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Section I: Topic Overview

Resolved: United States foreign policy ought to be guided by American exceptionalism.

Lewis Silver

Whitman College

A Brief Introduction-
In 1630, John Winthrop delivered a sermon to a group of Puritan colonists that declared the New World to be the site of a “city upon a hill”, a beacon of enlightenment created through a holy pact with God. While few historians believe he understood the significance of his words, Winthrop’s sermon is recognized as the first point in history where the ideologies of manifest destiny and divinely preordained community come together. In spite of the fact that Winthrop was almost certainly oblivious to the significance of his words, he is often credited with the inception of “American exceptionalism,” that is, the belief that the United States is an extraordinary nation with a special role to play in human history. It is this idea that guides our resolution.

While there are many different instances of US policies modeling this ideology of significant uniqueness, none do so as robustly or aggressively as those of the Bush administration. The aggressive foreign policy of the Bush administration brought forth a while new era of critique surrounding US hegemony. As the dust finally settled, academics and policy-makers alike looked back at the past eight years and came to the same unsettling question: what next? Faced with a host of new challenges that seemed totally unreceptive to simple exertion of hegemony, Americans seemed to be forced to choose between the traditional strategy of playing the global hegemon on the one hand, and a radical break from the current trajectory on the other. At the heart of their decision then, lies the broader question of what the proper role of the US is within the global community; and as consequence, the viability of American exceptionalism itself.

It is this very quandary that guides the debate community in selecting this resolution. Although this question is far too broad to be answered in a forty minute debate, the resolution focuses on one specific aspect of the US imperial project, namely that of “American exceptionalism.” The question then is simple: Should US policy-makers ground their political decisions in the assumption that the United States has some unique role to play in the global arena? Consequently, the task at hand for debaters is to endorse and defend their own interpretation of the “proper role” of America in global politics.

As daunting as this task may seem, it should also be exciting. Few topics give debaters the flexibility to construct such a broad set of creative arguments ranging from criticisms of neoliberalism to outright endorsement of the American imperial project. This brief is designed both to help introduce debaters to the difficult concepts and ideas surrounding the topic, as well as to help them identify and tailor arguments that fit their respective interests and beliefs. 

The first section of this brief provides a topic overview divided into four sub-sections. The first sub-section, the conceptual overview, will identify key concepts and ideas within the topic and help flesh out the implications they have upon different arguments. This should help debaters identify specific areas of interest around which they’d like to build their arguments. The second sub-section will identify key terms in the resolution itself, and discuss the implications they might have on potential strategies. The third sub-section will discuss affirmative strategies, with the broader focus on revealing the extraordinary flexibility inherent in this particular resolution. The fourth and final sub-section will discuss negative strategies, with a specific focus on adapting to the diverse array of affirmative arguments that debaters will inevitably be faced with. Upon finishing this general topic overview, debaters should have a solid understanding both of what the resolution allows him or her to do, as well as a good idea of what arguments he or she can expect to face.

The second section of this brief will include a comprehensive research guide including both print and online sources for debaters to work from. This research guide is annotated to give debaters a “road map” for their own research.

The final two sections of this brief include sample cases and evidence to give debaters a baseline for their own strategies. Enjoy! (
1.1 Conceptual Overview

Several concepts are vital for engaging and understanding this particular topic.  This section seeks to elaborate on those key ideas to provide debaters the beginning vocabulary and background necessary to conduct their own research and construct their own arguments.  This section focuses exclusively on those terms employed by strategists, analysts, and theoreticians of international relations to examine potential wording and thinking about the affirmative and negative case harms involved in the broader topic area of American Exceptionalism.

Initially, this topic demands a basic understanding of hegemony and the role it plays in US foreign policy. Hegemony, the capacity to exert influence upon others, stands at the center of a massive debate regarding the proper role of the US in the world. While at first glance it may appear obvious that the US should always maintain the capacity to exert influence in the global community, a closer analysis reveals many secondary questions. Without answering any of them outright, we will highlight the implications of a few key sub-questions here:

First, does all hegemony function in the same way? Intuitively, there seems to be a huge gap between policies which exert influence through diplomacy or economic cooperation, and those that exert influence through aggression or military force. This distinction is often referenced through characterizations of “hard power” (that which depends on sheer military might), and “soft power” (that which depends on nonmilitary persuasion). Although the distinction itself is accepted by virtually all theorists, the question of whether the two are codependent, independent, or directionally dependent is subject to fierce debate.

Next, does maintenance of the “capacity” to exert influence necessitate “actual” exertion of said influence? Theorists who conclude yes are forced to consider a world of US hegemony as necessarily inclusive of active US hegemony. Conversely, theorists who believe in a flexible understanding of hegemony may advocate the maintenance of hegemony without being forced to defend its constant deployment.

Finally, is the effect of increased US influence in the world a net positive or negative thing? This debate rages back and forth constantly, with excellent arguments from both sides. Advocates of hegemony argue that the position of the US as preponderant superpower allows it to serve as a sort of global police officer, protecting the weak, and de-escalating conflicts before they can become full-blown conflagrations. On the other hand, opponents of hegemony point to a history of imperialism and the temptations of global empire as inexorable forces. Their argument roughly, is that any superpower with super-powers will abuse them in a way that is comparatively less stabilizing than a world of global parity.

Returning to the broader discussion of American exceptionalism then, it is important to consider the complex relationship between policies of “exceptionalism”, and US hegemony. The most obvious of these relationships exists in the way that ascribing to an ideology of American exceptionalism demands a certain amount of support for US hegemony. If the US truly has a special role to play in the global community, it seems ludicrous to suggest that it should limit its capacity to play that role. Further, America’s special responsibilities should be accompanied by special privileges; this is true not only in simple terms of justice and fairness, but also because the privilege of hegemony is necessary to defend the interests of a nation whose interests are foreordained to come first.

Perhaps just as obvious then, is the connection between exceptionalism and hegemony that exists in the way that non-ascribers to exceptionalism are forced to defend a track of US foreign policy that limits its willingness to exert influence. Absent a belief in the “uniqueness” of America’s destiny and role in global politics, it seems difficult to justify actions that maintain the US’s position as preponderant superpower. For example, if China’s economic prowess will soon lead it to overtake the US, what possible rationale do Americans have in preventing this shift in geopolitical positioning? Perhaps it is merely time for China to take over the role of global police-officer… While complexities in these sorts of arguments obviously still remain, it is important to understand that these connections form the foundation of core affirmative and negative ground, and thus, dictate what kinds of arguments are viable on each side of the resolution.

1.2 Definitions

With this resolution, definitions are extremely important for defining the parameters of each debate. Differences in interpretation can make a huge difference with respect to what specific position an opponent is forced to defend. The following section will breakdown the terms and offer multiple definitions for each word. When choosing definitions, it is important to recognize that an interpretation is not included merely as a matter of format or tradition, but rather for a specific purpose with respect to the way that the judge will evaluate the debate. Each sub-section will be followed by a brief discussion of the implications the particular word(s) in question may have on a debate.
Definitions – Foreign Policy 

Definition (foreign policy): A policy governing international relations

Source: Princeton Wordnet (http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=foreign%20policy)

Definition (foreign policy): The diplomatic policy of a nation in its interactions with other nations

Source: The American Heritage Dictionary (http://www.thefreedictionary.com/foreign+policy)

Definition (foreign policy): The policy of a sovereign state in its interaction with other sovereign states

Source: Merriam-Webster (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/foreign+policy)

Definition (foreign policy): The totality of a state’s relations with and polices toward other states. A nation’s foreign policy, even though it may be largely the prerogative of an executive branch, is grounded in its domestic policy.

Source: SEMP Disaster Dictionary (http://www.semp.us/publications/disaster_dictionary.php?letter=F)

Definition (foreign policy): A foreign policy is a set of political goals that seeks to outline how a particular country will interact with the other countries of the world. Foreign policies generally are designed to help protect a country's national interests, national security, ideological goals, and economic prosperity. This can occur as a result of peaceful cooperation with other nations, or through aggression, war, and exploitation. The 20th century saw a rapid rise in the importance of foreign policy, with virtually every nation in the world now being able to interact with one another in some diplomatic form. Creating foreign policy is usually the job of the head of government and the foreign minister (or equivalent). However, in the United States, Congress also has considerable power and influence, and is able to pass Foreign Relations Authorization bills.

Source: WordIQ.com (http://www.wordiq.com/definition/Foreign_policy)

Definition (foreign policy): The course set at given times determining the relationships, policies, and actions of the United States with or toward other states and international entities. Its legitimacy derives ultimately from popular will, but formally and immediately from the Constitution, which divides authority among the executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government. In practice it is mostly formulated in the White House and the Departments of State and Defense and executed by diverse diplomatic, economic, and military agencies. The guiding principle of foreign policy is always stated to be the national interest, but interpretations of this are often controversial. Religious and ethnic groups, corporations, and the media are influential, and expressions of public opinion, variously mediated, are often politically decisive in what is, overall, a remarkably effusive, democratic culture.

Source: Encyclopedia.com (http://www.encyclopedia.com/doc/1G2-3401801557.html)

Definition (foreign policy): General objectives that guide the activities and relationships of one state in its interactions with other states. The development of foreign policy is influenced by domestic considerations, the policies or behaviour of other states, or plans to advance specific geopolitical designs. Leopold von Ranke emphasized the primacy of geography and external threats in shaping foreign policy, but later writers emphasized domestic factors. Diplomacy is the tool of foreign policy, and war, alliances, and international trade may all be manifestations of it.

Source: Britannica Concise Encyclopedia 
(http://www.britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/213380/foreign-policy)

Discussion – Foreign Policy

It should be obvious with this range of possible definitions that debaters may choose to defend a very broad, or very narrow interpretation of “foreign policy”. Unlike many other topics however, there isn’t a “right” answer regarding whether the affirmative and negative prefer a broad or narrow interpretation of foreign policy. The determining factor here should be related to the specific kinds of arguments debaters choose to deploy. For example, an affirmative case that defends a foreign policy model because of the benefits of a world of increased US hegemony would likely prefer a very broad interpretation of “foreign policy”, so as to allow for as many instances of positive influence in the world as possible. Inversely, an affirmative case that defends a foreign policy model because of the ways that exceptionalist ideologies generate respect and credibility might prefer a narrower interpretation of “foreign policy”, so as to garner solvency for perceptual policies, without having to defend US deployment of and dependence on hard power.

Definitions – Ought

Definition (ought): Used to express obligation, advisability, natural expectation, or logical consequence

Source: Merriam-Webster (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/ought)

Definition (ought): Indicating duty or obligation

Source: AllWords.com (http://www.allwords.com/word-ought.html)

Definition (ought): 1. Used to indicate duty or correctness, typically when criticizing someone’s actions. 2. Used to indicate something that is probable

Source: Oxford University Press (http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1O997-ought.html)

Discussion – Ought
The usage of the word “ought” opens the door for debaters to push discussion in to the philosophical realm. This means that the affirmative and the negative may choose to frame the case as a specific question, for example: “what is the duty of legislators?” Ought can either play a major or minor role in the debate depending upon the interpretations presented by each debater. 
Definitions – Guided 

Definition (guided): 1. To serve as a guide for someone or something. 3. To exert control or influence over someone or something.

Source: AllWords (http://www.allwords.com/query.php?SearchType=3&Keyword=guide&goquery=Find+it!&Language=ENG&v_PageSize=25)

Definition (guide): 3. Something that offers basic information or instruction. 4. A model or standard for making comparisons. 6. A structure or marking that serves to direct the motion or positioning of something.

Source: Princeton Wordnet (http://wordnetweb.princeton.edu/perl/webwn?s=guide)

Definition (guide): A device for steadying or directing the motion of something

Source: Merriam-Webster (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/guide)

Discussion – Guided

The term “guided” is deceptively influential with respect to how judges will evaluate debates. Debaters may choose strict or loose interpretations, thus outlining to what precision and severity the foreign policies defended by the affirmative must model the ideology of American exceptionalism. Although there are some exceptions, affirmative debaters should defend a loose interpretation of “guided”, so as to allow themselves flexibility in characterizing the foreign policy model they must advocate. Negative debaters should choose a strict interpretation, so as to pin their opponents to very specific foreign policy choices.

Definitions – American Exceptionalism

Definition (American exceptionalism): A term used to describe the belief that the United States is an extraordinary nation with a special role to play in human history; a nation that is not only unique but also superior. Alexis de Tocqueville was the first to use the term "exceptional" to describe the United States and the American people in his classic work Democracy in America (1835–1840), but the idea of America as an exceptional entity can be traced back to the earliest colonial times. Jack P. Greene's analysis of a wealth of contemporary materials has established that by "the beginning of the nineteenth century the idea of America as an exceptional entity had long been an integral component in the identification of America." Many scholars of the belief in American  exceptionalism argue that it forms one of the core elements of American  national identity and American nationalism. Deborah Madsen, for example, contends that exceptionalism is "one of the most important concepts underlying modern theories of American cultural identity." It is a central part of the American belief system or what Benedict Anderson calls its "imagined community."

Source: Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy (http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1G2-3402300063.html)

Definition: (exceptionalism): 1. The condition of being different from the norm. 2. A theory expounding the exceptionalism, especially of a nation or region.

Source: Merriam-Webster (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/exceptionalism)

Definition (exceptionalism): 1. The state of being special, exceptional or unique. 2. The belief that a particular nation does not conform to an established norm.

Source: AllWords (http://www.allwords.com/word-exceptionalism.html)

Definition (exceptionalism): A claim, a pattern of claiming, or an assertion that the subject under discussion is claiming, special exemption to commonly-held relationships or principles. It is used most frequently in historical surveys and in association with an assertion of destiny, i.e. that the supposedly exceptional character draws from or is intended or useful for a larger, perhaps ideological, purpose.

Source: WordIQ (http://www.wordiq.com/definition/Exceptionalism)

Discussion – American Exceptionalism

Perhaps the most important limiting term in the resolution, the phrase “American exceptionalism” can be interpreted either broadly or narrowly, as well as either strictly or loosely. Two key distinctions are important before digging into this discussion: 

First, taking the phrase as a whole will likely generate a different meaning than defining each word separately. Because the concept of “American exceptionalism” emerged as an ideology unique to America, it discarded older understandings of “exceptionalism” as descriptive of an attribute, as opposed to prescriptive of an ideology; thus, debaters who choose to define the terms separately will likely face an uphill battle both with respect to field context, as well as basic argument coherency.

Second, the wording of the resolution presents a unique opportunity for creativity, insofar as it claims US foreign policy ought to be guided by American exceptionalism, as opposed to simply being American exceptionalism. The result, then, is that many crafty affirmative debaters will wiggle in to unique cases by suggesting that the policies they defend follow logically from the general ideology of American exceptionalism, even if they are not, themselves, exceptionalist.

Once again, however, there is no “correct answer” regarding what kinds of interpretations the affirmative and negative should be choosing. As a rule, however, presume that a broad and/or loose interpretation of American exceptionalism will allow both sides lots of flexibility with respect to how they generate offense, whereas a narrow and/or strict interpretation of American exceptionalism will limit the debate to a few key issues. Based on the kinds of arguments and advantages you end up preferencing, it should become apparent what kind of interpretation is strategically desirable.
1.3 Affirmative Strategy

Most affirmatives on this topic will “dig in” and defend some form of US hegemony. Because the link arguments between a foreign policy modeled after American exceptionalism and a world of unlimited American hegemony are so great, this strategy allows affirmative debaters to dictate where the key issues in the debate will be, and prepare for the most obvious negative arguments. This strategy requires plenty of research, not only with respect to the top-level impacts to hegemony, but also with respect to the interactions between the positive and negative effects of increases US influence. Debaters who choose to adopt this model should presume that 90% of judging decisions will boil down to whether or not an increase in US hegemony is desirable in the world.

Alternative strategic options for affirmative debaters lie mostly in two genres. The first of these options uses the word “ought” in the resolution to focus the debate upon ethics and the moral desirability of the policies they defend. Although these debates will have much in common with the “big-stick” ones described above, they will also allow debaters to “frame” debates in terms of specific policy choices, as opposed to their eventual terminal results. Debaters who go this route should expect judging decisions to come down to framing issues, especially with respect to the judge’s and ballot’s role in debate.

The second alternative strategy for affirmative debaters uses a sort of “run-and-hide” tactic to evade negative responses. Because the terms in the resolution offer so much flexibility in terms of breadth, it seems possible to severely limit the resolution’s meaning to include a miniscule subset of US policies. Although debaters who go this route won’t be able to access large-scale impacts (war, economic collapse, etc.), they may have a very good argument as to how their advocacy doesn’t link to the vast majority of negative arguments. Debaters who pursue this strategy should presume that most judging decisions will hinge on how “small” judges allow their advocacy to become as a result of debates at the definitional level.

1.4 Negative Strategy

On the negative side of the resolution, debaters must be prepared for a very diverse set of strategic options that affirmative debaters will throw at them. All of these options, however, require an in-depth understanding of hegemony, particularly of the potential positive and negative effects it might have in the world. Debaters should have a couple of goals in researching this “impact-level” debate:

First, diversity of arguments is key- A debater who reads twelve great pieces of evidence about how hegemony causes war may win the truth of that specific argument, but it is very unlikely that he or she will be able to deploy that evidence in a way that deals with a broad set of claims; for example, “hegemony solves human rights, disease spread, economic cooperation, and ethnic cleansing”. Diversify research so as to have a number of angles to take in discussing the potential impacts of hegemony.

