “Public ire could hurt U.S. Democrats -- but how much?,” Xinhua, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-02/14/c_13174868.htm

U.S. Congressional Democrats could be in trouble. Polls indicate that public feeling toward Congressional incumbents -- read Democrats, who control both houses of Congress and the White House -- is unusually negative, and that could bode ill for Democrats in the November Congressional elections. But the question is how much will current opinion hurt Democrats -- and could things change come election time? "Winning a majority (for Republicans) is not impossible given the current climate, but it is a long shot," said John Fortier, fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. He predicts Republicans will make significant gains, but may not win a majority because Democrats currently have a large advantage -- Republicans would have to win 40 House seats or ten Senate seats to gain a majority, he said. While a gain of, for example, 20-30 House seats or five to seven Senate seats would be substantial, it would merely lessen the Democratic majority, he said. Still, if nothing changes by summer and the United States is still trying to claw itself out of the pit of recession, Democrats could feel the sting of public dissatisfaction. A drop in unemployment by summer could mildly help Democrats, but the natural tendency to vote against the party in power, plus the probability that the economy will remain sluggish for some time, is likely to lead to significant losses for Democrats. Still, the election is nine months away, and things may turn around for the beleaguered party, he said. Darrell West, director of Governance Studies from the Brookings Institution, said: "It is a very difficult public opinion climate for incumbents. Voters are angry. They are upset about high unemployment and there will be fewer incumbents elected than in past years." "The first mid term election is always difficult for a president, but when you have double digit unemployment on top of that, it makes for a toxic environment," he said. 

Incumbency trends model 1994 and 2006
Politics Daily 2/12/2010, “Anti-Incumbent Fever Runs High Amid Trouble Signs for Democrats,” http://www.politicsdaily.com/2010/02/12/anti-incumbent-fever-runs-high-amid-trouble-signs-for-democrats/

Anti-incumbent sentiment heading into this year's midterm elections resembles the voter ferment of 1994 and 2006, the last two times the House changed hands, with that fever running particularly high among Republicans and independents, according to a Pew Research Center surveyconducted Feb. 3-9. 
Election is Too Unpredictable
Tons of unpredictable and intervening variables mean that the plan isn’t sufficient to shift votes
Howard Fineman, Newsweek's Senior Washington Correspondent and Columnist, senior editor and deputy Washington bureau chief, 3/15/2010, “Buy low: Obama's stock will rise sooner or later,” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/35877280/ns/politics-white_house/

Beyond the specifics of the health care battle, there are other reasons to resist the urge to declare Obama politically insolvent.  The first is: never trust conventional wisdom — which right now puts Obama somewhere between toast and Jimmy Carter.  In politics, you can never extrapolate in a straight line: not to midterm elections eight months away, let alone to a presidential election almost three years hence. Politics is a curved, interactive universe, in which each new event affects all those to come. And in politics, a week is a year and a year is a lifetime. Grave, definitive predictions — even about the midterms — are absurd at this point.  Even if today’s conventional wisdom about the midterms proves correct and Democrats get pummeled in the fall, it still won’t mean Obama is by any means finished.  Plenty of presidents — including Bill Clinton and Ronald Reagan — have reoriented themselves after midterm disasters and won re-election. Midterm losses by the president’s party are, after all, the norm.

Other issues will come up that are larger than the plan
Matthew Continetti, associate editor of the Weekly Standard, 3/3/2010, “It’s a Long Road to November,” http://articles.latimes.com/2010/mar/03/opinion/la-oe-continetti3-2010mar03

The GOP is optimistic about the midterm election, and even the 2012 presidential race, but political conditions are As you read this, conservatives, "tea partyers" and Republicans are wildly confident and enthusiastic. They feel the wind at their backs. At the recent Conservative Political Action Conference, the guest speakers all foretold major Republican gains, with Dick Cheney confidently asserting that "Barack Obama is going to be a one-term president" and Newt Gingrich telling attendees the GOP would capture Congress in November.  It's understandable that politicians would want to rally the base with bold predictions of future success. But it is dangerous for Republicans to assume that current political conditions will prevail indefinitely. The midterm elections are months away, and forecasts about the 2012 presidential election are about as useful as reading pig entrails. The wheel may have turned against President Obama in 2009. But that does not mean it won't turn again.
Surprise events will trigger the link to the disadvantage

Tom Davis, served in Congress from 1995-2008, was chairman of the Republicans’ congressional campaign committee from 1998-2002, 2/2/2010, “A Lot Can Change in 10 Months,” http://thehill.com/opinion/op-ed/79379-a-lot-can-change-in-10-months

A lot can change in 10 months. For Republicans, their hope lies in the most recent models of 1994 and 2006, where voter anger was directed against the party in power. For Democrats, they understand that the Republican Party still has an image problem and a potential “share of power,” and they must exploit that to independents who may want to “balance power.” Then again, a national security episode, a la 1962, can throw all of the game plans out the window and refocus the electorate in an instant. These national security events do not always benefit the party in power (the Spain train explosion, for example), but they move politics in unpredictable directions.  Republicans have focused their strategy on drawing hard lines in the sand on domestic public policy issues. This positions them to court the grassroots Tea Party movement, and give angry voters a choice for “change.” But 10 months is an eternity in politics, and as unpopular as congressional Democrats appear, Republicans rank even lower. At the end of the day, unemployment levels, the Mideast wars, and how both parties conduct themselves, as well as surprise events, will dictate which model 2010 will follow.
The Plan is Insufficient to Cause the Link

The political environment isn’t key – normal swings and incumbency will cost the dems

Andrew Sullivan, Political Columnist, 2/25/2010, “The Democrats Will Lose Seats,” The Daily Dish, http://andrewsullivan.theatlantic.com/the_daily_dish/2010/02/the-democrats-will-lose-seats.html

The current political environment only appears unfavorable for Democrats compared with the extraordinarily favorable environment that the Party enjoyed in both 2006 and 2008. The two structural variables in the model—previous Republican seats and the midterm dummy variable—predict a Republican gain of 38 seats, half due to the small number of Republican seats prior to the election and half due to the fact that 2010 is a Democratic midterm year.  According to this model, the main reasons that Democrats are likely to experience significant losses in 2010 are the normal tendency of voters to turn against the president’s party in midterm elections regardless of the national political environment and the fact that after gaining more than 50 seats in the past two elections, they are defending a large number of seats, many in Republican-leaning districts.

Immigration reform won’t pass and that will cost the democrats

Krissah Thompson, 2/8/2010, Latino voters will be a force in midterm elections, report argues, Washington Post, http://voices.washingtonpost.com/44/2010/02/latino-voters-will-be-a-force.html?wprss=44

How potent will the immigration issue be for Latino voters in 2010? Advocacy groups representing the community predict it will remain a "litmus test" in key mid-term races. In a report out Monday, the immigration reform advocacy group America's Voice outlined 40 mid-term races where Hispanic voters could have a significant impact on the outcome. "Most politicians understand the importance of the Latino vote in presidential years, but what we're saying is that Latino voters will have a huge impact in the mid-term elections," Frank Sharry, executive director of America's Voice, said on a conference call with reporters Monday. "The number of voters coming of age and registering continues to grow. You have seen growth even when a presidential race isn't at the top of the ticket." Nearly one in five Congressional Districts has a Latino population that is at least a quarter of the district. The nation's fastest growing population is also one of the fastest growing parts of the American electorate, according to Census figures. Between 2000 and 2008, Latino voter registration grew 54 percent and turnout grew 64 percent. In the 2004 presidential race, 7.5 million Hispanics voted. In the 2006 midterm election, 8 million voted. And in the 2008 presidential race, 10 million cast ballots. 

Lack of motivation will tank the democrats in 2010

Jeremy Binckes, Political Analyst, 2/5/2010, Low Turnout May Put Democrats At Risk For Midterms, Pollster Says, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/02/05/low-turnout-may-put-democ_n_448430.html

An unusually low turnout in Tuesday's Illinois Democratic primary worries Democratic pollsters who fear that a strong Republican turnout -- combined with continued Democratic ambivalence at the ballot box -- could lead to a nightmare scenario come November. "The Democratic drop-off was not a surprise," said Tom Jensen, Director of Public Policy Polling, a Democratic polling organization. "For Republican numbers to go up, that's the surprise." Tuesday's result "is yet another data point on the enthusiasm gap, showing that Republicans are much more excited about this year's elections than Democrats, even in a deep blue state," Jensen said. Democratic National Committee spokesman Derrick Plummer downplayed the potential trouble for the Dems. "We're going to be running against the tide of history," he said. "The president's party has historically lost seats during midterm elections." Public Policy Polling reported: Based on the current numbers 885,268 voters were cast in the Democratic primary for Senate compared to 736,137 on the Republican side. Those numbers are awfully close to each other for a state that's overwhelmingly Democratic. 2002 was a similar election to 2010; in both years midterm elections and Ill. gubernatorial races fell in the same year. In that year's gubernatorial primary, 1.25 million Democrats voted in the primary. In 2010, the turnout was 885,000 -- a 40 percent drop. And that should give Democrats cause for concern in November. Daily Kos polling suggested that 46 percent of self-identified Democrats are either "not likely" to vote or "won't vote" in the 2010 midterm elections, compared with only 15 percent of self-identified Republicans and one quarter of independents. 

Link Turn – Weak on National Security

The plan makes Obama look weak on national security which hurts them in the midterm

Karl Rove, former senior adviser and deputy chief of staff to President George W. Bush, 11/11/2009, “'A Referendum on This White House': Obama's plan to nationalize the midterm elections may backfire,” Wall Street Journal, pg. np
Republican victories in New Jersey and Virginia governors' races last week—despite eight campaign appearances in the two states by President Barack Obama—have unnerved Democrats.  Over the weekend, White House Senior Adviser David Axelrod tried to calm jittery Democrats who might go wobbly on the president's ambitious agenda by telling NBC's Chuck Todd that next year's congressional elections will be "nationalized." Because they "will be a referendum on this White House," he said, voters will turn out for Mr. Obama. Mr. Todd summed up Mr. Axelrod's plans by saying, "It's almost like a page from the Bush playbook of 2002."  I appreciate the reference. Only two presidents have picked up seats in both houses of Congress for their party in their first midterm elections. One was FDR in 1934. The other was George W. Bush in 2002, whose party gained House seats and won back control of the Senate.  But those midterm elections might not be a favorable comparison for this White House. The congressional elections were nationalized seven years ago largely because national security was an overriding issue and Democrats put themselves on the wrong side of it by, among other things, catering to Big Labor.  At the time, there was a bipartisan agreement to create the new Department of Homeland Security. Democrats insisted that every inch of the department be subject to collective bargaining. They pushed for this even though sections of every other department can be declared off-limits to unionization for national security reasons. What Democrats wanted was shortsighted and dangerous. Voters pounded them for it.
Negative reaction to the plan fuels turnout and vote choices in midterm elections – popular support for the plan doesn’t
Alan Abramowtiz, Professor of Political Science at Emory University, 9-3-2009, “Forecasting the Midterm Elections,” http://www.centerforpolitics.org/crystalball/article.php?id=AIA2009090301
There are several theories that attempt to explain why the president’s party almost always loses seats in midterm elections. Surge and decline theory argues that midterm elections represent a return to normal voting patterns following presidential elections in which short-term forces can produce unusual gains for the winning candidate’s party. Negative voting theory argues that those who are dissatisfied with the status quo are more motivated to turn out and express their discontent in midterm elections than those who are satisfied. And balancing theory argues that, knowing that the president will be in office for the next two years, some voters seek to provide greater balance in government by electing members of the opposition party to Congress. All of these theories may be partially correct. Whatever the explanation, midterm elections are generally not kind to the president’s party.
Inciting fear in the public ensures a backlash against incumbents

Stuart Rothenberg, Editor of the The Rothenberg Political Report and a regular columnist for Roll Call Newspaper, 3-20-2009, “Should Democrats Worry About Obama Disconnect in 2010?,”http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/should_democrats_worry_about_o.html
Their fear is that even if Obama remains personally popular, voters will not look kindly on their party's candidates for Congress and governor if the economy remains weak and the public mood is sour and frightened. And even if the economy is showing signs of life, public concern over the deficit, taxes or cultural issues could drive turnout among voters wanting - you guessed it - change.  The concern is well-founded, and you don't have to believe me to take this danger seriously.

Link Turn – Issue Change

Agenda crowd out – plan’s addition to the agenda makes democrats lose
Sourav Bhowmick, Staff writer, 1/6/2010, “How the democrats can saver their midterm election hopes,”

http://www.northbynorthwestern.com/2010/01/62336/how-the-democrats-can-save-their-midterm-election-hopes/
Yes, that was the label Congress had for the past few years and it was nothing to be proud of. But this year, however, some angry voters may argue that Democrats have tried to do too much. Despite the fact that 53% of Americans voted for President Obama’s agenda on the economy, energy and health reform, far less are supportive of Democrats who have pushed the same agenda in the last year. Many moderates are fearful that Congress is doing too much too soon. That’s why Democrats can’t afford to bring up any other potentially damaging issues between now and election day. If re-election is Democrats’ top priority, then they could benefit from avoiding any additional controversy. It’s important to remember that voters have short-term memory; if Democrats let things cool down, voters could likely forget the intensity of the anger surrounding the bailouts, cap n’ trade, and healthcare.
There is no risk of a link, issue changes can’t help Obama
Kirk Victor, Political analyst @ the National Journal, 1/9/2010, pg. np

What can Obama do to get his mojo back before the midterm elections? Not much, according to scholars of the presidency. After a big celebration at the White House whenever Democrats pass massive health care legislation -- a step that eluded seven other presidents -- there is little else on the horizon to give reason for cheer. Even after Obama signs the measure, questions abound about how big a political boost it will provide to Democrats. Many of its benefits will not be felt immediately.  "There is not much more he can do after having made his domestic and foreign-policy decisions, with the economic stimulus first, and then his decisions on Iraq and Afghanistan," said Gary Jacobson, a political scientist at the University of California (San Diego). "He has to be patient and hope that [his initiatives] work. There is never any guarantee that they will." Obama is in a "state of dependence on events and broad trends and whether they break [his] way," added George Edwards, a presidential scholar at Texas A&M Univsersity.
Obama’s popularity can’t help the democrats
Charles Babington, AP Journalist, 12/14/2009, “2009 Was Trying for Obama,” http://www.statesmanjournal.com/article/20091214/OPINION/912140304/1049/OPINION

Obama's overall approval rating is 54 percent, down from the heady 67 percent he scored in February, according to the AP-GfK poll. Many people seem to like Obama personally while taking a dimmer view of his approach to top issues. The November AP-GfK poll found more people disapproving than approving of his handling of unemployment, taxes, the deficit, immigration and Afghanistan. Even if Obama's personal popularity extends into next year, many Democratic candidates fear it will do them little good in the November elections. They saw troubling hints in 2009. This year's handful of elections — including those in which Democrats failed to hold the governor's offices in New Jersey and Virginia — showed that legions of young, liberal and minority voters who swarmed to the polls to help elect Obama are far less motivated when he's not on the ballot.
Impact Turn – EPA Regulations Good

EPA regulations solve global warming
Bill Snape, Senior Counsel, Center For Biological Diversity, 3/8/2010, http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/03/whats-the-upshot-of-blocking-e.php

Global warming and associated climate change is the most serious current threat to our planet. Our addiction to fossil fuels, furthermore, catalyzed a now seemingly endless war that has had disastrous consequences for the U.S. budget, the ability of the developed world to focus on meaningful economic challenges, and the countless number of innocent global citizens who have perished for no good reason.  Atmospheric heating has already started and will likely accelerate rapidly over the coming years. EPA and other federal agencies already possess the tools under the Clean Air Act and other statutes to begin addressing the problem. There is no reason to wait. If Congress wants to add some progressive mechanisms, such as tax and dividend, into the mix, then so be it. But the federal and state agencies with legal authority must make their move, transparently and objectively, without delay.
Global warming leads to extinction

Oliber Tickell, Climate Researcher, 8/11/2008, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, The Guardian, pg. np
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 

EPA regulations key to climate leadership

Terry Chapin, Professor of Ecology, Institute of Arctic Biology, University of Alaska Fairbanks, 3/8/2010, “It's time for U.S. leadership,” http://energy.nationaljournal.com/2010/03/whats-the-upshot-of-blocking-e.php

It is time for the United States to provide international leadership in reducing rates of climate change rather than to continue being a major international contributor to the problem. The current role assigned to EPA to regulate greenhouse gas emissions from stationary sources will keep the pressure on Congress to consider alternative solutions. Without this pressure, I fear that climate change will continue to be a political football and that the United States will never take the strong actions that are needed.

Impact Turn – Immigration Reform

GoP gains prevent liberal immigration reform
Alan Abramowtiz, Professor of Political Science at Emory University, 9/3/2009, “Forecasting the Midterm Election; An Early Look at What to Expect in 2010,” Center For Politics, pg. np
Democrats are likely to lose at least 15 seats in the House of Representatives in 2010 and their losses could go as high as 30-40 seats. The Senate looks more promising for Democrats because there are as many Republican as Democratic seats up for election next year but a loss of 3-4 seats is entirely possible. Given the deep partisan divide in both chambers, diminished majorities will make it much more difficult for Democrats to pass any major legislation in the next Congress. If anything, Republican leaders emboldened by a successful election are likely to be even less interested in compromise with the White House and Democratic leaders than now. If Democrats can’t pass health care, carbon caps, and immigration reform in the current Congress, they probably won’t have another chance until at least 2013.
A poor showing for democrats in the midterm will tank immigration reform

Andrew Leonard, Political Analyst, 10/16/2009, “Obama's secret plan for a successful presidency,” http://www.salon.com/tech/htww/2009/10/16/obamas_secret_plan_for_a_successful_presidency/index.html

Mickey Kaus says everything is falling into place for a successful Obama presidency. Except that, in the best Mickey Kaus tradition, his thesis is so drenched with contrarian posing that the definition of a "successful" Obama presidency means the abandonment of most of the policy goals Democrats have for his term.  The Kaus thesis is predicated on Obama getting healthcare reform passed, after which the Democrats get clobbered by a still-crippled economy in the 2010 midterm elections. That, in turn, will mean that the rest of the "controversial big Dem bills that got backed up in 2010" -- climate change, card-check, immigration reform -- will die stillborn.
Immigration reform solves Latin wars
Simon Rosenberg, President of the NDN, 2009, “Making the Case: 7 Reasons Why Congress Should Pass Comprehensive Immigration Reform this Year,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/simon-rosenberg/making-the-case-why-congr_b_193621.html
Reforming our immigration system will increasingly be seen as a critical part of any comprehensive strategy to calm the increasingly violent border region.  Tackling the growing influence of the drug cartels in Mexico is going to be hard, cost a great deal of money, and take a long time. One quick and early step toward calming the region will be to take decisive action on clearing up one piece of the problem -- the vast illegal trade in undocumented migrants. Legalization will also help give these millions of families a greater stake in the United States, which will make it less likely that they contribute to the spread of the cartels influence.
Immigration reform key to democracy

Paul Starr, Professor of Sociology and Public Affairs, 2007, “Why Immigration Reform Matters,” http://www.princeton.edu/~starr/articles/articles07/Starr-WhyImmigrationReform-7-07.html
Among all the conflicting concerns about the issue, there is one that ought to drive change: The presence of 12 million people without legal or political rights in our society is fundamentally inconsistent with the principles on which a liberal democracy rests.  While a small number of illegal residents or temporary workers may raise ethical questions, a large population with no rights or security undermines the rule of law, the rights of citizens, and the working of democracy. The law cannot offer equal protection to all when there are millions of people for whom it offers no protection whatsoever.  For example, if employers can hire illegal immigrants who fear the authorities and therefore cannot call on them to enforce minimum-wage and other labor laws, those laws lose much of their efficacy in protecting citizens as well. If millions of low-wage earners are barred from voting because they are not citizens, the political influence of the poor is diminished and the electorate is skewed upward.  The two principal elements in immigration reform -- stronger enforcement of border security and a path to citizenship for illegal immigrants already in the United States -- could help to alleviate these problems.
Impact Turn – Card Check

Card check is key to democracy
George Turner, Staff for the Seminal, 7/8/2008, “Democracy and the Economy Needs Unions - Not Wall-Mart,” http://www.theseminal.com/2008/08/07/democracy-and-the-economy-needs-unions-not-wall-mart/
A modern democracy, founded on a liberal, free market economy needs unions in order to function properly. It may seem philosophically strange for all of you that grew up in the neo con era where the legacy of giants, great thinkers such as Smith and Keynes have been bastardised by a right wing intent on destroying the very institutions that they claim to revere, but true it is, and its logic and foundation in economic theory can not be denied (for those that don’t wish to believe my arguments read the passage from Adam Smith’s Wealth of Nations below).
Unions are key for economic growth

Nathan Newman, Lawyer and Author, 2003, “Unions Strengthen the Economy,” http://www.nathannewman.org/archives/003164.shtml

So the only answer is increasing productivity and innovation. And unions drive growth by improving both. Now, it's not as simple as that in all situations, since different employer strategies and industrial environments create varying outcomes, but when structured correctly, unions not only benefit individual workers, they strengthen the overall economy. I'll sketch out the dynamics researchers have noted driving this result, but for more empirical and theoretical detail, check out the classic book on the subject, Richard Freeman and James Medoff's What Do Unions Do.  A "High Road" for the Economy: The commonest metaphor for how unions strengthen the economy is that they force employers on to the "high road" of production -- concentrating on innovation rather than sweating workers, promoting skilled work versus unskilled low-wage labor, and encouraging investment in long-term productivity rather than short-term profits. Especially in a world of global competition, "low road" companies will inevitably lose to firms in developing nations that can always undercut them on price, so forcing companies into long-term investments in "high road" production is the only way US economic growth will sustain itself in the longer term.
Union representation key to Technological innovation

Nathan Newman, Lawyer and Author, 2003, “Unions Strengthen the Economy,” http://www.nathannewman.org/archives/003164.shtml

A Voice in Production: With a union, workers can gain a voice to improve production without worrying that they are merely contributing to their own loss of a job. Without union, workers fear that innovation will lead to speedups and layoffs, so it's often more in their interest to privately exploit knowledge to ease the workload than share it with the employer. But in the union context of a labor contract, unions can be guaranteed a share in productivity gains so unions encourage more commitment to increasing productivity.  Lowering turnover and improving skills: A standard conservative argument is that anyone who doesn't like the work conditions is always free to leave. While this is technically true, it's a pretty narrow choice to give someone. Far better is the democratic alternative that unions provide of workers being able to change work conditions through contract negotiations. This option of "voice" versus "exit" options -- as it's often referred to in labor analysis -- encourages less worker turnover and improves skills within a firm.  Increasing capital investment: While employers don't have to like the higher wages paid to union workers, it forces them to invest in better technology and more capital to make the high wages pay for themselves. Firms can afford to use outdated technology when sweatshop workers make up for low productivity, but when you are paying union wages you rationally have to improve productivity in order to compete. Such higher productivity is key to growth across the economy and encourages new employment in the technology fueling capital investment in the unionized firms. 
AT: Gridlock Impact

Even if the democrats lose, there will be no gridlock

Ross Douthat, Senior editor at The Atlantic, 3/1/2010, “The Future of the Obama Era,” http://douthat.blogs.nytimes.com/2010/03/01/the-future-of-the-obama-era/

The lesson here, I think, is that a president doesn’t have to pass all the sweeping legislation that his supporters dream about to have a transformational effect on the nation’s politics. Reagan didn’t abolish cabinet agencies, meaningfully restrain entitlements, or cut government to 10 percent of G.D.P. Likewise, it’s increasingly clear that whatever happens with health care, Barack Obama isn’t going to pass all the big-ticket bills (from cap-and-trade to card check to immigration reform) that liberals were hoping would become law in his first four years in office. But presidents have other ways to put their stamp on our country’s government, and the political culture that surrounds it. They can rewrite regulations, and redefine regulatory agencies’ missions. They can appoint judges, and more judges, and then more judges still. They can run foreign policy the way they see fit, for the most part. They can use the bully pulpit to define the terms of the national debate. And even if they fail at passing comprehensive legislation, they can still take small steps on a host of issues, setting trajectories, at least, if not the final destination.  All of this will still be possible for Barack Obama, even if (or when, as seems more likely) his party takes a drubbing in the midterms. Right now, it looks like his presidency is teetering on the brink of failure — and so it might be. But it’s still entirely possible that what future generations will remember as the Age of Obama is only just beginning.

Obama will just use executive orders of Congress doesn’t comply

Kenn Jacobine, 2/17/2010, teaches internationally, “Executive Orders, Nullification, and Recess Appointments,” http://www.breakthematrix.com/node/42624

With no political capital left and much of his legislative initiatives dead in Congress, President Obama’s administration recently announced that he intends to use executive orders to advance his agenda. According to White House chief of staff Rahm Emanuel, “We are reviewing a list of presidential executive orders and directives to get the job done across a front of issues”. Those issues include everything from budget commissions to environmental law to health care funding.  Of course, executive orders are nothing new. They have been around since at least Lincoln’s so called “Emancipation Proclamation” and probably before that. George W. Bush signed the most ever as president and was rightly criticized by Obama in his campaign for president. This is key because it doesn’t matter which party controls the White House. When push comes to shove and the president can’t get his way he resorts to this underhanded tactic.
Cliton proves that there won’t be a gridlock

Newsweek, 2/19/2010, “The Barack-Bill Parallels,” http://www.newsweek.com/id/233847

Obama's tenure so far is strikingly similar to '93 and '94 when another young Democratic president entered office with high expectations and soon found himself down in the polls and battling a wave of conservative sentiment. The advisers around Obama would never admit it, but losing one or even both houses of Congress might be better for Obama than the gridlock paralyzing his agenda. History in our partisan age suggests that for a president to be truly successful and get big legislative achievements, a divided Congress may be necessary. Only then does each party have some stake in governing, and maneuvering room to compromise.
***Politics DA Aff ***
Not Unique – No Climate Bill

Climate bill won’t pass – Supreme Court fight.

