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***Uniqueness***

Hegemony Low - Hegemony in flux now

Other nations trying to determine what various roles ought to be played in decision making; some are resisting the movement toward a multipolar world

Park Sang-seek 2009 (is a professor at the Graduate Institute of Peace Studies, Kyung Hee University. - Ed. How will the world change in 2010s? THE KOREA HERALD December 31, lexis)
Recently the BBC Magazine selected 9/11 as the world's most frequently mentioned and significant word in the first decade of the 21st century. What has happened in the world in the first decade of the 21st century shows that 9/11 is a sign for the emergence of a new international order.The euphoria of the Western world following the collapse of the Soviet bloc lasted for only a decade. Political leaders and pundits in the West predicted that the world would be safer and more prosperous in the post-Cold War era because democracy would become the universally accepted form of state governance and liberal internationalism would promote free economic exchange and co-prosperity among nations. 
Contrary to such predictions, in the non-Western world a disguised form of democracy has become prevalent and the international economic order based on the Washington consensus has aggravated the wealth disparity between rich and poor nations and within nations in the non-Western world, although it has accelerated economic growth globally.In the first decade of the 21st century the problems of good governance and wealth distribution have become more serious and additional issues have emerged. The first issue is whether the unipolar world order led by the United States is necessary for world peace and prosperity. Not only the non-Western world but also some Western nations question the desirability and even feasibility of U.S. hegemony. The second is whether democracy should be practiced at the international level and whether the spread of democracy can guarantee peace among nations. The non-Western world supports the former view, while the Western world has strong reservations. On the latter, the Western world, particularly the United States, believes it, while the non-Western world questions it. The United States under the George W. Bush administration strongly championed democratic peace theory and made efforts to transform non-democratic states into democracies. The third issue concerns whether global issues created by globalization, including wealth disparity, resources depletion, environmental degradation, international terrorism/crimes and religious/ideological clashes, can and should be handled by states alone or multilaterally, particularly through international organizations. Most nations agree that unilateral solutions may be desirable but multilateral solutions are more effective. The irony is that nations, particularly great powers and developing countries, have no intention to compromise on their national sovereignty for multilateral solutions. What kind of national security strategy nations should pursue is the fourth issue. This issue is related to the question of how to deal with nontraditional security issues such as terrorism and international crimes which cannot be solved by hard power alone. In the rapidly globalizing world, a nuclear power can kill a million people instantly but can hardly subjugate a person's mind, as Zbigniew Brzezinski pointed out. 

Hegemony Low - Nations moving to become major influence

United States has tried to maintain unipolar world; being challenged by others

Park Sang-seek 2009 (is a professor at the Graduate Institute of Peace Studies, Kyung Hee University. - Ed. How will the world change in 2010s? THE KOREA HERALD December 31, lexis)
Ordinary people in the age of globalization are intellectually and ideologically well armed to resist foreign domination and suppression. In the first decade the United States has made all efforts to preserve the unipolar moment through informal as well as formal alliances and solution of security issues mainly through traditional military means unilaterally or through alliances rather than multilateral mechanisms. It also has used the international financial institutions to maintain its economic supremacy. In other words, the United States has created an imagined hostile bloc with the cold war mindset. This imagined bloc includes any countries or group of countries which oppose U.S. leadership and American ideology. Meanwhile, China has been building up its national power and economy. Some wonder whether China will assume the position of the Soviet Union in the cold war era and become another superpower challenging U.S. hegemony. 

Obama’s view of Hegemony
Obama defends US hegemony; although he supports multilateral action, must be led by the U.S.

Park Sang-seek 2009 (is a professor at the Graduate Institute of Peace Studies, Kyung Hee University. - Ed. How will the world change in 2010s? THE KOREA HERALD December 31, lexis)
This view has become particularly popular since the October 2009 international financial crisis. Obama presented his political philosophy at the award-giving ceremony for his Noble Peace Prize in Oslo on Dec. 10. He supports just war and defends American hegemony in the cold war and the two decades of the post-cold war period. Based on this conviction, he supports war in self-defense and humanitarian intervention. The problem with his philosophy is that it is very difficult, if not impossible, to define acts of self-defense and humanitarian intervention. In order to avoid this pitfall, many world-renowned scholars and pundits advocate multilateral intervention, collective security and cooperative security. He emphasizes multilateral actions, but only when led by the United States His philosophy reflects the traditional view of American hegemony, albeit an enlightened one.
Future of U.S. Hegemony: Hegemony will decrease
U.S. hegemony will decrease in the next decade; other nations will step in 