Second, diversity of warrants is just as key- Judges don’t decide debate by counting the number of cards on an issue; they read the evidence, and compare the warrants in play. If one piece of evidence says “hegemonic primacy deters rivals – solves war”, and another says “hegemony destabilizes deterrence, incentivizes proliferation, inspires fear and backlash, and shatters global coalition-building”, the diversity of warrants will almost always win out.

Beyond the simple impact-level discussion of hegemony, negative debaters should be ready to deal with a couple of key affirmatives in particular. In the same order as they are outlined above:

In response to “big-stick” affirmatives- Try to pick certain points in the impact debate and win them outright. If the affirmative is spreading out, reading four or five different impacts to hegemony, try to identify the best ones, and read more, diversely-warranted, cards on those particular questions. In this way, you simultaneously cripple their best offense, and generate clear offense for youself. If, on the other hand, the affirmative seems hell-bent on winning “hegemony solves war”, play defense a little bit, but mostly work on setting up a broad set of impact claims that let you win impact-calculation debates in rebuttals. Having the ability to identify and explode multiple impact scenarios lends a lot of credibility to your broader advocacy, that US exceptionalism is net worse for the world at large.

In response to ethics and “run-and-hide” affirmatives, it’s important to identify the specifics of an opponent’s advocacy, and make sure that your offense is specifically tied there. This undercuts the broader goal of these cases.
1.8 Topic Abstract

“American exceptionalism,” that is, the belief that the United States is an extraordinary nation with a special role to play in human history, guides our resolution. While there are many different instances of US policies modeling this ideology of significant uniqueness, none do so as robustly or aggressively as those of the Bush administration. The aggressive foreign policy of the Bush administration brought forth a while new era of critique surrounding US hegemony. As the dust finally settled, academics and policy-makers alike looked back at the past eight years and came to the same unsettling question: what next? Faced with a host of new challenges that seemed totally unreceptive to simple exertion of hegemony, Americans seemed to be forced to choose between the traditional strategy of playing the global hegemon on the one hand, and a radical break from the current trajectory on the other. At the heart of their decision then, lies the broader question of what the proper role of the US is within the global community; and as consequence, the viability of American exceptionalism itself.

It is this very quandary that guides the debate community in selecting this resolution. Although this question is far too broad to be answered in a forty minute debate, the resolution focuses on one specific aspect of the US imperial project, namely that of “American exceptionalism.” The question then is simple: Should US policy-makers ground their political decisions in the assumption that the United States has some unique role to play in the global arena? Consequently, the task at hand for debaters is to endorse and defend their own interpretation of the “proper role” of America in global politics.

In terms of direction, this resolution generally dictates that affirmative debaters defend the desirability of a US foreign policy model that embraces affluence and hegemony, and that negative debaters defend the desirability of a model that general rejects these values. The resulting discussion is framed by a few key questions:
First, does all hegemony function in the same way? The common distinction between “hard power” (that which depends on sheer military might), and “soft power” (that which depends on nonmilitary persuasion) guides this discussion, particularly in the context of debates regarding the relationship between the two kinds of hegemony. A key point of discussion on this resolution, then, should be whether hard and soft power are codependent, independent, or directionally dependent.

Next, does maintenance of the “capacity” to exert influence necessitate “actual” exertion of said influence? Theorists who conclude yes are forced to consider a world of US hegemony as necessarily inclusive of active US hegemony. Conversely, theorists who believe in a flexible understanding of hegemony may advocate the maintenance of hegemony without being forced to defend its constant deployment. The position debaters take on this question will almost certainly determine the kinds of arguments they can credibly forward.

Finally, and probably most centrally, is the effect of increased US influence in the world a net positive or negative thing? This debate rages back and forth constantly, with excellent arguments from both sides. Advocates of hegemony argue that the position of the US as preponderant superpower allows it to serve as a sort of global police officer, protecting the weak, and de-escalating conflicts before they can become full-blown conflagrations. On the other hand, opponents of hegemony point to a history of imperialism and the temptations of global empire as inexorable forces. Their argument roughly, is that any superpower with super-powers will abuse them in a way that is comparatively less stabilizing than a world of global parity.

In debating this resolution, affirmatives will have a broad array of strategic options, particularly with respect to how they describe the foreign policy model they advocate, and negatives will have a similarly broad set of arguments regarding the ways in which these models could have harmful effects. Even more so than on other topics, this resolution should dramatically favor debaters who have done the best research, as opposed to those with the best technical or persuasive abilities. This is partially because of the sheer size of the topic, but also because of the impact that argument flexibility and creativity will have on the negative capacity to respond to “tricky” affirmatives.
Section II: Research Guide

2.1 Annotated Bibliography – Print Sources

Agnew, John, Professor of Geography at the University of California, Los Angeles, Hegemony: The New Shape of Global Power, (Philadelphia: Temple University Press, 2005).

Here, Agnew challenges the theory that recent American foreign policy has been driven solely by an interest in forming or managing a global empire. Instead, he claims, US foreign policy is driven though a single primary interest: to establish and homogenize a world that mirrors the American way of doing business. Criticizing the larger body of “empire work” that has emerged in the last decade, Agnew identifies economic exceptionalism – and by association, the larger ideology of global capitalism – as a key culprit in the project of American neocolonialism. This source would be excellent for debaters seeking to avoid generic discussions of US power projection and military leadership.

Bacevich, Andrew, professor of international relations at Boston University, The Limits of Power: The End of American Exceptionalism, (New York: Oxford University Press, 2006).

Bacevich uses this work to confront the broader question of what America’s proper role should be in the world. Beginning with an overhead analysis of the past decade of foreign policy, Bacevich assesses that the need for dominance and empire entailed by American exceptionalism has led us into an era of perpetual conflict with no exit or resolution. His ultimate conclusion holds the citizens accountable for their complicity and even tacit approval of the current track of US foreign policy.

Bacevich, Andrew, professor of international relations at Boston University, The New American Militarism: How Americans Are Seduced by War, (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2008).

Here, Bacevich argues that Americans unwittingly tie utopian ideology to militarism and preemption. Although his argument maintains that the relationship is mutually-reinforcing, Bacevich’s section on American values is most useful for this topic. Roughly, his argument is thus: American exceptionalism requires us to ascribe to the belief in both the infinite sustainability of American military power and the universality of American social values. This combination can only result in a spiral of militarism that collapses both ideals in upon themselves.

Bacevich, Andrew, professor of international relations at Boston University, Washington Rules: America’s Path to Permanent War, (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2010).

Once again, Bacevich offers an aggressive critique of American exceptionalism, but in a much more limited fashion. Focusing almost exclusively on military policy, Bacevich uses this work to flesh out the complex relationships between the ideology of American exceptionalism and current national security policy. Although he identifies the Bush administration’s global campaigns of preemption as the starting point for this turn toward what he calls the “Washington Rules”, Bacevich holds the Obama administration accountable for its sustainable maintenance.

Beinart, Peter, Associate Professor of Journalism and Political Science at City University of New York and Senior Fellow at the New America Foundation, The Icarus Syndrome: A History of American Hubris, (New York: HarperCollins, 2010).

Beinart uses the myth of Icarus as a model for American foreign policy. Beinart identifies Icarus’ primary character flaw, hubris, as the basis for each of America’s major foreign policy mistakes in the last century. Three examples guide this study: First, Woodrow Wilson’s hubris of reason; Second, Kennedy’s hubris of toughness and resilience; and Third, George Bush’s hubris of dominance and military preemption. Following on these conclusions, Beinart argues that Obama must learn from these mistakes and avoid falling into the trap of hubris of optimism and utopianism inherent in the current project of American global mastery.

Black, Jeremy, Professor of History at Exeter Univeristy, U.K., Great Powers and the Quest for Hegemony: The World Order Since 1500, (New York: Routledge Publishers, 2007).

Black’s work offers an excellent background for researchers unfamiliar with hegemony as a political concept. Using several case studies, Black traces the rise of the Great Powers, and the kinds of interests that motivate their decisions in global politics.

Chomsky, Noam, Institute Professor and Professor Emeritus of Linguistics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Hegemony or Survival: America’s Quest for Global Dominance, (New York: Holt Publishing, 2004).

In this work, Chomsky challenges the traditional theory that the Bush administration’s preemptive campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan emerged as specific responses to the September 11 attacks. Instead, he argues, they should be read as the inevitable evolution of what has been the shape and direction of US foreign policy for many decades. Using case studies of US intervention from Cuba to Nicaragua to the Middle East, Chomsky argues that the current geopolitical philosophy of global empire-building is hardly a new conception, but merely a necessary extension of an ideology that puts US exceptionalism and US interests first.

Hodgson, Godfrey, Fellow at the Rothermere American Institute, University of Oxford, The Myth of American Exceptionalism, (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2010).

In his work, Hodgson directly challenges the theory of American exceptionalism. Two broader claims make this work useful with respect to the topic: Hodgson argues first, that the current geopolitical situation of the US is rooted in geographical and historical good fortune, and second, that the idea of America as “divinely ordained” is so strongly entrenched that current academia has thus far lacked the capacity to challenge it.

Johnson, Chalmers, professor emeritus at UC San Diego, Blowback: The Costs and Consequences of American Empire, (New York: Holt Publishing, 2004).

Johnson’s work makes a desperate call for a reversal in the direction of US foreign policy. Focusing on economic and military policies in particular, Johnson argues that the US needs to abandon the post-Cold War global empire in order to avoid a wave of global backlashes.

Johnson, Chalmers, professor emeritus at UC San Diego, Dismantling the Empire: America’s Last Best Hope, (New York: Metropolitan Books, 2010).

Here, Johnson presents a series of alternatives to the current track of American exceptionalism and global empire. Building off his work in Blowback, Johnson argues that the only viable option is to begin dismantling the American empire before it dismantles itself. Using the history of past empires, Johnson applies the traditional argument of inevitable imperial overstretch to the situation at hand.

Lewis, John P., professor of Economics and International affairs at Princeton University, The Goliath Problem: The Wages of Hegemony, (Princeton, NJ: Pinninti Publishers, 2004).

In this work, Lewis takes a longer-track view of the last century of American foreign policy as a guide for the current situation of US hegemony. Comparing the US constitution to a sobriety pledge, Lewis argues that a certain kind of politeness is necessary to repair the damage done over the past few decades of American exceptionalism. Lewis argues that the US could make great strides in this regard by allowing a greater role for multilateralism.

Lipset, Seymour Martin, Hazel Professor of Public Policy at the Institute of Public Policy, George Mason University and Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institute at Stanford University, American Exceptionalism A Double Edged Sword, (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1996).

Lipset’s work is an extraordinary research guide in and of itself. It takes the traditional position of defending the “truth” of American exceptionalism, without necessarily defending its desirability. Offering a broad array of sources and studies as evidence, Lipset presents a solid argument as to how the situation of the United States is “qualitatively different” than other developed nations, without necessarily being superior as a result.

Manokha, Ivan, Head of Masters in International Affairs, Institut d'Etudes Politiques, France, The Political Economy of Human Rights Enforcement: Moral and Intellectual Leadership in the Context of Global Hegemony, (New York: Macmillan, 2008).

Manokha analyzes the history of humanitarian intervention in America’s post-Cold War era foreign policy. Although he acknowledges the specific situations where military and economic intervention can be justified, Manokha focuses on the unintended consequences of these interventions. Relating these case studies to the broader context of the politics of development and neoliberalism, Manokha argues that the end result of many humanitarian interventions is merely the perpetuation of poverty and crisis.

Nuechterlein, Donald E., Rockefeller Research Scholar at the University of California, Berkeley, Defiant Superpower: The New American Hegemony, (Dulles, VA: Potomac Books Inc., 2006).

In this work, Nuechterlein traces the evolution of US foreign policy in the shadow of the Bush Doctrine and the emergence of the global war on terror. In a balanced analysis, Nuechterlein argues that while the Bush administration’s defiant unilateralism had the initial effect of enhancing US hegemony, it has since left the US isolated and overstretched. Without advocating a complete foreign policy reversal, Nuechterlein prescribes a narrow path for US hegemony to identify and protect America’s realistic interests.

Pease, Donald E., Avalon Foundation Professor of the Humanities at Dartmouth College, The New American Exceptionalism, (Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press, 2009).

Without weighing in on the “truth” of American exceptionalism, Pease considers the ways that the dogmatic perception of America’s “uniqueness” has shaped US policies at home and abroad. Pease analyzes key contemporary examples, ranging from the securitization of domestic policy to the preemptive evolution of the global war on terror.

Pfaff, William, freelance author and Hudson Institute Fellow, The Irony of Manifest Destiny: The Tragedy of America's Foreign Policy, (New York: Walker & Company, 2010).

In this work, Pfaff traces the roots of American exceptionalism and the repercussions they’ve had on and within US foreign policy. Beginning with the Cold War policy of “containment”, Pfaff follows the evolution of US interventionism through its evolution into a full-scale global project for ending tyranny. His conclusion is that this project, though ideologically noble, is doomed to fail because of its scope and content.

Plehwe, Dieter, Senior Fellow at the Social Science Research Centre in Berlin, Neoliberal Hegemony: A Global Critique, (New York: Routledge Publishers, 2007).

Another good source for debates seeking to discuss economic hegemony, Plehwe’s work highlights neoliberalism as a deceptively active force in global policy. Beginning with an analysis of “self-conscious neoliberals”, Plehwe continues to compare them to what he identifies as “unaware neoliberals”. His eventual conclusion is that the neoliberal ideology has effectively permeated the geopolitical sphere, both in terms of the leaders to direct foreign policy, as well as the academics who criticize it.

Strickland, Wilton H., J.D., Unlawful Government: The Gathering Threat of Global Hegemony, (Pennsylvania: Infinity Publishing, 2009).

Strickland’s work offers a unique perspective, distinguishing between the hegemony of the nation-state and that of global institutions. Identifying the globalization of multilateral institutions as a distinct possibility in the coming era, Strickland argues that the evolution of such a system is comparably worse than the current model of nation-state hegemony for global stability. Strickland claims that current critiques of American hegemony stem from a broader fear of what harm power rivals might bring, and that a turn toward global citizenship wouldn’t remedy this. Worse still, Strickland points out that the terminal result of a global government is a similar unipolar authority, but without the necessary external checks provided by other sovereign actors.

2.2 Annotated Bibliography – Online

Disarmament and International Security, no formal authors, Background Guide, Fall, 1999, http://www.ocf.berkeley.edu/~ucbmun/materials/disecFall99.doc, accessed 8/21/07

This piece is useful for both sides of the topic. Quite simply, it does a comparative analysis of both past and potential future nuclear versus conventional wars in terms of the number of deaths. Ultimately, it concludes that conventional wars are worse, both in terms of probability, and in terms of their propensity to spill over and escalate.

Heiler, Robert, political speechwriter, McCain-Palin 2008 staff, “President Obama and American Exceptionalism,” Real Clear Politics, October 26, 2009. (http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/10/26/promises_personality_cults_and_american_exceptionalism_98878.html)

Heiler’s piece attempts to understand Obama’s reluctance to embrace American Exceptionalism. Beginning with a brief analysis of Obama’s unique “cult of personality”, Heiler moves to argue that Obama’s inability to move past partisan politics stems from an unwillingness to embrace exceptionalism as a unifying force.

Horner, Charles General in U.S. Air Force (Retired); Former Commander-in-Chief, U.S. Space Command, Duke Journal of Comparative & International Law, Fall, 1997, p. np.

In this piece, Horner argues that while the core of deterrence theory is sound, the existence of proliferation complicates the equation. Because a stable deterrent is essential for deterrence theory to operate, the introduction of multiple actors without specifically identified deterrents has a separate destabilizing effect. Horner argues that bipolarity between the United States and the Soviet Union provided the optimal environment for proliferation because other countries already possessed nuclear capabilities. The status quo doesn’t seem to fit this model.
Nanda, Ved, director of the International Legal Studies Program at the University of Denver College of Law, The Denver Post, January 9, 2002, p. np.

Nanda’s essay considers the impacts of imbalances in hegemony, particularly in the context of shifting balances of power. Nanda identifies the loss of unipolarity as a potential igniter for multiple scenarios for global conflict.
Spiro, Peter J., Professor of Law at Hofstra University, “The New Sovereigntists: American Exceptionalism and Its False Prophets,” Foreign Affairs, November/December 2000. (http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/56621/peter-j-spiro/the-new-sovereigntists-american-exceptionalism-and-its-false-pro)

Spiro’s essay analyzes the way that US policy-makers have suddenly ascribed to a broader theory of American exceptionalism. Tracing this back to traditional anti-internationalist conservatives, Spiro argues that the “false prophets” of American exceptionalism have successfully persuaded both the academic and political leaders of the US that a turn toward multilateral institutions is not only futile, but at times even dangerous. Offering a seemingly simple blueprint to “protect” American values and ideologies, these conservative intellectuals use the “sovereignty” of American institutions against the “threat” of international institutions.

Wilson, James Q., chairman of the Council of Academic Advisers at AEI, “American Exceptionalism,” American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, August 29, 2006. (http://www.aei.org/issue/24842)

Wilson’s essay focuses on American exceptionalism in the context of global democracy promotion. Using the campaigns of the Bush administration as case studies, Wilson analyzes the repercussions of failed democracy promotion, particularly in countries where the seeds of democracy had not yet been planted. His eventual conclusion is that the US must be cautious in its efforts, because the “uniqueness” of American values makes them extremely difficult to transplant.

Section III: The Affirmative

3.1 Sample Affirmative Constructive

We’re here to debate the resolution-

Resolved: United States foreign policy ought to be guided by American exceptionalism.

A few key definitions should guide this debate:

Foreign Policy: The totality of a state’s relations with and polices toward other states. 