Evan Lehmann and Christa Marshall, ClimateWire, 4-12-2010, “Court Fight Adds Confusion to Senate Climate Effort,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/04/12/12climatewire-court-fight-adds-confusion-to-senate-climate-84270.html
The departure of Supreme Court Justice John Paul Stevens adds a crucial task to the Senate schedule, at a minimum, and could peel momentum from looming climate legislation if his successor triggers a searing political fight.  Stevens' announcement arrived more than a week before the anticipated release of a Senate bill restricting greenhouse gases. That timing clouds the chamber's legislative horizon by handing senators a top White House priority in the months leading to contentious midterm campaigning.  That leaves climate change -- still competing for attention with Obama's other big priorities, like an overhaul of Wall Street and a comprehensive jobs bill -- in limbo. The climate bill being drafted by Sens. John Kerry (D-Mass.), Lindsey Graham (R-S.C.) and Joseph Lieberman (I-Conn.) would need to gain swift support to outpace the encompassing confirmation of a life-serving justice, according to some observers.

Supreme Court fight and health care aftermath will kill climate bill.

Evan Lehmann and Christa Marshall, ClimateWire, 4-12-2010, “Court Fight Adds Confusion to Senate Climate Effort,” New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2010/04/12/12climatewire-court-fight-adds-confusion-to-senate-climate-84270.html
If the climate bill fails to find early traction, it could be smothered by campaign-style attacks that depict Obama's court choice as a symbol of the liberalism that expanded the government's role in health care, said Garrison Nelson, a congressional expert with the University of Vermont.  "The hope of the Republican Party is to kind of stall and stall and stall, politicize the nomination as much as possible and tack this onto their anti-health care [message]," he said. "The health care outrage will subside. They need a new outrage."  He added: "So the climate thing is not going to happen at all. It's not going to go."

Climate won’t pass – not enough consensus.

Ben German, Staff writer, 4-12-2010, “Crunch Time for Climate Change Bill,” The Hill, http://thehill.com/blogs/e2-wire/677-e2-wire/91543-crunch-time-for-climate-bill

Republican strategist Ron Bonjean agrees that Kerry, Graham and Lieberman must show quickly that they have the right recipe, given the time the Senate will spend on the Supreme Court replacement and other issues.  “In order to get a climate bill through the Senate, they would have to be ready to ... get that plane off the legislative runway pretty quickly, and it doesn’t look like they are ready at the moment,” said Bonjean, a former aide to GOP leadership in both chambers.  “They need to act fast and try to gain consensus almost immediately upon return, because the Supreme Court vacancy will slow momentum for other legislation this spring and summer,” he added.

Concessions aren’t enough – climate bill can’t overcome filibuster.

Emmanuel Parisse, Staff Writer, 4-4-2010, “Obama oil-drilling plan small step in climate bill battle,” Agence France Presse, http://news.yahoo.com/s/afp/20100404/pl_afp/uspoliticsclimatewarming_20100404212224

WASHINGTON (AFP) – President Barack Obama's decision to boost oil drilling off the US coast is a small step towards trying to build support for controversial legislation to battle global warming, experts say.  But whether, in the current toxic political climate, the move will help win over reluctant Republicans and Democrats alike still remains to be seen.  "It won't hurt, but whether it's enough to begin to attract the Republican support which is needed to overcome a filibuster is very much in doubt still," said political expert Thomas Mann of The Brookings Institution.  Moves by Obama and his Democratic allies to ram his historic health care reform through Congress late last month raised Republican hackles, leading some to warn it was the end of any cooperation across the aisle.
Not Unique – No Political Capital

Obama can’t get his agenda – Supreme Court fight.

Brian Wilson, Staff Writer, 4-10-2010, “Looming Supreme Court Battle May Derail Obama's Legislative Agenda,” Fox News, http://www.foxnews.com/politics/2010/04/10/looming-supreme-court-battle-derail-obamas-legislative-agenda/
While Supreme Court Justice John Stevens' decision to retire this summer will give President Obama a second chance in as many years to shape the high court, the upcoming confirmation battle during an election year all but guarantees that his ambitious legislative agenda will grind to a halt.  Obama and his Democratic allies are hoping for a swift confirmation process while pushing through the rest of the president's legislative agenda, including an overhaul of Wall Street, immigration reform, climate change legislation, and a comprehensive jobs bill.  But some observers say getting any of that accomplished this year is unlikely because Supreme Court battles slow things down.  "All of the air is sucked out of the town and it's focused on one issue and one issue only," said Roger Pilon, founder and director of the Cato Institute's Center for Constitutional Studies.
No political capital – health care destroyed Obama’s agenda.

Michael Kranish and Susan Milligan, Staff writers for the Boston Globe, 3-23-2010, “Bolder Obama may press other big parts of agenda,” Boston Globe, http://www.boston.com/news/nation/washington/articles/2010/03/23/health_care_win_gives_obama_advantage_but_gop_vows_to_resist/
But mustering this same display of strength on other issues would be difficult, according to lawmakers and political experts.  Obama and Democratic leaders would need support from Republicans who have fought him bitterly in recent weeks. And they could face opposition from Democrats unwilling to take another controversial vote that could hurt their reelection chances.  “My own view is there’s only so many ‘profile in courage’ votes that the average House or Senate member wants to take,’’ said Republican pollster Bill McInturff, co-founder of research firm Public Opinion Strategies. “This health care bill has used up enormous political capital.’’  The safer bet for Democrats, in this view, would be to focus on smaller, job-producing spending bills in the months before the 2010 mid-term elections.  Unlike the overall health care measure, which had already passed the Senate before the arrival of Senate Republicans’ “41st vote,’’ Massachusetts Republican Scott Brown, the legislation on climate change, Wall Street, and immigration have yet to win Senate passage.  Senator John McCain, the Arizona Republican who lost the presidential election to Obama and is now facing a reelection fight, set the tone for his party this week when he said in a radio interview that the GOP would not cooperate with the White House this year on other measures after the health care passage.  “They have poisoned the well in what they’ve done and how they’ve done it,’’ McCain said.

Obama won’t expend political capital on controversial fights.

Jim Tankersley and Peter Nicholas, Staff Writers, 4-4-2010, “For Obama, too soon for another partisan battle,” Los Angeles Times, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/apr/04/nation/la-na-obama-what-now4-2010apr04

The White House is careful to say that it remains strongly committed to overhauling immigration and limiting greenhouse gases. But so far, the Obama administration has shown little appetite to engage aggressively in crafting legislation and rounding up votes on Capitol Hill for what would probably be deeply partisan fights over those issues as congressional elections near.  Significantly, regardless of the specific issue, Obama so far is following the same playbook he used in the early phase of the healthcare fight: deferring to Congress and giving lawmakers wide latitude in writing legislation and plotting strategy.  "Our approach is to lay out the parameters and to challenge the Congress" to pass bills, said White House senior advisor David Axelrod, adding: "There's this myth that if the president arrives on the steps of the Capitol with stone tablets, people will bow and vote accordingly. I think that's a naive view of how laws are made."  The prospect that the administration will not go all in this year on its signature initiatives alarms several Democratic interest groups. They say a firmer White House hand is needed for the bills to have any chance of passing before November's midterm elections.
Link Turn – Winners Win

Winners win – plan re-generates political capital.

Jonathan Singer, JD candidate at Berkeley and editor at MyDD , 3-3-2009, “By Expending Capital, Obama Grows His Capital,” MyDD, http://mydd.com/2009/3/3/by-expending-capital-obama-grows-his-capital

Peter Hart gets at a key point. Some believe that political capital is finite, that it can be used up. To an extent that's true. But it's important to note, too, that political capital can be regenerated -- and, specifically, that when a President expends a great deal of capital on a measure that was difficult to enact and then succeeds, he can build up more capital. Indeed, that appears to be what is happening with Barack Obama, who went to the mat to pass the stimulus package out of the gate, got it passed despite near-unanimous opposition of the Republicans on Capitol Hill, and is being rewarded by the American public as a result. Take a look at the numbers. President Obama now has a 68 percent favorable rating in the NBC-WSJ poll, his highest ever showing in the survey. Nearly half of those surveyed (47 percent) view him very positively. Obama's Democratic Party earns a respectable 49 percent favorable rating. The Republican Party, however, is in the toilet, with its worst ever showing in the history of the NBC-WSJ poll, 26 percent favorable. On the question of blame for the partisanship in Washington, 56 percent place the onus on the Bush administration and another 41 percent place it on Congressional Republicans. Yet just 24 percent blame Congressional Democrats, and a mere 11 percent blame the Obama administration. So at this point, with President Obama seemingly benefiting from his ambitious actions and the Republicans sinking further and further as a result of their knee-jerked opposition to that agenda, there appears to be no reason not to push forward on anything from universal healthcare to energy reform to ending the war in Iraq.

Victories key to Obama’s agenda – political capital can be regenerated.

Marc Pascal, BA, JD, and MBA in Business and Law now working as a business consultant, 10-5-2009, “Obama’s Only Priority: Get Re-Elected,” The Moderate Voice, http://themoderatevoice.com/48571/obama%E2%80%99s-only-priority-get-re-elected/

Many political leaders incorrectly confuse political capital with financial capital. The first is a perpetually renewable commodity if used correctly and the latter is always finite no matter how much is amassed. One cannot hoard political capital for some future battle that may or may not come. It grows and shrinks directly as one uses it, and it directly mirrors political fights taken and avoided. Actually winning on certain core issues and major legislative battles helps increase political capital for future use. But not using political capital causes it to dissolve rapidly. Talking too much and never getting anything accomplished is a good recipe to dissipate valuable political capital.
Health care victory proves – victories on controversial issues boost political power.

Johanna Neuman, award-winning journalist and political blogger for the LA Times, 3-30-2010, “Obama: 'Nothing succeeds like success in this town,” Los Angeles Times, http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2010/03/obama-nothing-succeeds-in-this-town-like-success.html

Sometime after winning what Vice President Biden called a "big ... deal" victory on healthcare, Barack Obama embraced the presidency with a new vigor, almost as if he understood that his time in office was finite. Fourteen months into his administration, newly empowered by a historic achievement that had eluded past presidents, Obama has grabbed the power that comes with the job.  In international affairs, he has turned from wowing global audiences to laying down the law to foreign leaders in one-on-one meetings. He told Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu to freeze Jewish settlements in East Jerusalem. He told Afghanistan President Hamid Karzai that corruption is undermining his government and endangering U.S. troops.  At home, he has signaled that he has no plans to pocket his victory and revel in its shine. In interviews and actions, he is making clear that he intends to spend the bounce he got from healthcare to tackle other difficult political issues such as immigration, education and financial reform. Reagan White House Communications Director Pat Buchanan, would no doubt agree. He once told me in an interview that political capital is like financial capital -- if you don't invest it, you tend to lose it.

Link Turn – Afghanistan Reductions Help Obama

We control uniqueness - Continued Afghanistan deployment will drain political capital inevitably.

Stephen Biddle, Senior Fellow for Defense Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, July-August 2009, “Is It Worth It? The Difficult Case for War in Afghanistan,” The American Interest Online, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=617

Obama, by contrast, heads a Democratic Party that is already divided on the Afghan war and likely to grow more so over time. He also faces a series of domestic crises that will require him to spend political capital in order to win support for his governing agenda. Republicans have shown little willingness to cooperate on anything else, and the Administration’s new ownership of the Afghanistan war gives the GOP another opportunity to retreat into opposition as the news from the front gets worse. Obama could face a situation in which a bipartisan antiwar coalition threatens the majority he will need to maintain funding for an increasingly unpopular war. His ability to impose party discipline could be limited by competing priorities, depending in part on how long and how deep the economic crisis turns out to be.  These challenges will likely get harder over time. If U.S. forces reach a positive military turning point in the Afghan campaign soon enough, political opposition in the United States will wither, as it mostly has with regard to Iraq since late 2007. But if the conflict proves as long and arduous as many counterinsurgencies have, votes on many budgets over several years will be needed to bring this war to a successful conclusion. These votes will take place against the backdrop of mounting casualties, increasing costs and growing pressure to restrain Federal budgets in the face of unprecedented deficits. The result could be a slow bleeding of support as a protracted COIN campaign goes through its inevitable darkest-before-the-dawn increase in casualties and violence.

Democrats support the plan – they oppose continued Afghani deployments.

Jay Newton-Small, Congressional correspondent for Time, 9-14-2009, “Congressional Dems Get Balky on Afghanistan,” Time, http://www.time.com/time/politics/article/0,8599,1922144,00.html

If the clarity of Obama's rhetoric on Afghanistan strikes you as familiarly Bushian, it's possible you're a congressional Democrat. Obama has already committed 21,000 more troops to Afghanistan — a decision he called the toughest he's made in the Oval Office — only to see violence there increase. Fifty-one troops died in August, the bloodiest month since the U.S. invasion eight years ago. Public support for the war has plummeted, and the Afghan presidential elections could not have gone worse: it will take months for the U.N. to unstuff the ballot boxes and figure out if Karzai won outright or must defend himself in a runoff. (See pictures of election day in Afghanistan.)  The last of the 21,000 new troops aren't scheduled to arrive in Afghanistan until November but already patience among congressional Democrats is wearing thin. Senator Russ Feingold has called for a withdrawal timeline. Senate Foreign Relations Committee chairman John Kerry has expressed concern and is holding hearings this fall on the necessity of more troops, while House Speaker Nancy Pelosi is holding her tongue (sort of) while she awaits the Obama Administration's definition of success in Afghanistan. In an effort to build political support, the White House is developing a series of 50 benchmarks with Congress that will be announced on Sept. 24. Pelosi isn't exactly hopeful. "Sept. 24 is fraught with meaning for us," she told reporters last Thursday, before adding, "I don't think there's a great deal of support for sending more troops to Afghanistan in the country or in the Congress."

Plan is popular – public opposes extending Afghani war.

CBS News, 12-1-2009, “Obama Will Vow Troops Leaving by July 2011,” http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2009/12/01/politics/main5851527.shtml

With U.S. casualties in Afghanistan sharply increasing and little sign of progress, the war Mr. Obama once liked to call one "of necessity," not choice, has grown less popular with the public and within his own Democratic party. In recent days, leading Democrats have talked of setting tough conditions on deeper U.S. involvement, or even staging outright opposition.

Link Turn – Iraq Reductions Help Obama

Reducing military presence in Iraq helps Obama – he already committed to it, and its draining his political capital in the status quo.

The Herald (Scotland), “Obama: The first 100 Days,” 4-25-2009, http://www.heraldscotland.com/obama-the-first-100-days-1.908554
Almost six years after the invasion of Iraq, the end is finally in sight for America's involvement in its longest and bloodiest conflict since Vietnam. Obama has set out a timetable that will see all US combat units out by August 2010 and the remainder by the end of 2011. Winding down the highly unpopular conflict was a central plank of the Presidential campaign and earlier this month on an unannounced visit to Baghdad Obama told US troops it was time for Iraqis to take charge of the country.  The war has cost more than 4000 US lives and those of hundreds of thousands of Iraqis, cost billions of dollars and burned vast reservoirs of political capital. Attention is instead being switched towards Afghanistan, where the US is fighting a resurgent Taliban, and countering rising instability in neighbouring Pakistan. Many of the troops in Iraq are to be re-deployed to Afghanistan. The US has 36,000 troops there but the situation is deteriorating.

Bipartisan support for Iraq withdrawal.

Christopher A Preble, Director of Foreign Policy Studies at the CATO Institute, 3-5-2010, “Iraq Elections Should Not Impact U.S. Troop Withdrawal,” http://www.cato.org/pressroom.php?display=ncomments&id=326

Such a policy reversal is neither warranted nor wise. An expeditious military withdrawal from Iraq, and a handover of security responsibilities to the Iraqi people is in America's strategic interest. The war in Iraq has already consumed far too much blood and treasure, and our troops are straining under the burdens of repeated foreign deployments. Meanwhile, although Americans remain bitterly divided over a host of issues both foreign and domestic, there is strong bipartisan support for following through on our commitment to exit Iraq. The public is right to oppose a costly, endless state-building mission in that country.
The plan is popular – public supports quick withdrawal – polls prove.

Joel Wing, MA in International Relations, 3-1-2009, “Obama’s Withdrawal and American Public Opinion,” http://www.epic-usa.org/node/3605
Public feelings on such a move was another question in the poll. Based upon President Obama’s original plan to pull out troops within 16 months, the poll asked how important that was. 46% said it was very important, 32% said somewhat, 10% said not too important, 8% said not important at all, and 4% either didn’t know or had no answer.  Early on in his campaign President Obama committed to withdrawing troops from Iraq. The Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) signed between Iraq and the United States says that all U.S. troops have to be out of Iraq by the end of 2011. The majority of U.S. forces will now be about before that deadline. The public opinion poll shows that the American public largely supports this move. The remaining force of several thousand will be there to ensure stability. There’s a good chance that many of these will even stay beyond 2011 if General Odierno has his way. They can remain if the Iraqi government agrees to it. Before than however, the U.S. needs to show that it is committed to pulling out troops because in July of this year Iraq will have a referendum on the SOFA. If it is not passed American soldiers and marines would have to be out by the end of 2009.
Link Turn – Japan Reductions Help Obama

Public supports withdrawal of forces from Japan.

Susan Shirk, Director of the University of California system-wide Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation, March 2010, “American Hopes: An Agenda for Cooperation That Serves US Interests,” Global Asia, http://www.globalasia.org/l.php?c=e261

Not surprisingly, Asian leaders question whether the US will continue the forward deployment of military forces in South Korea and Japan forever. This uncertainty is a great source of instability.  Since the end of the Cold War, the US has reduced its forces in East Asia from roughly 100,000 (1976-1990) to 64,500 today. Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the high priority to defend the homeland from terrorist attack, and economic problems all create doubts about America’s ability to sustain its security commitments in Asia indefinitely. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s 2003 announcement that US forces in South Korea would be moved south of the demilitarized zone and cut drastically triggered fears of abandonment in both Japan and South Korea. But in both countries the issue of US military bases is also growing increasingly contentious. Korean and Japanese citizens may support the alliances with the US in principle, but they resent the impact of the bases on local communities and the indignities of dependence on American might.  According to a December 2009 Pew Research Center for People and the Press survey,1 almost half of the American public — the highest percentage in four decades — believes that the US should “mind its own business internationally and let other countries get along the best they can on their own.” No wonder East Asians lack confidence in the staying power of the US and are seeking alternative ways to preserve their security.

Public supports ending the US-Japan alliance.

Bruce Stokes, international economics columnist for the National Journal, 12-10-2009, “US Opinion Turns Against the Globalism of its President ,” Yale Global, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/us-opinion-turns-against-globalism-their-president
This unprecedented isolationism and support for unilateralism runs at cross purposes to Obama’s avowed goal of international engagement. The president talks the talk of internationalism, but he has yet to convince the American public to walk that walk. In fact, some would argue that he sought to please the labor unions by imposing tariffs on some Chinese imports while pledging to uphold free trade. Nowhere is this friction between US foreign policy objectives and American attitudes more evident than with regard to Afghanistan. Only one-in-three Americans backed president Obama’s troop surge, before his announcement, including just one-in-five Democrats.  If American casualties mount in the months ahead, as they undoubtedly will, if there is new evidence of the Afghan government’s corruption or ineffectiveness and if the US is drawn even deeper into Pakistan to fight the Taliban, the Obama administration has no reservoir of public good will to draw upon to ride out the storms that are bound to rise. Maintaining the military initiative could then prove difficult, especially as public dissatisfaction makes Congress restive in the run up to the 2010 election. Isolationism and unilateralism may also complicate future US defense relations with Japan. The new government in Tokyo has called into question American military bases on Okinawa and has expressed a desire for closer ties with other Asian nations, effectively beginning to distance itself somewhat from Washington. Such actions could spark resentment among Americans who are already turning their backs on the world. And, with the Obama administration focusing most of its Asian energies on China, the US-Japan alliance, the bulwark of Asian security for the last two generations, could erode out of neglect and disinterest on both sides.
They can’t win a link – closing the Japan bases doesn’t require legislation.

Carlton Meyer, former Marine Corps officer who participated in military operations around the world and has written articles for dozens of military magazines, 2009, “Outdated Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm
However, American Generals and Admirals resist change because they enjoy the imperial flavor of "their" bases in Japan. They stall political efforts to close outdated bases by insisting on years to study proposed changes, and then years to implement them. A recent  example occurred when U.S. Army Generals quietly defeated Donald Rumsfeld’s attempt to downsize Army bases in Germany. If President Obama expects results, he must dictate changes and insist on rapid action. Closing and downsizing foreign military bases requires no congressional approval. The first steps are to close the American airbases at Futenma and Atsugi, and transfer the aircraft carrier battle group based near Tokyo to the USA.
Link Turn – Kuwait Reductions Help Obama

US peace movement supports closing bases in the Middle East.

Medea Benjamin, Cofounder of Global Exchange and CODEPINK: Women for Peace, 3-12-2007, “A New Network Forms to Close U.S. Overseas Military Bases,” Common Dreams, http://www.commondreams.org/views07/0312-32.htm

Many U.S. groups sent representatives to the conference, including the Fellowship of Reconciliation, AFSC, United for Peace and Justice, Southwest Workers Union, WILPF, Global Exchange, CODEPINK and the Marin Interfaith Task Force. U.S. delegates said that the bases did not make them more secure; just the contrary. One of the reasons the U.S. was attacked on September 11 was because of U.S. foreign bases in Saudi Arabia,explained Joe Gerson of AFSC. But while the U.S. military has since abandoned the bases in Saudi Arabia, it has replaced them with even more bases throughout the region, creating more animosity towards Americans.The U.S. delegates made it clear that the network to close U.S. foreign bases was in line with the efforts of the U.S. peace movement, which would like to see our military used for defensive, not offensive purposes. U.S. delegates also emphasized how the billions of dollars now being spent to maintain this empire of bases would be better invested in peoples needs for health, education and housing.
Peace movement aligning with Tea Party groups – increasing their political power.

Medea Benjamin, cofounder of Global Exchange and CODEPINK:Women for Peace, 4-13-2010, “Peace Activists Extend an Olive Branch to the Tea Party to Talk about War,” AlterNet, http://www.alternet.org/world/146441/peace_activists_extend_an_olive_branch_to_the_tea_party_to_talk_about_war
We are not naive to think that it would be easy for the Tea Party and the peace movement to work together. Our core values are different. We have had our battles in the past. We would certainly part ways in terms of how to redirect Pentagon funds, with progressives wanting more government investment in healthcare, jobs, clean energy and education--which is exactly what the Tea Party opposes.  But building peace means reaching out to the other side and trying to find common ground even with those people whose beliefs contradict so many of our own. If the Tea Party is really against runaway government spending, then certainly we can work together to cut a slice out of the military pork that is bankrupting our nation. In extending the olive branch to talk about war, the conversation can hopefully be enlightening on other issues as well, such as banks run amok and undue corporate control of our government.  Who knows what kind of potent brew could emerge when folks on the left and the right--both alienated by a two-party system that doesn't meet our needs--sit down for tea?

Congressional opposition to basing – perceived as neo-imperialism.

Zdzislaw Lachowski, Senior Researcher with the SIPRI Euro-Atlantic, Regional and Global Security Project, June 2007, “Foreign Military Bases in Eurasia,” SIPRI Policy Paper No. 18, http://books.sipri.org/files/PP/SIPRIPP18.pdf

The DOD’s basing strategy was criticized in 2003–2005 by analysts and by members of the US Congress during a series of hearings. The most radical critics perceived the realignment plan as modern imperialism and militarism and the military bases as an expression of colonial politics. An eight-member bipartisan congressional panel—the Commission on Review of the Overseas Military Facility Structure (Overseas Basing Commission, OBC)—was proposed in an April 2003 bill sponsored by senators Kay Bailey Hutchison and Dianne Feinstein, both members of the Senate Military Construction Appropriations Committee. Its purpose was ‘to assess the adequacy of the U.S. military footprint overseas, consider the feasibility and advisability of closing any current U.S. installations, and provide to Congress recommendations for a comprehensive overseas basing strategy that meets the current and projected needs of the United States’. The OBC was intended to ‘help to ensure that there is not a disconnect between realignment overseas and the closing of bases in the United States’.The OBC reviewed the IGPBS, including its geopolitical posture; operational requirements; the mobility of the forces (including air- and sealift); the quality of life of the military personnel; the costs of basing, base realignment and closure; and the timing and synchronization of various related undertakings.
Link Turn – South Korea Reductions Help Obama

Public supports withdrawal of forces from South Korea.

Susan Shirk, Director of the University of California system-wide Institute on Global Conflict and Cooperation, March 2010, “American Hopes: An Agenda for Cooperation That Serves US Interests,” Global Asia, http://www.globalasia.org/l.php?c=e261

Not surprisingly, Asian leaders question whether the US will continue the forward deployment of military forces in South Korea and Japan forever. This uncertainty is a great source of instability.  Since the end of the Cold War, the US has reduced its forces in East Asia from roughly 100,000 (1976-1990) to 64,500 today. Wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the high priority to defend the homeland from terrorist attack, and economic problems all create doubts about America’s ability to sustain its security commitments in Asia indefinitely. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld’s 2003 announcement that US forces in South Korea would be moved south of the demilitarized zone and cut drastically triggered fears of abandonment in both Japan and South Korea. But in both countries the issue of US military bases is also growing increasingly contentious. Korean and Japanese citizens may support the alliances with the US in principle, but they resent the impact of the bases on local communities and the indignities of dependence on American might.  According to a December 2009 Pew Research Center for People and the Press survey,1 almost half of the American public — the highest percentage in four decades — believes that the US should “mind its own business internationally and let other countries get along the best they can on their own.” No wonder East Asians lack confidence in the staying power of the US and are seeking alternative ways to preserve their security.

They can’t win a popularity link turn – Americans don’t care about South Korea.

Jae Hoe Chung, Professor of International Relations at Seoul National University, 2003, “How America Views China-South Korea Bilateralism,” http://www.brookings.edu/fp/cnaps/papers/chung2003.pdf

The core problem appears to have to do with the tendency of most Americans to be poorly informed on world affairs and mostly indifferent to South Korea. Very few Americans, experts and the public alike, are aware that South Korea is America’s seventh largest trading partner. According to a Gallup Korea survey conducted in 1995, less than 10 percent of American respondents knew the name of South Korea’s president at the time (Kim Young Sam), while the comparable figures for Japanese and Chinese respondents were 20 percent and 66 percent, respectively. Concerning the extent of interest in South Korea, the 1995 Gallup survey revealed that 58 percent of American respondents replied negatively and only 6 percent expressed substantial interest. A 2001 survey by Harris Interactive also found  that 60 percent of American respondents held no opinion whatsoever regarding the question “how do you perceive South Korea?”