Park Sang-seek 2009 (is a professor at the Graduate Institute of Peace Studies, Kyung Hee University. - Ed. How will the world change in 2010s? THE KOREA HERALD December 31, lexis)
In the second decade, it will become more difficult for the United States to maintain its hegemony. First of all, in the security field the United States can hardly deal with non-traditional issues alone. Even in the case of traditional security issues, the United States can defeat a nation but can hardly subjugate its people. Moreover, international public opinion will strongly oppose it.

Secondly, China and other great powers including India and Russia will make stronger efforts to transform the unipolar political and economic order into a new one. This new international order is already emerging and is likely to coexist with the existing one at least in the second decade.

Third, nations will have no choice but to deal with the consequences of globalization jointly. Henceforth, the United Nations will play a more proactive role and international civil society organizations will become more influential. They will closely cooperate to nurture new global common goods and preserve the existing ones.

Fourth,, despite globalization, nation-states will continue to remain the main actors and this will make international relations more complicated and domestic, regional and global disputes and conflicts of all kinds will increase.

Finally, as U.S. hegemony weakens, the world is likely to split into three security and economic complexes: Asian, European and Asia-Pacific. The United States will try to stay between the three, Russia between the European and Asia-Pacific complexes and China between the Asian and Asia-Pacific complexes. In view of this future development and its geopolitical and economic necessity, South Korea in the second decade needs to navigate very cautiously between the Asian continent and the Pacific Ocean.
Hegemony Unsustainable – Other Countries Catching Up

The rest of the world has caught up with America – the Vietnam War and American complacency have given China and India the chance to overtake the US as global hegemons.

Hoffman 09 (Andy, “American Hegemony: The Beginning and the End.” Midas Letter. 4/18/09. <http://www.midasletter.com/commentary/090418-2_US-hegemony-the-beginning-and-the-end.php>)
The financial market madness we are currently witnessing is difficult to put into words. So much so, that for the first time in years, I find myself at times speechless. Irrespective, I have untied my tongue long enough to put together some thoughts describing my view of what is going on from the highest-level, macroeconomic sense.

In essence, what we are seeing today is the death throes of U.S. global hegemony, as described below. In my opinion, September 11th marked the beginning of the end of U.S. global hegemony, or in simple terms its role as a global superpower. Not because of the damage done by Islamic terrorists, which was trivial, but to itself by the powers that be in Washington and Wall Street. Since that day, the forces pushing the U.S. down the slope of the global power chain accelerated, with the 9/11 attacks essentially lighting the fuse.

The U.S. has been the lone global superpower for roughly 20 years, probably the shortest period of such hegemony by a major economic power in the world's history. If you combine that period with the previous 45 years when the U.S. shared that status with the Soviet Union, we are talking about a total of 65 years, still a tiny drop in the bucket of time. If you want to think in terms of significant superpowers, counted in centuries rather than decades, think of the Egyptians, Greeks, Romans, Ottomans, Shangs and Zhous (of China), or even the British and Spanish of the 13th to 19th centuries.

The U.S. and Russia were fortunate enough to find themselves in that position because the major European powers nearly destroyed themselves during World War II. At that time, Japan's economic advancement had not yet commenced, while China remained mired in the throes of unproductive communism.

In the post World War II era, the United States, through a combination of ingenuity, financial strength, and a (now long-gone) work ethic, managed to secure a major share of global manufacturing market share, reaching a golden age in the 1950s and 60s which marked the peak of its standing in the world. Russia similarly was in a strong financial position following the war, but its leadership instead promoted the closed-minded communist policies which yielded growth (and ultimately collapse) in but one area, its nuclear arsenal.