Source: SEMP Disaster Dictionary (http://www.semp.us/publications/disaster_dictionary.php?letter=F)

Ought: Used to express obligation, advisability

Source: Merriam-Webster (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/ought)

Guided: To serve as a guide for someone or something.

Source: AllWords (http://www.allwords.com/query.php?SearchType=3&Keyword=guide)

American Exceptionalism: A term used to describe the belief that the United States is an extraordinary nation with a special role to play in human history; a nation that is not only unique but also superior. 
Source: Encyclopedia of American Foreign Policy (http://www.highbeam.com/doc/1G2-3402300063.html)

VALUE: LIFE

My value for today is life, specifically defined as its maximum preservation and protection.

CRITERION: UTILITARIANISM

My criterion for this debate, must therefore, be that of utilitarianism defined as the greatest good for the greatest number of people. Only utilitarianism clearly achieves the intended goal of preserving the maximum number of lives. Based off this criteria and value I would like to present several advantages to a world of US foreign policy guided by American exceptionalism.

CONTENTION ONE: AN EXCEPTIONAL LEADER

A. AMERICAN EXCEPTIONALISM AND “SWAGGER” IS KEY TO PERCEPTUAL LEADERSHIP
Simon Serfaty, Professor of International Politics at Old Dominion University.  2005. The Vital Partnership: Power and Order. Pg. 25-26

Whatever the risk of overextension there may be for the United States, countries abroad are increasingly concerned with an American temptation to impose its will and define the terms of change in the world at will. Indeed, whether the events of September 11 changed the world is moot: for America to assert that they did was enough for the world to be actually changed. Few imperial powers in history have enjoyed as much saliency in the world as the United States. The American language is the language of choice for businessmen and diplomats, students and scholars, and oth¬ers. Even Europe is entering the “final” phase of its institutional transfor¬mation with an implicit understanding that American (which used to be known as English) rather than French (which used to dominate even when Britain ruled) has become the common second language of the Eu¬ropean Union. This is the language that all twenty-five European Com¬missioners initially named by President Jose Manuel Barroso in October 2004 claimed to speak, as compared to eleven of them who were still re¬ported to speak French;33 but more significantly, this is also the language that brings with it a populist culture that transcends its quintessential American identity and carries a lifestyle that undermines past national or even regional claims of U.S. exceptionalism. McDonald’s is one symbol among many others—”the new version of America’s star-spangled ban¬ner, whose . . . cultural hegemony ruins alimentary behavior” formerly viewed as a “sacred reflection” of national identity.34 “I want to be like Mike,” is no longer a credo for Americans only. The world wants to “be like Mike,” even if most countries lack the athleticism, the confidence, and the discipline they need to make it a contest—meaning a lack of power, independence, and even institutions.

B. ACTIVE AMERICAN EXCEPTIONALISM IS KEY TO CREDIBILITY OF US HEGEMONY
Robert Kagan, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, July 1995, “A retreat from power? Republican Party and foreign policy,” American Jewish Committee.
The term "isolationist" has never fairly described any American foreign policy at any time, and it is of no greater value today. A party that demands the immediate expansion of NATO eastward; that stands for international free trade and rigorous efforts to enforce global nuclear non-proliferation; and that speaks constantly of the need for American leadership in the world is not an isolationist party. Nor does history simply repeat itself. But without conjuring up alarmist visions of a new Nazi Germany or Imperial Japan, it does not take a great deal of foresight to see the dangers that might arise from an American "return to normalcy" in the 1990's. Today's relatively benign international order was created by the United States in World War II and in the subsequent four-and-a-half decades of the cold war through great effort and at great expense. It is especially the product of the ideologically-charged global activism that characterized the Reagan years, when Americans, guided by Reagan's simple vision, came to understand the close links among the spread of democracy, the expansion of free markets, the deterrence and punishment of aggression, and American security. This benign order is neither the natural state of the world nor the inevitable product of a Hegelian dialectic. It is, on the contrary, a fragile, temporary situation, and dependent for its continuance on high levels of American power, influence, and engagement. If America begins to behave like a more "normal" power, the rest of the world will adjust accordingly--adjust, that is, to the diminution of American influence and involvement.

CONTENTION TWO: LEADING THE WAY

A. US HEGEMONY IS THE ONLY WAY TO EFFECTIVELY PROMOTE DEMOCRACY
Bradley A. Thayer, Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 42-43.

The American Empire gives the United States the ability to spread its form of government, democracy, and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Using American power to spread democracy can be a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as for the United States. This is because democracies are more likely to align themselves with the United States and be sympathetic to its worldview. In addition, there is a chance—small as it may be—that once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of conflict will be reduced further. Natan Sharansky makes the argument that once Arabs are governed democratically, they will not wish to continue the conflict against Israel.58 This idea has had a big effect on President George W. Bush. He has said that Sharansky’s worldview “is part of my presidential DNA.”59

B. ACTIVE US LEADERSHIP IS KEY TO PROTECT HUMAN RIGHTS
Michael Ignatieff, director of the Carr Center at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, Hamilton Spectator, January 18, 2003. American Empire.

Regime change also raises the difficult question for Americans of whether their own freedom entails a duty to defend the freedom of others beyond their borders. Yet it remains a fact -- as disagreeable to those left wingers who regard American imperialism as the root of all evil as it is to the right-wing isolationists, who believe that the world beyond our shores is none of our business -- that there are many peoples who owe their freedom to an exercise of American military power. It's not just the Japanese and the Germans who became democrats under the watchful eye of Generals MacArthur and Clay. There are the Bosnians whose nation survived because American air power and diplomacy forced an end to a war the Europeans couldn't stop. There are the Kosovars who would still be imprisoned in Serbia, if not for Gen. Wesley Clark and the Air Force. The list of people whose freedom depends on American air and ground power also includes the Afghans and, most inconveniently of all, the Iraqis.  The moral evaluation of empire gets complicated when one of its benefits might be freedom for the oppressed. Iraqi exiles are adamant: even if the Iraqi people might be the immediate victims of an American attack, they would also be its ultimate beneficiaries.  
CONTENTION THREE: NO BEAUTY IN THE BREAKDOWN

A. COLLAPSE OF US LEADERSHIP SPARKS TRANSITION WARS
Bradley Thayer, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, December, 2006, "In Defense of Primacy,” The National Interest.

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. 
B. NO OFFENSE – THE RESULTING POWER VACCUUM FORCES THE US TO REENGAGE CONFLICTS
Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs @ Georgetown University. 2005, The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century. 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. 
C. THE US IS KEY – NO ALTERNATIVE ACTORS CAN REMEDY GLOBAL INSTABILITY

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

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.
3.2 Evidence – US Exceptionalism Good

Exceptionalism Good – Freedom

1. EXCEPTIONALISM KEY TO PERSONAL LIBERTY AND FREEDOM
Ken Blackwell, Fellow of the National Academy of Public Administration and Family Research Council, “Liberty and American Exceptionalism,” The Huffington Post, July 4, 2010. (http://www.huffingtonpost.com/ken-blackwell/liberty-and-american-exce_b_635077.html)

We don't just celebrate the historical fact of America's birth. When we celebrate Independence Day, we celebrate everything for which the United States stands. We celebrate the right to speak what we will, no matter how unpopular, without fear of government reprisal. We celebrate our right to worship according to the dictates of our conscience. We celebrate our right to bear arms in defense of ourselves and our freedom. We celebrate our right to be secure in our homes and our families, and should we become entangled with the law, our right not to be deprived of life, liberty or property without due process, which includes everything from our right to a jury trial, to our right to a lawyer, to our right to not incriminate ourselves or be tortured. While many of us take those rights for granted, the reality is that they are rare, both in history and even around the globe today. But those rights, that liberty, is what we celebrate on the Fourth of July. In other words, what we celebrate is American exceptionalism. That's the belief that America is something special. We are a shining beacon of light throughout the world and throughout the annals of history. We are the exception, not the rule.

2. ONLY AMERICAN EXCEPTIONALISM PRESERVES THE VALUE OF FREEDOM
Andy Rutledge, Principal and chief design strategist for Unit Interactive, LLC, “The Demise of American Exceptionalism,” Design View, April 27, 2010. (http://www.andyrutledge.com/the-demise-of-american-exceptionalism.php)

The United States of America has since its founding been the exception in the world. Our nation stands alone in ways at which other nations can only marvel. Our society has long preserved individuals’ hope and opportunity to a degree that the rest of the world has never enjoyed. No nation on earth has at its core such righteous indignation and intolerance towards tyranny, combined with wise provisions for the preservation of individual liberty, as does the United States of America. Our Constitution recognizes and preserves individual liberty to a degree found nowhere else in human history, and in this respect our nation stands as the lone exception in the world. This is American exceptionalism: the ways in which our nation represents the otherwise unthinkably just and moral exception to the examples set by other nations. The United States of America has long truly been that shining city on a hill—as described by Ronald Reagan, and John F. Kennedy before him, and John Winthrop before him (in 1630). Yes, we have aspired to create, as Jesus in his Sermon on the Mount described, “…the light of the world. A city that is set on a hill cannot be hidden. No one after lighting a lamp puts it under the bushel basket, but on the lampstand, and it gives light to all in the house…”

3. CRITICS IGNORE PRACTICAL CHANGE – EXCEPTIONALISM SOLVES INCREMENTAL IMPROVEMENTS
Joseph Loconte, lecturer in politics at King’s College in New York City, “Two Cheers for American Exceptionalism,” The American, March 5, 2010. (http://www.american.com/archive/2010/march/two-cheers-for-american-exceptionalism/)

The fact remains, however, that America’s achievements in the cause of freedom owe a large debt to this belief in the exceptional character of its democratic culture. American  virtue is always mixed with vices, its noblest aims always tainted by self-interest; such is the nature of human life and human societies. America’s democratic example does not shine like John Winthrop’s biblical “city on a hill”—ever pure, steady, and bright. But it is visible, nonetheless. The great and grievous flaw of America’s critics is to despise this light, to confuse it with darkness. A left-wing blogger expressed their gloomy outlook: “The only city on a hill we resemble today is Mordor!” Here is the cry of the embittered utopian: Let him remain in the sanctuary, where his mischief is contained. Let others, flawed in character yet humane in purpose, do the hard work that only statesmen can do.

Exceptionalism Good – Leadership/Hegemony
1. EXCEPTIONALISM KEY TO US CREDIBILITY AND LEADERSHIP
Joseph Loconte, lecturer in politics at King’s College in New York City, “Two Cheers for American Exceptionalism,” The American, March 5, 2010. (http://www.american.com/archive/2010/march/two-cheers-for-american-exceptionalism/)

Imperial ambition? Apocalyptic zeal? It was the Truman Doctrine that made possible the Marshall Plan, which rescued Western Europe from economic ruin. It was this view, more or less, that guided America’s foreign policy establishment during the Cold War. This is clear from NSC 68, the national security document that articulated the doctrine of containment. The theme of American exceptionalism is one of its dominant narratives: “In the absence of affirmative decision on our part, the rest of the free world is almost certain to become demoralized,” the authors warned. “Our friends will become more than a liability to us; they can eventually become a positive increment to Soviet power.”

2. AGGRESSIVE UNILATERALISM IS KEY TO THE PERCEPTION OF US LEADERSHIP
Michael Mazarr, adjunct professor of security studies at Georgetown University, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002. “Saved from Ourselves?”

U.S. policy, meanwhile, will remain -- as it must and should -- a mixture of multilateral compromise and unilateral leadership. The issue is not one of a black-and-white choice, but of balance between the two. The United States sometimes defends principles and values that others find uncomfortable. This principled leadership often has value, and straight-jacketing U.S. policy with a compulsion to always be multilateral would not serve U.S. interests or world peace and security. At least some of the accords that the Bush administration rejected in its so-called unilateralist frenzy happened to be pretty rotten deals, the ignore-developing-nations'-pollution Kyoto accord and the verification-challenged biological weapons protocol chief among them. The developments generate sympathy for the argument of Steven Miller, who sees no particular reason to believe that a United States at war against terror must be a United States in love with multilateralism. The leadership challenge is a paradoxical and therefore maddening one: to promote a specific vision of international security unapologetically and to defend sometimes selfish interests and values while leading collaboratively and altruistically. Arguably, our single most important national security currency is at stake: other nations' and peoples' perceptions of U.S. power. 

3. THE SYMBOL IS KEY – AMERICAN SWAGGER SOLVE CREDIBILITY AND LEADERSHIP
Joseph Loconte, lecturer in politics at King’s College in New York City, “Two Cheers for American Exceptionalism,” The American, March 5, 2010. (http://www.american.com/archive/2010/march/two-cheers-for-american-exceptionalism/)

When Reagan entered the White House in January 1981, he quickly gave voice to his convictions. He made this prediction: “The years ahead will be great ones for our country, for the cause of freedom and for the spread of civilization. The West won’t contain Communism, it will transcend Communism … It will dismiss [Communism] as a sad, bizarre chapter in human history whose last pages are even now being written.” Liberals howled. Sovietologists such as Stephen Cohen denounced Reagan’s abandonment of détente as “a pathological rather than a healthy response to the Soviet Union.” America’s misdeeds were on the same scale as those of the Soviets, many argued, and we had no business lecturing them about their “internal” affairs. Reagan rejected this debased view of American democracy, and his beliefs made all the difference. He could discern Soviet weakness. He openly identified the United States with the democratic revolt in the communist world, beginning with Poland. On December 23, 1981, Reagan addressed the American people about the growing crisis: “For a thousand years, Christmas has been celebrated in Poland, a land of deep religious faith, but this Christmas brings little joy to the courageous Polish people. They have been betrayed by their own government.” The president then asked all Americans to light a candle in support of freedom in Poland. It was a potent symbolic act, and it helped make the Polish struggle America’s struggle. Reagan went beyond symbolism, however, and worked behind the scenes—with Britain’s Margaret Thatcher and Pope John Paul II—to aggressively support the Solidarity movement. It would not be long before Solidarity toppled the communist regime in Poland, the first crack in the Iron Curtain. Reagan had sensed the deep vulnerability of Soviet communism at a crisis moment—and exploited it. Make no mistake: The Reagan doctrine was rooted in an unshakable belief in America as the indispensable nation.

3.3 Evidence – US Hegemony Good
Hegemony Prevents Transition Wars (1/2)
1. HEGEMONY SOLVES NUCLEAR WAR
Zalmay Khalilzad, Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci at Columbia, Spring, 1995, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; P. 84.

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

2. RISK OF TRANSITION WARS IS HIGHER ABSENT US HEGEMONY
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.

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

3. WE HAVE SPECIFIC SCENARIOS – FLASHPOINTS IGNITE WITHOUT US HEG TO DETER WAR
Zbigniew Brezezinski, former National Security Advisor. 2004. The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership. Pg. 17.

In reflecting on the security implications of this new reality, it is important to bear in mind the points made earlier. America is the world-transforming society, even revolutionary in its subversive impact on sovereignty-based international politics. At the same time, America is a traditional power, unilaterally protective of its own security while sustaining international stability not only for its own benefit, but for that of the international community as a whole. The latter task com¬pels U.S. policymakers to concentrate on the more traditional U.S. role as the linchpin of global stability. Despite the new realities of global interdependence and the mounting preoccupation of the inter¬national community with such new global issues as ecology, global warming, AIDS, and poverty, the argument that American power is uniquely central to world peace is supported by a simple hypothetical test: What would happen if the U.S. Congress were to mandate the prompt retraction of U.S. military power from its three crucial foreign deployments—Europe, the Far East, and the Persian Gulf? Any such U.S. withdrawal would without doubt plunge the world almost immediately into a politically chaotic crisis. In Europe, there would be a pell-mell rush by some to rearm but also to reach a special arrangement with Russia. In the Far East, war would probably break out on the Korean Peninsula while Japan would undertake a crash program of rearmament, including nuclear weapons. In the Persian Gulf area, Iran would become dominant and would intimidate the adjoining Arab states.

Hegemony Prevents Transition Wars (2/2)
4. US WITHDRAWAL SPARKS WAR
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

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic
5. EMPIRICAL MODELS PROVE – DECLINE CAUSES TRANSITION WARS
Mackubin Thomas Owens, Professor of strategy and force planning at the Naval War College. April 27, 2001. Providence Journal-Bulletin (Rhode Island). “In defense of an American imperium.”

But prosperity depends on stability, and stability depends on some level of security. Thus, a U.S. retreat would in all likelihood lead to a less secure and less prosperous world. It is very likely that the disengagement of the United States would unleash military competition as potential hegemonic powers vie for regional dominance. Countries heretofore defended by the United States would feel compelled to arm, and in many regions previously characterized by relative peace and prosperity, e.g., Western Europe and East Asia, the security dilemma would manifest itself as an arms race or even a preemptive war. Wishful thinking notwithstanding, there is no more reason to believe that today's international security environment is naturally less competitive than it was in the past. Anarchy still prevails in the international system, meaning that the realm of international politics is one of self-help, in which each state is the arbiter of its own security requirements. As the distinguished Yale historian Donald Kagan has observed, to maintain peace in such a world system, the possession by those states who wish to preserve peace of the preponderant power and of the will to accept the burdens of and responsibilities required to achieve that power seems to work best." Such a U.S. role is based on a theory of international relations called hegemonic stability, which holds that an international system established on liberal principles of trade and commerce is not the result of a global invisible hand. Instead, a liberal world system only arises when a hegemonic power is willing and able to provide the world with the collective goods of economic stability and international security. According to the theory of hegemonic stability, a decline in relative U.S. power would most likely create a more disorderly, less peaceful world. The precedent for the United States is the decay of Pax Britannica, a decay that many believe created the necessary, if not sufficient conditions for the two world wars of the 20th Century. As British hegemony declined, smaller states that previously had incentives to cooperate with Britain defected to other powers, causing the international system to fragment. The outcome was twice global war, the second preceded by depression. The decline of American power most likely would lead to a similar outcome.