South Korea is not a political issue.

Michael O’Hanlon, senior fellow and director of research in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution, 3-5-2010, Daily Yomiuri, “Window on Washington / U.S. alliances with Japan, S. Korea vital,” http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/columns/commentary/20100305dy01.htm

The U.S.-Japan and U.S.-South Korea alliances are two cornerstones of American foreign policy. These days, they do not get that much attention. Our national focus is largely on the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, where regional players and Europe are generally more involved. We are also focused of course on the health care debate, on President Obama's overall political standing, and the already looming November elections. And of course, the economy is a big issue too--but as it concerns Asia, China is discussed more often than either Japan or South Korea these days.

Link Turn – Turkey Reductions Help Obama

The tide has turned – Armenian lobby has overwhelmed defense lobbies – broad support for cutting off military cooperation.

F. Stephen Larrabee, Distinguished Chair in European Security at RAND, 2008, “Turkey as a US Security Partner,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG694.pdf

Congressional concerns about Turkey’s human-rights record and Cyprus have also contributed to tensions in U.S.–Turkish bilateral relations. In recent years, the U.S. Congress has held up several important defense deals with Turkey. This has strained defense relations and contributed to the impression that the United States is a less-thanreliable defense partner. This feeling has been one of the principal driving forces behind Turkey’s decision to expand defense cooperation with Israel in recent years. Relations with the United States have also been strained by the Armenian genocide issue. In recent years, the Armenian lobby in the United States has sought to introduce into Congress a resolution that condemns Turkey for “genocide” against the Armenians in 1915–1916. In the past, successive U.S. administrations have persuaded Congress not to pass the legislation. In 2007, the Bush administration narrowly averted a serious crisis with Ankara only through intensive last-minute lobbying to prevent the genocide resolution from coming to a vote on the House floor. But the Armenian lobby, galvanized by its near success, is likely to step up its lobbying for passage of a similar bill in the future. Thus, future administrations are likely to face strong pressure to pass similar legislation.
Their Jewish lobby links are outdated – they are no longer supporting pro-Turkey policies.

Nathan Guttman, Washington bureau chief for the Forward, 2-4-2009, “Support for Turkey Dips After Davos Blowup,” Forward, http://www.forward.com/articles/15104/
Washington — The American Jewish community is starting to question its long-standing support of Turkish interests in Washington, following Turkey’s public denunciation of Israel’s recent military actions in Gaza. The two countries have been trading barbs ever since Israel launched its operation against Hamas in Gaza, in a move to stop Hamas’s rocket attacks. The Turkish prime minister accused Israel of committing atrocities, and anti-Israel demonstrations erupted throughout Turkey, where public expressions of antisemitic rhetoric have startled the country’s small Jewish community.  The deteriorating relations reached a public climax in January at the World Economic Forum in Davos, Switzerland. As Israeli President Shimon Peres sat by his side, Turkish Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan angrily accused the Jewish state of committing war crimes.  With a cease-fire between Israel and Hamas in place, Erdogan urged Israel and the international community to negotiate with Hamas, the group that governs Gaza but is deemed a terrorist organization by Israel, the United States and Western Europe for targeting civilians. Peres responded with what was for him an almost unprecedented display of anger.  His hands visibly shaking, Peres read from the Hamas charter, with its declaration that “the Day of Judgment will not come about until Muslims fight the Jews, when the Jew will hide behind stones and trees. The stones and trees will say O Muslims, O Abdulla, there is a Jew behind me, come and kill him.” Angered, Erdogan stormed off the stage after the moderator cut off his attempt at rebuttal.  The fallout between Israel and Turkey has stirred a growing sense of discomfort within the American-Jewish community, which has long been an advocate for Turkish interests in Washington. “The outburst of animosity for Israel and the anxiety awakened in the Turkish-Jewish community make me wonder what’s going on and what the future holds,” wrote David Harris, executive director of the American Jewish Committee in an open letter to Erdogan, which Harris posted on his blog.

Link Turn – Turkey Reductions Help Obama Cont’d

No public support for Turkish military alliance.

Güler Köknar, Executive Director of the Turkish Cultural Foundation and Vice President of the Turkish Coalition of America, 12-30-2009, “Güler Köknar: Our goal is for guests of cultural tours to fall in love with Turkey and plant a seed so that they pursue their own personal or business interests in Turkey,” http://www.turkishculturalfoundation.org/pages.php?ID=5&news_id=74

Mrs. Köknar: Relations between the United States and Turkey are largely shaped by government to government ties. While generally making a positive impact on the communities they live in, Turkish Americans are too small in numbers to change the lack of understanding about Turkey in the United States alone. Perceptions among Americans about Turks and Turkey are not viciously bad, but they are still mainly negative due to the largely negative media coverage about Turkey and stubborn stereotypes. Sadly, most Americans don’t have a real concept of Turks and Turkey. Therefore, US foreign policy vis-à-vis Turkey and particularly congressional actions are not based on grassroots support from the American public at large. It is therefore incumbent on Turkish Americans to rise up to this challenge and change minds about Turkey by promoting their heritage and culture in a positive way, which they are increasingly beginning to do. In addition, Turkish Americans need to get involved in the American political process and make their voices heard. I am reminded of the story of an American politician answering a prominent Turkish American, who asked him why members of Congress always vote in favor of the Greek lobby and against Turkey, by saying “Because there are more Greek restaurants.” This is certainly a simplistic way of putting it, but liking or disliking a certain culture based on a personal experience, has an incredible impact on people’s general perceptions and their decisions. Alas, Turkish Americans cannot do this alone. Turks from all walks of life, in the non-profit sector to the arts, business to academia, should seek their own ways to build people to people bridges with the United States, as well as other countries that matter to Turkey’s future, and contribute in their own ways to changing hearts and minds. I strongly believe that a multi-faceted civic effort that complements strategic, economic and other dimensions of the US-Turkey partnership and focuses on building people-to-people bridges will make a lasting impact on further strengthening relations between the two nations and shielding them, to a degree, from the ups and downs of politics.

Link Turn Internals – Popularity Key to the Agenda
Popularity key to Obama’s agenda – key to garner swing votes.

Nate Silver, Political Analyst published in the Guardian, the New Republic and CNN, and cited by the New York Times, 12-4-2008, “Who Are the Swing Senators?” http://www.fivethirtyeight.com/2008/12/who-are-swing-senators.html

In practice, there will be a group of four or five senators in each party who line up just to either side of the 60-seat threshold and will find that they're suddenly very much in demand. If Obama's approval ratings are strong, he should have little trouble whipping the couple of Republican votes he needs into shape, and should clear 60 comfortably on key issues. But, if Obama proves to be unpopular, there remain enough conservative, red-state Democratic senators to deny him a simple majority on key issues, much less 60 votes.

Public popularity is key to political capital.

Carol Weissert and William Weissert, Professors in the Department of Political Science at Florida State University, 2006, Governing Health: The Politics of Health Policy, p.99

Political capital is the strength of a president’s popularity and of his party in Congress, and his electoral margin.  Political capital is important because it affects Congress’s receptivity to the president’s proposals.  Presidential popularity, reflected in public approval polls, is a crucial component of political capital, given that presidents who can arouse and mobilize the public are apt to “greatly lessen” their problems in Congress (Sullivan 1987, 300).  Rivers and Rose (1985) estimated that a 1 percent increase in the president’s popularity leads to a 1 percent increase in his legislative approval rate.  Even legislative sponsors can be persuaded by public opinion influenced by the president (MacKuen and Mouw 1992).  Similarly, potential opponents may think twice about voting against a measure supported by a particularly popular president.  The president’s popularity is especially important when he is of the party of the congressional majority.  The components that make up the political capital of presidents since Lyndon Johnson are shown in table 2.1.  

Popularity key  to Democratic votes in Congress.

George Friedman, Founder of Stratfor, 11-24-2008,  “Obama: First Moves,” Stratfor, http://www.stratfor.com/weekly/20081124_obama_first_moves

Presidents are not as powerful as they are often imagined to be. Apart from institutional constraints, presidents must constantly deal with public opinion. Congress is watching the polls, as all of the representatives and a third of the senators will be running for re-election in two years. No matter how many Democrats are in Congress, their first loyalty is to their own careers, and collapsing public opinion polls for a Democratic president can destroy them. Knowing this, they have a strong incentive to oppose an unpopular president — even one from their own party — or they might be replaced with others who will oppose him. If Obama wants to be powerful, he must keep Congress on his side, and that means he must keep his numbers up. He is undoubtedly getting the honeymoon bounce now. He needs to hold that.

Popularity key to Obama agenda.

David Nather, CQ Staff Writer, 11-9-2008, “Obama’s Steep Climb Ahead,” CQ Today Online News, http://www.cqpolitics.com/wmspage.cfm?docID=news-000002984617&parm1=5&cpage=2

There is one wild card that could increase Obama’s odds of getting his agenda through Congress: the possibility that he will continue the technologically savvy mass mobilization techniques of his campaign, this time using them to lobby Congress to pass his most ambitious initiatives. As a former community organizer, Obama transferred the lessons from those days into his campaign, using blast e-mails, text messages and other techniques to mobilize supporters at key moments.

***Courts CP Aff***

CP Doesn’t Solve Withdrawal – Congressional Deferral

Counterplan doesn’t solve withdrawal – Congress will defer to the executive – which functionally preserves the status quo.

Julian Ku and John Yoo, Associate Professor of Law, Hofstra University School of Law, and Visiting Associate Professor of Law, William & Mary Marshall-Wythe School of Law, Summer 2006, “Hamdan v. Rumsfeld: The Functional Case for Foreign Affairs Deference to the Executive Branch,” Constitutional Commentary, pp.218-219
Third, the Court is not protecting Congress's prerogatives in demanding that it specifically authorize presidential action in war. As positive political theorists have argued, Congress's collective action problems and the rational self-interests of its members in re-election make it difficult for the legislature to act in certain areas where uncertainty is high, information and expertise are expensive, and there may be costly political repercussions from the decision. Political scientists have found that the greatest degree of delegation will occur in the area of foreign affairs and national security, and that this is also an area where we would expect to see more unilateral presidential action accompanied by congressional acquiescence. Legislators are more likely to set no policy of their own or to delegate broadly to the executive branch when high risks are involved over which they have little control, which perhaps better describes war than any other area of human conduct. Because of these political imperatives, the executive and legislative branches have settled on a stable system that provides broad delegation to the President in foreign affairs and national security. Hamdan identifies no benefits for United States war policies in overthrowing this arrangement, fails to gr,apple with the costs in higher transaction costs and greater uncertainty it has created, and does not ask whether its new clear statement rule will actually correct mistakes in identifying popular wishes. If they were to be consistent, fans of functionalism in separation of powers analysis ought to rue a decision like Hamdan.
Congress will defer to the executive – presumption of better information.

David Mervin, Professor at Warwick University, 2000, "The Law: Controversy: Demise of the War Clause." Presidential Studies Quarterly, p.774
No doubt in the past the information advantage accruing to the executive branch was far less, but in the modern context it cannot be brushed aside as being of no consequence. When a president, drawing on his vastly superior sources, pronounces that a threat to United States' vital interests is developing somewhere on the other side of the world, it is difficult for him to be plausibly resisted. In the short run at least, responsible members of Congress are likely to feel obliged to defer to the president, take second place, and allow the president to meet his responsibilities as foreign policy leader and as guardian of the nation's security.
No public or congressional support for limiting presidential war powers – they’ll defer on the question of the plan.

David Mervin, Professor at Warwick University, 2000, "The Law: Controversy: Demise of the War Clause." Presidential Studies Quarterly, pp.775-776
It is also the case that Congress, the courts, and the public at large have shown few signs, in recent years, of sharing in the indignant denunciations of successive presidents for their many violations of the War Clause emanating from academic quarters. While such violations periodically excite small numbers of legislators, the public remains largely unmoved. There is no evidence, for instance, that Clinton has suffered any significant decline in public approval as a result of his repeated, "unilateral acts of executive war making in defiance of the War Clause". Perhaps the public in general, as well as many of their representatives in Congress, has come to understand that congressional preeminence in such matters is no longer sustainable.

CP Doesn’t Solve Withdrawal – President Won’t Obey

President won’t follow the counterplan – public will support him, and Congress won’t carry out threats.

Jonathan A. Bush, Visiting Associate Professor of Law, Santa Clara University Law School , October 1994, “The Binding of Gulliver: Congress and Courts in an Era of Presidential Warmaking,” Virginia Law Review, p.1750-1751
This is high-stakes institutional poker. For Congress to play at the table, it will need a strong hand. What hand, in Ely's view, has Congress been dealt? In a showdown over separation of powers, Congress and its friends in the judiciary would be backed ultimately by popular and legal opinion, the erosion of presidential legitimacy, and the ballot box. Still, these are diffuse pressures to mobilize. As Presidents know, there will usually be strong sentiment to support troops in even an unconstitutional war. The direct remedy set out in the Constitution is impeachment, which is implausible; in the context of Nixon's illegal war in Laos, Ely terms it "fantasy." Yet one of the odd features of Ely's discussion is that impeachment clearly has some attraction for him. Ely is too savvy to believe for one moment that it is likely to be used, but there it is in his text, mentioned as if it were a viable part of Congress' arsenal. The example of Nixon, of course, does not imply the general applicability of impeachment for unauthorized warmaking, because the charges against Nixon were based on Watergate and the cover up, not the wars in Laos and Cambodia; nevertheless, Ely expresses disappointment at such limitation on impeachment.  And there is no evidence that Congress has grown fonder, in the two decades since Watergate, of impeachment for the offense of constitutional difference. In fact, only in the late fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, and then again in the seventeenth century, was impeachment regularly used against opponents in constitutional and political battles. And the celebrated acquittal of Justice Samuel Chase in his impeachment trial in 1805 put an end, in American law at least, to any notion that impeachment would be a broad tool of political discipline. Today, the consensus is that impeachment must be reserved for extremely grave, typically felonious, acts committed by the President personally. Critics of President Nixon discovered that although this definition includes more than felonies and treason, it renders almost impossible impeachment for policy choices, however unpopular or odious. For Ely's purposes of warmaking accountability, the possibility of impeachment is more than remote - it is a fantasy, and as fantasy its presence weakens his argument.
President knows that Congress won’t use the power of the purse – fear of political backlash.

Jonathan A. Bush, Visiting Associate Professor of Law, Santa Clara University Law School , October 1994, “The Binding of Gulliver: Congress and Courts in an Era of Presidential Warmaking,” Virginia Law Review, p.1752-1753
It may be that Ely found the power of the purse unhelpful for strategic or temperamental reasons. It is true that Congress has often hesitated to use the funding power to end unauthorized wars. Members fear leaving "our boys" stranded abroad in the middle of a mission without money to do the job. There may be no rational basis for this fear - a funding bill could provide money to wind down and evacuate troops, but not otherwise to continue the war - but the fear of abandoning the forces, or of being politically perceived as having abandoned them, is strong. Hence, funding was cut off at a remarkably late point for the war in Laos, the bombing in Cambodia, and later the covert war in Central America. In each example, Congress moved to use its unambiguous power - after the national consensus had already coalesced against the war, after the President had already agreed to terminate the activity, or in a form that lacked political or criminal punch in the event of presidential noncompliance. But if Congress has failed to use its funding power skillfully, the same is true of its war power, and all sides concede that the funding power stands on stronger constitutional grounds. By slighting the appropriations power, Ely bypasses what could have been a powerful complementary tool to enforce Congress' war power.
CP Doesn’t Solve Withdrawal – President Won’t Obey Cont’d

No ability to enforce – even the Courts recognize that the President can get out their rulings.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, pp.990-992
Finally, there is another significant reason why the courts might believe that they are unable to enforce their decision against the political branches in foreign affairs cases. Simply put, given the breadth of the political  branches' authority in foreign affairs, they often possess tools that would enable them to avoid judicial determinations adverse to their interests. A survey of some real and hypothetical cases involving disputes over the allocation of foreign affairs powers will help illustrate this point. For instance, in Goldwater v. Carter, the issue at stake was whether the President had to submit a formal termination of a treaty for Senate ratification. In the end, the Court refused to require the President to do so, but could not garner a majority behind any single justification. Assume, however, that the Court reached the contrary conclusion - that the President could not terminate the treaty without the approval of a supermajority of the Senate. The problem with this hypothetical outcome is that the President could effectively avoid the Court's determination by refusing to enforce the treaty, or by independently making a decision to breach the treaty. It is widely understood that the President has the authority to breach treaty commitments with another country, if he so chooses. If this is the case, then it does not make much sense for the courts to try to adjudicate the question of whether the President alone can formally terminate such treaties. Similar constraints on the interpretive authority of the courts can also be demonstrated in the war-powers context. Assume that pursuant to the "declare war" clause, a court rules that a President cannot engage in war without prior congressional approval. Presumably, such a court would concede, as even most pro-Congress scholars in the war-powers debate do, that the President still retains the residual authority to engage in a defensive war without congressional approval. What happens if the President launches an offensive war without congressional approval, but insists that it is really a defensive war? Should the courts have the authority to distinguish between defensive and offensive wars? If so, what criteria or standards should they employ? In the end, such a system would likely prove unworkable in practice. Once the President starts a war, it is difficult, if not almost impossible, to make post-hoc determinations from a legal point of view as to whether the war is properly an offensive or defensive war. Moreover, inviting the courts to make such a distinction would invariably draw the courts into making a determination as to whether another country poses a significant enough "offensive" threat to the security of the United States to warrant a defensive reaction by the President. It seems obvious that such a determination would be clearly beyond the institutional competence of the courts.

AT: Courts Create More Stable/Effective Foreign Policy

They have it backwards – stability of court norms make foreign policy less effective – proves the counterplan fails, and we turn the net benefit.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, pp.979-980
The constant evolution in international norms underscores the comparative institutional incompetence of the courts in interpreting the allocation of foreign affairs powers. Although the proponents of judicial supremacy have offered a variety of justifications as to why courts are institutionally superior to the political branches in constitutional interpretation, none of those justifications seem to apply here. For example, Professors Alexander and Schauer argue that we should prefer the Supreme Court over Congress because the settlement function requires stability over  time as well as across institutions, and that courts respect the principle of stare decisis while Congress does not. Not many would quarrel with this description of the institutional differences between the Court and the political branches. Less obvious, however, is how these differences translate into an institutional advantage when the interpretive task involves defining the scope of the foreign affairs powers. Indeed, given the fluidity with which the international norms that inform our foreign affairs powers change over time, these factors may very likely prove to be a significant institutional liability. Stability may very well prove to be important in a context where individual rights are at stake. In such circumstances, stability "provides the benefits of authoritative settlement, as well as the related ... benefits of inducing socially beneficial cooperative behavior and providing solutions to Prisoner's Dilemmas and other problems of coordination." In the context of foreign affairs, however, an authoritative settlement of the law across time and institutions is less likely to produce the optimal interpretive outcome. Rather, it potentially results in the creation of a constitutional straight-jacket binding the decision-making freedom of the political branches in the international arena.
Maintaining executive leadership on military questions is key to flexibility – which turns their net benefit.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, p.980
On the other hand, because the political branches are not bound by the same institutional constraints the courts face, they are better positioned to respond to changing norms in international relations. As one commentator has observed, "Congress ... frequently makes determinations as to shifts in popular opinion, beliefs, and ideals. Because of Congress's structural superiority in these tasks, it should take a larger role in interpreting those clauses of the Constitution that are meant to evolve over time." Similarly, in the context of executive interpretation of constitutional provisions involving foreign affairs, Professor David Strauss stresses that courts should defer to executive pronouncements on foreign affairs because the courts "lack[] the capacity to make the necessary judgments."
AT: Courts Create More Stable/Effective Foreign Policy Cont’d

Courts don’t play a legitimizing role – aren’t perceived as having credibility in the foreign affairs realm.
Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, pp.989-990

In the context of foreign affairs, the political branches have little need for the judiciary's legitimating function. More importantly, the courts seem to understand their limited utility in constitutional foreign affairs disputes. One commentator has used the metaphor of a "faustian bargain" to describe this understanding between the courts and the political branches in foreign affairs. In this bargain, the judiciary essentially ceded the power to review foreign affairs issues in return for an understanding that the political branches would consent to its authority to review domestic constitutional issues. While the metaphor of a faustian bargain may seem like an overstatement, it nonetheless captures the underpinnings of the longstanding historical relationship between the political branches and the Supreme Court regarding the allocation of constitutional authority. From an institutional perspective, the political branches do not seem to have much to gain by acquiescing to judicial oversight in foreign affairs. Unlike legal controversies in the domestic realm, the political branches do not seem to have any need for an impartial tribunal to dispense judgments regarding the scope of their foreign affairs activities. This observation is especially true when such activities take place in an international realm where nation states do not always abide by the norms of international law and where there is no centralized decision-making authority. In that realm, the political branches may decide to act of a legal obligation in certain contexts, but not in others. Understandably, in many disputes involving foreign affairs issues, the government has usually asked the courts to abstain from reviewing any foreign affairs issue brought before them rather than request a particular outcome on the merits.

Deference Key to War on Terrorism

Judicial deference key to effective war on terrorism.

Julian Ku and John Yoo, Associate Professor of Law, Hofstra University School of Law, and Visiting Associate Professor of Law, William & Mary Marshall-Wythe School of Law, Summer 2006, “Hamdan v. Rumsfeld: The Functional Case for Foreign Affairs Deference to the Executive Branch,” Constitutional Commentary, pp.204-205

None of this analysis, it bears repeating, suggests that the executive cannot make mistakes or poor judgments in the interpretations of laws relating to foreign affairs. The question is whether it will make more mistakes or poorer judgments and whether it is less costly to correct its mistakes. Both institutions can make mistakes, but our analysis suggests courts are more likely to make mistakes and that the costs of reversing those mistakes will be substantial. As the next Part explains, the failure to defer to executive interpretations in the Hamdan case could significantly  raise the costs for adjusting or conforming U.S. national policy toward the war on terrorism.
Terrorist strike causes US nuclear retaliation and hundreds of millions of deaths.

Greg Easterbook, Senior Editor of the New Republic, 10-1-2001, “America's New War: Nuclear Threats ,” CNN.com, http://transcripts.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/0111/01/gal.00.html

Terrorists may not be held by this, especially suicidal terrorists, of the kind that al Qaeda is attempting to cultivate. But I think, if I could leave you with one message, it would be this: that the search for terrorist atomic weapons would be of great benefit to the Muslim peoples of the world in addition to members, to people of the United States and Western Europe, because if an atomic warhead goes off in Washington, say, in the current environment or anything like it, in the 24 hours that followed, a hundred million Muslims would die as U.S. nuclear bombs rained down on every conceivable military target in a dozen Muslim countries.

None of their turns apply – Al Qaeda is fighting a different kind of war – broad executive authority key.

Julian Ku and John Yoo, Associate Professor of Law, Hofstra University School of Law, and Visiting Associate Professor of Law, William & Mary Marshall-Wythe School of Law, Summer 2006, “Hamdan v. Rumsfeld: The Functional Case for Foreign Affairs Deference to the Executive Branch,” Constitutional Commentary, pp.213-214
These considerations may rest even more at the heart of the Commander-in-Chief power during the war on terrorism than in a conventional war between nation-states. In the latter, the United States wages war against an enemy with territory, population, and regular armed forces. The fighting takes place according to rules defined by the laws of war; the laws of war generally rely upon diplomatic and political methods to enforce  their terms. The object is to gain control of the enemy's territory and population and defeat its forces in order to achieve an acceptable political settlement. Al Qaeda, however, confronts the United States with an enemy that bears none of these traditional characteristics of a nation-state. Nor does it seem interested in engaging in political or diplomatic communications and negotiations over curing any violations of the laws of war. Indeed, al Qaeda's main tactics - intentionally targeting civilians, taking and killing hostages, disguising themselves as civilians - deliberately violate the rules of warfare. Enforcing the laws of war not only punishes violators, but also helps counter al Qaeda's tactical advantage in surprise attacks on civilians. Such tactics are usually in the hands of the battlefield commanders and ultimately the President, rather than Congress. Academics may continue to debate whether the President or Congress should decide whether to begin war, but once war has begun, our constitutional system has usually been content to allow the President as Commander-in-Chief to decide the best strategies and tactics to defeat the enemy.
Deference Key to Hegemony

Judicial deference key to hegemony – only way to guarantee military effectiveness.

Major Walter M. Hudson, Judge Advocate General's Corps, United States Army, March 1999, “Racial Extremism in the Army,” Military Law Review, p.49
It is not thus simply the lack of judicial competence in military affairs, but the effects that the lack of competence may have that is an additional "friction" in the military environment. The problem in applying a standard of review similar to the kind used for civilian society is not just that the court may err, but the ramifications of such an error given the uncertainty of conflict. An error in military policy making could impede military effectiveness and thereby jeopardize national security. These judicial decisions put the courts squarely into the political arena. Judges unwittingly become "strategists" -- unelected and ill-equipped officials deciding matters of potentially ultimate importance.

Deference is key to preserve military discipline and combat effectiveness.

Major Walter M. Hudson, Judge Advocate General's Corps, United States Army, March 1999, “Racial Extremism in the Army,” Military Law Review, pp.47-48
There are several problems with adjudication as a means of rule making. Adjudication is more costly and more time consuming. Years and millions of dollars can be spent in litigating one issue that involves one individual. Adjudication concerns itself with an individual remedy based upon "a small set of controverted facts" that are highly contextual and may or may not be applicable to a larger class of individuals. Furthermore, adjudication sets up elaborate procedures according to its ultimate goal -- to determine whether a particular individual should prevail in a particular case.    Dissenters, in particular Justice Brennan, have asserted that the Court decides issues that are far more technically complicated than adjudicating rather straightforward rules on discipline. Yet that argument does not address rules formation in an administrative, as opposed to an adjudicative, system.  Military policy-making is, by its nature, meant to do precisely what administrative policy-making does: allocate rights, benefits, and sanctions, among large groups using consistent standards. What makes military policy making along administrative rule-making lines even more advantageous is that the military's primary concern is ensuring military discipline and combat effectiveness of units, rather than focusing primarily on individuals themselves. Applying consistent and predetermined norms among large groups is what administrative rule making is best equipped to do.