But even as America was flourishing, the inevitable competition from the "Rest of World" was smoldering behind the scenes. Once the aftermath of World War II passed, which in Europe took many years, these forces started to gain momentum. Remember, the U.S. possesses less than 3% of the world's population but consumes roughly 30% of its energy, and is not particularly blessed with natural resources. Thus, it was only a matter of time before the "Rest of World" caught up. By the 1960s, little Japan, with barely one-third of the U.S. population, one-twentieth the land, and even less natural resources, had already snagged a major share of global manufacturing market share, particularly in the automotive industry, one of America's truly "own" creations and sources of pride. And all the while, completely under the radar, the seeds of domination were growing in China, India, and Southeast Asia. These indomitable forces have gained strength over the past five decades, but in my view two key events served to accelerate them exponentially, yielding the situation where, here in 2009, the U.S. has lost essentially ALL of its superpower status.
The first of the two events was the Vietnam War in 1965 (and the consequential end of the gold standard in 1971), and the second was September 11th, 2001. All empires peak when arrogance rears its ugly head, and in the U.S.'s case it was Vietnam that triggered it. As someone too young to have been around during the era of the "Red Peril", it is hard to envision the fear of the spread of Communism that existed in America. But it most certainly did, yielding numerous standoffs, skirmishes, and wars (such as the Korean conflict and the Cuban missile conflict) before the real damage occurred in Vietnam.

Part of the rationale for Vietnam was the fear of communism, particularly the Russians, but an equal part was the growing U.S. belief that, thanks to just 20 years of global hegemony, its beliefs and ideals, politically, economically, and socially, should be foisted onto the rest of the world, at any cost.
That line of thinking is what made the Egyptians and Romans into global empires, and even the British for that matter. But those were different times, when worldwide communications and technologies were more limited and protected, unlike today where ideas and processes are instantaneously transferred around the world with the click of a mouse. Thus, Vietnam was a critical point in U.S. history, representing the point that it started to squander its financial advantage, spread its military too thin, and sow the seeds of global resentment. Not to mention, just like Iraq it was a completely unprovoked war, started by propaganda in Washington targeted at stirring up "patriotism."

Hegemony Unsustainable – No Solutions Left
US hegemony depends on a series of short-term solutions to stall their loss of power as a result of financial and political instability. In the time of the Obama administration, there are no viable bandaid options left and we have no long-term solutions, dooming US dominance.

Hoffman 09 (Andy, “American Hegemony: The Beginning and the End.” Midas Letter. 4/18/09. <http://www.midasletter.com/commentary/090418-2_US-hegemony-the-beginning-and-the-end.php>)
For a brief moment of time, the U.S. had a budget surplus. However, that moment came and went in a flash in the early 2000s. Given the rising levels of U.S. debt and unsustainable levels of foreign dollar currency reserves, the post-9/11 landscape yielded an avalanche of U.S. deficits and the historic peak of dollar purchasing power. Moreover, the "political capital" earned in World War II was gradually being forgotten, in no small way due to damage done by our failed involvement in Vietnam.
Confronted by the burst stock market bubble, declining economy, massive financial burdens of the Iraqi war, a plummeting dollar, and rising budget and trade deficits, the powers that be in Washington (by now controlled by Wall Street thanks to the massive profits earned in the fake internet bubble) once again turned to their "Maestro", Alan Greenspan.

And what do you think he did? Yep, you guessed it, he lowered interest rates to 1%, printed more money, and reduced financial market regulations further. Sound anything like "supply-side economics", (which not coincidentally commenced at the same time Greenspan was appointed head of the Federal Reserve)?

To this day, Greenspan is still somehow revered as a great financial mind, which is yet another example of the "black is white" thinking in today's America. In my view, he will one day be remembered for the catastrophic effects of these decisions, in my mind the single most responsible individual for what we are enduring today. In fact, he encouraged borrowers to take out Adjustable-Rate Mortgages (ARMs) when mortgage rates were at all-time lows, and actually stated that derivatives are a great invention because they serve to spread out risk.

Well, what happened next?

Not surprisingly, a combination of historically low interest rates, reduced regulation on the credit industry and Wall Street financial engineering, global competitive currency devaluations, and massive monetary and fiscal stimulus created credit and housing bubbles that dwarfed the stock market bubble before it, as well as the explosion of publicly-traded and OTC derivatives, which more than anything else are the source of the financial catastrophe that is tearing apart America.

Which brings me to the final part of this missive, the one describing what we are seeing TODAY.

The End of the End

The U.S.'s brief reign as world superpower has been marked by the continuing application of short-term "band-aids" to try and buy time, with the hope that things will get better. No long-term strategies, no game plans, nothing. Just politicians being politicians, doing what it takes to get re-elected.