6. EVEN A PERCEPTUAL DECLINE IS ENOUGH TO INSPIRE AGGRESSION AND WAR
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 Solves Democracy Promotion (1/2)
1. ONLY HEGEMONY CAN MAINTAIN EFFECTIVE DEMOCRACY PROMOTION
Bradley A. Thayer, Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 17.

A second key form of influence occurs through military training and the other military-to-military contacts conducted by the Pentagon. Although most Americans do not know this, the U.S. military and State Department train a large number of foreign military officers, about sixty thousand a year, through its worldwide educational programs, such as the International Mili¬tary Education and Training (IMET) program. They conduct joint exercises on a bilateral or multilateral basis worldwide, and run a program to aid militaries in operating and maintaining U.S. equipment. Officers and civilian officials from 158 countries in Africa, Asia, Europe, Latin America, and the Middle East participate and are taught many aspects of military operations—from military leadership to the latest combat lessons learned from Iraq, to dealing with the media and avoiding human rights abuses. This benefits the officers because they learn from the world’s best military—it is like a premier baseball team, such as the New York Yankees, giving tips to minor-league teams. Those teams would want to learn from the stellar ball clubs so that they may improve their game and benefit from the experience of others. Additionally, foreign civilian leaders want to expose promising military officers to the training to inculcate the officers with a proper conception of the role of the military in democratic states and respect for civilian control. Of course, such military-to-military cooperation also benefits the United States. First, it helps the United States convey its values to the students, many of whom will become senior military leaders in their countries. Students through firsthand experience better understand American life, ideals, and democratic politics. For example, students are taught to respect civilian control of the military and not to abuse enemy prisoners or civilians. Students are also introduced to the U.S. Constitution and Bill of Rights; they are informed how local, state, and federal governments operate in the United States; and they are educated on many other topics related to American politics and culture.

2. SYMBOL OF US LEADERSHIP IS KEY TO GLOBAL DEMOCRACY
Zbigniew Brezezinski, former secretary of state, “The Eurasian Chessboard,” Council on Foreign Relations, 1999, http://www.treemedia.com/cfrlibrary/library/geopolitics/brzezinski.html, accessed 8/10/02

The sudden emergence of the first and only global power has created a situation in which an equally quick end to its supremacy -- either because of America's withdrawal from the world or because of the sudden emergence of a successful rival -- would produce massive international instability. In effect, it would prompt global anarchy. The Harvard political scientist Samuel P. Huntington is right in boldly asserting: A world without U.S. primacy will be a world with more violence and disorder and less democracy and economic growth than a world where the United States continues to have more influence than any other country in shaping global affairs. The sustained international primacy of the United States is central to the welfare and security of Americans and to the future of freedom, democracy, open economies, and international order in the world.

3. US HEGEMONY KEY TO PAVE THE WAY FOR EFFETIVE DEMOCRACY PROMOTION
Samuel Huntington, poli-sci prof @ Harvard. International Security, “Why International Primacy Matters?” 1993.

Second, the collapse of the Soviet Union leaves the United States as the only major power whose national identity is defined by a set of universal political and economic values. For the United States these are liberty, democracy, equality, private property, and markets. In varying degrees other major countries may from time to time support these values. Their identity, however, is not defined by these values, and hence they have far less commitment to them and less interest in promoting them than does the United States. This is not, obviously, to argue that these values are always at the forefront of American foreign policy; other concerns and needs have to be taken into consideration. It is, rather, to argue that the promotion of democracy, human rights, and markets are far more central to American policy than to the policy of any other country. Following in the footsteps of both Jimmy Carter and Ronald Reagan, Bill Clinton has committed himself to a foreign policy of “democratic realism” in which the central goal of the United States will be the promotion of democracy in the world. The maintenance of American primacy and the strengthening of American influence in the world are indispensable to achieving that goal. To argue that primacy does not matter is to argue that political and economic values do not matter and that democracy does not or should not matter. A world without U.S. primacy will be a world with more violence and disorder and less democracy and economic growth than a world where the United States continues to have more influence than any other country in shaping global affairs. The sustained international primacy of the United States is central to the welfare and security of Americans and to the future of freedom, democracy, open economies, and international order in the world.
Hegemony Solves Democracy Promotion (2/2)
4. US LEADERSHIP IS KEY TO DEMOCRACY
Madeline Albright, Secretary of State, FNS, February 11, 1997

Mr. Chairman, more than seven years have passed since the fall of the Berlin Wall and five years since the demise of the Soviet Union. Today, America is secure, our economy vibrant, and our ideals ascendant. Across the globe, the movement towards open societies and open markets is wider and deeper than ever before. Democracy's triumph is neither accidental nor irreversible; it is the result of sustained American leadership. It would not have been possible without the power of our example, the strength of our military, or the constancy and creativity of our diplomacy. That is the central lesson of the twentieth century -- and this lesson must continue to guide us if we are to safeguard our interests as we enter the twenty-first. Make no mistake: the interests served by American foreign policy are not the abstract inventions of State Department planners; they are the concrete real, ties of our daily lives. Think about it.

5. COLLAPSE OF US HEGEMONY REVERSES PERCEPTIONS OF LIBERAL DEMOCRACY
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995 

Realistically and over the longer term, however, a neo-isolationist approach might well increase the danger of major conflict, require a greater U.S. defense effort, threaten world peace, and eventually undermine U.S. prosperity. By withdrawing from Europe and Asia, the United States would deliberately risk weakening the institutions and solidarity of the world's community of democratic powers and so establishing favorable conditions for the spread of disorder and a possible return to conditions similar to those of the first half of the twentieth century. In the 1920s and 1930s, U.S. isolationism had disastrous consequences for world peace. At that time, the United States was but one of several major powers. Now that the United States is the world's preponderant power, the shock of a U.S. withdrawal could be even greater. 

6. HEGEMONY KEY TO PERMANENCE OF DEMOCRATIC PROGRESS
Charles Lane, Weekly Standard, January 17, 2000. “The Democracy Wave; Has it crested?”

Thanks to American power, then, fascism and communism have been mostly vanquished. The remaining task is to remove them where they linger (China, North Korea, Cuba, Iraq, Serbia), and to cope with or over-come other ideologically based obstacles to democracy -- like Islamic fundamentalism, the "Asian values" canard, and the tribal and ethnic strife that bedevil the Arab world, sub-Saharan Africa, the Caucasus, and the Balkans. It may take more than a century to handle all of this unfinished business. But, if the United States is serious about defending and consolidating democracy, it will have to identify democracy's enemies and oppose them, both with the force of our ideas and, where necessary, with just plain force. In short, what Joseph Nye has called " soft power" -- foreign aid, trade, and the other persuasive tools which Carothers and Diamond emphasize -- may not be enough. "Hard power," the maintenance of a strong U.S. military and a network of global security commitments and alliances capable of protecting democracies and resisting aggressive dictatorships, will surely continue to play an indispensable role. Doubters need only ask themselves whether democracy in Taiwan, South Korea, or even Japan would be stabilized or destabilized by a U.S. pullout from East Asia -- where China increasingly flexes its military muscles. Diamond and Carothers both make eloquent arguments that the United States can help consolidate emerging democracies by better fulfilling its exemplary role: by cleaning up its own democratic act at home. The "demonstration effect" of successful, stable self-government in America, they reason, has proved powerful in the past. So it should prove powerful in the future, as well: The more we do to root out domestic ills like police brutality and crooked campaign financing, the more credibility we will confer on democrats abroad who urge their fellow citizens to emulate us. Let us never stop trying to perfect our own politics, whose example surely has helped inspire would-be democrats across the globe. 
Hegemony Prevents Conflict Escalation
1. US HEGEMONY HAS A CREDIBLE DETTERENT EFFECT AGAINST CONFLICT ESCALATION
Joseph Nye, Assistant Secretary of Defense, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996. “Conflicts after the Cold War.”

A more likely and near-term risk than great power conflicts is that of attempts by rising regional powers to acquire weapons of mass destruction and establish regional hegemony. Wars initiated by these regional powers may draw in the great powers, although the latter will probably see aspiring regional hegemons as shared threats rather than potential allies. This was exemplified when Iraq's seizure of Kuwait posed a threat to world oil markets. In other regions, however, like South Asia, great power interests and constraints are weaker after the Cold War. Deterring regional powers from aggression requires that the great powers seek to contain aspiring regional hegemons, and that they maintain sufficient forward military forces to do so. In particular, three states have capabilities to upset regional power balances, have shown a willingness to do so in the past, and continue to be governed by insular and autocratic rulers: North Korea, Iraq, and Iran. 

2. US LEADERSHIP IS NET STABILIZING – PREVENTS ESCALATION OF REGIONAL CONFLICTS
Joseph Nye, Assistant Secretary of Defense, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996. “Conflicts after the Cold War.”

Each of the major great power wars since 1500 was followed by a period of uncertainty in which statesmen attempted to change the international system or adapt it to prevent a recurrence of great power war. We are at present in a new period of uncertainty after the equivalent of a major great power "war" -- the Cold War. This is very different from past postwar periods for several reasons. First, in some ways it is the most uncertain transition of all because there has been no single, decisive military confrontation or postwar negotiation. Second, the rise and fall of great powers and technological, economic, and cultural change have all accelerated. Third, future conflicts may have very different sources from those of the recently concluded Cold War, which was partly rooted in ideological tensions that are unlikely to reappear, and these conflicts may be altered or constrained by the presence of weapons of mass destruction. This article briefly reviews the likelihood of these three types of conflict after the Cold War. One encouraging conclusion is that the conflicts with the greatest potential for devastation -- great power conflicts over the global balance of power -- are the least likely given the deterrent effects of nuclear weapons and the decreasing importance of territorially defined resources. Still, such conflicts cannot be ruled out entirely because the potential remains for misunderstandings, security dilemmas, and internally unstable great powers. Regional balance of power conflicts like the Persian Gulf War are more probable than world wars and could have wide and lasting regional or global implications, although they are less likely than in the past to catalyze direct military clashes between the great powers. Their prevalence will depend in large part on the constraining role played by the United States as the largest external power.

3. HEGEMONY CHECKS MISCALCULATION – CREDIBLE DETERRENCE IS KEY
Ronald Bosrock, Chair of Management at St. John's University and is the founder and director of the Institute for Global Expansion, Star Tribune, December 27, 1999. 

As we enter the 21st century the conditions calling for a strong U.S. role have increased dramatically. In order for globalization to deliver the promises of a better life for much of the world, the strategy will have to be one of global interdependence rather than global dominance. The United States should play role of broker or moderator. The protesters at the recent World Trade Organization meetings in Seattle had some legitimate complaints. Globalization has provided the benefits of a worldwide economy to only a relatively small number of the Earth's 6 billion inhabitants. In part this disappointment is because the WTO, IMF, World Bank and other agents of economic distribution have lacked a strong and consistent hand of leadership. Only the United States and its partners can bring that to the ever-growing numbers of participants in the global economy. Competition for the world's resources continues to get more crowded as players such as China, India, Indonesia, Brazil, to name a few, jockey for position. It cannot be in the best interest of the United States or any of the current developed economies to allow a vacuum of leadership to develop. When no one is willing to lead, the threat of miscalculation becomes greatest and that could lead to confrontation. If the good guys won't lead, you can only be too sure that the bad guys will be willing to. Recently we have seen China make a bid for entrance into the WTO at the same time Russia looks to China for support because of our somewhat feeble reaction to the mainly civilian war in Chechnya. Russia has made it clear that it does not intend to be left behind in the struggle for globalization. And China has made it clear that it, not Japan, is to be the new Asian superpower.

Hegemony Solves Asia Wars

1. HEGEMONY STABILIZES POWER BALANCE IN ASIA
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.

2. THE ALTERNATIVE IS ARMS RACES AND RAPID CONFLICT ESCALATION
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

3. WITHDRAWAL CAUSES INSTABILITY AND GREAT POWER WARS
Zalmay Khalilzad, et al, Former Professor of Political Science at Columbia and Director of Project Air Force at RAND, Current US Ambassador to Iraq. 2001. “The United States and Asia.” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1315/MR1315.ch3.pdf

A final possible strategy would hinge on a U.S. disengagement from Asia, trusting to the mutual rivalries and suspicions of the regional powers—along with whatever diplomatic or political influence the United States could exert—to prevent any single power from becoming predominant. In the short run, such a strategy would be the cheapest and easiest to pursue. In the long run, however, it would run two major risks. First, a U.S. withdrawal could undermine the peaceful stability that has been the foundation on which Asia’s decades-long economic growth and political transformation have been built. The resulting loss of stability would cause severe and pervasive harm to both the United States and its regional friends. Second, U.S. withdrawal would raise the specter—at present remote but nonetheless worrisome—that a single power would achieve regional hegemony in Asia, bringing the economic and technological resources of Asia under its influence and control and potentially posing a security threat to the United States.

4. HEGEMONY KEY STABILIZER IN EAST ASIA
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 Solves Middle East Wars

1. US WITHDRAWAL SPARKS MIDDLE EAST WARS
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995 

In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony. Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons. If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies. Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oil importing nations. Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis. The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. 

2. US HEGEMONY KEY TO MIDDLE EAST STABILITY
Ian Lesser, Senior Political Scientist at RAND. 1998. Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century. pg. 214.

Finally, the most important extraregional variable for the future of regional security will be the United States itself. Our analysis highlights the enduring nature of U.S. interests in the Middle East. The level and character of our engagement and presence, and our capacity for power projection in times of crisis, will be dominant elements in the regional security equation for the foreseeable future. The influence of the United States on the strategic environment across the region under current conditions cannot be overemphasized. American withdrawal—the end of America’s role as preeminent security guarantor—could transform the security picture in profound terms and could affect the propensity for conflict and cooperation far beyond the region, as other extraregional actors move to fill the strategic vacuum. One of the many potentially disastrous consequences of U.S. withdrawal might be the much more rapid spread of weapons of mass destruction as regional powers strive to substitute for American deterrence or capitalize on their newfound freedom of action.

3. WITHDRAWAL CAUSES MIDDLE EAST WAR
Walter Russell Mead, Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations. Foreign Policy, March 1, 2004.

As part of its sharp-power strategy to address these priorities, the United States maintains a system of alliances and bases intended to promote stability in Asia, Europe, and the Middle East. Overall, as of the end of September 2003, the United States had just over 250,000 uniformed military members stationed outside its frontiers (not counting those involved in Operation Iraqi Freedom); around 43 percent were stationed on NATO territory and approximately 32 percent in Japan and South Korea. Additionally, the United States has the ability to transport significant forces to these theaters and to the Middle East should tensions rise, and it preserves the ability to control the sea lanes and air corridors necessary to the security of its forward bases. Moreover, the United States maintains the world's largest intelligence and electronic surveillance organizations. Estimated to exceed $ 30 billion in 2003, the U.S. intelligence budget is larger than the individual military budgets of Saudi Arabia, Syria, and North Korea.

4. US PRIMACY STABILIZIES THE MIDDLE EAST
Zalmay Khalilzad, RAND, The Washington Quarterly, Spring 1995 

At this point, the United States is the preponderant outside power in the Persian Gulf. Its position there helps to discourage the rise of a rival and will put it in a strong position to compete should one arise. U.S. preponderance serves the interests of the members of the zone of peace because it helps diminish the threat of interruption of oil supplies from the region. But the threat of hostile regional hegemony remains. The United States, with support from its allies, needs to maintain adequate military capability to deter and defeat the threat of regional hegemony from Iraq or Iran. The United States should seek greater contributions from its NATO allies and Japan in meeting the security challenges in this region. Washington and its allies must also encourage regional cooperation among the GCC states and help them cope with the contradictory pressures -- liberal and fundamentalist -- for domestic change that beset them. Given the recent progress in the Arab-Israeli conflict, U.S. security ties with Israel can help in dealing with threats from Iran or Iraq in the Gulf.

3.4 Evidence – Second-Level Answers

AT: Multipolarity Solves
1. INEVITABLE COMPETITION MEANS MULTIPOLARITY COLLAPSES INTO WAR
William Wohlforth, Prof at Dartmouth, 1-1-2009, “Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War,” World Politics, Volume 61, Number 1.

If status matters in the way the theory discussed here suggests, then the widespread view that the rise of a peer competitor and the shift back to a bipolar or multipolar structure present readily surmountable policy challenges is suspect. Most scholars agree with Jacek Kugler and Douglas Lemke’s argument: “[S]hould a satisfied state undergo a power transition and catch up with dominant power, there is little or no expectation of war.” 81 Given that today’s rising powers have every material reason to like the status quo, many observers are optimistic that the rise of peer competitors can be readily managed by fashioning an order that accommodates their material interests. Yet it is far harder to manage competition for status than for most material things. While diplomatic efforts to manage status competition seem easy under unipolarity, theory and evidence suggest that it could present much greater challenges as the system moves back to bipolarity or multipolarity. When status is seen as a positional good, efforts to craft negotiated bargains about status contests face long odds. And this positionality problem is particularly acute concerning the very issue unipolarity solves: primacy. The route back to bipolarity or multipolarity is thus fraught with danger. With two or more plausible claimants to primacy, positional competition and the potential for major power war could once again form the backdrop of world politics. [End Page 57] 

2. MULTIPOLARITY BAD – WAR, ECON, COMPETITION, ENVIRONMENT
Christopher Layne, prof at Texas A&M, 2009, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony,” International Security.
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.