That is the vital internal link to hegemony – military readiness key.

Jack Spencer, Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 9-15-2000, “The Facts About Military Readiness,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2000/09/BG1394-The-Facts-About-Military-Readiness

Military readiness is vital because declines in America's military readiness signal to the rest of the world that the United States is not prepared to defend its interests. Therefore, potentially hostile nations will be more likely to lash out against American allies and interests, inevitably leading to U.S. involvement in combat. A high state of military readiness is more likely to deter potentially hostile nations from acting aggressively in regions of vital national interest, thereby preserving peace.

Deference Key to Foreign Policy

Deference key to effective foreign and military policy – courts lack institutional competence.

Julian Ku and John Yoo, Associate Professor of Law, Hofstra University School of Law, and Visiting Associate Professor of Law, William & Mary Marshall-Wythe School of Law, Summer 2006, “Hamdan v. Rumsfeld: The Functional Case for Foreign Affairs Deference to the Executive Branch,” Constitutional Commentary, p.224
The Court did not offer a justification, either formal or functional, for its new approach to the interpretation of foreign affairs laws. Even putting aside the very strong formal basis for the deference doctrines, the functional basis for requiring judicial deference to executive interpretations of foreign affairs laws is even stronger. Courts are poorly positioned, from the standpoint of institutional competence, to resolve ambiguities in statutes, treaties, and customary international law that govern the conduct of national policy in times of war. Courts lack expertise and access to crucial information when acting in these areas. Perhaps most importantly, courts lack the flexibility to adjust or revise decisions when the factual context for its decision has changed. In all of these circumstances, the Executive has greater (although not infallible) abilities to resolve ambiguities in the interpretation of these laws.
Deference is crucial to effective foreign policy – courts lack the ability to make good policy choices.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, pp.944-945
In contrast to other explanations that may rely purely on textual, structural, or other prudential factors, this model explains why the courts should continue to apply the political question doctrine to foreign affairs issues even as the doctrine declines in the domestic arena. Drawing on insights from international relations and the early constitutional history of the foreign affairs powers, the model demonstrates that compared to the political branches, the courts suffer from peculiar institutional disadvantages that often warrant absolute deference to the decision of the political branches in most foreign affairs controversies. First, and most significant, when compared to the political branches, the courts lack the institutional resources or capacity to track the evolution of international norms that govern the meaning of the terms underlying the foreign affairs powers.  Second, the general presumption of institutional legitimacy the courts enjoy when they adjudicate on domestic constitutional questions does not extend to foreign affairs controversies. Third, unlike in the domestic context, the costs of judicial intervention in the foreign affairs context seriously outweigh any of its purported benefits.
It’s not a question of information – it’s a question of capacity – courts are unable to make good foreign policy decisions.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, p.986
Finally, a related but equally significant concern is that compared to the political branches, the courts lack the institutional capacity to evaluate the relevance of evidence when their understanding of the applicable norms governing such evidence is incomplete. This problem is distinct from the issue as to whether the courts have access to the kind of evidence that will enable them to make an informed decision on foreign affairs controversies. Commentators and the courts themselves often suggest that courts should not have access to such evidence because it involves sensitive and secret matters of national security. But as one commentator has argued, a possible remedy to the latter problem would be to present such evidence in camera. Yet, if it is assumed that the courts are institutionally incapable of evaluating and understanding the norms of the international context in which the controversy arises, then increased or controlled access to evidence would not cure the problem. In such circumstances, the difficulty with judicial involvement stems not from the lack of evidence, but from the fact that the courts lack meaningful standards to evaluate such evidence. In Chicago & Southern Air Lines v. Waterman S. S. Corp., Justice Jackson seemed to acknowledge this aspect of the judiciary's institutional incompetence on foreign affairs issues: It would be intolerable that courts, without the relevant information, should review and perhaps nullify actions of the Executive taken on information properly held secret. Nor can courts sit in camera in order to be taken into executive confidences. But even if courts could require full disclosure, the very nature of executive decisions as to foreign policy is political, not judicial. Such decisions are wholly confided by our Constitution to the political departments of the government, Executive and Legislative. They are delicate, complex, and involve large elements of prophecy.
AT: Ending Deference Key to Separation of Powers

Ending judicial deference over the military doesn’t boost separation of powers – their authors misread the framers.
Julian Ku and John Yoo, Associate Professor of Law, Hofstra University School of Law, and Visiting Associate Professor of Law, William & Mary Marshall-Wythe School of Law, Summer 2006, “Hamdan v. Rumsfeld: The Functional Case for Foreign Affairs Deference to the Executive Branch,” Constitutional Commentary, pp.217-218
Second, the goals of the separation of powers are not advanced by more intrusive judicial review over warmaking. In the domestic context, the Court has identified the preservation of individual liberty as an important goal of the separation of powers. As the Court observed in Bowsher v. Synar, the Framers believed that the separation of powers would prevent any single branch of the government from expanding its power to threaten the freedoms of its citizens. "Even a cursory examination of the Constitution reveals the influence of Montesquieu's thesis that checks and balances were the foundation of a structure of government that would protect liberty." This echoed James Madison's explanation in The Federalist for the interlocking nature of the separation of powers and federalism. Due to the division of power between the branches of the federal government, and then between the federal government and the states, "a double security arises to the rights of the people. The different governments will controul each other; at the same time that each will be controuled by itself."   Threats to individual freedoms, especially the individual freedoms of enemy aliens, are not the primary concern when the government is fighting a foreign enemy that threatens the basic security of the nation. In wartime the government may reduce the individual liberties of even citizens in order to more effectively fight the war, and it has longstanding authority to dramatically curtail the rights of non-citizens. A wartime government may even pursue policies that, in retrospect, appear to be an over-reaction to the threat. But our constitutional system places the interest in effectively waging war first. As Alexander Hamilton wrote in The Federalist, because "the circumstances which may affect the public safety are [not] reducible within certain determinate limits; ... it must be admitted, as a necessary consequence, that there can be no limitation of that authority, which is to provide for the defence and protection of the community, in any matter essential to its efficacy." James Madison agreed that the federal government had to possess all of the powers necessary to defend the country. "Security against foreign danger is one of the primitive objects of civil society... . The powers requisite for attaining it, must be effectually confided to the federal councils." The limits of this power could not be defined precisely. Wrote Hamilton: the federal government should possess "an indefinite power of providing for emergencies as they might arise." The Framers did not appear to believe that a strict reading of the separation of powers ought to be applied to the federal government's decisions in wartime, when the benefit to the nation as a whole in defeating the enemy would be advanced by cooperation between the branches.

Court rulings undermine legislative-executive cooperation on delegation of powers – which turns their separation of powers impacts.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, p.999
It is true that a judicial determination resolving the scope of these foreign affairs powers might provide a more precise demarcation of constitutional authority than does currently exist. Nonetheless, it is not clear that such a bright line rule would permit the flexibility and latitude necessary for the political branches to respond to the exigencies of the international system. Moreover, such a judicially imposed resolution would likely upset any political equilibrium that the legislative and executive branches might achieve through the competition for foreign affairs authority. As Professor Wedgwood has explained, in the absence of such competition, "an unbounded sense of constitutional entitlement may tempt a beneficiary branch to act immodestly, without the chastened sense that acceptance will turn upon good judgment as well as procedure."
Maintaining deference is crucial to separation of powers – more democratic.

Lawrence Gerschwer, JD from Columbia Law School, May 1993, “Informational Standing Under NEPA: Justiciability and the Environmental Decision Making Process,” Columbia Law Review, p.1033
Separation of Powers and Procedural Statutes. -- Separation of powers concerns counsel judicial restraint when litigants attempt to transform constitutional provisions into judicially enforceable proscriptions on government action. The argument for judicial restraint in such cases draws force from the antimajoritarian aspect of judicial review and the struggle to reconcile the role of the judiciary with the democratic underpinnings of our political system. In a democracy, the exercise of judicial power to interfere with legislative outcomes is and should be rare.

AT: Ending Deference Key to the Environment

Ending deference won’t solve – the military will ignore orders – EPA dispute proves.

Lyndsey Layton, Washington Post Staff Writer, 6-30-2008, “Pentagon Fights EPA On Pollution Cleanup,” Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2008/06/29/AR2008062901977.html

Under executive branch policy, the EPA will not sue the Pentagon, as it would a private polluter. Although the law gives final say to EPA Administrator Stephen L. Johnson in cleanup disputes with other federal agencies, the Pentagon refuses to recognize that provision. Military officials wrote to the Justice Department last month to challenge EPA's authority to issue the orders and asked the Office of Management and Budget to intervene.  Experts in environmental law said the Pentagon's stand is unprecedented.  "This is stunning," said Rena Steinzor, who helped write the Superfund laws as a congressional staffer and now teaches at the University of Maryland Law School and is president of the nonprofit Center for Progressive Reform. "The idea that they would refuse to sign a final order -- that is the height of amazing nerve."

US military responding to pollution now – climate change proves.

Frances Beinecke, President of the Natural Resources Defense Council, 8-10-2009, “U.S. Military Says We Need Action on Climate Now or We Will "Pay Later,” Huffington Post, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/frances-beinecke/us-military-says-we-need_b_255680.html

The U.S. military, intelligence and diplomatic communities are to be commended for their forward-leaning approach to viewing global warming as a national security threat, as documented in Sunday's New York Times.  These dedicated professionals have clearly grasped the ways climate change puts all of us in harm's way and they are making plans to deal with a raft of possible crises stemming from the global rise in temperature.  The Times story broke through the noise of the climate change debate by drawing out the connection between our climate and our national security. As reporter John Broder wrote, climate change "will pose profound strategic challenges to the United States in coming decades, raising the prospect of military intervention to deal with the effects of violent storms, drought, mass migration and pandemics."
Ending deference on environmental questions undermines military effectiveness.

Juliet Eilperin, Writer for the Washington Post, 5-11-2005, “Pentagon seeks more waivers on rules / Military says security impeded by pollution, hazardous waste laws,” San Francisco Chronicle, http://articles.sfgate.com/2005-05-11/news/17371434_1_endangered-species-act-wildlife-habitat-fish-and-wildlife

Defense Department officials hope to use an upcoming defense authorization bill to expand the military's exemptions from several environmental and public health regulations, arguing the restrictions infringe on national security.  The Pentagon has drafted provisions that would free it from specified air pollution and hazardous waste laws, provisions the House and Senate Armed Services Committee could take up this week as part of broader legislation giving the military spending authority. Defense Department spokesman Glenn Flood emphasized that "this is not the first time" the military has sought waivers from long-standing environmental rules.  "The bottom line is we're not looking for any blanket exemptions on any of these," Flood said. "What we're looking for is some flexibility, if you will, so training will not be hindered."
AT: Ending Deference Key to Preventing Conflict

Ending judicial deference critical to prevent preemptive attacks against the US.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, pp.992-993
The costs associated with judicial error are most evident in cases involving controversies over the allocation of war powers. First, the nature of such controversies often requires immediate attention, and it may prove costly for the political branches to await the outcome of a judicial determination. Second, to the extent that a determination will turn on whether the executive branch has produced sufficient evidence to warrant the commencement of military hostilities without congressional authorization, the consequences of judicial error can be extremely high, if not catastrophic. Imagine, for instance, that the Supreme Court sets forth a standard for war powers controversies that requires the President to demonstrate that a foreign country imposes an imminent threat to national security before he can commence military hostilities without congressional authorization. If the Court errs in its assessment of the severity of an external threat, its judgment could leave the country defenseless in the event of an attack. Such difficulties underscore an important difference between domestic controversies and foreign controversies. In a domestic controversy, the costs of judicial error are rarely so immediate and guaranteed to impact a wide number of the U.S. citizenry. It is also true that in the domestic context, the courts often have ample opportunity, over time, to correct any prior interpretive errors.

Congress checks executive abuses now – and the courts can’t provide an effective check.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, pp.996
This first assumption ignores the basic attributes of executive-congressional relations in foreign affairs. In the context of a dispute over the allocation of authority in foreign affairs, Congress has at its disposal a variety of structural safeguards, such as the spending power, with which it can protect its foreign affairs prerogative against executive usurpation. Admittedly, such structural safeguards potentially exist in the domestic sphere and the courts do not necessarily defer to political branch determinations regarding separation of powers disputes in that realm. As Justice Kennedy observed in his concurrence in United States v. Lopez, it is unclear if Congress has either the incentive or the proper framework to deploy existing structural safeguards when the prime beneficiaries of the domestic constitutional constraint are third parties, such as the states. In the foreign affairs context, the prime beneficiaries in allocation of powers disputes are not third parties but the political branches themselves. Moreover, as discussed in the previous two sections of this Article, foreign affairs controversies present additional, unique challenges to judicial resolution; therefore, the courts have more reason to defer to any accommodation the political branches might reach when they compete for foreign affairs authority.

AT: Ending Deference Key to Preventing Conflict Cont’d

Their arguments ignore the nature of international relations – challenges to the US are inevitable – maintaining flexibility critical to preventing security disasters.

Jide Nzelibe, Bigelow Fellow and Lecturer in Law, University of Chicago Law School, March 2004, “The Uniqueness of Foreign Affairs,” Iowa Law Review, pp.981-984
The positive reality of the international political environment supports the institutional analysis that questions regarding foreign affairs are to be resolved by the political branches, not the courts. In particular, an analysis of how states interact in the international realm suggests that some of the international norms may be of a non-legal character. As used here, "international norms" loosely connotes a shared understanding among the international community as to the norms that govern their interactions. It is important to note, however, that a positive description of the norms of international behavior among nation states may often deviate significantly from the prescriptive norms of international law. Indeed, the prevailing political science model of international relations of realism eschews the significance of international law as a factor in describing how states interact. According to realists, the international political realm is characterized by anarchy and involves a "brutal arena where states look for opportunities to take advantage of each other, and therefore have little reason to trust each other." Realism views the international society of states through the prism of anarchy in which each state strives for its "own preservation and, at a maximum, drive for universal domination." To the realist, international law does not play an autonomous role in influencing state behavior, but merely reflects the interests of the dominant states in the international arena. Realism has come under increasing scrutiny as of late, usually by alternative theories seeking to explain the structure of international politics. One does not have to be a proponent of realism, however, to  recognize "the fact that the international legal system, lacking a centralized enforcement body with reliable coercive authority, must depend upon politics for its efficacy far more than does any body of domestic legal rules." In the sense that the terms of the foreign affairs powers depend on evolving norms that develop in an international system characterized by anarchy and not hierarchy, they are significantly different from other domestic constitutional provisions. Because nation states in the international context do not face the same kinds of binding legal constraints as domestic actors, they often require a much more flexible policy space in which to address the exigencies of the state's existence in the international realm. Importantly, unlike in the foreign affairs realm, the political branches are usually not allowed to pursue pure political expedience in the domestic context by privileging one interest group over another. This distinction implies that, unlike the domestic context, the legal and political atmosphere in which foreign policy decisions are made is often not amenable to judicial resolution. Opponents of the special deference that courts traditionally give the political branches in foreign affairs matters are quick to point out that the courts have managed to derive judicially manageable standards from highly vague and complex domestic legal provisions. This kind of reasoning obscures the issue. The difficulty in deriving judicial standards in foreign affairs controversies is not necessarily due to the complexity or vagueness of the underlying foreign affairs issues, but because the very nature of these foreign affairs powers depend on considerations of "realpolitik." Moreover, the meaning of these terms also tends to vacillate with changes in the international environment. For instance, when confronted with the eighteenth-century threat of piracy on international waters, the President and Congress implemented innovative devices to this situation at the time, including interventions against countries that harbored  pirates. In the current international security climate, however, the issue of piracy is no longer a concern. Today, the United States faces a new and different set of security challenges in the international realm, such as the threat of international terrorism, and there is no need to assume that the Constitution would constrain the political branches from developing new methods for tackling these problems. Of course, one might object to this analysis and argue that not all issues of international politics necessarily implicate national security concerns. While this may be true, it is hardly the province of the courts to make that determination. In the end, the question of the difference between national security and other kinds of issues turns out not to be one that is easily amenable to legal categorization.
Courts Link to Politics

Court decision will spur Congressional fights – electoral incentives.

Darren A. Wheeler, Assistant Professor, Dept. of Political Science and Public Admin., The Univ. of North Florida, 2008, “Actor Preferences and the Implementation of INS v. Chadha,” BYU Journal of Public Law, p.93
Some researchers also note that these negative responses to court decisions appear to come in "waves or crisis periods" and usually involve a wide range of congressional participants. Others argue that electoral considerations sometimes play a key role in the decisions of members to actively oppose Supreme Court decisions. Several of these factors were likely at work in the Chadha case. Many considered the rise of the regulatory state in the late 1970s to indeed be a crisis, and the response to Chadha was certainly not isolated to a few members of Congress. Some argued that the legislative veto was a powerful symbolic tool for congressional members, one that they could point to as a means to control the federal bureaucracy.  Such rhetoric would certainly resonate for incumbents in congressional elections.

Obama can’t dodge the blame for the court – Sotomayor nomination.

Terence Samuel, Senior Correspondent for the American Prospect, 5-29-2009, “Obama's Honeymoon Nears Its End,” The American Prospect, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=obamas_honeymoon_nears_its_end

Obama is no longer just the inheritor of Bush's mess. This is now his presidency in his own right. The chance to choose a Supreme Court justice is such a sui generis exercise of executive power -- it so powerfully underscores the vast and unique powers of a president -- that blame-shifting has become a less effective political strategy, and less becoming as well. Obama's political maturation will be hastened by the impending ideological fight that is now virtually a guarantee for Supreme Court nominations. Old wounds will be opened, and old animosities will be triggered as the process moves along. Already we see the effect in the polls.  While Obama himself remains incredibly popular, only 47 percent of Americans think his choice of Judge Sonia Sotomayor is an excellent or good choice for the Court, according to the latest Gallup poll. The stimulus package scored better than that. The prospect of a new justice really seems to force people to reconsider their culture warrior allegiances in the context of the party in power.  This month, after news of Justice David Souter's retirement, a Gallup poll showed that more Americans considered themselves against abortion rights than in favor: 51 percent to 42 percent. Those number were almost exactly reversed a year ago when Bush was in office and Obama was on the verge of wrapping up the Democratic nomination. "This is the first time a majority of U.S. adults have identified themselves as pro-life since Gallup began asking this question in 1995," according to the polling organization. Is this the same country that elected Obama?  Yes, but with his overwhelmingly Democratic Senate, the public may be sending preemptory signals that they are not interested in a huge swing on some of these cultural issues that tend to explode during nomination hearings. Even though Obama will win the Sotomayor fight, her confirmation is likely to leave him less popular in the end because it will involve contentious issues -- questions of race and gender politics like affirmative action and abortion -- that he managed to avoid or at least finesse through his campaign and during his presidency so far.

Court link to politics – politicians forced to take positions on rulings.

Jeffery J Mondak and Shannon Ishiyama Smithey, Leroy Collins Chair at Florida State University and Assistant Professor of Political Science at the. University of Pittsburgh, November 1997, “The Dynamics of Public Support for the Supreme Court,” Journal of Politics,  p.1114
The Supreme Court is an inherently weak institution.  To give impact to its decisions, the Court depends on legislators for funding, the executive for enforcement, and the public for compliance.  This last relationship—between the Supreme Court and the public—provides the Court with its most daunting obstacles.  A disgruntled public may not only refuse to cooperate with a Supreme Court decision, but may also pressure elected officials to resist implementation of judicial orders.  As such, despite the Supreme Court’s nominal insulation from the American people, the Court’s justices have strong incentives to be concerned with their public standing.  The Supreme Court would seem to be in a perilous strategic position: if the Court acts as a policy leader, it risks loss of critical public esteem; conversely, if the Court’s justices attend too closely to their standing in the polls, they may avoid addressing the thorny social and political questions for which a judicial decision is most needed.
***Recruitment CP***

The CP Hurts Obama’s Agenda

Congress opposes means tested child care funding – empirically choose not to fund, even when poor quality of care has been made public

National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies, 2005, “Congress Sits on Critical Legislation While Children Are in Unsafe Child Care,” http://wwwqa.naccrra.org/news/press-releases/17/

According to Smith, Congress has failed four years in a row to reauthorize the Child Care and Development Block Grant, the primary source of funds for child care in the United States. "We must take action to ensure that parents can trust that their children are in safe, healthy and nurturing care and that means providing funds for the most basic of government functions - oversight." Each day in the United States, over 12.5 million children under the age of six are in some form of non-parental child care. Although licensing standards are the first step to ensuring basic health and safety in child care, these standards vary widely from state to state in both their content and who is even required to meet them. According to Smith, "Over half of all children are in the care of an unlicensed caregiver who likely has little or no training or education." One key to ensuring that children are in healthy and safe environments is the regular inspection of child care programs. No state regulates or inspects nannies. Although inspections are critical, they are one of the first things cut in state budgets. For example in California, recent budget cuts have forced a reduction in the number of programs inspected. As a result, only a random sample of 10 percent of the state's licensed programs are inspected each year. In Missouri, state budget cuts reduced the state's child care licensing and inspection staff by 25 percent. 

The large cost of the counterplan ensures there is opposition – can’t be spun as a win

National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies, 2005, “Congress Sits on Critical Legislation While Children Are in Unsafe Child Care,” http://wwwqa.naccrra.org/news/press-releases/17/

"I think the average parent in the United States assumes that their child care is regularly inspected, but this is far from the truth," added Smith. Research shows that the quality of child care is critical to a child's development and ultimate success in later life. The quality of care depends on the quality of the relationship and trust between the child and the caregiver. Despite the research, 36 states require no pre-service training for child care workers. This means that anyone can care for children without knowing basic CPR, First Aid, or even how to change a diaper. Many parents are forced to use unlicensed care because of the cost. The cost of high quality, licensed child care for infants and toddlers is almost double the cost of tuition at a four-year public college. The cost ranges from $4,000 to $13,000 a year. Child care is a fact of life in the United States . Despite this, reauthorization of the Child Care and Development Block Grant has been stalled for over four years. This program is the primary funding source for states for inspections, training programs, and cash assistance to low income families to help cover the cost of child care. The delays have led to cuts in oversight of child care programs. 

Child-care is a political hot-potato – can’t help the agenda

Jessica Garrison, Contributor, 2001, Researchers in Child-Care Study Claim Study Has Been Misrepresented, http://www.commondreams.org/headlines01/0426-01.htm

In fact, disagreements over data are far from rare in the social sciences, said Elizabeth Loftus, a University of Washington psychologist. That is especially so in "hot potato" areas such as child care and repressed memories, her own highly controversial area of research.

The CP Hurts Obama’s Agenda

The counterplan wouldn’t help the agenda- it’s widely controversial

Susan Gilbert, Staff and Analyst, 2003, “Two Studies Link Child Care to Behavior Problems,” http://www.nytimes.com/2003/07/16/us/two-studies-link-child-care-to-behavior-problems.html

In a measure of how sensitive the topic of child care has become, the studies, appearing in the journal Child Development, are accompanied by nine commentaries from researchers around the world that put the findings into perspective and, in some cases, rebut them. The editors of the journal delayed publication of the studies for several months while they circulated the manuscripts to more than 1,000 child development experts and invited them to write commentaries.  ''I think it was worth holding up publication of the research so that we could put it in context,'' said Dr. Lynn S. Liben, editor in chief of Child Development. ''Child care is a controversial issue.''

More evidence

Diane Chambers, MA, 2007, “Child Care:  Every Single Parent's Nightmare,” http://innerself.com/html/parenting/general/child-care.html

Inadequate child care is one of the most controversial and political topics being debated in this country today. How your young children spend their time out of your care will have an enormous impact on how well they perform, both socially and academically, in the future. Some question how welfare mothers can improve their lifestyles when affordable quality daycare is out of reach. Others bemoan our children being raised by daycare providers and suggest there should be more family-oriented policies to help mothers stay at home, where their children can thrive in a home environment.

Child care funding is partisan

Richard Stolley, Educator, 2007, “The Politics of Child Care,” http://www.connectforkids.org/node/183

Child care remains, God help us, a controversial issue in America (one of the departed Republican candidates, Gary Bauer, has been suggesting its abolition for years), so the candidates have tackled a few other children's issues with the enthusiasm we could only wish they showed for early education.

Military Child Care is Sufficient Now

Military child care is sufficient now

U.S. Army, 3-19-2009, “NACCRRA Ranks Military Child Care Best In Nation,” http://www.army.mil/standto/archive/2009/03/13/
The National Association of Child Care Resource & Referral Agencies (NACCRRA) has released a report ”We Can Do Better: 2009 Update” that scores and compares the 50 States, the Department of Defense (DOD), and the District of Columbia child care regulations and oversight requirements. The Department of Defense received the top ranking both for its oversight and standards that protect and support children in Military Child Development Centers.  Yesterday, NACCRRA hosted a briefing forum at which Lt. Gen Robert Wilson, Commander of the Installation Management Command, provided remarks on behalf of DOD in which he acknowledged the importance of child care to the military. 

Military commitment to child care solves now

U.S. Army, 3-19-2009, “NACCRRA Ranks Military Child Care Best In Nation,” http://www.army.mil/standto/archive/2009/03/13/
All of the Army’s Child Development Centers are DOD certified (the military equivalent of state licensing). These strong standards (encompassing staff training, curriculum, health, safety and nutrition requirements) provided an infrastructure that made it possible for 100 percent of eligible Army Child Development Centers to become nationally accredited by an external professional organization. (This compares to private sector child care centers where less than 10 percent are nationally accredited).   The Army has made a commitment in the Army Family Covenant to continue to provide excellence in our child care program. Our challenge is to ensure as new child development centers are constructed and opened, they too will have the comprehensive operational standards and strong oversight to maintain our families’ expectation of high quality. 