All along the "foundation" of U.S. global hegemony was its manufacturing base. This area was rock-solid during the 50s and 60s, but has proven to be fleeting in the 90s and 00s due to the decline in America's finances, the weakening of its military due to a series of unproductive, draining wars, and the growth of more significant manufacturing powers such as Japan, China, and others.

Thanks to the natural weakening of this foundation, as well as the horribly counterproductive actions taken during Clinton/Bush/Obama, Rubin/Summers/Lindsay/Snow/Paulson/Geithner, and Greenspan/Bernanke administrations, there are no longer anymore viable "band-aids" to apply.
Hegemony Unsustainable – US Falling Behind

America is losing its stranglehold on global hegemony – smaller countries such as Iran are stepping up to assert themselves as regional hegemons, and the US is unable to do anything about it.

Rodgers 09 (Walters, “America: A Superpower No more.” The Christian Science Monitor. 4/8/09. < http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2009/0408/p09s01-coop.html>)
These events are the latest warnings that our world is changing far more rapidly and profoundly than we – or our politicians – will admit. America's own triple-A rating, its superpower status, is being downgraded as rapidly as its economy. President Obama's recent acknowledgement that the US is not winning in Afghanistan is but the most obvious recognition of this jarring new reality. What was the president telling Americans? As Milton Bearden, a former top CIA analyst on Afghanistan, recently put it, "If you aren't winning, you're losing." The global landscape is littered with evidence that America's superpower status is fraying. Nuclear-armed Pakistan – arguably the world's most dangerous country – is falling apart, despite billions in US aid and support.

In Iraq, despite efforts in Washington to make "the surge" appear to be a stunning US victory, analysts most familiar with the region have already declared Iran the strategic winner of the Bush administration's war against Saddam Hussein. The Iraq war has greatly empowered Iran, nurturing a new regional superpower that now seems likely to be the major architect of the new Iraq. Sadly, what was forgotten amid the Bush-era hubris was that America's edge always has been as much moral and economic as military. Officially sanctioned torture, the Abu Ghraib scandal, US invasion of a sovereign country without provocation, along with foolishly allowing radical Islamists to successfully portray the US as the enemy of the world's 1.5 billion Muslims, shattered whatever moral edge America enjoyed before 2003. Washington's uncritical support of Israel at the expense of Palestinians is perceived by much of the world as egregiously hypocritical. Consequently, America's collision course with Islam may be irreversible. Muslims believe Islam never lost the moral high ground – and they won't readily relinquish it for Western secularism. Even politically conservative journals such as The National Interest recognize something has gone wrong. In a recent issue, Robert Pape opined: "The self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq war, growing government debt, increasingly negative current-accounts balance, and other economic weaknesses have cost the United States real power in today's world.… If present trends continue, we will look back at the Bush administration's years as the death knell of American hegemony." Now, as a massive retrenchment of the US economy is under way, it is time to shake the mental shackles of the superpower legacy and embrace a more peripheralist agenda. That need not mean isolationism or retreat. It would still require maintaining substantial armed forces with a qualitative edge, but using them only when there is an affordable and persuasive American national interest. Iraq never fitted that description. The price tag for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan wars is in the trillions. Sun Tzu, the ancient Chinese military commentator, prophetically observed 2,500 years ago, "[W]hen the army marches abroad, the treasury will be emptied at home." It remains a lingering American myth that US troops and warships can go anywhere and pay any price. Not so. The modern Chinese have discovered a better way. The Washington Post reports that the Chinese went on a shopping spree recently, taking advantage of fire-sale prices to lock up global supplies of oil, minerals, and other strategic resources for their economy. That amounts to a major economic conquest – without using a single soldier. By contrast, American efforts to secure oil have looked clumsy. Iran also is achieving serious regional hegemony, without armadas, using proxy guerrilla armies to dominate its near neighbors. Its rebuffs to President Obama's recent outreach speaks to Tehran's growing confidence in its ability to manipulate its home-field advantage – stage-managing events from Afghanistan to Lebanon, all the while thumbing its nose at both the American and Israeli "superpowers." Last August's Russian invasion of Georgia was a painful reminder that Russia has what its leadership calls "privileged interests" on its periphery. Yesterday's superpowers have been replaced by regional hegemons, as the globe is being carved up into more-defensible spheres of interest. Americans need to acknowledge that war, like politics, is the art of the possible, and both have their limits. The Bush administration was unable to deliver its promised democratic remake of the Muslim Middle East. Thus, another unpleasant truth: The Western democratic model has no appeal to much of the Arab world. Nor is democracy an attractive model for huge swaths of the rest of the world, such as Russia and China. It's time to lower our geopolitical sights and end America's unrealistic crusade. We shouldn't expect "them" to want to be like "us."
Hegemony Unsustainable – US Losing Power