3. MULTIPOLARITY IS UNIQUELY DESTABILIZING WITH MULTIPLE NUCLEAR POWERS
James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, 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. 

AT: Backlash/Resentment (1/2)
1. NO IMPACT TO RESENTMENT
Keir A. Lieber, Professor of Poli-Sci at Notre Dame. AND, Gerard Alexander, Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia. International Security. Summer 2005. “Waiting for Balancing; Why the World Is Not Pushing Back.”

This article argues, in contrast, that both lines of argument are unpersuasive. The past few years have certainly witnessed a surge in resentment and criticism of specific U.S. policies. But great power balancing against the United States has yet to occur, a finding that we maintain offers important insights into states' perceptions and intentions. The United States' nearest rivals are not ramping up defense spending to counter U.S. power, nor have these states sought to pool their efforts or resources for counterbalancing. We argue, further, that discussion of soft balancing is much ado about nothing. Defining or operationalizing the concept is difficult; the behavior typically identified by it seems identical to normal diplomatic friction; and, regardless, the evidence does not support specific predictions suggested by those advancing the concept.  Global interactions during and after the Iraq war have been filled with both a great deal of stasis -- as many states leave their policies toward the United States fundamentally unchanged -- and ironies, such as repeated requests by the United States for its allies to substantially boost their military spending and capabilities, requests that so far have gone unfilled. Moreover, U.S. relations with regional powers such as China, Russia, India, and other key states (e.g., Egypt, Jordan, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia) have improved in recent years. These revealing events and trends are underappreciated by many, perhaps most, analyses in search of balancing.

2. RESENTMENT THEORY IS A LIE
Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs @ Georgetown University. The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century. 2005. Pg. 15.

Indeed, real balancing against the United States has yet to occur. 10 Opposition at the United Nations, diplomatic wrangles, and public disagreements are in no way comparable to traditional power balanc¬ing in the form of arms races or the creation of competing alliances. European governments are by no means agreed in seeking to coun¬terbalance the United States. Elsewhere, the United States actually received considerable, mostly unpublicized, cooperation from a num¬ber of Iraq’s Arab neighbors, including Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Jordan, and the Gulf states, and Washington finds its interactions with many other regional powers to be at least satisfactory and often quite good. Russia under Putin has not followed a policy of confrontation. Rela¬tions with India are in better shape than they have been for half a century, and since 9/11 China, Japan, Indonesia, and Vietnam have conspicuously improved their ties with the United States.

3. CREDIBLE HEGEMONY SOLVES THE IMPACT – DETERS CHALLENGERS
Michael McFaul, research fellow at the Hoover Institution and an associate professor of political science at Stanford, Policy Review, April 2002. “The liberty doctrine: Reclaiming the purpose of American power.”

TO EFFECTIVELY PROMOTE liberty abroad over the long haul, the United States must maintain its overwhelming military advantage over the rest of the world. American hegemonic power deters other great powers in the international system from balancing against the United States. Massive military might offers incentives for less powerful countries to cooperate with the United States. The ability to defeat anti-democratic enemies decisively, quickly, and with minimum loss of life for American armed forces -- Hussein in Iraq, Milosevic in Serbia, and the Taliban in Afghanistan -- offers a powerful argument for the benefits of friendly relations with the United States. If American leaders begin to make internal liberalization a condition of friendly relations with the United States, then sustaining unipolarity helps to promote democracy abroad. Maintaining American economic prowess is also necessary. In addition to maintaining American power, U.S. foreign policymakers must develop policies and military doctrines that can deploy this power to effect regime change. The United States should try to avoid the export of revolution through the barrel of the gun. Yet the United States must have the fortitude, plans, and means available to assist the overthrow of anti-democratic regimes. On rare occasions, discussed below, these resources have to be used. Nevertheless, the mere presence of such resources will help to make American threats about deploying them look more credible. The quick defeat of both Milosevic and the Taliban -- predicted by few at the beginning of these campaigns -- has demonstrated once again that the American armed forces are second to none. Decades of sustained investment in military training, technologies, and personnel have paid off. Yet U.S. armed forces need to continue to retool and reorganize for dealing with the new security challenges of the post-Gold War era. The tens of thousands of U.S. soldiers stationed in Germany waiting to repel a Soviet tank offensive need new missions. Fat budgets cannot be an excuse for avoiding reform. 

AT: Backlash/Resentment (2/2)
4. COUNTRIES WILL ALWAYS SUPPORT THE US
Michael Mandelbaum, Director of the American Foreign Policy program at the Johns Hopkins University. Foreign Policy. Washington: Jan/Feb 2006., Iss. 152; pg. 50, 7 pgs. “David’s Friend Goliath.”

Nor is the world likely to express much gratitude to the United States any time soon. Even if they privately value what the United States does for the world, other countries, especially democratic ones, will continue to express anti-American sentiments. That is neither surprising nor undesirable. Within democracies, spirited criticism of the government is normal, indeed vital for its effective performance. The practice is no different between and among democracies.  Anti-Americanism has many domestic political uses. In many parts of the world, the United States serves as a convenient scapegoat for governments, a kind of political lightning rod to draw away from themselves the popular discontent that their shortcomings have helped to produce. That is particularly the case in the Middle East, but not only there. Former German Chancellor Gerhard Schroder achieved an electoral victory in 2002 by denouncing the war in Iraq. Similarly, it is convenient, even comforting, to blame the United States for the inevitable dislocations caused by the great, impersonal forces of globalization.  But neither the failure to acknowledge America's global role nor the barrage of criticism of it means that the officials of other countries are entirely unaware of the advantages that it brings them. If a global plebiscite concerning America's role in the world were held by secret ballot, most foreign-policy officials in other countries would vote in favor of continuing it. Though the Chinese object to the U.S. military role as Taiwan's protector, they value the effect that American military deployments in East Asia have in preventing Japan from pursuing more robust military policies. But others will not declare their support for America's global role. Acknowledging it would risk raising the question of why those who take advantage of the services America provides do not pay more for them. It would risk, that is, other countries' capacities to continue as free riders, which is an arrangement no government will lightly abandon.  In the end, however, what other nations do or do not say about the United States will not be crucial to whether, or for how long, the United States continues to function as the world's government. That will depend on the willingness of the American public, the ultimate arbiter of American foreign policy, to sustain the costs involved. In the near future, America's role in the world will have to compete for public funds with the rising costs of domestic entitlement programs. It is Social security and Medicare, not the rise of China or the kind of coalition that defeated powerful empires in the past, that pose the greatest threat to America's role as the world's government.

5. EUROPE PROVES – NO IMPACT TO RESENTMENT
Robert Kagan, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. The Washington Post, January 15, 2006. “Still the Colossus.” 

The striking thing about the present international situation is the degree to which America remains what Bill Clinton once called "the indispensable nation." Despite global opinion polls registering broad hostility to George W. Bush's United States, the behavior of governments and political leaders suggests America's position in the world is not all that different from what it was before Sept. 11 and the Iraq war.  The much-anticipated global effort to balance against American hegemony -- which the realists have been anticipating for more than 15 years now -- has simply not occurred. On the  contrary, in Europe the idea has all but vanished. European Union defense budgets continue their steady decline, and even the project of creating a common foreign and defense policy has slowed if not stalled. Both trends are primarily the result of internal European politics. But if they really feared American power, Europeans would be taking more urgent steps to strengthen the European Union's hand to check it.

6. NO SPILLOVER – WHINING DOESN’T CAUSE TANGIBLE BACKLASH
Zbigniew Brezezinski, former National Security Advisor. 2004. The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership. Pg. 91-92.

A serious American-European rivalry would obviously be destructive for both Europe and America. As of now, however, the Europeans lack the unity and motivation to make themselves into a serious military power. Until that happens, American-European quar¬rels are not likely to become major geopolitical contests. Complaints and criticisms that lack teeth have no bite. Nonetheless, given the reciprocal bitterness generated by the transatlantic disagreements over Iraq, it might be wise for Americans to become less persistent in their charge that in the military area, Europe is not doing “enough:’

AT: Entanglement/Overstretch (1/2)

1. US INTERVENTION IS INEVITABLE – PRIMACY SUSTAINS ITSELF
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.

2. NO OVERSTRETCH – THE US ISN’T A PERMANENT EMPIRE
Robert Kagan, Commentary Magazine, Vol. 101, No. 4 April, 1996. “American Power-A Guide for the Perplexed.”

Much of the reasoning behind Kennedy’s theory of imperial overstretch came from an inability to understand that the style of American hegemony, which had been shaped to conform uneasily to American values and principles, had no ready historical precedent. The United States, for all its great power and global reach, was not an empire like others - for the simple reason, as Joseph S. Nye, Jr. pointed out, that “America’s -overseas commitments did not involve the occupation and control of conquered territories.” Some nations under the immense influence of American power might not feel the difference between American imperialism and genuine imperialism: some, especially in the Western hemisphere. may have been as helpless to resist American power as any colony. But most knew the difference between an empire and a voluntary alliance led by a powerful hegemon. The global economic system of which the United States was the center, combined with the pervasive influence of American ideals and culture, allowed us to wield influence without coercion. Other peoples generally discovered that it was better to join this world order than to fight it.

3. ISOLATION IS NET WORSE – ATROPHY AND REENGAGEMENT CONFLICTS OUTWEIGH
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.

AT: Entanglement/Overstretch (2/2)
4. NO OVERSTRETCH - THE GAP IS TOO HUGE
Bradley A. Thayer, Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies of Missouri State University. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 24-25.

Thus, the economy is well placed to be the engine of the American Empire. Even the leading proponent of the “imperial overstretch” argument, Yale Uni¬versity historian Paul Kennedy, has acknowledged this. Imperial overstretch occurs when an empire’s military power and alliance commitments are too burdensome for its economy. In the 1980s, there was much concern among academics that the United States was in danger of this as its economy strained to fund its military operations and alliance commitments abroad. However, Kennedy now acknowledges that he was wrong when he made that argument in his famous book, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, because of the robustness of American economic and military power. Indeed, if there is any imperial overstretch, it is more likely to be by China, France, Britain, India, Russia, or the EU—not the United States. Reflecting on the history of world politics, Kennedy submits that the United States not only has overwhelming dominance but possesses such power so as to be a historically unique condition: “Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of power; nothing. I have returned to all of the comparative defense spending and military personnel statistics over the past 500 years that I compiled in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, and no other nation comes close,” not even an empire as great as the British, because “even the Royal Navy was equal only to the next two navies. Right now all the other navies in the world combined could not dent American maritime supremacy.”32 Moreover, Kennedy recog¬nizes that the steady economic growth of the American economy, and the curbing of inflation, means that “America’s enormous defense expenditures could be pursued at a far lower relative cost to the country than the military spending of Ronald Reagan’s years,” and that fact is “an incomparable source of the U.S. strength.”33 When Kennedy, who was perhaps the strongest skeptic of the economic foundation of America’s power, comes to acknowledge, first, that no previous empire has been as powerful as America is now; and, second, that its strength will last because of the fundamental soundness of its economy, then, as Jeff Foxworthy would say, “You might be an empire....” And it is one that will last a considerable amount of time. As with its military might, the economic foun-dation of the American empire is sound for the projected future.

5. LEADERSHIP SOLVES THE IMPACT – GUARANTEES COALITION SUPPORT
Michla Pomerance, “U.S. Multilateralism, Left and Right,” Professor of International Law at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Orbis, v46 issue 2, Spring, 2002.

First of all, despite the scathing criticism to which the new Bush administration was subjected at home and abroad throughout its first months in office, the maxim for the future should probably be, overall: "Play it again, [Uncle] Sam"—but with some necessary variations. Utilizing multilateral mechanisms in the service of the "national interest" is a legitimate enterprise, but the world and the United States cannot afford to allow that "interest" to be narrowly defined. The term should (and usually does) encompass the promotion of milieu goals, such as world order based on minimal standards of civilization and decency. Multilateral cooperation will continue to depend (perhaps more than ever) on resolute unilateralism and readiness to go-it-alone, if necessary. Only such an attitude furnishes the "cement" to hold coalitions together. What was true before September 11 remains true today: in the long run, a self-abasing, obsessive multilateralism serves the interest of neither the United States nor the enlightened world.

6. COALITIONS PREVENT OVERSTRETCH
Alberto Coll, Former Professor at the Naval War College, Washington Quarterly, Winter 1993. “Power, Principles, and Prospects for a Cooperative International Order.”

There will be other conflicts of this kind where it will be desirable for the United States to be engaged, while limiting the extent and risks of its engagement. By joining others in a peacekeeping or peace-enforcement effort, the United States can leverage its political and military power considerably and reduce the risks and costs of its involvement. As we move into an era of ever deadlier military technologies and virulent ethnic and religious struggles, multilateral peacekeeping and peacemaking operations that can defuse conflicts and promote settlements will become increasingly relevant to both U.S. security and international order.

AT: Terrorism
1. HEGEMONY SOLVES TERRORISM
Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs @ Georgetown University. The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century. 2005. Pg. 7-8.

In sum, at a time when the threats from terrorism and weapons of mass destruction are no longer remote contingencies, and when the values of human rights, peace, and stability cannot be reliably assured by institutions such as the U.N. and the European Union, global activism on the part of the United States becomes a necessity, not something about which to be apologetic. In the urgent debate about America’s place in the world, this book insists that we grasp the differences between the global arena as we might wish it to be and what it is, the ideals the U.N. was created to serve and why that institution so often falls dangerously short, the reasons why our European allies are often motivated to define their identity in contrast to ours but in the end remain lied to us, the cultural and societal causes of admiration and resentment, and the reasons why in the most dangerous regions of the world, the absence rather than presence of the United States is more likely to cause harm. Ultimately, it is the inevitable lack of global governance, the burdens of primacy, and the lethality of external threats that shape the requirements of the American era.

2. NO OFFENSE – MULTIPOLARITY INSPIRES WORSE TERRORISM
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.”

Some might question the worth of being at the top of a unipolar system if that means serving as a lightning rod for the world's malcontents. When there was a Soviet Union, after all, it bore the brunt of Osama bin Laden's anger, and only after its collapse did he shift his focus to the United States (an indicator of the demise of bipolarity that was ignored at the time but looms larger in retrospect). But terrorism has been a perennial problem in history, and multipolarity did not save the leaders of several great powers from assassination by anarchists around the turn of the twentieth century. In fact, a slide back toward multipolarity would actually be the worst of all worlds for the United States. In such a scenario it would continue to lead the pack and serve as a focal point for resentment and hatred by both state and nonstate actors, but it would have fewer carrots and sticks to use in dealing with the situation. The threats would remain, but the possibility of effective and coordinated action against them would be reduced.

3. US HEGEMONY DOESN’T MOTIVATE TERRORISM – OTHER INCENTIVES OUTWEIGH
Martin Kramer, Olin Institute Senior Fellow at Harvard, 11-8-2005, “Suicide Terrorism,” Review of Dying to Win. 

Let me remind you of Professor Pape’s claim: Al-Qaeda is a movement of Arabian nationalism, provoked by the presence of U.S. troops in Arabia. It may not look like an occupation to us, but it looks like one to them, and they are reacting to it with violence. If we want to prevent another 9/11, we should get ourselves out of the Persian Gulf, to an offshore position.  This is where I part entirely from Professor Pape, because this is where his evidence seems to me forced, and his definitions are over-stretched.  Professor Pape emphasizes the large number of Saudis among Al-Qaeda suicide attackers. So for his thesis to hold, he has to maintain that Arabia, too, is under a humiliating foreign occupation. But the size of the occupying U.S. forces is placed at only about 12,000 in 2001, on the eve of 9/11. In Table 10 of his book, Arabia appears as the occupied region with the largest population of any occupied place: 50 million. But it is also the region with the fewest deaths from the foreign military presence: nil. Now there is no doubt that Bin Laden has criticized the “Crusader” presence in Arabia. It is a theme he uses to trump the royal house. But to even put this U.S. presence on the same table as Chechnya, with 50,000 dead, and Lebanon with 19,000 dead—both countries with small populations of a million or so, and which suffered widespread destruction—defies common sense. It is forced, and it is contrived. The U.S. troop presence in Arabia had none of the features of an occupation.

Section IV: The Negative
4.1 Sample Negative Constructive

We’re here to debate the resolution-

Resolved: United States foreign policy ought to be guided by American exceptionalism.

A few key definitions should guide this debate:

Foreign Policy: The totality of a state’s relations with and polices toward other states. 

Source: SEMP Disaster Dictionary (http://www.semp.us/publications/disaster_dictionary.php?letter=F)

Ought: Used to express obligation, advisability

Source: Merriam-Webster (http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/ought)

Guided: To serve as a guide for someone or something.

Source: AllWords (http://www.allwords.com/query.php?SearchType=3&Keyword=guide)

Exceptionalism: The belief that a particular nation does not conform to an established norm.

Source: AllWords (http://www.allwords.com/word-exceptionalism.html)

VALUE: LIFE

My value for today is life, specifically defined as its maximum preservation and protection.

CRITERION: UTILITARIANISM

My criterion for this debate, must therefore, be that of utilitarianism defined as the greatest good for the greatest number of people. Only utilitarianism clearly achieves the intended goal of preserving the maximum number of lives. Based off this criteria and value I would like to present several arguments against the resolution.
CONTENTION ONE: THE BIGGER THEY ARE…

A. OVERSTRETCH IS INEVITABLE – US HEGEMONY IS UNSUSTAINABLE
Christopher Layne, prof at Texas A&M, Summer, 2009, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony,” International Security.