The US military solves now

Karen Jowers, wife of a military retiree, 2010, “Mission Family: Families celebrate 20 years of top-notch child care,” http://www.armytimes.com/community/family/offduty_missionfamily_121409w/
Military child care’s journey from those basements, attics and converted stables has not been an easy one, and defense and service officials are still struggling to increase the availability of child care to service members. But it has been widely recognized as a model for the nation that is helping improve child care in the civilian community.  Holley uses her experiences to bring home the importance of the military child care system’s stringent training, health and safety inspections, developmental learning programs and other requirements.  But training isn’t just about changing diapers and feeding. “I appreciate where we’ve come, because we’re addressing real experiences and real issues,” she said, after a session on how child care providers can support military kids and their families in wartime.  “The military is so on-target to give us training in these issues,” she said. “It’s critical to the well-being of children.”

Withdrawal from Iraq Is Necessary For Recruitment/Retention

The plan is a pre-requisite – people won’t join if they think conflict is imminent

Lloyd De Vries, Political and Military Analyst, 3-8-2005, “War Is Hurting Army Recruitment,” http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2005/03/08/national/main678742.shtml
Young blacks have grown markedly less willing to join the Army, citing fear of being sent to fight a war in Iraq they don't believe in, according to unpublicized studies for the military that suggest the Army is entering a prolonged recruiting slump.  Fear of combat also is a leading reason fewer young women are choosing the Army, the studies say. Although female soldiers are barred by law from assignments in direct combat, they nonetheless have found themselves under attack by insurgents in Iraq, and 32 have died.  "More African Americans identify having to fight for a cause they don't support as a barrier to military service," concluded an August 2004 study for the Army. It also said attitudes toward the Army among all groups of American youth have grown more negative in recent years.  "In the past, barriers were about inconvenience or preference for another life choice," the study said. "Now they have switched to something quite different: fear of death or injury."  Statistically, the fear factor is about twice as strong among potential recruits as a whole as it was in 2000, the study said. That and other studies, all of which are posted on an obscure Defense Department Web site, cited the Iraq war as a major turnoff for many.

Even if the counterplan increases force numbers, the force will be casualty averse without the plan

Lloyd De Vries, Political and Military Analyst, 3-8-2005, “War Is Hurting Army Recruitment,” http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2005/03/08/national/main678742.shtml
The Army has suffered more of the 1,500-plus U.S. deaths in Iraq than any other service, and thousands have been wounded. Some soldiers will serve their second tour in Iraq this year. While Army leaders say soldiers have shown a strong interest in re-enlisting, the strains of war seem to have become a barrier to first-time enlistees.  The Army's recruiting challenge is critically important not only to the long-term commitment in Iraq but also to the Army's goal of expanding by 30,000 soldiers. Through the first five months of the budget year which began last Oct. 1, the active Army is about 6 percent behind schedule to meet its 2005 recruiting goal.
Casualty aversion causes global wars

Richard C. Eichenberg, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at Tufts University, International Security, 2005, “Victory has Many Friends: U.S. Public Opinion and the Use of Military Force, 1981-2005,” pg. np

The second reason to reevaluate the sensitivity of the public to casualties is that decisionmakers in other countries have apparently come to believe that the American public will not tolerate the loss of life in foreign military interventions, a fact that obviously affects their calculations of U.S. credibility. Three studies of the failure (or potential failure) of deterrence or coercive diplomacy are strikingly similar on this point. Janet Gross Stein argues that the inability to deter Saddam Hussein from invading Kuwait in 1990 can be traced in part to Hussein's "estimate that the United States, given its aversion to high numbers of casualties, might not retaliate for the invasion of Kuwait with large-scale military force."30 Barry Posen notes that in the Kosovo war, the Serbian strategy of threatening to inflict pain on more powerful adversaries in fact worked: the United States and NATO essentially declared that they would not accept the costs of a ground attack, and in the event they could not coerce Serbia into signing the Rambouillet agreement with the threat of air strikes alone. The result was a near disaster. Finally, Thomas Christensen argues that one important factor that may impel the People's Republic of China to challenge U.S. power in the Far East (perhaps over Taiwan) is the belief among the Chinese elite that the United States would not accept the casualties that might occur in such a conflict. Christensen reached this conclusion based on interviews conducted before the terrorist attacks against the United States on September 11, 2001; but given the erosion of public support as casualties have mounted in Iraq, one wonders if views in Beijing have changed.

DoD Tradeoff DA 2AC

Gates is trimming military funding to focus exclusively on insurgency conflicts and failed states – Solves terrorism and global instability

Christopher Hinton, Staff Writer, 4-6-2009, Gates takes a scalpel to the US defense budget, http://www.marketwatch.com/news/story/Gates-takes-scalpel-US-defense/story.aspx?guid=%7B8E42785B-0FCF-480B-8AB4-4B599B022393%7D

Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced sweeping changes to the Pentagon budget on Monday, reflecting a higher priority toward cyber security and the type of irregular wars U.S. forces are fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan.  At a news conference, Gates said the defense department would buy no more than 187 of the advanced fighter, the F-22 Raptor, and would stop purchasing the C-17 Globemaster transport plane at year's end. He also said he would terminate a high-bandwidth military satellite communications program and shut down the development of the Air Force's new search and rescue helicopter. A plan to replace presidential helicopters was also put on hold indefinitely.  Furthermore, the Pentagon wants to reduce the number of contractors as a percentage of total staff to 26% from the current 39%, to where it ballooned after 2001. "Our goal is to hire as many as 13,000 new civil servants in fiscal 2010 to replace contractors and up to 30,000 new civil servants in place of contractors over the next five years," Gates said. The Pentagon seeks to raise its budget for the F-35 joint-strike fighter to $11.2 billion from $6.8 billion to purchase 30 jets in fiscal 2010, up from 14 this past year. Over the next five years, the agency would like to buy 513 F-35s, and ultimately have a fleet of 2,443. The Pentagon will also increase spending to field more THAAD short-to-medium range missile defense systems, six additional Aegis ships to provide ballistic missile defense, and ramp-up unmanned aerial vehicle operations by 62%. It also seeks more funding to increase its annual class of 80 cyberspace-security students to 250 by 2011. Shares of Lockheed Martin Corp. (LMT: Lockheed Martin Corp  LMT 73.79, +0.51, +0.7%) , the maker of both the F-22 and F-35, leaped nearly 9% to close at $73.28 on the news. Also closing higher were shares of Northrop Grumman Corp. (NOC: "My recommendations represent the cumulative outcome of a lifetime spent in the national security arena...and lessons learned from over two years of leading this department and in particular, from our experience in Iraq and Afghanistan," Gates said during the press conference. The change in priorities wasn't necessarily to Wall Street's liking, however, with Standard & Poor's Equity Research "Overall, we view defense priorities as shifting significantly from conventional war priorities to so-called irregular combat priorities," said S&P analyst Richard Tortoriello. "We believe this shift, along with the planned withdrawal of troops from Iraq, will result in declines in real defense spending over the long term." Investors have been anticipating a reduction in Pentagon spending for large weapons systems since last summer. Investors have driven down the Spade Defense Index Presidential helicopters and Air Force tankers Throughout the presentation, Gate stressed his recommendations were made with the idea that conventional warfare, such as the kind waged between countries, was less of a threat to the U.S. than terrorism or the instability that follows failed states.

New DoD spending trades-off with these priorities

Doug Troyer, Colonel in the Military, 2007, “Program Budget Decision 720, Force Shaping: Why Now??, Vance Air Force Base,” http://www.vance.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123066206
Because the federal budget has a finite amount of resources, the Department of Defense almost never receives the amount of funding it feels it needs to adequately address all of the defense concerns of the nation. This reality forces tradeoffs and compromises within DoD every year as it seeks to apply its limited resources in a manner which will provide the best defense possible. 

DoD Tradeoff DA 2AC

The impact is comparatively larger than great power conflict – DoD insurgency funding solves terrorism

Bryan Bender, Foreign Analyst, 3-17-2009, Gates readies big cuts in weapons, Boston Globe, Lexis
Today's security threats, Gates believes, are far different from when, during his first week on the job as a CIA analyst in 1968, the Soviet Army invaded Czechoslovakia. "Let's be honest with ourselves," Gates told the National Defense University last September. "The most likely catastrophic threats to our homeland - for example, an American city poisoned or reduced to rubble by a terrorist attack - are more likely to emanate from failed states than from aggressor states." Gates has said it would be "irresponsible" not to plan for the possibility that another nation could threaten US military dominance, but he pointed out that the US Navy is larger than the next 13 navies combined, 11 of which are American allies. "US air and sea forces have ample untapped striking power should the need arise to deter or punish aggression - whether on the Korean Peninsula, in the Persian Gulf, or across the Taiwan Strait," he wrote in the latest issue of Foreign Affairs magazine. As for fears of a resurgent Russia, Gates said, "As someone who used to prepare estimates of Soviet military strength for several presidents, I can say that Russia's conventional military, although vastly improved since its nadir in the late 1990s, remains a shadow of its Soviet predecessor." 

Terror is try or die – high magnitude outweighs

Graham Allison, Director @ Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, Professor of Government, and Faculty Chair of the Dubai Initiative – Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government, 2007, “Symposium: Apocalypse When?”, The National Interest, pg. np

MUELLER IS entitled to his opinion that the threat of nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism is “exaggerated” and “overwrought.” But analysts of various political persuasions, in and out of government, are virtually unanimous in their judgment to the contrary. As the national-security community learned during the Cold War, risk = likelihood x consequences. Thus, even when the likelihood of nuclear Armageddon was small, the consequences were so catastrophic that prudent policymakers felt a categorical imperative to do everything that feasibly could be done to prevent that war. Today, a single nuclear bomb exploding in just one city would change our world. Given such consequences, differences between a 1 percent and a 20 percent likelihood of such an attack are relatively insignificant when considering how we should respond to the threat.

Terrorism has a fast time frame

Clark Ervin, inspector general of the Homeland Security Department from 2003 to 2004, 9-11-2008, “All Too Quiet on the Homeland Front,” New York Times, pg. A25

IF recent history is any guide -- the first World Trade Center bombing a month after Bill Clinton became president; 9/11 itself, in the first year of the Bush administration; the Madrid bombing in 2004 on the eve of a national election in Spain; and the foiled London-Glasgow bomb plot last summer at the start of a new government -- President Barack Obama or President John McCain may well be tested by terrorists soon after taking office.   And it is not just historical patterns that suggest that another major attack is likely to be attempted sooner rather than later. Our intelligence agencies tell us that Al Qaeda is stronger now than at any time since 2001. The sanctuary the group found in Afghanistan has been recreated just over the border in Pakistan, and the departure of former Gen. Pervez Musharraf as that country's president makes it less rather than more likely that the terrorist training camps there will soon be flushed out.
DoD Tradeoff – Uniqueness Extension

Obama’s push will ensure Budget transition now

Roxana Tiron, Political Analyst, 4-7-2009, “On defense cuts, Obama holds cards,” The Hill, pg. np

Gates told reporters Wednesday that he is optimistic his recommendations will pass congressional muster. He also noted broad support in both parties for acquisition reform, and said that support will make it difficult for individual lawmakers to say specific programs should be exempted from cuts.   The package of changes announced by the Pentagon will make it “a little more difficult for a member to say, ‘I’m all for acquisition reform and doing these things better and all that stuff is really good, but this one thing that happens to be in my state should be an exception,’ ” Gates said.   The more forcefully Obama engages lawmakers himself, the less inclined Democrats will be to significantly resist the president, said Steve Ellis, vice president at Taxpayers for Common Sense, a nonpartisan watchdog organization.   “It comes down to how much personal investment the president is willing to make, and if he backs up Secretary Gates then the Democrats will have a hard time bucking the tide,” Ellis said.   Gates stressed on Tuesday that he consulted with the president on his proposed sweeping changes only a week ago, and that he has left the president “some room” to sign off on the final budget decisions. He said that the Office of Management and Budget has not yet reviewed the specifics of the proposal in detail.  Some lawmakers said the unprecedented move by Gates to announce the changes as recommendations ahead of an actual Pentagon budget request was a good way to deflect criticism from Obama. Others described it as an unorthodox approach to announcing what amounts to a significant military strategic shift.   Democratic aides expect that the president will personally engage lawmakers on the sweeping changes and will not send Gates, the lone holdover from the Bush administration, alone into the congressional fray. 

Obama has trimmed the Defense budget to focus specifically on insurgency warfare

Roxana Tiron, Political Analyst, 4-7-2009, “On defense cuts, Obama holds cards,” The Hill, pg. np

Congress has little chance of stoping President Obama’s sweeping changes to the military budget, which would scrap several high-profile weapons programs.  Obama and Defense Secretary Robert Gates have stirred a hornet’s nest in targeting six major programs for the chopping block. But congressional and defense-industry sources said it will be difficult to oppose the popular Obama, who will argue his proposed cuts will benefit soldiers fighting wars in Iraq and Afghanistan and better use limited resources during a recession.

Congress will approve this budget transition

Roxana Tiron, Political Analyst, 4-7-2009, “On defense cuts, Obama holds cards,” The Hill, pg. np

Democrats, in particular, could be in a bind. If they vote to restore programs cut by Obama, they run the risk of weakening him politically and rousing the ire of their leaders.   Mostly, congressional sources predicted, lawmakers will end up fighting among themselves to win some funding for the programs they support.   “The politics have become draconian for the Democrats, especially the ones who want to add money for hardware programs,” said Gordon Adams, national security and foreign policy professor at American University.  “They are kind of boxed in,” said Adams, a former senior White House budget official during the Clinton administration. Any attempt they make to buy more hardware benefiting their state or district will have to be traded off against funds targeted for operations and military readiness, he said.

DoD Tradeoff – Link Extension

All budgets are finite – Obama is preventing Defense from fudging the numbers

Gordon Adams, Op-ed Contributor, 3-20-2009, “The War Supplemental is Coming Soon,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/gordon-adams/the-war-supplemental-is-c_b_177399.html
All budgets are finite, and programs and activities that are part of the core activity of Defense, State, and USAID, should be scrutinized as part of the regular budget planning process."  Over the last eight budgets, Defense in particular has taken advantage of the availability of extra funding to pay for a long-planned expansion of the army and marines and to buy weapons programs--i.e., aircraft and helicopters--that added to the inventory but weren't required for combat operations in Iraq. For its part, State used the supplementals to provide full-funding levels for humanitarian assistance and food aid programs it had underfunded in its basic budget.  This budgetary shell game has severely undermined the once-celebrated budget planning system at Defense and eliminated any incentive for State and USAID to institutionalize a rigorous budget planning process, something it never has had. The reform Obama promised is intended to clean up and discipline the process in both departments.

Other cuts won’t fill-in – the Defense Budget is the first to go

Mackenzie Eaglen, Senior Policy Analyst for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, 12-2008, http://blog.heritage.org/2008/12/04/dont-target-defense-budget-to-fund-domestic-priorities/
Unfortunately, when cuts to the federal budget are considered necessary, it is the defense budget that is most often targeted. Today’s defense budget represents a manageable level of spending that is consistent with government policies that promote economic growth.

New social spending raids the Department of Defense budget
Henry F. Kaiser Foundation, 2007, “Military and Veterans’ Health Care,” http://www.kaiseredu.org/topics_im.asp?imID=1&parentID=61&id=755

Services received by active duty military personnel and their families are funded through Congressional appropriations to the Department of Defense budget, as is TRICARE. The Department of Defense uses the Medicare Eligible Retiree Health Care Fund (MERHCF) to pay for health benefits for Medicare eligible Department of Defense military retirees, retiree family members, and survivors up to age 65.
Specifically – Transformation requires tradeoffs

Kathleen Rheem, Sgt. 1st Class, 2002, “Fiscal 2003 Budget Funds War on Terrorism, Transformation,” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2002/05/mil-020521-dod03.htm

"As we all know, resources are finite," Rumsfeld said. "And even with the significant increase in the budget proposal, these transformational investments cannot be made without terminating some programs and finding other savings."

New funding requires offsets – it’s normal means

Bulletin of Science Policy, 2007, “OMB and OSTP Outline FY 2009 R&D Budget Priorities,” American Institute of Physics, http://www.aip.org/fyi/2007/089.html
Regarding FY 2009 budgeting, the new memo states:  "Careful attention to funding priorities and wise choices are required due to the combination of finite resources, the commitment to the American Competitiveness Initiative, and a multitude of new research opportunities. Agencies must evaluate existing programs and, wherever possible, consider them for modification, redirection, reduction or termination, in keeping with national needs and priorities. New programs have to be justified with rigorous analysis demonstrating their merit, quality, importance and consistency with national priorities. Agencies may propose new, high-priority activities, but these requests should identify potential offsets by elimination or reductions in less effective or lower priority programs, or programs where Federal involvement is no longer needed or appropriate."

DoD Tradeoff – Impact Extension

US will retaliate – risks nuclear conflict

Patrick F. Speice, J.D, 2006, “Negligence and nuclear nonproliferation: eliminating the current liability barrier to bilateral U.S.-Russian nonproliferation assistance programs,” William and Mary Law Review 47.4, pg. np

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses.  Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. (50) In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. (51) This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states, (52) as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. (53)

Terrorism sparks U.S. retaliation globally

Nicole Schwartz-Morgan, Assistant Professor of Politics and Economics at Royal Military College of Canada, 10-10-2001, “Wild Globalization and Terrorism,” http://www.wfs.org/mmmorgan.htm

The terrorist act can reactivate atavistic defense mechanisms which drive us to gather around clan chieftans. Nationalistic sentiment re-awakens, setting up an implacable frontier which divides "us" from "them," each group solidifying its cohesion in a rising hate/fear of the other group. (Remember Yugoslavia?) To be sure, the allies are trying for the moment to avoid the language of polarization, insisting that "this is not a war," that it is "not against Islam," "civilians will not be targeted." But the word "war" was pronounced, a word heavy with significance which forces the issue of partisanship. And it must be understood that the sentiment of partisanship, of belonging to the group, is one of the strongest of human emotions. Because the enemy has been named in the media (Islam), the situation has become emotionally volatile. Another spectacular attack, coming on top of an economic recession could easily radicalize the latent attitudes of the United States, and also of Europe, where racial prejudices are especially close to the surface and ask no more than a pretext to burst out. This is the Sarajevo syndrome: an isolated act of madness becomes the pretext for a war that is just as mad, made of ancestral rancor, measureless ambitions, and armies in search of a war. 
Extinction results

Jerome Corsi, Expert in Antiwar Movements and Political Violence, PhD in History from Harvard, 2005, Atomic Iran, p. 176-8

The United States retaliates: 'End of the world' scenarios The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy–Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. 

Spending DA 2AC

The US will reign in the deficit now

Andrew Beatty, Business Day Staff, 4-8-2010, “'Tough choices' for deficit-strapped US,” The Sunday Morning Herald, pg. np

Facing unsustainable budget deficits, the United States will have to make difficult choices between higher taxes and social spending, Federal Reserve chairman Ben Bernanke said on Wednesday.  Wading into a fiercely contested political debate, Bernanke said trimming the deficit was made more urgent by the rapidly ageing US population.  "Inevitably, addressing the fiscal challenges posed by an ageing population will require a willingness to make difficult choices," he said according to remarks prepared for delivery in Dallas, Texas.  "To avoid large and unsustainable budget deficits, the nation will ultimately have to choose among higher taxes, modifications to entitlement programs such as Social Security and Medicare, less spending on everything else from education to defence, or some combination of the above."

The counterplan transfers private expenses to the government

Patty Murray, U.S. Senator, 6-17-2004, “Victory for Guard and Reserve Families: Murray Gets Child Care Help into Defense Bill,” http://murray.senate.gov/news.cfm?id=222740%20
Often, when a member of the Guard or Reserves is deployed overseas, the remaining spouse has to go work to support the family and to make up for the income their spouse has given up because of their military service. Unfortunately, today as we all know, high-quality child care is expensive and often out of reach of a single parent. In addition, many Guard and Reserve families don’t live anywhere near a military installation so they can't use the services that are available there.
The impact outweighs any other threat that the US faces

Niall Ferguson, Professor of History at Harvard University, a Fellow at Jesus College, Oxford, and a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 3-2010, “Complexity and Collapse,” Foreign Affairs, pg. np

If empires are complex systems that sooner or later succumb to sudden and catastrophic malfunctions, rather than cycling sedately from Arcadia to Apogee to Armageddon, what are the implications for the United States today? First, debating the stages of decline may be a waste of time - it is a precipitous and unexpected fall that should most concern policymakers and citizens. Second, most imperial falls are associated with fiscal crises. All the above cases were marked by sharp imbalances between revenues and expenditures, as well as difficulties with financing public debt. Alarm bells should therefore be ringing very loudly, indeed, as the United States contemplates a deficit for 2009 of more than $1.4 trillion - about 11.2 percent of gdp, the biggest deficit in 60 years - and another for 2010 that will not be much smaller. Public debt, meanwhile, is set to more than double in the coming decade, from $5.8 trillion in 2008 to $14.3 trillion in 2019. Within the same timeframe, interest payments on that debt are forecast to leap from eight percent of federal revenues to 17 percent. These numbers are bad, but in the realm of political entities, the role of perception is just as crucial, if not more so. In imperial crises, it is not the material underpinnings of power that really matter but expectations about future power. The fiscal numbers cited above cannot erode U.S. strength on their own, but they can work to weaken a long-assumed faith in the United States' ability to weather any crisis. For now, the world still expects the United States to muddle through, eventually confronting its problems when, as Churchill famously said, all the alternatives have been exhausted. Through this lens, past alarms about the deficit seem overblown, and 2080 - when the U.S. debt may reach staggering proportions - seems a long way off, leaving plenty of time to plug the fiscal hole. But one day, a seemingly random piece of bad news - perhaps a negative report by a rating agency - will make the headlines during an otherwise quiet news cycle. Suddenly, it will be not just a few policy wonks who worry about the sustainability of U.S. fiscal policy but also the public at large, not to mention investors abroad.

***Security K Aff***
Securitization Solves War And Extinction

Security Rhetoric Fosters The Elimination Of Permanent War

Yaseen Noorani, Asst. Professor of Near East Studies at the University of Arizona, Tuscon, 2005, “The Rhetoric of Security,” The New Centennial Review, 5.1, pp.13-14
I will argue that the symmetrical externality of the United States and terrorism to the world order lies at the foundation of the rhetoric of security by which the U.S. government justifies its hegemonic actions and policies. This rhetoric depicts a world in which helpless, vulnerable citizens can achieve agency only through the U.S. government, while terrorist individuals and organizations command magnitudes of destructive power previously held only by states. The moral-psychological discourse of agency and fear, freedom and enslavement invoked by this rhetoric is rooted in both classical liberalism and postwar U.S. foreign policy. The war of "freedom" against "fear" is a psychic struggle with no specific military enemies or objectives. It arises from the portrayal of the United States as an autarkic, ideally impermeable collective agent that reshapes the external world in its own image. The war of freedom against fear thereby justifies measures said to increase the defenses and internal security of the United States as well as measures said to spread freedom and democracy over the world. Now that the destructive capacity of warlike individuals can threaten the world order, the power of the United States must be deployed in equal measure to neutralize this threat throughout the world. The world as a whole now comes within the purview of U.S. disciplinary action. Any manifestation of the state of war, terrorist activity, anywhere in the world, is now a threat to the existence of the United States and to world peace. There is no "clash of civilizations," but the Middle East, as the current site of the state of war, is the primary danger to the world and must be contained, controlled, and reshaped. The symmetrical externality of the United States and terrorism to the world order, then, allows its rhetoric to envision a historic opportunity for mankind—the final elimination of the state of war from human existence, and fear from the political psyche. This will be achieved, however, only by incorporating the world order into the United States for the foreseeable future.
Details are key. We cannot just dismiss all security
Maurizio Lazzarato, Professor at the University of Paris,sociologist and social theorist and a member of the editorial group of the journal Multitudes, March 15, 2008, “Biopolitics/Bioeconomics: a politics of multiplicity,” 

Translated by Arianna Bove and Erik Empson, http://www.generation-online.org/p/fplazzarato2.htm

Security intervenes in possible events rather than facts. It therefore refers to what is aleatory, temporal and in course of development. Finally, security, unlike discipline, is a science of details. To adapt a citation from “Security, territory and population”, we could say that the things that concern security are those of each instant, whilst what concern the law are definitive and permanent things. Security is concerned with small things, whilst the law deals with the important issues. Security is always concerned with the details.
Critiques Benevolent Action Based On Security And Imperialism Undermines Liberation Of The Oppressed And Denies Solidarity
Martin Shaw, professor of international relations at University of Sussex, April 7, 2002, “Uses and Abuses of Anti-Imperialism in the Global Era, http://www.martinshaw.org/empire.htm
It is worth asking how the politics of anti-imperialism distorts Western leftists' responses to global struggles for justice. John Pilger, for example, consistently seeks to minimise the crimes of Milosevic in Kosovo, and to deny their genocidal character - purely because these crimes formed part of the rationale for Western intervention against Serbia. He never attempted to minimise the crimes of the pro-Western Suharto regime in the same way. The crimes of quasi-imperial regimes are similar in cases like Yugoslavia and Indonesia, but the West's attitudes towards them are undeniably uneven and inconsistent. To take as the criterion of one's politics opposition to Western policy, rather than the demands for justice of the victims of oppression as such, distorts our responses to the victims and our commitment to justice. We need to support the victims regardless of whether Western governments take up their cause or not; we need to judge Western power not according to a general assumption of 'new imperialism' but according to its actual role in relation to the victims.  The task for civil society in the West is not, therefore to oppose Western state policies as a matter of course, à la Cold War, but to mobilise solidarity with democratic oppositions and repressed peoples, against authoritarian, quasi-imperial states. It is to demand more effective global political, legal and military institutions that genuinely and consistently defend the interests of the most threatened groups. It is to grasp the contradictions among and within Western elites, conditionally allying themselves with internationalising elements in global institutions and Western governments, against nationalist and reactionary elements. The arrival in power of George Bush II makes this discrimination all the more urgent.  In the long run, we need to develop a larger politics of global social democracy and an ethic of global responsibility that address the profound economic, political and cultural inequalities between Western and non-Western worlds. We will not move far in these directions, however, unless we grasp the life-and-death struggles between many oppressed peoples and the new local imperialisms, rather than subsuming all regional contradictions into the false synthesis of a new Western imperialism. 