The advantage the US gained during WWII has run out – with the US the world’s largest debtor, the global hegemon no longer has the power to maintain its control and is being overtaken by countries like Japan and Germany, much like Great Britain did when it lost its empire.
Pietroburgo 09 (Anthony, “The End of American Hegemony.” Ezine.  4/10/09. < http://ezinearticles.com/?The-End-of-American-Hegemony&id=2207395>)
Many political scientists in this decade are wrestling with the notion that the United States' hegemonic power is in steep decline or completely stagnate altogether. With the current status of the nation and the many problems that have stemmed from the irresponsibility of its' actions the strength of the United States hegemony is undoubtedly dwindling. We can make various observations ranging from all different aspects that show the United States' hegemonic force is beyond repair and will not be resurrected. Although the desperate struggles by the U.S. government to demonstrate their unwillingness to accept the fact are admirable and at some points not without good intention, the American hegemonic power is out dated and broken.

In the early 1950's the United States rose to power as the elite world hegemonic power. After World War II, major economic powers had to cut deep into their own pockets in order to pay for their war retributions and re-build devastated countries and economies. England, France, Germany and Japan were all on the brink of complete destruction at this moment in time, and the United States used this to their advantage. Even though the U.S. participated in the war itself, the extent of the battles never reached the mainland, which kept the nation's infrastructure in tact. This unbelievable power continued on from the 1950's until the later part of the 1970's. In this era, The Bretton Woods agreement made the USD the center of the Global Economy and was made the by default the official internationally traded currency. The USD was the only currency that could be created at great magnitude and keep the faith of foreign investors due to it's worth and versatility in the world market (Krasner 187). The top ten banks in the world were American owned making the U.S. the largest world creditor. The U.S. was the number one destination for foreign direct investment and during these two decades the U.S. was also able to sustain the highest level of growth in its' economy (Bartilow Lecture). These features made the U.S. the undisputed hegemonic state in the world at that moment in time. Almost every financial decision made in regards to international trade came through the United States. The U.S. also set up various regimes: the GATT (The General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade, now the WTO), The International Monetary Fund (IMF), and a slew of other international regimes affiliated with the United Nations (Lake 121).