UNIPOLAR STABILITY? Superficially, Brooks and Wohlforth make a strong case for unipolar stability. But there is less to their argument than meets the eye. 42 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. 43 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. 44 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. 45

B. RIVALS INEVITABLE COUNTERBALANCE – EMPIRICALLY PROVEN
Chistopher Layne, Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, 2007, 

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

CONTENTION TWO: THE HARDER THEY FALL

A. EXCEPTIONALISM CAUSES RESENTMENT AND COUNTERBALANCING
Christopher Layne, associate professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002

Nothing suggests that the United States will be exempt from the tendency of others to contest its global preeminence. Yet, in the latest twist on "American exceptionalism," U.S. strategists apparently do believe "it won't happen to us." They think that the United States is a qualitatively different type of hegemon: a "benevolent" hegemon whose "soft power" immunizes it against a backlash, that is, its liberal democratic ideology and culture make it attractive to others. U.S. policymakers also believe that others do not fear U.S. geopolitical preeminence because they believe that the United States will use its unprecedented power to promote the common good of the international system rather than to advance its own selfish aims. As then -- national security adviser Sandy Berger put it: We are accused of dominating others, of seeing the world in zero-sum terms in which any other country's gain must be our loss. But that is an utterly mistaken view. It's not just because we are the first global power in history that is not an imperial power. It's because for 50 years we have consciously tried to define and pursue our interests in a way that is consistent with the common good -- rising prosperity, expanding freedom, [and] collective security. U.S. strategists may believe that others view U.S. hegemony this way, but the "others" do not -- a point clearly evident in the articles in "Through the Looking Glass." Well before September 11, indeed throughout most of the past decade, a strong undercurrent of unease on the part of other states about the imbalance of power in the United States' favor has existed. This simmering mistrust of U.S. power burst into the open during the final years of the Clinton administration. Russia, China, India, and even European allies such as France and Germany feared that the United States was unilaterally seeking to maintain its global military dominance. As history would lead us to expect, others responded to U.S. hegemony by concerting their efforts against it. Russia and China, long estranged, found common ground in a nascent alliance that opposed U.S. "hegemonism" by seeking to reestablish a multipolar world.

B. THAT ENCOURAGES ASYMMETRIC BACKLASH
Chistopher Layne, Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, 2007, 

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

4.2 Evidence – US Exceptionalism Bad

Exceptionalism Bad – Aggression/Violence
1. EXCEPTIONALISM JUSTIFIES VIOLENCE AND AGGRESSION
Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

The notion of American exceptionalism—that the United States alone has the right, whether by divine sanction or moral obligation, to bring civilization, or democracy, or liberty to the rest of the world, by violence if necessary—is not new. It started as early as 1630 in the Massachusetts Bay Colony when Governor John Winthrop uttered the words that centuries later would be quoted by Ronald Reagan. Winthrop called the Massachusetts Bay Colony a “city upon a hill.” Reagan embellished a little, calling it a “shining city on a hill.” The idea of a city on a hill is heartwarming. It suggests what George Bush has spoken of: that the United States is a beacon of liberty and democracy. People can look to us and learn from and emulate us. In reality, we have never been just a city on a hill. A few years after Governor Winthrop uttered his famous words, the people in the city on a hill moved out to massacre the Pequot Indians. Here’s a description by William Bradford, an early settler, of Captain John Mason’s attack on a Pequot village. Those that escaped the fire were slain with the sword, some hewed to pieces, others run through with their rapiers, so as they were quickly dispatched and very few escaped. It was conceived that they thus destroyed about 400 at this time. It was a fearful sight to see them thus frying in the fire and the streams of blood quenching the same, and horrible was the stink and scent thereof; but the victory seemed a sweet sacrifice, and they gave the praise thereof to God, who had wrought so wonderfully for them, thus to enclose their enemies in their hands and give them so speedy a victory over so proud and insulting an enemy. The kind of massacre described by Bradford occurs again and again as Americans march west to the Pacific and south to the Gulf of Mexico. (In fact our celebrated war of liberation, the American Revolution, was disastrous for the Indians. Colonists had been restrained from encroaching on the Indian territory by the British and the boundary set up in their Proclamation of 1763. American independence wiped out that boundary.)

2. EMPIRICALLY PROVEN – THE US USES EXCEPTIONALISM TO JUSTIFY MASSACRES
Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

On the eve of the 20th century, as American armies moved into Cuba and the Philippines, American exceptionalism did not always mean that the United States wanted to go it alone. The nation was willing—indeed, eager—to join the small group of Western imperial powers that it would one day supersede. Senator Henry Cabot Lodge wrote at the time, “The great nations are rapidly absorbing for their future expansion, and their present defense all the waste places of the earth. . . . As one of the great nations of the world the United States must not fall out of the line of march.” Surely, the nationalistic spirit in other countries has often led them to see their expansion as uniquely moral, but this country has carried the claim farthest. American exceptionalism was never more clearly expressed than by Secretary of War Elihu Root, who in 1899 declared, “The American soldier is different from all other soldiers of all other countries since the world began. He is the advance guard of liberty and justice, of law and order, and of peace and happiness.” At the time he was saying this, American soldiers in the Philippines were starting a bloodbath which would take the lives of 600,000 Filipinos.

3. EXCEPTIONALISM JUSTIFIES IMPERIAL VIOLENCE
Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

Expanding into another territory, occupying that territory, and dealing harshly with people who resist occupation has been a persistent fact of American history from the first settlements to the present day. And this was often accompanied from very early on with a particular form of American exceptionalism: the idea that American expansion is divinely ordained. On the eve of the war with Mexico in the middle of the 19th century, just after the United States annexed Texas, the editor and writer John O’Sullivan coined the famous phrase “manifest destiny.” He said it was “the fulfillment of our manifest destiny to overspread the continent allotted by Providence for the free development of our yearly multiplying millions.” At the beginning of the 20th century, when the United States invaded the Philippines, President McKinley said that the decision to take the Philippines came to him one night when he got down on his knees and prayed, and God told him to take the Philippines.

Exceptionalism Bad – Rights/Ethics
1. EXCEPTIONALISM KILLS US HUMAN RIGHTS CREDIBILITY
Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

There is a growing refusal to accept U.S. domination and the idea of American exceptionalism. Recently, when the State Department issued its annual report listing countries guilty of torture and other human-rights abuses, there were indignant responses from around the world commenting on the absence of the United States from that list. A Turkish newspaper said, “There’s not even mention of the incidents in Abu Ghraib prison, no mention of Guantánamo.” A newspaper in Sydney pointed out that the United States sends suspects—people who have not been tried or found guilty of anything—to prisons in Morocco, Egypt, Libya, and Uzbekistan, countries that the State Department itself says use torture. 

2. DOUBLE STANDARDS DESTROY GLOBAL HUMAN RIGHTS CREDIBILITY

Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

One of the consequences of American exceptionalism is that the U.S. government considers itself exempt from legal and moral standards accepted by other nations in the world. There is a long list of such self-exemptions: the refusal to sign the Kyoto Treaty regulating the pollution of the environment, the refusal to strengthen the convention on biological weapons. The United States has failed to join the hundred-plus nations that have agreed to ban land mines, in spite of the appalling statistics about amputations performed on children mutilated by those mines. It refuses to ban the use of napalm and cluster bombs. It insists that it must not be subject, as are other countries, to the jurisdiction of the International Criminal Court.

3. MORAL OBLIGATION TO REJECT DOUBLE STANDARDS ON HUMAN RIGHTS
Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

What is the answer to the insistence on American exceptionalism? Those of us in the United States and in the world who do not accept it must declare forcibly that the ethical norms concerning peace and human rights should be observed. It should be understood that the children of Iraq, of China, and of Africa, children everywhere in the world, have the same right to life as American children. These are fundamental moral principles. If our government doesn’t uphold them, the citizenry must. At certain times in recent history, imperial powers—the British in India and East Africa, the Belgians in the Congo, the French in Algeria, the Dutch and French in Southeast Asia, the Portuguese in Angola—have reluctantly surrendered their possessions and swallowed their pride when they were forced to by massive resistance.

4. OUTWEIGHS THE AFF CASE – ETHICS OF HUMAN RIGHTS KEY TO SOLVE WAR
Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

After the horrors of the first World War, Albert Einstein said, “Wars will stop when men refuse to fight.” We are now seeing the refusal of soldiers to fight, the refusal of families to let their loved ones go to war, the insistence of the parents of high-school kids that recruiters stay away from their schools. These incidents, occurring more and more frequently, may finally, as happened in the case of Vietnam, make it impossible for the government to continue the war, and it will come to an end. The true heroes of our history are those Americans who refused to accept that we have a special claim to morality and the right to exert our force on the rest of the world. I think of William Lloyd Garrison, the abolitionist. On the masthead of his antislavery newspaper, The Liberator, were the words, “My country is the world. My countrymen are mankind.” 

4.3 Evidence – US Hegemony Bad

Hegemony Unsustainable (1/2)

1. HEGEMONY IS UNSUSTAINABLE – ECONOMICALLY IMPOSSIBLE
Christopher Layne, Professor at Texas A&M University, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony,” International Security, 34:1 (Summer 2009): np.

According to the NIC, in addition to relative decline, the United States will confront other constraints on its international role. U.S. military supremacy will no longer be as dominant as it has been since the Cold War's end (p. 93). The United States' soft power may diminish as its liberal model of political and economic development is challenged by authoritarian/statist alternatives (pp. 3, 8-9, 13-14). At home, economic and political constraints may undermine U.S. hegemony.  Global Trends 2025 was published just before the full scope of the global financial and economic crisis became apparent. Nevertheless, the NIC did have an inkling of the meltdown's potential long-term implications for U.S. power. In particular, Global Trends predicts that over the next two decades, the dollar's role as the international economy's preeminent reserve currency will erode. Although at the time this issue went to press, the dollar remained strong and will continue to be the reserve currency for some time to come, China's spring 2009 call to replace the dollar with a new reserve currency signals that the NIC's long-term worries may be justified. 19  As the NIC observes, the financial privileges conferred on the United States by the dollar's unchallenged reserve currency status have underpinned the preeminent role of the United States in international politics since the end of World War II. Thus, "the dollar's decline may force the United States into difficult tradeoffs between achieving ambitious foreign policy goals and the high domestic costs of supporting those objectives" (pp. 12, 94, 97). Moreover, the growing dependence of the United States on foreign capital inflows "may curtail U.S. freedom of action in unanticipated ways" (p. 97). The NIC concludes that America's "interest and willingness to play a leadership role may be more constrained as the economic, military, and opportunity costs of being the world's leader are reassessed by American voters" (p. 93). Ultimately, although the United States will probably be primus inter pares in a multipolar international system twenty years from now, it will have less power--and foreign policy options--than it has been accustomed to having since 1945 (ibid.).  
2. DOMESTIC SUPPORT INEVITABLY FADES
Christopher Olret, freelance essayist and founder of the Existential, “Phonies & Freeloaders,” The American Spectator, February 6, 2006. (/http://spectator.org/archives/2006/02/06/phonies-freeloaders/print)

Due to the troubles in Iraq (or the media's portrayal of them anyway) and recent Palestinian elections, democracy-promotion has become less and less popular with Americans. Nor has the U.S. had a great record at nation-building or humanitarian intervention (think Somalia, Haiti). As a result more and more Americans are growing weary of playing global governor and being mocked and despised for their pains. Ultimately the American masses will be the arbiter of the United States' foreign policy, and with the looming retirement crisis Mandelbaum predicts the public will demand its money remain at home. "Social Security and Medicare, not the rise of China, pose the greatest threat to America's role as the world's government." It is this attitude, not some barbarian invasion or interior decadence, that will cause America to withdraw from the world stage. And once that happens America's foreign critics will long for the good old days of the "American Empire."

3. STUDIES PROVE – US ECONOMIC AND MILITARY PRIMACY IS FADING

Christopher Layne, prof at Texas A&M, Summer, 2009, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony,” International Security.
According to the NIC, in addition to relative decline, the United States will confront other constraints on its international role. U.S. military supremacy will no longer be as dominant as it has been since the Cold War's end (p. 93). The United States' soft power may diminish as its liberal model of political and economic development is challenged by authoritarian/statist alternatives (pp. 3, 8-9, 13-14). At home, economic and political constraints may undermine U.S. hegemony.  Global Trends 2025 was published just before the full scope of the global financial and economic crisis became apparent. Nevertheless, the NIC did have an inkling of the meltdown's potential long-term implications for U.S. power. In particular, Global Trends predicts that over the next two decades, the dollar's role as the international economy's preeminent reserve currency will erode. Although at the time this issue went to press, the dollar remained strong and will continue to be the reserve currency for some time to come, China's spring 2009 call to replace the dollar with a new reserve currency signals that the NIC's long-term worries may be justified.  
Hegemony Unsustainable (2/2)
4. THE GAP IS CLOSING FAST – GREAT POWER RIVALS WILL CATCH THE US
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 64-65

Can the United States Be Caught? Up to a point, the primacists are correct. In terms of hard power, there is a yawning gap between the United States and the next-ranking powers. It will take some time before any other state emerges as a true “peer competitor” of the United States. Nevertheless, at some point within the next decade or two, new great power rivals to the United States will emerge. To put it slightly differently, American primacy cannot be sus¬tained indefinitely. The relative power position of great powers is dynamic, not static, which means that at any point in time some states are gaining in elative power while others are losing it. Thus, as Paul Kennedy has observed, no great power ever has been able “to remain permanently ahead of all others, because that would imply a freezing of the differentiated pattern of growth rates, technological advance, and military developments which has existed since time immemorial.”36 Even the most ardent primacists know this to be true, which is why they concede that American primacy won’t last forever. Indeed, the leading primacists acknowledge, that—at best—the United States will not be able to hold onto its primacy much beyond 2030. There are indications, however, that American primacy could end much sooner than that. Already there is evidence suggesting that new great powers are in the process if emerging. This is what the current debate in the United States about the implications of China’s rise is all about. But China isn’t the only factor in play, and transition from U.S. primacy to multipolarity may be much closer than primacists want to admit. For example, in its survey of likely international developments up until 2020, the CIA’s National Intelligence Council’s report 4apping the Global Future notes: The likely emergence of China and India as new major global play¬ers—similar to the rise of Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century—will transform the geopolitical land¬scape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of the previous two centuries. In the same way that commentators refer to the 1900s as the American Century, the early 21st century may be seen as the time when some in the developing world led by China and India came into their own.37

5. DOLLAR DECLINE MAKES COLLAPSE INEVITABLE
Christopher Layne, prof at Texas A&M, Summer, 2009, “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony,” International Security.
As the NIC observes, the financial privileges conferred on the United States by the dollar's unchallenged reserve currency status have underpinned the preeminent role of the United States in international politics since the end of World War II. Thus, "the dollar's decline may force the United States into difficult tradeoffs between achieving ambitious foreign policy goals and the high domestic costs of supporting those objectives" (pp. 12, 94, 97). Moreover, the growing dependence of the United States on foreign capital inflows "may curtail U.S. freedom of action in unanticipated ways" (p. 97). The NIC concludes that America's "interest and willingness to play a leadership role may be more constrained as the economic, military, and opportunity costs of being the world's leader are reassessed by American voters" (p. 93). Ultimately, although the United States will probably be primus inter pares in a multipolar international system twenty years from now, it will have less power--and foreign policy options--than it has been accustomed to having since 1945 (ibid.).  
6. MILITARY SPENDING ISN’T SUSTAINABLE
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2006. The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present. Pg. 156

The cost of maintaining the hard power capabilities—both quantitative and qualitative—needed to sustain U.S. hegemony and of fighting the kinds of wars that hegemons invariably fight to affirm their dominance will become ever more onerous. Yet, if the United States is unable to maintain is military dominance, the entry barrier that heretofore has kept new great powers from emerging and challenging U.S. hegemony will begin to crumble, and challengers will come to believe that they can leap over the previously insurmountable barrier to great power status. Indeed, when that inflection point is reached, the strategic calculus for eligible states changes, because the costs of great power emergence and counterbalancing decrease and the payoffs for doing so increase. At that point, instead of acquiescing to unipolarity, eligible states will adopt grand strategies of great power emergence and counterhegemonic—hard—balancing. 86 Here, there is an important feedback loop at work: internal constraints on America’s hegemonic power trigger an external shift in the international distribution of power, which in turn exacerbates the effects of U.S. fiscal and strategic overstretch. This is the geopolitical reality that the United States likely will confront in the next two decades.

Hegemony Causes War
1. HEGEMONY CAUSES TRANSITION WARS – INEVITABLE SPIKES AND DROPS
Christopher Layne, Professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami. World Policy Journal. New York: Summer 1998. Vol. 15, Iss. 2; pg. 8, 21 pgs. “Rethinking American grand strategy: Hegemony or balance of power in the twenty-first century?”

In purely economic terms, an open international economic system may have positive effects. But economics does not take place in a political vacuum. Strategically, economic openness has adverse consequences: it contributes to, and accelerates, a redistribution of relative power among states in the international system (allowing rising competitors to catch up to the United States more quickly than they otherwise would).  This leads to the emergence of new great powers. The resulting "power transition," which occurs as a dominant power declines and new challengers arise, usually climaxes in great power wars. 24 Because great power emergence is driven by uneven growth rates (that is, some states are growing faster economically than others), there is little, short of preventive war, that the United States can do to prevent the rise of new great powers. But U.S. grand strategy, to some extent, can affect both the pace and the magnitude of America's relative power decline.