Securitization Solves War And Extinction

Security Discourse Is Key To Prevent Terrorism And Extinction

Yaseen Noorani, Asst. Professor of Near East Studies at the University of Arizona, Tuscon, 2005, “The Rhetoric of Security,” The New Centennial Review, 5.1, pp.13-41

The Bush administration perpetually affirms that the war against terrorism declared in response to the attacks of September 2001 is "different from any other war in our history" and will continue "for the foreseeable future." This affirmation, and indeed the very declaration of such a war, belongs to a rhetoric of security that predates the Bush administration and which this administration has intensified but not fundamentally altered. Rhetorically speaking, terrorism is the ideal enemy of the United States, more so than any alien civilization and perhaps even more so than the tyrannies of communism and fascism, terrorism's defeated sisters. This is because terrorism is depicted in U.S. rhetoric not as an immoral tactic employed in political struggle, but as an immoral condition that extinguishes the possibility of peaceful political deliberation. This condition is the state of war, in absolute moral opposition to the peaceful condition of civil society. As a state of war, terrorism portends the dissolution of the civil relations obtaining within and among nations, particularly liberal nations, and thus portends the dissolution of civilization itself. Terrorism is therefore outside the world order, in the sense that it cannot be managed within this order since it is the very absence of civil order. For there to be a world order at all, terrorism must be eradicated. In prosecuting a world war against the state of war, the United States puts itself outside the world order as well. The Bush administration affirms, like the Clinton administration before it, that because the identity of the United States lies in the values that engender peace (freedom and democracy), the national interests of the United States always coincide with the interests of the world order. The United States is the animus of the world order and the power that sustains it. For this reason, any threat to the existence of the United States is a threat to world peace itself, and anything that the United States does to secure its existence is justified as necessary for the preservation of world peace. In this way, the existence of the United States stands at the center of world peace and liberal values, yet remains outside the purview of these values, since when under threat it is subject only to the extra-moral necessity of self-preservation. 

Just rejecting security politics reproduces sovereighnty and exploitation.  Only political action can end global oppression

Anna M. Agathangelou, Dir. Global Change Inst. And Women’s Studies Prof at Oberlin, and L.H.M. Ling,

Institute For Social Studies at The Hague, Fall 1997, “Postcolonial Dissidence within Dissident IR: Transforming Master Narratives of Sovereignty in Greco-Turkish Cyprus,” Studies in Political Economy, v. 54, pp. 7-8

Yet, ironically if not tragically, dissident IR also paralyzes itself into non-action. While it challenges the status quo, dissident IR fails to transform it. Indeed, dissident IR claims that a “coherent” paradigm or research program — even an alternative one — reproduces the stifling parochialism and hidden powermongering of sovereign scholarship. “Any agenda of global politics informed by critical social theory perspectives,” writes Jim George “must forgo the simple, albeit self-gratifying, options inherent in readymade alternative Realisms and confront the dangers, closures, paradoxes, and complicities associated with them. Even references to a “real world, dissidents argue, repudiate the very meaning of dissidence given their sovereign presumption of a universalizable, testable Reality. What dissident scholarship opts for, instead, is a sense of disciplinary crisis that “resonates with the effects of marginal and dissident movements in all sorts of other localities.” Despite its emancipatory intentions, this approach effectively leaves the prevailing prison of sovereignty intact. It doubly incarcerates when dissident IR highlights the layers of power that oppress without offering a heuristic, not to mention a program, for emancipatory action. Merely politicizing the supposedly non-political neither guides emancipatory action nor guards it against demagoguery. At best, dissident IR sanctions a detached criticality rooted (ironically) in Western modernity. Michael Shapiro, for instance, advises the dissident theorist to take “a critical distance” or “position offshore’ from which to “see the possibility of change.” But what becomes of those who know they are burning in the hells of exploitation, racism, sexism, starvation, civil war, and the like while the esoteric dissident observes “critically” from offshore? What hope do they have of overthrowing these shackles of sovereignty? In not answering these questions, dissident IR ends up reproducing despite avowals to the contrary, the sovereign outcome of discourse divorced from practice, analysis from policy, deconstruction from reconstruction, particulars from universals, and critical theory from problem-solving. 

Realism Embraces Long-Term Peace

Stephen M. Walt, Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of International Relations Harvard University, 2009, "Realism, really?" Foreign Policy, vol. 175, p. 10
Contrary to Wolfowitz's claims, there is no "debate" between realists and idealists over the desirability of democratic government and human rights. I know of no realists who oppose the peaceful encouragement of these values, and Wolfowitz offers no examples of any. The real issue, as the Iraq debate revealed, is whether the United States and its democratic allies should be trying to spread these ideals at the point of a gun or sacrificing other important interests in order to advance them.
Security Predictions Are Essential

Denying Security Predictions Creates A Flood Of Uncertainty And Policy Paralysis
Michael Fitzsimmons, defence analyst in Washington DC., Winter 2006-2007, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning,”Survival, Vol 48, no 4, pp. 136-37

Admittedly, the role played by strategic uncertainty in the decision-making processes at the highest levels in this case is speculative. And, to be fair, neither of the two previous QDRs was notable for codification of difficult choices either. There are considerable inertial political forces, both inside and outside the Pentagon, that slow efforts to implement major programmatic change. Nevertheless, the gap between the QDR’s aspiration and its achievement in terms of driving transformational change raises the questions: might different choices have been made if advocates for change could have mustered stronger arguments about the potential bases for making controversial trade-offs? And on what grounds might advocates of paring back procurement of expensive weapon systems have justified their views, if not the diminishing likelihood of conventional conflict with peer or near-peer military competitors? But, if claims about differential likelihoods of various types of major military contingencies are drowned out by the noise of uncertainty, then the intellectual grounds for debating strategic choice become quite slippery. In the process, strategic choice becomes more susceptible than it would otherwise be to the dynamics of bureaucratic political power.

Criticizing Realist Predictions Distract Us From Real World Political Problems

Patrick Thaddeus Jackson, American University and Daniel H. Nexon, Georgetown University, 2009, “Paradigmatic Faults in International Relations Theory,” International Studies Quarterly, vol. 53, pp. 907–930
Perhaps the most well-known instance of this kind of boundary-demarcation occurs in the debates surrounding ‘‘realism’’ in international relations theory. The proliferation of countless lists of the ‘‘core commitments’’ of a realist ‘‘paradigm’’—by adherents and critics alike—shifts the focus of scholarship away from any actual investigation of whether these commitments give us meaningful leverage on the phenomenal world, and instead promotes endless border skirmishes about who is and is not a realist (Legro and Moravcsik 1999), whether predictions of balancing are central to the ‘‘realist paradigm’’ (Vasquez 1998:261–65), and so forth. Such debates and demarcations not only distract us from the actual study of world politics, but also harm disputes over international relations theory by solidifying stances that ought to remain open to debate and discussion.
Iraq Proves Lack Of Clear Predictions Can Undermine Leadership
Michael Fitzsimmons, defence analyst in Washington DC., Winter 2006-2007, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning,”Survival, Vol 48, no 4, pp. 136-37
If the effects of stressing uncertainty were limited to contradictory statements in strategic-planning documents and speeches, the harm would be small and redress would be of largely academic interest. But there is strong circumstantial evidence that these effects extend beyond the rhetorical domain. Three examples illustrate problems arising from an aversion to prediction in strategic planning. Current nuclear-weapons policy and posture illustrate the strategic costs that uncertainty can exact in the form of keeping options open. The 2006 QDR shows how uncertainty can inhibit clear strategic choice in the allocation of resources. Finally, the use of intelligence and expert advice in planning for the 2003 invasion of Iraq shows how uncertainty can actually serve to privilege pre-conceptions over analysis and thereby undermine strategic flexibility.
Fetishizing Language Debilitates Politics

The Focus On Language Undermines The Potential For Critical Security Studies In Three Ways
Matt McDonald, University of Warwick, UK, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security, “European Journal of International Relations, vol. 14, pp.563-586
This article argues that while an important and innovative contribution to our understanding of security and its construction, the securitization framework is problematically narrow in three basic senses. First, the form of act constructing security is defined narrowly, with the focus on the speech of dominant actors, usually political leaders. This excludes a focus on other forms of representation (images or material practices, for example), and also encourages a focus only on the discursive interventions of those voices deemed institutionally legitimate to speak on behalf of a particular  collective, usually a state. Second, the context of the act is defined narrowly, with the focus on the moment of intervention only. The potential for security to be constructed over time through a range of incremental processes and representations is not addressed, and the question of why particular representations resonate with relevant constituencies is under-theorized in this framework. Finally, and perhaps most fundamentally, the framework of securitization is narrow in the sense that the nature of the act is defined solely in terms of the designation of threats to security. This focus ignores the central importance of the way in which security (as a normative goal or expression of core values) is understood in particular contexts. It also suggests that security acquires content only through representations of danger and threat. Such a framework encourages a conceptualization of security politics as inherently negative and reactionary.
Representations Cannot Be Analyzed Outside Of The Context In Which Policies Are Deployed Or Explain Constructed Reality
Doug Stokes, Professor at Bristol University Politics Department, March 11, 2006, “Gluing the Hats On: Power, Agency, and Reagan's Office of Public Diplomacy,” first draft, http://web.archive.org/web/20060221025303/ http://www.aqnt98.dsl.pipex.com/hats.htm
Furthermore, Doty assumes that the "kind of power that works through social agents, a power that social actors posses and use" is somehow in opposition to a "power that is productive of meanings, subject identities, their interrelationships and a range of imaginable conduct". But these forms of power are not mutually exclusive. Social agents can be both subject to discourse and act in instrumental ways to effect discourse precisely through producing meanings and subject identities, and delineating the range of policy options. Through her erasure of the link between foreign policy processes and purposeful social agents, she ends up producing an account of hegemonic foreign policy narratives free from any narrator. This is particularly problematic because the power inherent within representational practices does not necessarily operate independently from the power to deploy those representations. The power to represent, in turn, does not operate independently from differential access to the principal conduits of discursive production, sedimentation and transmission (for example, the news media). Thus, Doty's account fails to provide an adequate analysis of the socially constructed interests that constitute the discursive construction of reality. As Stuart Hall argues "there are centers that operate directly on the formation and constitution of discourse. The media are in that business. Political parties are in that business. When you set the terms in which the debate proceeds, that is an exercise of symbolic power [which] circulates between constituted points of condensation." The overall critical thrust of poststructurally inclined IR theorists is blunted by both the refusal to examine or even acknowledge the limits and constraints on social discourses and the denial of any linkage between identity representations and the interests that may infuse these representations.
Reliance On Criticizing The Language Obscures Other Causes
Matt McDonald, University of Warwick, UK, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security, “European Journal of International Relations, vol. 14, pp.563-586
This reliance on language as the exclusive form of ‘securitizing move’ is problematic for two reasons. First, language is only one (albeit the most central) means through which meaning is communicated (Möller, 2007: 180). A range of authors in this context have suggested the need to take account of the role of images as potential forms of securitization. Second, an exclusive focus on language is problematic in the sense that it can exclude forms of bureaucratic practices or physical action that do not merely follow from securitizing ‘speech acts’ but are part of the process through which meanings of security are communicated and security itself constructed.
Fetishizing Language Debilitates Politics

A Fixation On Representations Debilitiates Policymaking And Gives Way To Hegemonic Discourses Within Foreign Policy Circles
Doug Stokes, Professor at Bristol University Politics Department, March 11, 2006, “Gluing the Hats On: Power, Agency, and Reagan's Office of Public Diplomacy,” first draft, http://web.archive.org/web/20060221025303/ http://www.aqnt98.dsl.pipex.com/hats.htm
In her discursive practices approach, Doty argues that more poststructurally inclined questions as to "how" foreign policy is made possible (that is, an examination of the prior conditions of possibility) provides a more nuanced account of foreign policy formation than questions which ask "why" (that is, why a particular decision or policy was pursued). She rightly argues that "why" questions pre-suppose a discursive matrix, a mode of being and a background of social practices. Furthermore, these "why" questions fail to account for "how these meanings, subjects, and interpretative dispositions are constructed". However, in arguing for the superiority of analyses of possibility conditions, she misses a crucial point and simplifies the very nature of the "how" of foreign policy practice. Whilst it is important to analyse the discursive conditions of possibility of policy formation, in failing to account for how various discourses were employed and through what institutional mechanisms, how some discourses gained ascendancy and not others, and how social actors intervene in hegemonic struggles to maintain various discourses, Doty seriously compromises the critical potential of her analysis. By working with a notion of power free from any institutional basis and rejecting a notion of power that "social actors possess and use", she produces a narrative of foreign policy whereby the differential role of social actors is erased from foreign policy processes and decision making. For Doty it seems, power resides in discourses themselves and their endless production of and play on meaning, not in the ability on the part of those who own and control the means of social reproduction to manipulate dominant social and political discourses and deploy them institutionally and strategically. The ability to analyse the use of discourses by foreign policy elites for purposeful ends and their ability to deploy hegemonic discourses within foreign policy processes is lost through a delinking of those elites and discursive production (her "dispersed" notion of power).
Focusing On Security As A Speech Act Silences Women
Matt McDonald, University of Warwick, UK, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security, “European Journal of International Relations, vol. 14, pp.563-586
In perhaps the clearest statement of this limitation, Lene Hansen (2000) has discussed the ways in which the focus on speech acts means contributing to the silencing of women, whose suffering and engagement with security discourses is neglected in a framework that focuses on the articulations of the powerful: of those whose voices can be heard and of those whose successful attempts at securitization can result in the enactment of emergency measures. Such a framework clearly has little to say about the plight of the most vulnerable in global politics and their experiences of — and engagement with — security and threat. Indeed for Hansen, the Copenhagen School does not simply neglect the experiences of women but in fact serves to further marginalize them. ‘If security is a speech act’, Hansen (2000: 306) suggests, ‘then it is simultaneously deeply implicated in the production of silence’.
Linguistic Determinism Fails To Explain Behavior For Three Reasons
Steven Pinker, Johnstone Family Professor of Psychology at Harvard, 2007, The Stuff of Thought, Language As A Window Into Human Nature, pp.135-136
A genuine demonstration of linguistic determinism would have to show three things. The first would be that the speakers of one language find it impossible, or at least extremely difficult, to think in a particular way that comes naturally to the speakers of another language (as opposed to merely being less in the habit of thinking that way). Another would be that the difference in thinking involves genuine reasoning, leaving speakers incapa​ble of solving a problem or befuddled in paradox, rather than merely tilt​ing their subjective impressions in inkblot-style judgments. And most important, the difference in thinking must be caused by the language, rather than arising from other reasons and simply being reflected in the language, and rather than both the language and the thought pattern being an effect of the surrounding culture or environment.

Particular Uses Of Security Is Empowering

Rejecting Security Discourse Robs Marginalized Groups Of Agency And Makes Us Passive Recipients Of Elites
Matt McDonald, University of Warwick, UK, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security, “European Journal of International Relations, vol. 14, pp.563-586
The question of which actors’ representations are viewed as significant within this framework, however, entails important normative commitments and has important normative implications. Put simply, the securitization framework focuses on articulations capable of leading to change in practice, with the default position being a focus on the ‘securitizations’ of political leaders who are able to achieve a wide audience in their statements and interventions, and who are able to marshal the resources of the state to respond to the existential threat. As Wæver (1995: 57) argues, ‘security is articulated only from a specific place, in an institutional voice, by elites’. Such a focus serves to marginalize the experiences and articulations of the powerless in global politics, presenting them at best as part of an audience that can collectively consent to or contest securitizing moves, and at worst as passive recipients of elite discourses.

Criticizing “Security” Discourse Neglects It As A Tool Of Empowerment For Some

Matt McDonald, University of Warwick, UK, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security, “European Journal of International Relations, vol. 14, pp.563-586
Second, a range of important questions and dynamics are neglected within the framework, including most prominently the questions of why particular representations of threat resonate with particular communities, and how particular actors are either empowered or marginalized in ‘speaking’ security. The goal of noting this neglect is twofold. First and most importantly, it is to suggest that the securitization framework should not be viewed as shorthand for the broader construction of security. Second, it is to raise questions about whether the framework itself captures the most important dynamics of that which it is trying to explain.
Representations Of Threats Demand Attention To Particular Contexts
Matt McDonald, University of Warwick, UK, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security, “European Journal of International Relations, vol. 14, pp.563-586
Representations of threat — pivotal to Schmittian security politics — can of course be viewed as constitutive of security and identity. As Simon Dalby has argued, the designation of that from which we need to be protected is crucial in telling us ‘who we are, what we value and what we are prepared to countenance to protect our self-preferred identities’ (Dalby, 2002: xxx). But is this the only way in which security is constructed, and what do we miss through focusing only on the designation of threat? I suggest here that while central, a focus on the designation of threat alone risks missing much about the construction of security, especially through privileging the ‘content’ of security over its meaning in particular contexts.
Using Speech Acts As A Universal Framework Downplays Context
Matt McDonald, University of Warwick, UK, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security, “European Journal of International Relations, vol. 14, pp.563-586
Related to the above focus on the role of linguistic practices, it is also possible to argue that the securitization framework is problematically narrow in its focus on the speech act relative to the social and political context in which the act itself occurs. Indeed, this is a problem acknowledged (but not fundamentally redressed) in Buzan et al. (1998). Put simply, in developing a universal framework for the designation or construction of threat through speech acts the Copenhagen School ultimately downplays the importance of contextual factors — such as dominant narratives of identity — that condition both patterns of securitization and the broader construction of security. This is particularly curious given that Wæver has explored these contexts in detail elsewhere, linking security perspectives and actions to narratives of history and identity in European contexts (Wæver, 1996; Hansen and Wæver, 2001).
Biopower Is Not Destructive

Biopower Prevents Extinction Through Planetary Management

Nick Dyer-Witheford, an Associate Professor of Information and Media Studies at the University of Western Ontario, 2004, "Species-Being Resurgent," Constellations, 11:4, p. 489-490.
Being a species with high technology may both require and enable more radical social transformation. The management of a range of global eco-metabolic problems, including not only biotechnological risks but climate and atmospheric change, pandemics and water and energy supply, require institutions of oversight, testing, risk assessment, public resource management and regulation, and collective education – in short, social planning, and on a scale to make previous efforts look retiring. Informationalism makes such governmentality feasible: the neural networked surveillance and simulation systems deployed to wage the war on terror could be turned to monitor the greening of the planet. Yet the possibilities of panoptic despotism are obvious. What tempers these risks are the equal potentialities for participation, transparency, creativity, and assemblage created by the new mesh of global, networked communication, potentialities being so vigorously explored by a host of social movements and individuals. Cognitive capitalism seems to have subsumed planetary society. But the technological possibilities of planning and participation that the world market has itself excited contain possibilities of a counter-subsumption that will give commodification a declining role in a human future. Born under the bad sign of cognitive capitalism, species-being may yet make a happy inheritance. Dark days invite radiant concepts like “speciesbeing,” but should also make us cautious of them. Invocations of common humanity have always been suspect as the weakest of idealizations, particularly by Marxists. Today, however, such invocations may just be the starkest of realisms, the only category adequate to the productive and destructive dimensions of global, high-technology capitalism, and the struggles against it.
Biopower Does Not Lead To Genocide

Mika Ojakangas, Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, Finland; 2005,“Impossible Dialogue on Bio-power: Agamben and Foucault” Foucault Studies, No 2, May, pp. 5-28
For  Foucault,  the  coexistence  in  political  structures  of  large  destructive  mechanisms and institutions oriented toward the care of individual life was  something  puzzling:  “It  is  one  of  the  central  antinomies  of  our  political  reason.”   However,  it  was  an  antinomy  precisely  because  in  principle  the  sovereign power and bio‐power are mutually exclusive. How is it possible  that the care of individual life paves the way for mass slaughters? Although  Foucault  could  never  give  a  satisfactory  answer  to  this  question,  he  was  convinced that mass slaughters are not the effect or the logical conclusion of  bio‐political rationality. I am also convinced about that. To be sure, it can be  argued that sovereign power and bio‐power are reconciled within the modern  state, which legitimates killing by bio‐political arguments. Especially, it can be  argued  that  these  powers  are  reconciled  in  the  Third  Reich  in  which  they  seemed to “coincide exactly”.   To my mind, however, neither the modern  state nor the Third Reich – in which the monstrosity of the modern state is  crystallized  –  are  the  syntheses  of  the  sovereign  power  and  bio‐power,  but,  rather,  the  institutional  loci  of  their  irreconcilable  tension.  This  is,  I  believe,  what Foucault meant when he wrote about their “demonic combination”.  In  fact,  the  history  of  modern  Western  societies  would  be  quite  incomprehensible  without  taking  into  account  that  there  exists  a  form  of  power  which  refrains  from  killing  but  which  nevertheless  is  capable  of  directing  people’s  lives.  The  effectiveness  of  bio‐power  can  be  seen  lying  precisely in that it refrains and withdraws before every demand of killing,  even though these demands would derive from the demand of justice. In bio‐ political  societies,  according  to  Foucault,  capital  punishment  could  not  be  maintained except by invoking less the enormity of the crime itself than the  monstrosity of the criminal: “One had the right to kill those who represented  a kind of biological danger to others.”    However, given that the “right to  kill”  is  precisely  a  sovereign  right,  it  can  be  argued  that  the  bio‐political  societies analyzed by Foucault were not entirely bio‐political. Perhaps, there  neither  has  been  nor  can  be  a  society  that  is  entirely  bio‐political.  Nevertheless, the fact is that present‐day European societies have abolished  capital  punishment.  In  them,  there  are  no  longer  exceptions.  It  is  the  very  “right to kill” that has been called into question. However, it is not called into  question because of enlightened moral sentiments, but rather because of the  deployment of bio‐political thinking and practice. 

Biopower Is Not Destructive

Biopolitics Is All Hype And Fetishizes Discoursive Whining
Paolo Virno, Professor at the University of Rome, semiotics & philosophy, 2002, “General intellect, exodus, multitude, Interview with Paolo Virno,” published in Spanish in Archipélago, number 54,

 http://www.generation-online.org/p/fpvirno2.htm

Agamben is a thinker of great value but also, in my opinion, a thinker with no political vocation. Then, when Agamben speaks of the biopolitical he has the tendency to transform it into an ontological category with value already since the archaic Roman right. And, in this, in my opinion, he is very wrong-headed. The problem is, I believe, that the biopolitical is only an effect derived from the concept of labor-power. When there is a commodity that is called labor-power it is already implicitly government over life. Agamben says, on the other hand, that labor-power is only one of the aspects of the biopolitical; I say the contrary: over all because labor power is a paradoxical commodity, because it is not a real commodity like a book or a bottle of water, but rather is simply the potential to produce. As soon as this potential is transformed into a commodity, then, it is necessary to govern the living body that maintains this potential, that contains this potential. Toni (Negri) and Michael (Hardt), on the other hand, use biopolitics in a historically determined sense, basing it on Foucault, but Foucault spoke in few pages of the biopolitical - in relation to the birth of liberalism - that Foucault is not a sufficient base for founding a discourse over the biopolitical and my apprehension, my fear, is that the biopolitical can be transformed into a word that hides, covers problems instead of being an instrument for confronting them. A fetish word, an "open doors" word, a word with an exclamation point, a word that carries the risk of blocking critical thought instead of helping it. Then, my fear is of fetish words in politics because it seems like the cries of a child that is afraid of the dark..., the child that says "mama, mama!", "biopolitics, biopolitics!". I don't negate that there can be a serious content in the term, however I see that the use of the term biopolitics sometimes is a consolatory use, like the cry of a child, when what serves us are, in all cases, instruments of work and not propaganda words.
Biopower Doesn’t Emerge From The Sovereign, But From Social Relations That Are Beyond Plan

Maurizio Lazzarato, Professor at the University of Paris,sociologist and social theorist and a member of the editorial group of the journal Multitudes, May 25, 2004, “From Biopower to Biopolitics,” Translated by Ivan A. Ramirez, http://www.generation-online.org/p/fplazzarato2.htm

Foucault needs a new political theory and a new ontology to describe the new power relations expressed in the political economy of forces. In effect, biopolitics are “grafted” and “anchored” upon a multiplicity of disciplinary [de commandemant et d'obéissance] relations between forces, those which power “coordinates, institutionalizes, stratifies and targets,” but that are not purely and simply projected upon individuals. The fundamental political problem of modernity is not that of a single source of sovereign power, but that of a multitude of forces that act and react amongst each other according to relations of command and obedience. The relations between man and woman, master and student, doctor and patient, employer and worker, that Foucault uses to illustrate the dynamics of the social body are relations between forces that always involve a power relation. If power, in keeping with this description, is constituted from below, then we need an ascending analysis of the constitution of power dispositifs, one that begins with infinitesimal mechanisms that are subsequently “invested, colonized, utilized, involuted, transformed and institutionalized by ever more general mechanisms, and by forms of global domination.” Consequently, biopolitics is the strategic coordination of these power relations in order to extract a surplus of power from living beings. Biopolitics is a strategic relation; it is not the pure and simple capacity to legislate or legitimize sovereignty. According to Foucault the biopolitical functions of “coordination and determination” concede that biopower, from the moment it begins to operate in this particular manner, is not the true source of power. Biopower coordinates and targets a power that does not properly belong to it, that comes from the “outside.” Biopower is always born of something other than itself.
Value To Life Arguments Are Flawed

Value To Life Arguments Rob Individuals Of Equal Moral Standing
Thaddeus Metz, Asst. Professor of Philosophy, Univ. of Missouri-St. Louis, May 15, 2007, “The Meaning of Life,” Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/life-meaning
Returning to topics on which there is consensus, most writing on meaning believe that it comes in degrees such that some periods of life are more meaningful than others and that some lives as a whole are more meaningful than others (perhaps contra Britton 1969, 192). Note that one can coherently hold the view that some people's lives are less meaningful than others, or even meaningless, and still maintain that people have an equal moral status. Consider a consequentialist view according to which each individual counts for one in virtue of having a capacity for a meaningful life (cf. Railton 1984), or a Kantian view that says that people have an intrinsic worth in virtue of their capacity for autonomous choices, where meaning is a function of the exercise of this capacity (Nozick 1974, ch. 3). On both views, morality could counsel an agent to help people with relatively meaningless lives, at least if the condition is not of their choosing.