As the effects of World War II started to wear of the United States slowly lost the drastic gap in power they enjoyed. From the 1960's to the mid 1970's, countries such as Japan, The former Soviet Union and what was then West Germany were increasing their military and financial capabilities at a higher rate than the United States. This causes the first quandary when we explore the United States' hegemonic decline, because the hegemon must be very powerful in relation to other states in order to retain its' power (Krasner 185). The status of U.S. global power since the early 1980's has been in a steady downturn. Currently the US dollar is relatively weak when compared to the currencies of major global trading partners. This makes it harder to make a credible argument as to why the USD should remain as the default trading currency when others have a far better argument for taking the title such as the EU's Euro (EUR) or the Japanese Yen (¥). The U.S. has now gone from being the world's largest creditor to the world's largest debtor. This has caused one of the most significant reductions in American power. It is very difficult to sustain hegemony when you are obligated to other nations due to borrowed money rather than having other nations obligated to you. This significantly limits your options when concerning implementation of world policy that would give you certain advantages. Since 1986 the American BoP has been highly uneven when the U.S. began importing more than exporting which represented the commencement of the massive deficit that the U.S. government is dealing with now (Krasner 189). Most recently the U.S. has been plagued with an overwhelming amount of re-occurring crisis' that have put economic growth in a slump, and the vast problems stemming from the current banking collapse. Certainly it would seem that the United States is lagging behind in financial performance due to poor construction of past policies that made the US the power that it was economically.
The extent of these problems does not halt at the outstanding economic crisis alone. The U.S. is losing major advantages in education, infrastructure, innovation and healthcare. For most of the 19th and 20th centuries the 
U.S. was dissertating far more students with PhD's than any other nation could come close to. Now the U.S. lead in that area of interest has been significantly narrowed and with the current trends in the U.S. education system, soon the top spot in PhD production will no longer exist in favor of the U.S. This could be a direct result due to the fact that the U.S. is no longer the home of the world's most advanced and renown facilities for higher education, without a doubt lagging behind European and Asian universities. With regard to secondary education the U.S. is experiencing record numbers of youth that are illiterate and/or who are dropping out of school altogether. European and Asian systems for educating their young are now proving to be far superior from the under funded and out-dated ways of the American system (Bartilow Lecture).  In means of military, innovation and healthcare, there are problems that continue to rapidly spiral out of control as well. While the U.S. military might is still one of a kind, the events of 9-11 proved that there are still ways to strike inside the country's borders, later the American response to those acts made the hegemon look weaker than ever. Powerful foreign nations are rapidly improving military capabilities and are able to sustain a smaller and more cost efficient force than that of the larger, stretched out U.S. military. More than 45 million Americans remain with out healthcare. Unhealthy, untreated Americans cannot work since they are at home sick or injured, and not to forget that the U.S. is also home to one of the most unhealthy fast food diets in the world. These two separate problems don't mix well in the long run, when most of the technological and medical innovation is being done else where around the globe, which will provide a serious financial burden when healthcare will soon be imported as well causing major problems for the current unhealthy American generation that will be yearning for medical treatment. However we can learn from past hegemonic states, all of which, withered away with time just as the American one is currently in the process of doing. Great Britain was perhaps the last true hegemon before that of the United States. Back in 1890 the collapse of their empire had just began. David A. Lake's research on the issue is work that should be greatly analyzed due to the illustrious similarities between the British recession in to retirement and the United States' as well. For much of the 19th century Great Britain was dominating in the same fields as the U.S. did so in the 1950's through the late 1970's. Soon in the later 1800's The United States and Germany moved to a protectionist system to plant their economic seeds and soon after were surpassing British industries and abilities. The industrial base of Great Britain crumbled and forced them to invest heavily in the service, shipping and insurance sectors of the economy just to break-even when concerning their balance of payment statistics. For the time being the British were able to carry on with the pound as the dominant world currency. The frail system was already on the thinnest of ice, when WWI confounded the weak British economy (Lake 122). At the time of Great Britain's reign of power they also pursued operations to completely open up and liberalize the world economy. This did lead to substantial brief economic abundance but eventually the struggles of remaining a strong enough power to be considered an absolute hegemon wore off. Hegemonic powers are only sustainable during periods of constant economic growth. When growth is no longer the complete and utter status of the hegemony's economic functionality the power ceases to be consistent. We see this to be the case with Great Britain, as other world powers emerged and caught up in terms of economic status and influence, British power that was exerted was much more explicit and coercive, just like it was during the American hegemonic era under President Nixon (Lake 121). It is safe to say that the U.S. is headed down the same path that will eventually end up being the ultimate de-throning of the American empire and it's hegemonic capabilities. If you think back to all the complications that the United States is experiencing in this very moment concerning obvious financial difficulties and others in the areas of education, technological innovation and healthcare respectively. Other nations have clearly started their own catch up phase and are impeding on American power as we speak. The irony between the situations leading up to the collapse of the British hegemonic state and the current burdens that are being placed upon a contemptuous American hegemon are too similar for coincidence. It took the disaster of WWI to finally destabilize the British hegemon and the United States is one major crisis away from experiencing the same fate (Bartilow Lecture). Since the loss of British power it is noticed that Great Britain was never able to rise again to re-capture the hegemonic position. This may go on to show us, what the American empire will look like fifty years from now. The U.S. will have to become much more of a team player in the new world economy after realizing the impossible responsibilities as the hegemonic power. As the international economic system has continued to transform it does not appear that another hegemonic state will rise anyway. The playing field is equal on almost all fronts between the world's superpowers and with terms of transportation and advanced communication there is hardly any information that is secret as far as technological innovation is concerned. As for the United States, the elements that sprung the U.S. into hegemonic power are far outdated and literally impossible to re-create with the absence of a WWIII and due to the ever more inter-connected world economy it would be even more impossible for the United States to live through another world war with it's weak public and private domestic sectors, a flimsy currency when matched up against others, and without any real way of manufacturing goods for export with an ever increasing un-educated work force.
Hegemony Unsustainable – Middle East

The United States is losing its hegemony in the Middle East. The Middle Eastern countries are trying to overpower the United States into leaving them alone because they are tired of the US being there. The US will not last long there.