2. HEGEMONY CONSTRUCTS THREATS TO ELIMINATE – THE IMPACT IS PERPETUAL WAR
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 133-134

Long before Saddam Hussein came down the pike, “regime change” has been a favored tool of American foreign policy. Here, however, U.S. grand strategy tends to become a self-fulfilling prophecy, because it causes states that might not otherwise have done so to become threats. That is, Wilsonian¬ism causes the United States to be more, not less, insecure than it would be if its external ambitions were more modest. When, by asserting the universal applicability of its own ideology, the United States challenges the legitimacy of other regimes—by labeling them as outposts of tyranny or members of an axis of evil—the effect is to increase those states’ sense of isolation and vulner¬ability. With good reason, such states fear that their survival could be at risk. Iran is a good example. Given that states—and regimes—are highly motivated to survive, it’s no surprise that others respond to American policy by adopting strategies that give them a chance to do so—like acquiring WMD capabili¬ties and supporting terrorism. One thing is for sure: because of its Wilsonian foundations, the American Empire is a recipe for confrontation and antago¬nism with “others.” Wilsonianism views the world as sharply divided between good states and bad—or even “evil”—states. And the policy implications are obvious: if bad states are the source of war and terrorism, the prescription is for the United States to use its power and transform them into good states. In this respect, Wilsonianism reveals the dark side of American ideology: permanent (or semipermanent) war, and—ironically—the transformation of the United States into the very garrison state—or, as it came to be known during the Cold War, “national security state”—that the strategy of primacy and empire was supposed to prevent. 
3. THESE WARS ESCALATE – GREAT POWERS WILL COUNTERBALANCE
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 93-94

Primacy is a strategy that causes insecurity because it will lead to a geo¬political backlash against the United States. In time, this will take the form of traditional great power counterbalancing against American primacy. The emergence of new great powers during the next decade or two is all but cer¬tain. Indeed, China already is on the cusp of establishing itself as a peer com¬petitor to the United States. The U.S. grand strategy of maintaining its global primacy has put the United States on the road to confrontation with a rising China, and with Iran. In the short term, primacy has triggered asymmetric responses—notably terrorism—in regions like the Middle East where Ameri¬ca’s geopolitical presence is resented.

Hegemony Causes Backlash

1. INTENTIONS DON’T MATTER – HEGEMONY INSPIRES BACKLASH
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2006. The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present. Pg. 141

To be sure, even in a unipolar world, not all of the other major powers will believe themselves to be threatened (or to be equally threatened) by the hegemon. But some of them will regard the hegemon’s power—even that of the United States—as menacing. For example, although unipolar optimists and agnostics both like to say U.S. hegemony is nonthreatening because U.S. power is “offshore,” this manifestly is not the case. In Europe, East Asia, and the Middle East, American power is both onshore (or lurking just over the horizon in East Asia) and in the faces of Russia, China, and the Islamic world. Similarly unconvincing is the argument that U.S. hegemony won’t be challenged because the major Eurasian powers will be too busy competing against one another to balance against the United States. This argument is myopic historically and unsound theoretically. If the past teaches us anything, it is precisely that when faced with a hegemon, at least some of the other great powers put their intramural differences on the back burner and coalesce to counterbalance against it. There is no reason to think that America’s hegemony will prove to be an exception to the rule.

2. BLOWBACK THEORY IS TRUE – 9/11 PROVES
Christopher Layne, Professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami. The Washington Quarterly 25.2 (2002) 233-248. “Offshore Balancing Revisited.”

If any doubt remained that U.S. hegemony would trigger a nasty geopolitical "blowback," it surely was erased on September 11. The Middle East is an extraordinarily complex and volatile place in terms of its geopolitics, and the reaction there to U.S. hegemony is somewhat nuanced. Nothing, however, is subtle about the United States' hegemonic role in the Persian Gulf, a role that flows inexorably from the strategy of U.S. primacy. With the onset of the Persian Gulf War, the United States began to manage the region's security directly. The subsequent U.S. policy of "dual containment"--directed simultaneously against the region's two strategic heavyweights, Iran and Iraq--underscored the U.S. commitment to maintaining its security interests through a hegemonic strategy, rather than a strategy of relying on local power balances to prevent a hostile state from dominating the region or relying on other great powers to stabilize the Gulf and Middle East.  
3. THE US IS UNIQUELY VULNERABLE TO BACKLASH

Christopher Layne, Professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami. The Washington Quarterly 25.2 (2002) 233-248. “Offshore Balancing Revisited.”

The U.S. role in the Gulf has rendered it vulnerable to a hegemonic backlash on several levels. First, some important states in the region (including Iran and Iraq) aligned against the United States because they resented its intrusion into regional affairs. Second, in the Gulf and the Middle East, the self-perception among both elites and the general public that the region has [End Page 240] long been a victim of "Western imperialism" is widespread. In this vein, the United States is viewed as just the latest extraregional power whose imperial aspirations weigh on the region, which brings a third factor into play. Because of its interest in oil, the United States is supporting regimes--Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and the Gulf emirates--whose domestic political legitimacy is contested. Whatever strategic considerations dictate that Washington prop up these regimes, that it does so makes the United States a lightning rod for those within these countries who are politically disaffected. Moreover, these regimes are not blind to the domestic challenges to their grip on power. Because they are concerned about inflaming public opinion (the much talked about "street"), both their loyalty and utility as U.S. allies are, to put it charitably, suspect. Finally, although U.S. hegemony is manifested primarily in its overwhelming economic and military muscle, the cultural dimension to U.S. preeminence is also important. The events of September 11 have brought into sharp focus the enormous cultural clash, which inescapably has overtones of a "clash of civilizations," between Islamic fundamentalism and U.S. liberal ideology.

Hegemony Causes Anti-Americanism
1. THREAT PERCEPTIONS MAKE ANTI-AMERICANISM INEVITABLE IN THE WORLD OF HEGEMONY
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 68

For sure, many states do benefit both economically and in terms of security from American primacy. And it also is true that not all other states will feel threatened by U.S. hard power. Eventually, however, some of the other states in the international political system are going to believe that they are men¬aced by American primacy. For example, far from being “off-shore” as the primacists claim, U.S. power is very much on shore—or lurking just beyond the coastline—and very much in the faces of China, Russia, and the Islamic world. And, in this sense, international politics is not a lot different than bas¬ketball: players who push others around and get in their faces are likely to be the targets of a self-defensive punch in the nose. Doubtless, American primacy has its dimension of benevolence, but a state as powerful as the United States can never be benevolent enough to offset the fear that other states have of its unchecked power. In international politics, benevolent hegemons are like unicorns—there is no such animal. Hegemons love themselves, but others mistrust and fear them—and for good reason. In today’s world, others dread both the overconcentration of geopolitical weight in America’s favor and the purposes for which it may be used. After all, “No great power has a monopoly on virtue and, although some may have a great deal more virtue than others, virtue imposed on others is not seen as such by them. All great powers are capable of exercising a measure of self-restraint, but they are tempted not to and the choice to practice restraint is made easier by the existence of countervailing power and the possibility of it being exercised.”49 While Washington’s self-proclaimed benevolence is inherently ephemeral, the hard fist of American power is tangible. Others must worry constantly that if U.S. intentions change, bad things may happen to them. In a one-superpower world, the overconcentration of power in America’s hands is an omnipresent challenge to other states’ security, and Washington’s ability to reassure others of its benevolence is limited by the very enormity of its power.

2. DIFFERENT VALUES MEAN HEGEMONY MAKES ANTI-AMERICANISM INEVITABLE
Jack Snyder, Professor of International Relations in the Department of Political Science and Institute of War and Peace Studies at Columbia University. July/August 2006. “The Crusade of Illusions.” Foreign Affairs. New York: Jul/Aug 2006. Vol. 85, Iss. 4; pg. 183. 

The United States' physical distance from Eurasia has sometimes tempted it to remain aloof from what happens there. Yet the country has enjoyed such preponderant power that it has also been tempted to impose abroad what Layne calls "Open Door hegemony" -- demanding that countries open their economies, conform to U.S. ideas and institutions, and unquestioningly accept U.S. leadership. Although this situation might seem advantageous, it is (as both authors point out) actually dangerous. Layne shows how Washington's ideologically motivated assertions of hegemony repeatedly provoke fear and resistance abroad, embroiling the United States in costly and counterproductive contests with other countries. Dueck, meanwhile, worries that U.S. policymakers too often try to pursue their liberal goals on the cheap, in ways that risk failure and bring on rash attempts to stave off humiliating defeats.

3. NO OFFENSE – ANTI-AMERICANISM CRIPPLES HEGEMONY
James Kitfield, award-winning defense and foreign affairs correspondent for National Journal. May 19, 2007. The National Journal, “The Decline Begins.”

Brent Scowcroft, the national security adviser for President George H.W. Bush at the end of the Cold War, sees deepening anti-Americanism as one of the most worrisome trends, one that puts a constant drag on U.S. initiatives and leadership. "This Bush administration assumed that power is always resented anyway, so they would just use it unilaterally and people would forgive the United States as long as we succeeded. That just runs contrary to human nature," Scowcroft told National Journal. "What surprises me is that the father knew that instinctively. The first President Bush reached out to allies and world leaders so that when he asked them to do things, they were disposed to agree. The son is just the opposite, and that amazes me."    In Scowcroft's view, the danger is that the global opprobrium aimed at the current Bush administration -- and at U.S. policies such as secret "renditions" of terrorist suspects and harsh treatment of detainees at Guantanamo Bay -- shows signs of becoming a structural distrust of U.S. motives and American leadership.

Hegemony Causes Terrorism (1/2)

1. HEGEMONY CAUSES TERRORISM
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg. 69-70

Terrorism: When Over There Becomes Over Here 9/11 was not a random act of violence visited upon the United States. The United States was the target of al Qaeda’s terrorist strikes because that group harbored specific political griev¬ances against the United States. If we step back for a moment from our horror and revulsion at the events of September 11, we can see that the attack was in keeping with the Clausewitzian paradigm of war: force was used against the United States by its adversaries to advance their political objectives. As Michael Scheurer, who headed the CIA analytical team monitoring Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda, put it, “In the context of ideas bin Laden shares with his brethren, the military actions of al Qaeda and its allies are acts of war, not terrorism.. .meant to advance bin Laden’s clear, focused, limited, and widely popular foreign policy goals  50Terrorism, Bruce Hoffman says, is “about power: the pursuit of power, the acquisition of power, and use of power to achieve political change.”51 As Clausewitz himself observed, “war is not an act of senseless passion but is controlled by its political object.”52 Terrorism really is a form of asymmetric warfare waged against the United States by groups that lack the military wherewithal to slug it out with the United States toe-to-toe. 9/11 was a violent counterreaction to America’s geopolitical—and cultural—primacy. As Richard K. Betts presciently observed in a 1998 For¬eign Affairs article, “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.”53 U.S. primacy fuels terrorist groups like al Qaeda and fans Islamic fundamentalism, which is a form of “blowback” against America’s preponder¬ance and its world role.54 As long as the United States uses its global primacy to impose its imperial sway on regions like the Persian Gulf, it will be the target of politically motivated terrorist groups like al Qaeda.

2. PERCEPTUAL LEADERSHIP IS KEY – PRIMACY INSPIRES TERRORIST BACKLASH
Christopher Layne, Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, 9-10-2007, “Balancing Act,” The American Conservative, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2007/sep/10/00003/.

The insights of Scheurer, Betts, and other experts have been validated by University of Chicago professor Robert Pape in his recent study of suicide terrorist groups. Pape found that “what nearly all suicide terrorist attacks have in common is a specific secular and strategic goal: to compel modern democracies to withdraw military forces from territory that the terrorists consider to be their homeland.” Al-Qaeda fits this pattern perfectly, and—because it reinforces the widespread perception in the Islamic world that the United States is pursuing a neo-colonial policy—Bush’s determination to maintain a long-term U.S. military presence in Iraq is exactly the wrong policy to reduce America’s exposure to Islamic terrorism.
3. PERCEPTION OF LEADERSHIP IS KEY TO TERRORIST RECRUITMENT
Charles V. Peña, senior fellow with the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy, 2-9-2006, “A Smaller Military To Fight the War on Terror,” Orbis Volume 50, Issue 2, Spring 2006, Pages 289-306.

The Islamist terrorist threat is relatively undeterred by the U.S. military presence abroad: our expansive defense perimeter and forward-deployed forces did not stop the 9/11 hijackers. And U.S. forces abroad, particularly those deployed in Muslim countries, may do more to exacerbate than to diminish the terrorist threat. We know, for example, that the presence of 5,000 U.S. troops in Saudi Arabia after the 1991 Gulf War was one basis for Osama bin Laden's hatred of the United States. So reducing the U.S. military presence around the world—particularly in the Muslim world—is likely to do more to reduce America's profile as a target for terrorism. This is true even for U.S. forces currently in Iraq. However noble the goal of attempting to create democracy in Iraq may be, the U.S. military is nonetheless occupying an Islamic country, which is a powerful tool for Islamist radicals to incite anti-American sentiment. And despite the administration's claims that we are fighting the terrorists in Iraq so that they cannot attack the United States, the U.S. presence in Iraq may in fact be doing more to train terrorists. According to a cia assessment, Iraq may be a more potent training and breeding ground for Islamist terrorists than Afghanistan was in the 1980s. It serves as a real-world laboratory for militants to hone their tradecraft in an urban combat environment.9

Hegemony Causes Terrorism (2/2)

4. COMPREHENSIVE STUDIES PROVE – HEGEMONY IS THE ROOT CAUSE OF TERRORISM
Robert Pape, Prof at U Chicago, 11-1-2006, “Suicide Terrorism and Democracy,” Cato Institute.

Previous analyses of suicide terrorism have never had the benefit of a comprehensive survey of all suicide terrorist attacks worldwide over an extended period of time. The lack of complete data together with the fact that many such attacks—including all those against Americans—have been committed by Muslims has led many in the United States to assume that Islamic fundamentalism must be the underlying main cause.17 That, in turn, has fueled a belief that anti- American terrorism can be stopped only by wholesale transformation of Muslim societies. That was one of the primary justifications employed by the Bush administration to build public support of the invasion of Iraq, and it remains a central objective of U.S. strategy, particularly in the Middle East and South Asia. Comprehensive study of the phenomenon of suicide terrorism, however, shows that the presumed connection to Islamic fundamentalism is misleading. The research presented in my book Dying to Win: The Strategic Logic of Suicide Terrorism, was based on a complete dataset of suicide terrorist attacks around the globe from 1980 to 2003. Using hundreds of reports in nativelanguage newspapers, computer databases, and expert analyses, the survey counted every instance in which at least one terrorist killed himself or herself while attempting to kill others. Attacks authorized by national governments, such as those by North Korea against the South and Iranian human wave attacks in the Iran-Iraq war, were excluded.18 Overall, there were 315 separate suicide terrorist attacks from 1980 to 2003, and these occurred in a variety of countries, including Lebanon, Israel, Turkey, India, Sri Lanka, Chechnya, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Morocco, Algeria, Yemen, and the United States. The data showed that all suicide terrorist campaigns have in common a specific secular and strategic goal: to compel democracies to withdraw military forces from territory that the terrorists value. Religion is rarely the root cause, although it is often used as a tool by terrorist organizations in recruiting and in other efforts in service of the broader strategic objective.

5. EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE CONFIRMS – HEGEMONY CAUSES TERRORISM
Robert Pape, Prof at U Chicago, 11-1-2006, “Suicide Terrorism and Democracy,” Cato Institute.

Suicide terrorism is a costly strategy, one that would only make strategic sense for a group when high interests are at stake and, even then, as a last resort. Suicide terrorism maximizes coercive leverage at the expense of support among the terrorists’ own community and so can be sustained over time only when there already exists a high degree of commitment among the potential pool of recruits. The most important goal that a community can have is the independence of its homeland (population, property, and way of life) from foreign influence or control. As a result, a strategy of suicide terrorism is most likely to be used to achieve nationalist goals, such as gaining control of what the terrorists see as their national homeland territory and expelling foreign military forces from that territory. Every suicide campaign between 1980 and 2003, including the five that were ongoing as of December 2003, had as a major objective— or as its central objective—forcing a foreign government to remove its military forces from territory prized by the terrorists. No suicide campaign has ever been waged against opponents who did not have military forces on territory that is important to the terrorists. Although attacks against civilians are often the most salient to Western observers, every suicide terrorist campaign that I studied between 1980 and 2003 has included attacks directly against the foreign military forces in the country, and most have been waged by guerrilla organizations that also use more conventional methods of attack against those forces. 

6. MORE EVIDENCE – PRIMACY SPARKS BACKLASH
Christopher Preble, contributor for PSA, 1-4-2007, “The Bipartisan Conventional Wisdom on Growing the Army,” http://blog.psaonline.org/2007/01/04/the-bipartisan-conventional-wisdom-on-growing-the-army/

Adams and Diamond touch on these issues in their op ed, and I am now collaborating with Adams on another piece focused specifically on the inapplicability of a large conventional Army to counterterrorism efforts. We intend to show that a larger Army is not only largely irrelevant to fighting terrorism, but it may actually be counterproductive, in that the stationing of large numbers of foreign troops has for decades served as a primary motivating factor for terrorists. And not just in the Middle East. As the University of Chicago’s Robert Pape has shown, suicide terrorists from Sri Lanka to Chechnya have seized upon the resentment and humiliation engendered by the presence of foreign troops to rally support and recruit new members. Al Qaeda and other radical groups are doing this right now in Iraq. Pape concludes in a recent Cato Policy Analysis: Understanding that suicide terrorism is mainly a response to foreign occupation rather than a product of Islamic fundamentalism has important implications for how the U.S. government should conduct the war on terrorism. 