Survival Is A Pre-Requisite To Any Value To Life

Kerry Emrich, Staff Writer, August 1, 2005, “Defeat Fear of Death,” http://all-about.typer.ys.pl/health/defeat-fear-of-death-14174.htm
The only realistic fear related to death would be to be afraid of dying from things we can avoid, such as lions, tigers, or war. We can prepare and make plans to avoid such things, to increase the time we have left on this planet. We must live out each day free from the fear of death but still plan to avoid the factors that we can control. This danger avoidance helps us to prepare and make plans so that we are not currently in any danger. This can be achieved by learning how to swim to help avoid drowning (which of course is a cause of death) and to make to further prepare to learn to avoid or minimize other dangers. Another example of this would be to wear our seatbelt while driving to reduce the risk of injury or death if we are involved in an accident. 

Value To Life Arguments Distract Us From Positive Action To Solve Problems And Everyone Determines Their Own Value
Victor Frankl, M.D., 

of Philosophy" 
Ph.D.
, was an Austrian neurologist and psychiatrist as well as a Holocaust survivor, 2000, Man's Search for Meaning, pp. 80-87
As we said before, any attempt to restore a man's inner strength in the camp had first to succeed in showing him some future goal. Nietzsche's words, "He who has a why to live for can bear with almost any how," could be the guid​ing motto for all psychotherapeutic and psychohygienic efforts regarding prisoners. Whenever there was an oppor​tunity for it, one had to give them a why—an aim—for their lives, in order to strengthen them to bear the terrible how of their existence. Woe to him who saw no more sense in his life, no aim, no purpose, and therefore no point in carrying on. He was soon lost. The typical reply with which such a man rejected all encouraging arguments was, "I have nothing to expect from life any more." What sort of answer can one give to that? What was really needed was a fundamental change in our attitude toward life. We had to learn ourselves and, furthermore, we had to teach the despairing men, that it did not really matter what we expected from life, but rather what life expected from us. We needed to stop asking about the meaning of life, and instead to think of ourselves as those who were being questioned by life—daily and hourly. Our answer must consist, not in talk and meditation, but in right action and in right conduct. Life ultimately means taking the responsibility to find the right answer to its problems and to fulfill the tasks which it constantly sets for each individual. These tasks, and therefore the meaning of life, differ from man to man, and from moment to moment. Thus it is impossible to define the meaning of life in a general way. Questions about the meaning of life can never be answered by sweeping statements. "Life" does not mean something vague, but something very real and concrete, just as life's tasks are also very real and concrete. They form man's des​tiny, which is different and unique for each individual. No man and no destiny can be compared with any other man or any other destiny. No situation repeats itself, and each situation calls for a different response. Sometimes the situa​tion in which a man finds himself may require him to shape his own fate by action. At other times it is more advan​tageous for him to make use of an opportunity for contem​plation and to realize assets in this way. Sometimes man may be required simply to accept fate, to bear his cross.
Survival Outweighs Ontology/Epistemology

Existence Is A Prerquisite To Ontology
Paul Wapner, associate professor and director of the Global Environmental Policy Program at American University, Winter 2003, “Leftist Criticism Of,” Dissent Magazine, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/ ?article=539
All attempts to listen to nature are social constructions-except one. Even the most radical postmodernist must acknowledge the distinction between physical existence and non-existence. As I have said, postmodernists accept that there is a physical substratum to the phenomenal world even if they argue about the different meanings we ascribe to it. This acknowledgment of physical existence is crucial. We can't ascribe meaning to that which doesn't appear. What doesn't exist can manifest no character. Put differently, yes, the postmodernist should rightly worry about interpreting nature's expressions. And all of us should be wary of those who claim to speak on nature's behalf (including environmentalists who do that). But we need not doubt the simple idea that a prerequisite of expression is existence. This in turn suggests that preserving the nonhuman world-in all its diverse embodiments-must be seen by eco-critics as a fundamental good. Eco-critics must be supporters, in some fashion, of environmental preservation.

Death Is Inevitable But We Should Plan For The Best Everyday
Kerry Emrich, Staff Writer, August 1, 2005, “Defeat Fear of Death,” http://all-about.typer.ys.pl/health/defeat-fear-of-death-14174.htm
Death is a natural part of life, and we must remember that all things will die one day. We can prepare ourselves spiritually for death. This can be formal such as going to church, or other religious temple, or as simple as meditation or simply being a good person. It is also quite common to have regrets when we die. We can do many things other than to simply have a fear of death to prepare for it, and to reduce the pain of our friends and family when that day comes. Paying our bills, making sure we have insurance to cover our funeral, planning our funeral, these are all things that will reduce the stress and anxiety of others. Each day we can do good things to make our life more meaningful and give us a sense of purpose. 

Preventing Massive Death And Suffering Preceds Ontology
Arnold I. Davidson, coeditor of Critical Inquiry, Assoc Prof of Philosophy, U of Chicago, Winter 1989, “Questions concerning Heidegger: Opening the Debate ,” Critical Inquiry, p.426
I understand Levinas’ work to suggest another path to the recovery of the human, one that leads through or toward other human beings: “The dimension of the divine opens forth from the human face…Hence metaphysics is enacted where the social relation is enacted- in our relations with men… The Other is not the incarnation of God, but precisely by his face, in which he is disincarnate, is the manifestation of the height in which God is revealed. It is our relations with men… that give to theological concepts the sole signification they admit of.” Levinas places ethics before ontology by beginning with our experience of the human face: and, in a clear reference to Heidegger’s idolatry of the village life of peasants, he associated himself with Socrates, who preferred the city where he encountered men to the country with its trees. In his discussion of skepticism and the problem of others, Cavell also aligns himself with this path of thought, with the recovery of the finite human self through the acknowledgement of others: “As long as God exists, I am not alone. And couldn’t the other suffer the fate of God?… I wish to understand how the other now bears the weight of God, shows me that I am not alone in the universe. This requires understanding the philosophical problem of the other as the trace or scar of the departure of God [CR, p.470].” The suppression of the other, the human, in Heidegger’s thought accounts, I believe, for the absence, in his writing after the war, of the experience of horror. Horror is always directed toward the human; every object of horror bears the imprint of the human will. So Levinas can see in Heidegger’s silence about the gas chambers and death camps “a kind of consent to the horror.” And Cavell can characterize Nazis as “those who have lost the capacity for being horrified by what they do.” Where was Heidegger’s horror? How could he have failed to know what he had consented to? Hannah Arendt associates Heidegger with Paul Valery’s aphorism, “Les evenements ne sont que l’ecume des choses’ (‘Events are but the foam of things’).” I think one understands the source of her intuition. The mass extermination of human beings, however, does not produce foam, but dust and ashes; and it is here that questioning must stop.

Violence Is Inevitable And Good

Volence Is Necessary In Some Circumstances To Avoid National Suicide
Don Feder, staff writer, August 31, 2006, “Fighting Terror with Estrogen,” FrontPage Magazine,
http://www.frontpagemag.com/Articles/Read.aspx?GUID=2095722E-A23F-4D26-A430-DFCD67113898

Leftist mythology to the contrary notwithstanding, advocates of a firm foreign policy and self-defense for survival do not revel in carnage. Since we respect life (especially the lives of the innocent), we would much prefer to avoid violence, if at all possible. But we also understand the ineffectiveness of the "feminine ethos of cooperation, understanding and forbearance" when dealing with bloodthirsty savages – death-worshipping megalomaniacs, raving anti-Semites and those who torture and murder hostages, and then mutilate their bodies. One would love to see Blumner exercising her "feminine ethos" on Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, chancellor of the Iranian Reich. First he’d insist she don a head-to-toes chador. Then he’d have her flogged for a being an insolent woman who dared to speak in his presence. Finally, he’d have her executed as a Zionist spy. But Blumner would have the satisfaction of knowing she did not resort to violence – no macho gunslinger she. And now, let us say a few good words for warfare and violence. Those whose mantra is violence-never-solved-anything, are dogma-blinded, historical illiterates who would lead us down the soft path to national suicide. Without warfare and violence, we would have no country. America was born on the battlefield. (George III would never have let us go without a fight.) 

History Confirms Behavioral Research That Says War And Violence Are Inevitable
Kathryn Stutzman, Gohon College, May 12, 2008, “Are war and violence natural? Animal behavior and how it relates to humans,” http://www.goshen.edu/bio/Biol410/bsspapers05/Kat.html

Throughout history humans have fought wars, committed murders, and perpetuated violence. There have been few times of real peace. These wars have been fought over resources, religious beliefs, and land. With a look at history, anger, aggression, and violence seem to be something naturally human. Still, before the 1970's, some scientists maintained that organized conflict and intra-specific killing was something not intrinsic to human nature, or nature as a whole. Instead, human wars were the result of a coincidence of aggression and tool making (Lorenz 1966). Those individuals who maintain this viewpoint today are not taking into account some fairly recent animal behavioral research. There is support for arguments of an evolutionary advantage to these violent behaviors. The fact remains though, that intra-species violence and killing are natural phenomenon in many social animals including human's closest relative, the chimpanzee (Goodall 1999). The implication that human warfare is a result of natural tendencies toward violence has a significant impact on pacifist philosophy, yet conflict transformation theory offers some solutions for the future of pacifism.

War And Violence Anatural Parts Of Evolution

Kathryn Stutzman, Gohon College, May 12, 2008, “Are war and violence natural? Animal behavior and how it relates to humans,” http://www.goshen.edu/bio/Biol410/bsspapers05/Kat.html

In conclusion, based on our knowledge of evolution and animal behavior, war and violence are natural human behaviors. War has brought much destruction and pain upon humanity and the environment over time, but it has also brought valuable learning and evolutionary advancements. This does not mean that a hope for peace is out of the question. With knowledge of the development and causes of conflict, humans can effectively find ways to deal with it and transform conflict and violence into peace. Peace might be a difficult goal to attain, but possibly not out of the realm of reality.
History Proves Violence And Militarism Are Essential To Avoid Mass Death
Don Feder, staff writer, August 31, 2006, “Fighting Terror with Estrogen,” FrontPage Magazine,
http://www.frontpagemag.com/Articles/Read.aspx?GUID=2095722E-A23F-4D26-A430-DFCD67113898
Without warfare and violence in 1939-1945, today, half the world would be singing "Deutschland uber Alles," while the other half bowed to the honorable emperor of Japan. And without warfare and violence during the Cold War, the world would have been swallowed up by a monstrous ideology responsible for 100 million deaths in the 20th century. Blumner is able to prattle about the superiority of soft power and the feminine ethos over testosterone-laden gunslingers because men with guns suffered and died to preserve and protect a republic where human rights are enshrined.
***Capitalism K Aff***

Link Turn – Military Deployment Is Capitalist

US military deployments are the vital internal link to the exercise of global capitalism – Aff is a link turn

Monthly Review, 2002, v. 52, no. 10, “U.S. Military Bases and Empire,” http://www.monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm

The United States, as we have seen, has built a chain of military bases and staging areas around the globe, as a means of deploying air and naval forces to be used on a moment’s notice—all in the interest of maintaining its political and economic hegemony. These bases are not, as was the case for Britain in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, simply integral parts of a colonial empire, but rather take on even greater importance, “in the absence of colonialism.”* The United States, which has sought to maintain an imperial economic system without formal political controls over the territorial sovereignty of other nations, has employed these bases to exert force against those nations that have sought to break out of the imperial system altogether, or that have attempted to chart an independent course that is perceived as threatening U.S. interests. Without the worldwide dispersion of U.S. military forces in these bases, and without the U.S. predisposition to employ them in its military interventions, it would be impossible to keep many of the more dependent economic territories of the periphery from breaking away.  U.S. global political, economic, and financial power thus require the periodic exercise of military power. The other advanced capitalist countries tied into this system have also become reliant on the United States as the main enforcer of the rules of the game. The positioning of U.S. military bases should therefore be judged not as a purely military phenomenon, but as a mapping out of the U.S.-dominated imperial sphere and of its spearheads within the periphery. What is clear at present and bears repeating is that such bases are now being acquired in areas where the United States had previously lost much of its “forward presence,” such as in South Asia, the Middle East/Africa, and Latin America and the Caribbean, or in regions where U.S. bases have not existed previously, such as the Balkans and Central Asia. There can be no doubt, therefore, that the last remaining superpower is presently on a course of imperial expansion, as a means of promoting its political and economic interests, and that the present war on terrorism, which is in many ways an indirect product of the projection of U.S. power, is now being used to justify the further projection of that power.  For those who choose to oppose these developments there should be no illusion. The global expansion of military power on the part of the hegemonic state of world capitalism is an integral part of economic globalization. To say no to this form of military expansionism is to say no at the same time to capitalist globalization and imperialism and hence to capitalism itself.

US military deployments are designed to protect resources – the aff cuts off a head of the capitalist medusa

International Workers Association, 5-1-2010, “Organize and fight against the capitalist exploitation,” http://www.iwa-ait.org/?q=node/37

The US hegemony is vulnerable because of record deficits, speculation economy and foreign dependence. The “production factories” China and India have because of the trade got huge dollar holdings and if they and/or oil producers shift to other currencies, the US dollar hegemony and by this the Empire can fall. The repressive Iran and Venezuela are blinking lights for US efforts of regime change as they function as energy hubs for the states that want to be independent of the United States.  While it looks like that the debt problems are in other countries, the US, the world` s main debtor, is adding trillions of dollars to its debt burden to finance its multiple wars in Iraq, Afghanistan, Yemen and military bases worldwide. The US has established semi-permanent or permanent bases along a giant swathe of global territory, referred to as "The Arc of Instability", from the Caribbean Basin and the Andean region, through Africa, Middle East to Central Asia and South - East Asia. Observers will note that this “Arc” corresponds well with main regions of great oil, gas and mineral wealth.

Link Turn – Military Deployment Is Capitalist Cont’d

US military deployments are bad for the environment

Revolution, 4-18-2010, “A Dirty Little Secret Of Capitalism,” http://www.rwor.org/a/199/military-en.html

In addition to carbon emissions, the U.S. military is also one of the world’s major sources of other kinds of pollution and toxic waste. U.S. military bases, in the U.S. and especially worldwide, have spilled, dumped and left a toxic mess of petroleum products, solvents, chemical defoliants and heavy metals contaminating the soil, groundwater and waterways. In the U.S. as of 2004, 10% of “superfund” sites (the most polluted sites needing clean-up) were created by the military.  U.S. wars, invasions, and weapons testing sites have wreaked much worse havoc. They have caused untold devastation to people and the environment over decades. This includes the results from America dropping two atomic bombing on Japan—bombs which poisoned the people and countryside with radiation, in addition to killing over 100,000 people. During its war against Vietnam, they sprayed “agent orange” on the trees in the countryside to remove “the cover” of the guerrilla soldiers—this resulted in 400,000 [!] deaths and disabilities, and 500,000 children born with birth defects. More recently, U.S. use of the Puerto Rican island of Vieques for target practice contaminated the soils and seas, and its illegal use of depleted uranium weapons in both wars against Iraq caused cancer rates and birth defects to skyrocket there.

Link Turn – Reformism Is Good

Using state-based politics is key to solve the worst excesses of capitalism.

Stephen Eric Bronner, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, 2004, Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, p. 9-10

Again: the political spirit of the Enlightenment crystallized around the principles connected with fostering the accountability of institutions, reci¬procity under the law, and a commitment to experiment with social reform. Not in imperialism, or racism, or the manipulation of liberty, but in these ideals lies the basis of Enlightenment universalism. Democracy remains an empty word without it. Enlightenment universalism protects rather than threatens the exercise of subjectivity. It presumes to render institutions ac¬countable, a fundamental principle of democracy, and thereby create the preconditions for expanding individual freedom. Such a view would inform liberal movements concerned with civil liberties as well as socialist move¬ments seeking to constrain the power of capital. Reciprocity can be under¬stood in the same way: it, too, underpins the liberal idea of the citizen with its inherently democratic imperative—against all prejudice—to include “the other” as well as the socialist refusal to identify the working person as a mere “cost of production.” The Enlightenment notion of political engagement, indeed, alone keeps democracy fresh and alive. Ideals such as these provide an enduring foundation for opposing con¬temporary infringements on individual rights and dignity by new global forms of capitalism, the imperatives of the culture industry, and parochial bi¬ases of every sort. They constitute the radical quality of the Enlightenment, and its “positive” moment beyond the prejudices of its particular representa¬tives. Too many on the fringes have been forgotten like the proto-socialist Mably or the proto-communist Morelly and, until the appearance of Radical Enlightenment (2001) by Jonathan Israel, even major intellectuals like Spinoza have not received the political recognition that they were due. But this vol¬ume is concerned with something other than uncovering the past. Its intent is instead to reinvigorate the present, salvage the enlightenment legacy, and contest those who would institutionally freeze its radicalism and strip away its protest character. Such an undertaking is important, moreover, since their efforts have been remarkably successful. Enlightenment thinking is seen by many as the inherently western ideology of the bourgeois gentleman, the Ver¬nunftrepublikaner of the Weimar Republic, or characters like the “windbag” Settembrini who endured the sarcasm of totalitarians and the boredom of philistines in The Magic Mountain (1924) by Thomas Mann.

Only concrete criticism of social practices can solve.

Jim Crosswhite, University of Oregon, September 25, 2001, Critique, Fantasy and September 11, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.uoregon.edu/~jcross/response_to_zizek.htm

And it is difficult to understand what he is asking at the end: "Or will America finally risk stepping through the fantasmatic screen separating it from the Outside World, accepting its arrival into the Real world, making the long-overdue move from 'A thing like this should not happen HERE!' to 'A thing like this should not happen ANYWHERE!'." Of course, to abandon the "here" for the "anywhere" would be foolish. We are in real bodies in real places with real limitations and with real work to do. It is not simply a "fantasmatic screen" that deeply attaches people in a unique way to the sufferings of their neighbors and their fellow citizens. But the demand that Zizek makes is neither unfamiliar nor inappropriate. It is more than worth pursuing. What can we do to work to see that what the people of New York City suffered on September 11 does not happen anywhere,;neither in the U.S. nor anywhere else? The reactions of the American government now threaten regions all over the world and seriously threaten liberty and privacy and tolerance in the United States. The American past carries humanitarian successes and catastrophic failures and genocide. Perhaps fantastic critique has a role to play. Certainly we must struggle to sustain serious social criticism through threatening times, but unless we are simply displaying critical virtuosity, we must achieve a kind of criticism that is reasonably concrete, less pretending to ultimate truths of history, more capable of acknowledging the real suffering of real people, criticism that is not too proud to descend to the practicable.

Link Turn – Reformism Is Good Cont’d

 (  )  Total rejection of capitalism fragments resistance – the perm solves best

J.K. Gibson-Graham, feminist economist, 1996, End of Capitalism

One of our goals as Marxists has been to produce a knowledge of capitalism.  Yet as “that which is known,” Capitalism has become the intimate enemy.  We have uncloaked the ideologically-clothed, obscure monster, but we have installed a naked and visible monster in its place.  In return for our labors of creation, the monster has robbed us of all force.  We hear – and find it easy to believe – that the left is in disarray.  Part of what produces the disarray of the left is the vision of what the left is arrayed against.  When capitalism is represented as a unified system coextensive with the nation or even the world, when it is portrayed as crowding out all other economic forms, when it is allowed to define entire societies, it becomes something that can only be defeated and replaced by a mass collective movement (or by a process of systemic dissolution that such a movement might assist).  The revolutionary task of replacing capitalism now seems outmoded and unrealistic, yet we do not seem to have an alternative conception of class transformation to take its place.
Permutation Solves

Anti Iraq War movements prove the aff can actually spur anti-capitalism – perm solves

Sam Ashman, Spring 2003, “The anti-capitalist movement and the war,” Int’l Socialism Journal, Iss. 98, http://pubs.socialistreviewindex.org.uk/isj98/ashman.htm

The movement against war on Iraq is already of historically unprecedented proportions. This article was written both before war had begun, and before what promised to be an extraordinary global day of protest on 15 February. Yet even so, the demonstrations in the US already outnumber those during the first years of heavy fighting of the Vietnam War, and Britain and Italy have seen their biggest anti-war demonstrations ever. There is a deep rift within European governments between those who support Bush and those who do not, and all European powers know the crisis will intensify once war begins. Moreover, those who predicted the war drive would finish off the international anti-capitalist movement have been proved wrong. The Financial Times declared shortly after 11 September that 'one of the less remarked consequences of the US terrorist attacks has been to halt in its tracks the mass movement against globalisation'.1 But George Monbiot could write, correctly, at the start of 2003, that 'far from dying away, our movement has grown bigger than most of us could have guessed'.2 The picture is not even between countries or between continents. The movement in North America has faced particular difficulties. But in a number of countries anti-imperialism has served to deepen and extend the anti-capitalist movement and the general radicalisation which produced it.
Advocating on behalf of pragmatic political change is valuable – the state is here to stay
Slavoj Zizek, famous philosopher, November 2007, “Resistance Is Surrender,” London Review of Books, http://www.lrb.co.uk/v29/n22/slavoj-zizek/resistance-is-surrender

The response of some critics on the postmodern Left to this predicament is to call for a new politics of resistance. Those who still insist on fighting state power, let alone seizing it, are accused of remaining stuck within the ‘old paradigm’: the task today, their critics say, is to resist state power by withdrawing from its terrain and creating new spaces outside its control. This is, of course, the obverse of accepting the triumph of capitalism. The politics of resistance is nothing but the moralising supplement to a Third Way Left.  Simon Critchley’s recent book, Infinitely Demanding, is an almost perfect embodiment of this position.[*] For Critchley, the liberal-democratic state is here to stay. Attempts to abolish the state failed miserably; consequently, the new politics has to be located at a distance from it: anti-war movements, ecological organisations, groups protesting against racist or sexist abuses, and other forms of local self-organisation. It must be a politics of resistance to the state, of bombarding the state with impossible demands, of denouncing the limitations of state mechanisms. The main argument for conducting the politics of resistance at a distance from the state hinges on the ethical dimension of the ‘infinitely demanding’ call for justice: no state can heed this call, since its ultimate goal is the ‘real-political’ one of ensuring its own reproduction (its economic growth, public safety, etc). ‘Of course,’ Critchley writes,      history is habitually written by the people with the guns and sticks and one cannot expect to defeat them with mocking satire and feather dusters. Yet, as the history of ultra-leftist active nihilism eloquently shows, one is lost the moment one picks up the guns and sticks. Anarchic political resistance should not seek to mimic and mirror the archic violent sovereignty it opposes.  So what should, say, the US Democrats do? Stop competing for state power and withdraw to the interstices of the state, leaving state power to the Republicans and start a campaign of anarchic resistance to it? And what would Critchley do if he were facing an adversary like Hitler? Surely in such a case one should ‘mimic and mirror the archic violent sovereignty’ one opposes? Shouldn’t the Left draw a distinction between the circumstances in which one would resort to violence in confronting the state, and those in which all one can and should do is use ‘mocking satire and feather dusters’? The ambiguity of Critchley’s position resides in a strange non sequitur: if the state is here to stay, if it is impossible to abolish it (or capitalism), why retreat from it? Why not act with(in) the state? Why not accept the basic premise of the Third Way? Why limit oneself to a politics which, as Critchley puts it, ‘calls the state into question and calls the established order to account, not in order to do away with the state, desirable though that might well be in some utopian sense, but in order to better it or attenuate its malicious effect’?

Perm solves – only using capitalism to fight capitalism can be effective

Monthly Review, March 1990, v. 41, no. 10, p 38

No institution is or ever has been a seamless monolith.  Although the inherent mechanism of American capitalism is as you describe it, oriented solely to profit without regard to social consequences, this does not preclude significant portions of that very system from joining forces with the worldwide effort for the salvation of civilization, perhaps even to the extent of furnishing the margin of success for that very effort.

Capitalism Good – Mass Violence

Capitalism is on-balance the best system for solving violence and mass atrocity. 

Dr. Andrew Bernstein, Professor of Philosophy Pace University, September 29, 2005, Capitalism Magazine, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.andrewbernstein.net/articles/01_globalcap.htm

But what is not clear to many people is the nature of freedom. For centuries, political philosophers have written about the virtues of freedom, and for millenia men have hungered, fought and died for it. However, no one until Ayn Rand defined its essential nature. In her influential novel, Atlas Shrugged, and in such non-fiction works as Capitalism: the Unknown Ideal, she shows that the fundamental attribute of freedom is: the absence of physical coercion. For men to be free, they must be able to act on the best rational judgment of their own minds without physical force initiated against them. “Freedom, in a political context, has only one meaning: the absence of physical coercion.” 3  A man’s freedom of action may be violated either by private individuals or by the government, and by one means only – by the initiation of force against him. Private individuals who initiate force are criminals, and men form governments to protect themselves from these. But the government itself is potentially the gravest danger to an individual’s freedom, because it has a legal monopoly on the use of force in a given geographical region. A government that is dictatorial threatens men in a manner far worse than that of a common criminal. Murderous tyrants like Adolf Hitler, Joseph Stalin, Mao tse Tung and Pol Pot killed vastly more innocent victims than did thugs like Al Capone and John Gotti. It is against the government that men’s freedom needs to be most urgently protected. It is well in this regard to remember George Washington’s famous warning that, “Government, like fire, is a dangerous servant.”  For men to be free, the initiation of force must be banned from human life. This is just as true of governmental force as of its private use. The use of force must be legally limited to retaliation against those who start it. Human beings require a written Constitution with a Bill of Rights to protect them from the state. The Constitution must legally outlaw the initiation of force by the government, as well as by private citizens. Capitalism requires, as a matter of principle, a universal ban on the initiation of force.
The alternative to capitalism is violence and famine.

Radley Balko, Freelance Writer, October 9, 2002, FoxNews, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,65278,00.html

These studies, taken together, paint a telling picture of the state of humanity, and of what steps we can take to make it even better. When countries embrace free markets, trade, and political freedom, they thrive. Incomes grow. Lifespans lengthen. Social maladies mend. When nations isolate themselves from international markets, when they deny citizens free elections, free press, and property, they falter. Incomes wane. Disease and famine swell. Strife looms. Communist and isolated North Korea, for example, has lost 10 percent of its population -- two million people -- to famine since 1995. And that’s in an allegedly "developed" country.  Anti-globalization protesters can rail all they like against the evils of capitalism, international markets and classical liberalism. But the numbers are unmistakable. Wealth is the only remedy for poverty, and capitalism is the only real way to create wealth.