4.4 Evidence – Second-Level Answers
AT: Transition Wars (1/2)
1. NO RISK OF TRANSITION WARS – MULTIPLE WARRANTS
Christopher Layne, Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School, Summer, 1997, “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing,” International Security 22:1. p.115-116.

The strategy of preponderance assumes that multipolar systems are unstable. As a generalization this may be true, but instability does not affect all states equally. Preponderance’s advocates fail to consider geography’s differential effects. An offshore balancing strategy, however, would account explicitly for geography’s impact on grand strategy. Insular great powers are substantially less likely to be affected by instability than are states that face geographically proximate rivals. Hence the United States could effectively insulate itself from the future great power wars likely to be caused by power transition effects. Because of the interlocking effects of geography, nuclear weapons (which enhance insularity’s strategic advantages), and formidable military and economic capabilities, the United States is virtually impregnable against direct attack. The risk of conflict, and the possible exposure of the American homeland to attack, derive directly from the overseas commitments mandated by preponderance’s expansive definitions of U.S. interests. 

2. HEGEMONY NOT KEY – COUNTERBALANCING HAPPENING NOW
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2006. The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present. Pg. 151

Up until now, other states have foregone overt counterbalancing because they benefit from American hegemony. However, Washington’s ability to provide other major states with collective goods—in both the security and economic spheres—is a wasting asset. Although other states have relied on U.S. security guarantees to protect them against regional rivals and instability, the credibility of America’s extended deterrence commitments is increasingly problematic. As other major states experience growing doubts about whether they can count on the United States to protect them, they will move—and, indeed, in some cases already have—to acquire military capabilities so that, if necessary, they can defend themselves without U.S. assistance.67 When other major states build up militarily as a hedge against abandonment by the United States, they open a second avenue to multipolarity. Regardless of how multipolarity comes about—as the result of balancing against the United States, or as a result of others arming themselves as a hedge against regional rivals—the consequences for America’s hegemonic grand strategy are the same. Precisely because multipolarity is antithetical to the Open Door world that the United States seeks, the aim of American grand strategy is to prevent the other major powers—even U.S. allies—from gaining autonomy in the realm of security.

3. WITHDRAWAL DOESN’T CAUSE WAR
Eugene Gholz, Daryl Press, doctoral candidates in Political Science at MIT, AND Harvey Sapolsky Prof of Public Policy and Organization in Political Science at MIT. Spring 1997. International Security. 

Several prominent analysts favor a policy of selective engagement.[70] These analysts fear that American military retrenchment would increase the risk of great power war. A great power war today would be a calamity, even for those countries that manage to stay out of the fighting. The best way to prevent great power war, according to these analysts, is to remain engaged in Europe and East Asia. Twice in this century the United States has pulled out of Europe, and both times great power war followed. Then America chose to stay engaged, and the longest period of European great power peace ensued. In sum, selective engagers point to the costs of others' great power wars and the relative ease of preventing them. The selective engagers' strategy is wrong for two reasons. First, selective engagers overstate the effect of U.S. military presence as a positive force for great power peace. In today's world, disengagement will not cause great power war, and continued engagement will not reliably prevent it. In some circumstances, engagement may actually increase the likelihood of conflict. Second, selective engagers overstate the costs of distant wars and seriously understate the costs and risks of their strategies. Overseas deployments require a large force structure. Even worse, selective engagement will ensure that when a future great power war erupts, the United States will be in the thick of things. Although distant great power wars are bad for America, the only sure path to ruin is to step in the middle of a faraway fight. Selective engagers overstate America's effect on the likelihood of future great power wars. There is little reason to believe that withdrawal from Europe or Asia would lead to deterrence failures. With or without a forward U.S. presence, America's major allies have sufficient military strength to deter any potential aggressors. 
AT: Transition Wars (2/2)
4. MULTIPOLARITY IS THE ONLY WAY TO CHECK REARM AND WAR
Naazneen Barma et.al., research fellow at the New Era Foreign Policy Center. Foreign Policy, January 1, 2007. “How globalization went band: from terrorism to global warming, the evils of globalization are more dangerous than ever before. What went wrong? The world become dependent on a single superpower. Only by correcting this imbalance can the world become a safer place.” Pg. 48(7) ISSN: 0015-7228

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.

5. THEIR AUTHORS USE THREAT-MONGERING TO JUSTIFY INTERVENTION
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2006. The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present. Pg. 127-128

The entire fabric of American grand strategy would unravel if U.S. allies no longer felt reassured by Washington’s security umbrella. If the credibility of U.S. commitments to regional stability is questioned, that “in turn could cause allies and friends to adopt more divergent defense policies and pos¬tures, thereby weakening the web of alliances and coalitions on which we rely to protect our interests abroad.”61 Hence, credibility is viewed by U.S. deci¬sion makers as a vital interest.62 To establish its credibility, however, the United States often is forced to intervene in conflicts where its own interests are not at stake.63 Indeed, Robert McMahon has noted that this explains a paradox: the United States tends to intervene most frequently “in areas of demonstrably marginal value to core U.S. economic and security interests.”6~ Precisely by being willing to fight in such places, the United States, or so pol¬icymakers believe, establishes its credibility.65 Of course, it’s not so easy for U.S. policymakers to explain to domestic audiences why the United States must intervene in regions of marginal strategic value, or why it must act be¬fore there is any obvious threat to U.S. interests. This is why, as John A. Thompson puts it, threat exaggeration—which includes the frequent invoca¬tion of domino imagery—is an American foreign policy tradition.66 
6. CYCLE OF THREAT-EXAGGERATION PROVES NO TRUTH TO THEIR WAR CLAIMS

Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2006. The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present. Pg. 127-128

U.S. policymakers fear what might happen—falling dominoes and closure—if the United States does not intervene and broaden its defensive perimeters. Thus, the United States finds itself extending its se¬curity frontier ever farther into the periphery. There is, however, no obvious stopping point to this process, which tends to become self-perpetuating, be¬cause “expansion tends to feed on itself in order to protect what is ac¬quired.”69 Each new defensive perimeter is menaced by turmoil on the other side of the line, which requires yet another outward push of the security fron¬tier.70 America’s security frontiers are, in reality, frontiers of insecurity.7’ Two examples of this dynamic are the origins of U.S. involvement in Indochina and the interventions in the Balkans.

7. IT’S A LOOP – HEGEMONY AND THREAT-CONSTRUCTION ARE TIED TOGETHER
Christopher Layne, Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School. “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing.” International Security. Summer 1997.

The security/interdependence nexus results in the exaggeration of threats to American strategic interests because it requires the United States to defend its core interests by intervening in the peripheries. There are three reasons for this. First, as Johnson points out, order-maintenance strategies are biased inherently toward threat exaggeration. Threats to order generate an anxiety “that has at its center the fear of the unknown. It is not just security, but the pattern of order upon which the sense of security depends that is threatened.”4’ Second, because the strategy of preponderance requires U.S. intervention in places that concededly have no intrinsic strategic value, U.S. policymakers are compelled to overstate the dangers to American interests to mobilize domestic support for their policies.42 Third, the tendency to exaggerate threats is tightly linked to the strategy of preponderance’s concern with maintaining U.S. credibility.
AT: Primacy/Deterrence

1. DETERRENCE DOESN’T PREVENT CONFLICT
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2006. The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present. Pg. 170-171

Just as their West European counterparts did during the cold war, America’s major Eurasian allies understand the dilemmas of extended deterrence in a nuclear world. In 1961, French president de Gaulle told President Kennedy that Europe could never believe that the United States really would risk the destruction of New York in order to save Paris.35 Today, U.S. allies have similar—well-founded—doubts about whether the United States would risk Seattle or Los Angeles to defend Tokyo or Taipei. America’s Eurasian allies are starting to re-nationalize because they understand that the credibility of U.S. security guarantees is eroding. Instead of foregoing military autonomy (re-nationalizing) they have every reason to make sure they can defend themselves if they are abandoned by the United States. The result is that security competitions of increasing intensity—like that between China and Japan—are taking place even though the U.S. military presence in East Asia is supposed to prevent them from happening.

2. PRIMACY DOESN’T DETER WAR OR ESCALATION
Jeffrey S. Lantis, Professor in the Department of Political Science at The College of Wooster. International Security. Winter 2006/2007. “The Short Shadow of U.S. Primacy?”

Since the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, nuclear primacy may cast a very short shadow on global politics. Evidence for this argument can be found in great power relations (characterized by Lieber and Press as near primacy) and in U.S. dealings with other states (true primacy). For example, the United States has gained little leverage against China and Russia even though it sits on the "cusp of nuclear primacy" today (p. 8). A 2006 Pentagon report warns of changes in China's conventional strategy designed to shape its military into a "more modern force capable of fighting short-duration, high-intensity conflicts against high-tech adversaries." n2 Meanwhile, Russia is pursuing a war on insurgents in its periphery and has even used its energy supplies as a weapon against its neighbors. The U.S. inability both to slow China's military modernization and its aggressive rhetoric toward Taiwan and to constrain Vladimir Putin's increasingly authoritarian turn in Russia, as well as the United States' failure to bring China and Russia on board to halt the pace of nuclear proliferation in Iran, are but a few examples of the limits of near primacy today.

3. NUCLEAR DETERRENCE FAILS – NOT A CREDIBLE THREAT
Jeffrey S. Lantis, Professor in the Department of Political Science at The College of Wooster. International Security. Winter 2006/2007. “The Short Shadow of U.S. Primacy?”

More than sixty years after Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the threat of using nuclear weapons sounds hollow. It is highly unlikely that the United States or, for that matter, any other state will use nuclear weapons in a conflict. Simply put, no military rationale exists for using nuclear weapons; this is especially true for the United States, which also maintains the world's largest conventional weapons arsenal. The use of such weapons would obliterate the nuclear taboo, the norm that holds that using weapons with such sheer destructive capacity is immoral. n5 Nuclear weapons do not distinguish between civilians and soldiers, which is hard to square with the ethical rules of modern warfare. Given the nonuse of nuclear weapons over the last several decades, including during the Vietnam War, the taboo against their use has only strengthened. And as the concept of nuclear deterrence becomes less credible, nuclear weapons become more irrelevant, at least with respect to state actors.

AT: Democracy

1. HEGEMONY ONLY SOLVES “ILLIBERAL DEMOCRACY” – NET WORSE THAN FASCISM
James Q. Wilson, Ronald Reagan Professor of Public Policy at Pepperdine University, “American Exceptionalism,” The American Spectator, October 2, 2006. (http://spectator.org/archives/2006/10/02/american-exceptionalism)

Democracy, of course, means rule by the people. But the devil is in the details. By one count, the number of democracies quintupled in the second half of the 20th century, but there are freedom-loving and freedom-disdaining democracies. Fareed Zakaria calls the latter "illiberal democracies." Among them are Kazakhstan, Pakistan, Ukraine, and Venezuela. The number of democratic regimes has grown rapidly in the last several decades, but what has grown is not like American-style democracy. Though most democracies have certain things in common -- popular elections, the rule of law, and rights for minorities -- we should never suppose that what we hope will appear in the Middle East and elsewhere will look like American government any more than Britain, France, Germany, India, Japan, or Turkey look like us. Recall that American democracy contains some strikingly undemocratic features, such as an Electoral College, two senators for each state regardless of state populations, and an independent judiciary.

2. DEMOCRACY PROMOTION FAILS – ONLY A RISK IT INSPIRES RESENTMENT
Paul Saunders- executive director of the Nixon Center, a former senior advisor to the Under Secretary of State for Global Affairs, -  May 30, 2006- Democracy Promotion as Policy-  Online- http://www.cfr.org/publication/10784/

Many proponents of democracy promotion seriously underestimate the ease with which we can promote democracy and overestimate the results we should expect.  This has led to a mismatch between our stated goals and the human, financial, and other resources committed to achieving them. It has also led to a focus on superficial elements of democracy at the expense of those that are more substantial and lasting. No one disagrees with the notion that in the long run, a world of democracies is desirable—but short-term miscalculations can be very damaging. 

3. ERR NEG – FAILED DEMOCRATIC TRANSITIONS CAUSE WAR
Edward D. Mansfield - Hum Rosen Professor of Political Science and Co-Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics at the University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia- AND Jack Snyder- Professor of International Relations at Columbia University- 2002- Democratic Transitions, Institutional Strength, and War-

International Organization- online- http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_organization/v0

The results, presented in Table 7, show that states tend to launch wars soon after transitions to a coherent democracy and some time after incomplete democratic transitions. The estimate of Complete Demtransitioni(t-1) is positive and statistically significant when regime change is measured over one-year and two-year intervals. Indeed, the highly combustible short-term effects of transitions to a coherent democracy are illustrated well by the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in 1974, which we discussed earlier. However, such transitions have little bearing on war initiation over the longer run—as democratic institutions become consolidated—since none of the remaining estimates of Complete Demtransitioni(t-1) are significant.

4. WEAK DEMOCRACIES COLLAPSE - ONLY CONSOLIDATED TRANSITIONS SOLVE THEIR IMPACTS
Edward D. Mansfield - Hum Rosen Professor of Political Science and Co-Director of the Christopher H. Browne Center for International Politics at the University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia- AND Jack Snyder- Professor of International Relations at Columbia University- 2002- Democratic Transitions, Institutional Strength, and War-International Organization- online- http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_organization/v056/56.2mansfield.html

The happy outcomes of the democratic peace, however, emerge only after a transition to democracy is well consolidated. Establishing effective democratic institutions takes time. Where powerful groups feel threatened by democracy, they [End Page 300] seek to keep its institutions weak and malleable. Thus the practices of many newly democratizing states are only loose approximations of those that characterize mature democracies. Limited suffrage, unfair constraints on electoral competition, disorganized political parties, corrupt bureaucracies, or partial media monopolies may skew political outcomes in newly democratizing states away from the patterns that coherent democracies generally produce. Although elites in newly democratizing states need to solicit mass support, the weakness of democratic institutions allows them to avoid full public accountability. 

AT: Benevolent Hegemony/Leadership
1. “BENEVOLENT HEGEMONY” COERCES THE LEFT INTO BUSH DOCTRINE PREEMPTION
Howard Zinn, Professor of Political Science at Boston University, “The Power and the Glory: Myths of American exceptionalism,” Boston Review, Summer 2005. (http://bostonreview.net/BR30.3/zinn.php)

Some liberals in this country, opposed to Bush, nevertheless are closer to his principles on foreign affairs than they want to acknowledge. It is clear that 9/11 had a powerful psychological effect on everybody in America, and for certain liberal intellectuals a kind of hysterical reaction has distorted their ability to think clearly about our nation’s role in the world. In a recent issue of the liberal magazine The American Prospect, the editors write, Today Islamist terrorists with global reach pose the greatest immediate threat to our lives and liberties. . . . When facing a substantial, immediate, and provable threat, the United States has both the right and the obligation to strike preemptively and, if need be, unilaterally against terrorists or states that support them. Preemptively and, if need be, unilaterally; and against “states that support” terrorists, not just terrorists themselves. Those are large steps in the direction of the Bush doctrine, though the editors do qualify their support for preemption by adding that the threat must be “substantial, immediate, and provable.” But when intellectuals endorse abstract principles, even with qualifications, they need to keep in mind that the principles will be applied by the people who run the U.S. government. This is all the more important to keep in mind when the abstract principle is about the use of violence by the state—in fact, about preemptively initiating the use of violence.

2. BENEVOLENT HEGEMONY DOESN’T EXIST – YOUR AUTHORS ARE JUST CAUGHT IN THE MYTH
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2006. The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present. Pg. 142

In international politics benevolent hegemons are like unicorns—there is no such animal. Hegemons love themselves, but others mistrust and fear them—and for good reason. In today’s world, others dread both the over- concentration of geopolitical weight in America’s favor and the purposes for which it may be used: No great power has a monopoly on virtue and, although some may have a great deal more virtue than others, virtue imposed on others is not seen as such by them. All great powers are capable of exercising a measure of self- restraint, but they are tempted not to and the choice to practice restraint is made easier by the existence of countervailing power and the possibility of it being exercised.4° While Washington’s self-proclaimed benevolence is inherently ephemeral, the hard fist of American power is tangible. Hence, others must worry constantly that if U.S. intentions change, or if a multilateral United States reverts to unilateralism—as arguably has happened under the Bush II administration—there is a good chance that they are going to get whacked.

3. BENEVOLENT HEGEMONY CAN’T EXIST – HEGEMONY IS EXPANSIONIST BY NATURE
Christopher Layne, Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami. 2007. American Empire: A Debate. Pg.  67.

The truth, however, is that the United States is not at all a status quo power. Now, for sure, the American primacists are content with the prevailing uni¬polar status quo. That is, they want the make sure that the United States retains its role as the sole superpower. But in a more fundamental sense, the United States is the antithesis of a status quo power. Rather, it is an expan¬sionist power that constantly is attempting to add to its lead in relative power vis-a-vis potential rivals; extend the territorial reach of its military power (for example, by acquiring new bases in Central Asia); and enlarge its influence ideologically by spreading “democracy” worldwide. Indeed, the whole debate about the new American Empire underscores the expansionist impulses driv¬ing U.S. grand strategy today. If any doubt existed on this point, the American invasion of Iraq in March 2003 dispelled it. Around the world, Iraq removed the veil of American “benevolence” and revealed to the rest of the world the aggrandizing and self-interested nature of U.S. grand strategy.
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