The alternative to capitalism is brutal violence and oppressive dictators. 

Dr. Andrew Bernstein, Professor of Philosophy Pace University, September 29, 2005, Capitalism Magazine, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.andrewbernstein.net/articles/01_globalcap.htm

But today, despite the lessons of the past, political dictatorships even worse than those of feudal Europe proliferate across the globe.  For example, though Communism today may be in its death throes, it butchered 100 million innocent victims in 80 years and still enslaves and murders innocent men in China, in Cuba and in North Korea. More broadly, statism – the subjugation of the individual by the state – exists everywhere. Brutal theocracies and military dictatorships in the Middle East murder their own citizens, and sponsor terrorist attacks against the world’s freest country, the United States. In Africa, individual rights and liberty are non-existent – the continent bristles with military and/or tribal dictatorships. For too long the situation was no different in Haiti and only slightly better throughout Latin and South America, where sundry tin pot dictators were and remain the rule. Today, more than 225 years after the American Revolution, freedom is virtually unknown around the globe.  In North Korea, Communist oppression is unspeakable. As merely one example, political prisoners are enslaved, starved and used for target practice by guards and troops. In Iraq, under Saddam Hussein, the torture and execution of political prisoners was routine. In Afganistan, the Taliban denied the right to an independent life to the entire female gender, oppressing by that policy alone one/half of the country’s population. Further, to be brutally honest, any degree of freedom is virtually unknown on the African continent.14

Capitalism Good – Poverty

The best economists agree that capitalism solves poverty.

Donald Bourdreaux, Chairman Department of Economics George Mason University, May 27, 2008, USA Today, Accessed 4/29/09, http://blogs.usatoday.com/oped/2008/05/capitalism-has.html

Capitalism has moved billions out of poverty Commentary writer Alan Webber applauds the idea of the so-called social business — one that "has a social cause, not just a financial goal." Webber also tells us: "Think of it as capitalism with a human face" ("Giving the poor the business," The Forum, Wednesday).  I don't question Webber's uncritical assumption that social businesses will work.  I do, however, question his hackneyed suggestion that the face of for-profit capitalism is inhuman.  No other economic system but capitalism has lifted billions of people so decisively out of poverty.  Economist Joseph Schumpeter noted this fact in 1942: "Electric lighting is no great boon to anyone who has money enough to buy a sufficient number of candles and to pay servants to attend them.  "It is the cheap cloth, the cheap cotton and rayon fabric, boots, motorcars and so on that are the typical achievements of capitalist production, and not as a rule improvements that would mean much to a rich man.  "Queen Elizabeth owned silk stockings. The capitalist achievement does not typically consist in providing more silk stockings for queens but in bringing them within the reach of factory girls in return for steadily decreasing amounts of effort."

Capitalism is the economic system with the best chance to solve poverty – international economies prove.

Dr. Andrew Bernstein, Professor of Philosophy Pace University, September 29, 2005, Capitalism Magazine, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.andrewbernstein.net/articles/01_globalcap.htm

This is the fundamental reason that the capitalist nations have created the enormous prosperity they have, a staggering amount of wealth undreamed of in the pre-capitalist eras and societies. The correlation between freedom and wealth in the world today is stunning.  The Index of Economic Freedom, published jointly by the Wall Street Journal and the Heritage Foundation, shows this clearly. The Index ranks 155 nations in terms of freedom and shows the economic results. For example, Hong Kong, ranked number one in freedom, has a per capita GDP of $21,726. In less than 50 years, the freedom of Hong Kong fueled its growth from destitution to wealth, including for millions of penniless refugees who fled mainland Communism. Singapore, ranked number two in freedom, enjoys a per capita GDP of $31,139. The United States, ranked number five in freedom, has a per capita GDP of $31,201. 11  The freedom of the capitalist countries has created the most upwardly mobile societies of history, with hundreds of millions of human beings currently enjoying middle class comforts – people whose ancestors were poor just one or two centuries ago, or, in some cases, just decades ago. Further, according to the U.S. government, the poverty threshold for a family of four in 1997 was an annual income of roughly $16,400, i.e., at or below a per capita income of $4,100 per year. This certainly constitutes poverty by the standards of capitalist nations. But what are the standards of non-capitalist nations? 12   

International studies prove capitalism solves world poverty. 

Radley Balko, Freelance Writer, October 9, 2002, FoxNews, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,65278,00.html

At about the same time a hodgepodge of protesters descended on Washington, D.C. last month to protest capitalism, globalization and free trade, the United Nations and the Institute for International Studies released a triad of studies declaring that humanity is, for the most part, in the best condition it’s ever been.  World poverty is down. Income gaps are narrowing. And the reasons for all of this are, to the protesters’ chagrin, none other than capitalism, globalization and free trade.  The first study is the 2002 edition of the United Nations’ annual "Human Development Report." The report informs us that as of 2002, 140 of the world’s 200 countries -- 70 percent -- now hold multi-party elections. Eighty-two countries representing 57 percent of the human population are fully democratic, the highest percentage in human history. After a century in which totalitarianism -- Nazism, fascism and communism -- killed more than 170 million people, a clear move toward universal political freedom is afoot.  The numbers on world economics are good, too. World poverty fell more than 20 percent between 1990 and 1999, a decade of aggressive globalization. The number of world Internet users is expected to double by 2005 to one billion. In those regions of the world most sympathetic to liberal reform, the news is even better. In ten years, poverty halved in in East Asia and the Pacific regions.  Since 1990, 800 million people have gained new access to improved water supplies, and 750 million to improved sanitation. In the last 30 years, infant mortality rates have dropped from 96 deaths per 1,000 live births to just 56.

Capitalism Good – Environment

Growth improves environmental outcomes – research proves

Terry L. Anderson, executive director of Property and Environment Research Center, 2004, “You Have to Admit It's Getting Better,” Hoover Inst.

The doomsayers contend that such growth will ultimately deplete natural resources and destroy the environment, but Lomborg finds positive correlations between economic growth and environmental quality. He correlates the World Bank’s environmental sustainability index with gross domestic product per capita across 117 nations, concluding that “higher income in general is correlated with higher environmental sustainability” (Lomborg 2001, 32). This idea is known as the “environmental Kuznets curve,” based on Nobel laureate Simon Kuznets’s earlier work on patterns of economic growth. Measuring environmental quality (for example, air quality) on the vertical axis and economic performance (for example, the gross domestic product, or GDP) on the horizontal axis, the relationship displays a J-curve. At lower levels of income, environmental quality can deteriorate as people trade environmental quality for economic growth. But as Bruce Yandle, Maya Vijayaraghavan, and Madhusudan Bhattarai review in Chapter 3, all studies show that the relationship between environmental quality and economic performance becomes positive at higher levels of income because environmental quality is what economists call an income-elastic good. In other words, if income rises 10 percent, the demand for environmental quality rises more than 10 percent. Generally, the (annual) income level at which the turning point occurs is between $4,000 and $8,000, with the demand for water quality turning upward at lower levels of income than the income levels at which the demand for endangered species preservation turns upward. 

Overpopulation is undermining the environment – not capitalism

Terry L. Anderson, executive director of Property and Environment Research Center, 2004, “You Have to Admit It's Getting Better,” Hoover Inst.

Some observers attribute nearly all of the world’s maladies to excessive population growth. More specifically, they claim that population growth has at least three adverse effects on human well-being. First, it increases the number of people that are impoverished, the proportion of the community that is impoverished, and the severity of the impoverishment. Second, it increases environmental degradation—the misuse of natural resources, with adverse consequences on many dimensions of human well-being. And finally, it prevents environmental enhancement by holding back the savings and investment that would permit environmentally sustainable economic growth and retards the agricultural productivity that would encourage environmentally friendly agriculture and conservation (Ahlburg 1994; Kelley and McGreevey 1994).

Capitalism is key to solving global warming

Janet Whitman, 2-19-2008, Financial Post, http://www.financialpost.com/story.html?id=317551

Global warming may soon get a saviour more effective than Al Gore and his doomsday Power-Point presentations: capitalism. The former U.S. vice-president, who was awarded the Nobel Peace Prize last year for his work on climate change, is credited with bringing widespread attention to the issue. But the huge moneymaking opportunity in going green will be the big driver that leads to the reining in of the release of greenhouse gasses, experts say. Money already is pouring into environmental initiatives and technologies in the United States. Experts expect investment in the area to explode over the next few years if, as anticipated, the government here imposes restrictions on the release of gases believed to be behind climate change. "Capitalism will drive this," said Vinod Khosla, founding chief executive of Sun Microsystems and a longtime venture capitalist. Mr. Khosla, speaking on a panel at a recent investment summit on climate change at United Nations headquarters here, said getting consumers to curb their energy use has never worked -- unless they've had a financial incentive. "If we make it economic, it will happen," he said. The expected government-mandated cap on carbon emissions already is fueling innovation. Venture capitalists, for instance, are investing in new technologies that would make cement -- a major producer of carbon emissions -- actually absorb carbon instead. Cement makers could practically give the product away and reap the financial reward from government carbon credits.

Capitalism Good – Space

Capitalist resource exploitation is key to getting to space

Sylvia Engdahl, professor at New York’s New School for Social Research, former computer systems specialist for the SAGE Air Defense System and author. “Space and Human Survival,” 2000 http://www.sylviaengdahl.com/space/survival.htm

I have called this stage in our evolution the “Critical Stage.” Paul Levinson [the Director of Connected Education] uses different terminology for the same concept. He says that we have only a narrow window to get into space, a relatively short time during which we have the capability, but have not yet run out of the resources to do it. I agree with him completely about this. Expansion into space demands high technology and full utilization of our world’s material resources (although not destructive utilization). It also demands financial resources that we will not have if we deplete the material resources of Earth. And it demands human resources, which we will lose if we are reduced to global war or widespread starvation. Finally, it demands spiritual resources, which we are not likely to retain under the sort of dictatorship that would be necessary to maintain a “sustainable” global civilization. 
Because the window is narrow, then, we not only have to worry about immediate perils. The ultimate, unavoidable danger for our planet, the transformation of our sun, is distant—but if we don’t expand into space now, we can never do it.

Space is key to preventing extinction

James Oberg, space writer and a former space flight engineer based in Houston, 1999, Space Power Theory, http://www.jamesoberg.com/books/spt/new-CHAPTERSw_figs.pdf
We have the great gift of yet another period when our nation is not threatened; and our world is free from opposing coalitions with great global capabilities. We can use this period to take our nation and our fellow men into the greatest adventure that our species has ever embarked upon. The United States can lead, protect, and help the rest of [hu]mankind to move into space. It is particularly fitting that a country comprised of people from all over the globe assumes that role. This is a manifest destiny worthy of dreamers and poets, warriors and conquerors. In his last book, Pale Blue Dot, Carl Sagan presents an emotional argument that our species must venture into the vast realm of space to establish a spacefaring civilization. While acknowledging the very high costs that are involved in manned spaceflight, Sagan states that our very survival as a species depends on colonizing outer space. Astronomers have already identified dozens of asteroids that might someday smash into Earth. Undoubtedly, many more remain undetected. In Sagan’s opinion, the only way to avert inevitable catastrophe is for mankind to establish a permanent human presence in space. He compares humans to the planets that roam the night sky, as he says that humans will too wander through space. We will wander space because we possess a compulsion to explore, and space provides a truly infinite prospect of new directions to explore. Sagan’s vision is part science and part emotion. He hoped that the exploration of space would unify humankind. We propose that mankind follow the United States and our allies into this new sea, set with jeweled stars. If we lead, we can be both strong and caring. If we step back, it may be to the detriment of more than our country.

Space colonization leads to a transformation of consciousness that solves war – solves any reason capitalism is bad
Frank White, SETI researcher, 1990, The SETI Factor

Many scholars and scientists see benefits in opening up the “space frontier.” It provides an opportunity to divert nationalistic energies away from war and toward peaceful cooperation ventures; it also offers an expanded range in which to work out new forms of societal and political interaction. In the Overview Effect, I pointed out that space exploration also provides an opportunity for human awareness to evolve and transform itself because it provides us with a new perspective on the earth, the universe, and ourselves. The defining feature of the space development subculture is a refusal to consider the future of humanity as confined to the surface of one planet. While members of the space development community may be concerned about the future of Earth, it is not because they plan to stay here. They see themselves as the leaders in creating a “spacefaring civilization,” and making humanity into a “multi-planet species.”

Alternative Bad – Oppression

Their alternative leads to an explosion of racism and oppression.

Cornel West, Professor Yale University, 1988, Marxism and the Interp. Of Culture, ed. Nelson and Grossberg, p. 18-19

I shall argue that there are four basic conceptions of Afro-American oppression in the Marxist tradition.  The first conception subsumes Afro-American oppression under the general rubric of working-class exploitation.  This viewpoint is logocentric in that it elides and eludes the specificity of Afro-American oppression outside the workplace; it is reductionistic in that it explains away rather than explains this specificity.  This logocentric and reductionistic approach results from vulgar and sophisticated versions of economism.  I understand economism to be those forms of Marxist theory that defend either simple monodeterminist or subtle multideterminist causal relations between an evolving economic base upon a reflecting and refracting ideological superstructure, thereby giving a priori status to class subjects and modes of production as privileged explanatory variables. 1n regard to Afro-American oppression, economism and its concomitant logocentric and reductionistic approach holds that African people in the United States of America are not subjected to forms of oppression distinct from general working-class exploitation. Historically, this position was put forward by the major figures of the U.S. Socialist party (notwithstanding its more adequate yet forgotten 1903 resolution on the Negro question), especially Eugene Debs. In an influential series of articles, Debs argued that Afro-American oppression was solely a class problem and that any attention to its alleged specificity “apart from the general labor problem” would constitute racism in reverse.4 He wrote, “we [the socialists] have nothing to do with it [the race question], for it is their [the capitalists’] fight. We have simply to open the eyes of as many Negroes as we can and do battle for emancipation from wage slavery, and when the working class have triumphed in the class struggle and stand forth economic as well as political free men, the race problem will disappear.” In the meantime, Debs added, “we have nothing special to offer the Negro, and we cannot make separate appeals to all races. The Socialist Party is the party of the whole working class regardless of color.”5 My aim is not simply to castigate the U.S. Socialist party or insinuate accusative charges of racism against Debs. Needless to say, the Socialist party had many distinguished black members and Debs had a long history of fighting racism. Rather, I am concerned with the fact that the Second International economism in the U.S. Socialist party lead to a logocentric and reductionistic approach to Afro-American oppression, thereby ignoring, or at best downplaying strategies (as opposed to personal moral duties) to struggle against racism.
The alternative to capitalism is a fundamental destruction of individual rights and liberty. 

Dr. Andrew Bernstein, Professor of Philosophy Pace University, September 29, 2005, Capitalism Magazine, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.andrewbernstein.net/articles/01_globalcap.htm

The rule of law is fundamental to capitalism. The courts must protect all manifestations of individual rights, including property rights and the sanctity of contracts. They must protect honest men from thieves and criminals of every variety, whether they commit fraud or overt acts of physical coercion, whether they are private individuals or government bureaucrats or regulators. This is an especially urgent point in the early 21st century when former Communist nations seek to move to a capitalist system without first instituting the rule of law. Whether in states of the former Soviet Union or in Albania or elsewhere, if gangsters control significant elements of a society or its economy it will be impossible to protect property rights and enforce contracts. Legitimate businessmen will then be killed or intimidated, private investment will be withheld, and the attempt to implement a free economy will founder. Any hope to create a capitalist system rests on the antecedent requirement of establishment of the rule of law. In the absence of this, all such attempts are doomed to fail.

Alternative Bad – Oppression Cont’d

Their alternative causes transition wars and extinction

J.R. Nyquist, IR expert, 2-4-2005, “The Political Consequences of a Financial Crash,” Financial Sense, www.financialsense.com/stormw...2005/0204.html

Should the United States experience a severe economic contraction during the second term of President Bush, the American people will likely support politicians who advocate further restrictions and controls on our market economy – guaranteeing its strangulation and the steady pauperization of the country. In Congress today, Sen. Edward Kennedy supports nearly all the economic dogmas listed above. It is easy to see, therefore, that the coming economic contraction, due in part to a policy of massive credit expansion, will have serious political consequences for the Republican Party (to the benefit of the Democrats). Furthermore, an economic contraction will encourage the formation of anti-capitalist majorities and a turning away from the free market system. The danger here is not merely economic. The political left openly favors the collapse of America’s strategic position abroad. The withdrawal of the United States from the Middle East, the Far East and Europe would catastrophically impact an international system that presently allows 6 billion people to live on the earth’s surface in relative peace. Should anti-capitalist dogmas overwhelm the global market and trading system that evolved under American leadership, the planet’s economy would contract and untold millions would die of starvation. Nationalistic totalitarianism, fueled by a politics of blame, would once again bring war to Asia and Europe. But this time the war would be waged with mass destruction weapons and the United States would be blamed because it is the center of global capitalism. Furthermore, if the anti-capitalist party gains power in Washington, we can expect to see policies of appeasement and unilateral disarmament enacted. American appeasement and disarmament, in this context, would be an admission of guilt before the court of world opinion. Russia and China, above all, would exploit this admission to justify aggressive wars, invasions and mass destruction attacks. A future financial crash, therefore, must be prevented at all costs. But we cannot do this. As one observer recently lamented, “We drank the poison and now we must die.”

Alternative Doesn’t Solve Capitalism

They can’t stem the tide of global capitalism – it’s inevitable, spreading and on-balance good.

Lawrence Kudlow, Former Reagan Economic Advisor, January 25, 2008, Real Clear Politics, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2008/01/capitalism_doesnt_work_mr_gate.html

Gates says he has witnessed steep income and cultural inequities in his travels around the world, in particular to Africa. But for this he should blame the absence of capitalist principles, not capitalism itself. Even the most compassionate corporate executives are not going to bring prosperity to impoverished countries with statist economies. Until Africa's nations undertake the market-oriented reforms that have boosted China and the other Asian Tigers -- like South Korea and Taiwan -- they will continue to rank at the bottom of the world prosperity scale.  The Heritage Foundation/Wall Street Journal 2008 Index of Economic Freedom reveals how free-market economics is spreading like wildfire, while state-run socialism is on the decline. And it's no wonder why. The free-market countries are prospering mightily, while the least-free economies are mired in poverty. We're talking North Korea, Cuba, Zimbabwe and Iran. Also noteworthy is Venezuela. As the neo-socialist Hugo Chavez attempts to adopt Fidel Castro's failed economic model, he's sinking his nation toward Cuba-type poverty.  Economist Mark Perry, on his Carpe Diem blog site, reports that both the U.S. share of world GDP and its global stock market capitalization are shrinking. But this isn't a bad thing at all. It doesn't mean that America is heading downward. On the contrary, it means that newly freed economies are heading up.  The reality here is that the rising tide of global capitalism is lifting all boats that employ it. Capitalism works. It's a good thing. It's the key to unlocking a nation's prosperity. In fact, free-market capitalism is the greatest anti-poverty program ever devised by man.

Their kritik is methodologically flawed – it relies on a conflation of terms that don’t mean what they want.

Dr. Fred Foldvary, Economics Teacher Santa Clara University, April 17, 2007, The Free Liberal, Accessed 4/29/09, http://www.freeliberal.com/archives/002719.html

Anyone who criticizes the “cruelty of capitalism” in today’s world and in history is using the term as a label for the existing economies. All economies have been mixed economies, a blend of markets and government intervention. When one deplores some mix, it is not clear which elements of the mix one is pointing to. Is it the market, or is it government? Most such critics have not really analyzed this, and don’t even realize that they are referring to a mix.  The problem arises because the word “capitalism” is also used for a market economy, meaning only the market. Indeed, defenders of free enterprise and private property often use the word “capitalism” to refer to the aspect of our economies that involve private enterprise. They unwittingly fall victim to the triumph of Marxist or coercively state-socialist propaganda, the forked-tongue use of the word “capitalism.”  Coercively socialist propaganda can be boiled down to three sentences:  1. Today’s economies are capitalist. 2. Today’s economies have poverty, pollution, and violence. 3. Therefore, capitalism causes poverty, pollution, and violence. If you are capable of thinking clearly, you will spot the fallacy. The meaning of “capitalism” has slyly shifted in #1 and #3. In #1, “capitalism” is a label for today’s economies. In #3, “capitalism” means private enterprise and the pure market.
Their revolution will not be occurring

Martin Lewis, professor in the School of the Environment and the Center for International Studies at Duke University, Green Delusions, 1992, p169-170

But no matter how one hopes to achieve it, the revolutionary transfor¬mation of capitalist society remains the centerpiece of marxist philoso¬phy the driving force behind the entire effort. Without the prospect of a socialist future, the voluminous marxian critiques of capitalism lose most of their power and much of their relevance. Yet a successful marxian transformation, be it evolutionary or revolutionary, hardly seems likely within the United States. The evolutionary path is moribund; socialist parties never achieve more than a percentage point or two in any election, except in a few errant university towns like Berkeley and Santa Cruz, California—or in Vermont. So too the chances of a revolution in the near future, as most marxists fully recognize, are nil. But despite such dismal prospects, marxists cling to the hope that in the event of a severe socioeconomic trauma, success might be theirs’. Therefore, they strive to strengthen their position within academia and to build linkages with social movements (such as environmentalism and feminism) until a more favorable political environment emerges around them. 

AT:  Zizek

(  )  Zizek’s project leads to an acceptance of social exclusion – it’s inhumane

Andrew Robinson, PhD in political theory at the University of Nottingham, 2005, Theory & Event 8.1

Žižek's anti-capitalism has won him friends in leftist circles, but the capitalism to which he objects is not the capitalism of classical Marxist critique. One could, indeed, question whether Žižek is attacking capitalism (as opposed to liberalism) at all.  His "capitalism" is a stultifying world of suffocating Good which is unbearable precisely because it lacks the dimension of violence and antagonism.  It is, he says, 'boring', 'repetitive' and 'perverse' because it lacks the 'properly political' attitude of 'Us against Them'20.  It therefore eliminates the element of unconditional attachment to an unattainable Thing or Real, an element which is the core of humanity21.  It delivers what Žižek fears most: a 'pallid and anaemic, self-satisfied, tolerant peaceful daily life'.  To rectify this situation, there is a need for suffocating Good to be destroyed by diabolical Evil22.  'Why not violence?' he rhetorically asks.  'Horrible as it may sound, I think it's a useful antidote to all the aseptic, frustrating, politically correct pacifism'23.  There must always be social exclusion, and 'enemies of the people'24.  The resulting politics involves an 'ethical duty' to accomplish an Act which shatters the social edifice by undermining the fantasies which sustain it.  As with Mouffe, this is both a duty and an acceptance of necessity.  'By traversing the fantasy the subject accepts the void of his nonexistence'26. On a political level, this kind of stance leads to an acceptance of social exclusion which negates compassion for its victims.  The resultant inhumanity finds its most extreme expression in Žižek's work, where 'today's "mad dance", the dynamic proliferation of multiple shifting identities... awaits its resolution in a new form of Terror'27.  
Zizek’s alternative destroys political radicalism

Andrew Robinson, PhD in political theory at the University of Nottingham, 2005, Theory & Event 8.1

It is also present, however, in the toned-down exclusionism of authors such as Mouffe.  Hence, democracy depends on 'the possibility of drawing a frontier between "us" and "them"', and 'always entails relations of inclusion-exclusion'28.  'No state or political order... can exist without some form of exclusion' experienced by its victims as coercion and violence29, and, since Mouffe assumes a state to be necessary, this means that one must endorse exclusion and violence.  (The supposed necessity of the state is derived from the supposed need for a master-signifier or nodal point to stabilize identity and avoid psychosis, either for individuals or for societies).  What is at stake in the division between these two trends in Lacanian political theory is akin to the distinction Vaneigem draws between "active" and "passive" nihilism30.  The Laclauian trend involves an implied ironic distance from any specific project, which maintains awareness of its contingency; overall, however, it reinforces conformity by insisting on an institutional mediation which overcodes all the "articulations".  The Žižekian version is committed to a more violent and passionate affirmation of negativity, but one which ultimately changes very little.  The function of the Žižekian "Act" is to dissolve the self, producing a historical event.  "After the revolution", however, everything stays much the same.  For all its radical pretensions, Žižek's politics can be summed up in his attitude to neo-liberalism: 'If it works, why not try a dose of it?'31.  The phenomena which are denounced in Lacanian theory are invariably readmitted in its "small print", and this leads to a theory which renounces both effectiveness and political radicalism. 

Traversing the fantasy is just a hollow buzz-word that reinforces ideology

Bran Nicol, English @ Chichester, Paragraph, July 2001, v. 24, n. 2, p. 152-3

Perhaps there is a note of anxiety in all the compulsive energy of Zizek’s project:  he brilliantly unmasks the workings of ideology as if we can overthrow them, but is only too aware that this is impossible.  Alternatively, this might well be the source of a certain critical jouissance we can detect in his continual affirmation of the unassailable quality of the big Other.  In this respect Zizek himself shifts between the hysterical and the perverse positions in his theory:  exposing the fragile status of the big Other by questioning it, while also investing in its ultimate status as the Law.  Zizek’s very method of exposing the ideological mechanism, in other words, reinforces its inevitability.  The paradox bears a strong similarity to Baudrillard’s critique of Marxism in The Mirror of Production, that it depends upon precisely the same ideology (the idea of self-production) as the late-capitalist political economy it claims to deconstruct.  Zizek’s ubiquitous interpretative mechanism functions as the mirror of the transcendent processes he identifies at the heart of culture.  We might even see its status in Zizek’s work as the equivalent of the fundamental fantasy at the core of the individual, supporting his very identity as a theorist.  Like Clarice Starling, who thinks she need only rescue one more victim and the lambs will stop crying, it is as if Zizek imagines he need give us just one more example of the traumatic encounter with the real and the dominance of the Big Other will be exposed and overthrown.  This, as Hannibal Lecter might say, is no more than a fantasy.
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