Phillips ‘10 (Chris Phillips is a London-based writer and analyst of Middle Eastern Affairs, with particular focus on Syria, Jordan, Turkey, Lebanon and Egypt. US hegemony in Middle East is ending: Talk of a Middle East cold war is inaccurate – Russia and Turkey are simply capitalising on the region's new power vacuum. guardian.co.uk, Monday 31 May 2010) http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/31/us-hegemony-middle-east-ending
A recent arms deal between Russia and Syria has raised the prospect of a new cold war in the Middle East. Foreign Policy's Josh Landis, for example, suggests that unconditional US support for Israel will draw Moscow back into its pre-1989 role as supporter and arms supplier for the enemies of Tel Aviv and Washington.  Yet Russia's return to Syria, whether it be the sale of MiG-29s or building a naval dock on the Syrian coast, is not the action of a superpower challenging US hegemony as it was in 1945-89 but rather an assertive regional power taking advantage of the emerging power vacuum in the region. Instead of a new bi-polar cold war, regional powers such as Russia and Turkey are increasing their influence at the United States' expense.  The idea of a new cold war has gained currency in some quarters for the wrong reasons. Syrian president Bashar al-Assad himself told La Repubblica last week that "Russia is reasserting itself. And the cold war is just a natural reaction to the attempt by America to dominate the world".  In the same interview he asserted that there was a new triple alliance between Syria, Turkey and Iran – part of a "northern alliance" that Damascus has been trying to construct against Israel and the US – with Russia now cast in the role as superpower benefactor.  As leader of a small power attempting to defy the global hegemon, it is in Assad's interests to exaggerate the strength of such an alliance. Yet no such cohesive united bloc actually exists. Russia is pursuing a realist regional agenda, ensuring it can maximise its influence without unnecessarily confronting the US – a cornerstone of Dmitry Medvedev's foreign policy. A recent spat with Tehran over Russian support for Washington's new UN sanctions on Iran hardly suggests a united anti-American/anti-Israeli front.  Turkey, too, is not tying itself to any camp. Damascus may regard Ankara's rekindled relationship with Iraq, Iran and Syria as crucial for any new alignment, but Turkey's "zero problems with neighbours" policy is not limited to those states on its southern border. Turkey is seeking influence and markets for its rapidly expanding economy across the region, including Israel.  Though prime minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan's rhetoric has been increasingly populist and anti-Israeli since the Gaza war of 2008-2009, the deep commercial, economic and military ties between the Turkish and Israeli establishments show no signs of receding. Like Russia, Turkey is pursuing its own interests by asserting its influence in the whole Middle East, not just as the lynchpin of an anti-America/Israel bloc.  Yet even though the return to cold war bi-polar blocs in the Middle East is unlikely, the region's international relations are changing. US power is waning. Though Washington remains the world's only superpower, the quagmires of Iraq and Afghanistan have exposed the limits of US ambitions, while the economic crisis has forced the Obama administration to focus energy elsewhere.  While the Bush era saw the US hegemonic in the region, squeezing the defiant few like Syria and Saddam Hussein's Iraq, today's Middle East sees a power vacuum led by partial US retreat being filled by assertive regional and middle powers. Turkey and Brazil's recent nuclear deal with Iran typify this emerging new climate. Stephen Walt has highlighted that this shift in power is global, with Asia's share of GDP already outstripping that of the US or Europe. As ever, it seems the Middle East could prove a microcosm of these international changes. If the age of American uni-polarity is coming to an end, perhaps hastened by unnecessary wars and economic shortsightedness, it is much more likely that international relations in the Middle East will come to reflect the multi-polar world that will follow rather than revert to a bi-polar cold war.  In such circumstances, it won't just be Russia and Turkey expanding their reach in the region, but China, India and Brazil will all bid for a role, too – presumably having fewer demands than Washington about their clients pursuing democratic reforms and peace with Israel. Saudi Arabia's growing relationship with China might signify the shape of things to come.  Not that this era is yet upon us. The US remains the superpower and could still effect serious change in the region, should it desire. However, the recent actions of Russia and Turkey in the Middle East do show a new assertiveness from regional powers to pursue their own path in defiance of US will, whether through arms deals, trade agreements or diplomatic coups. A new cold war is unlikely, but the age of unchallenged US hegemony in the Middle East could be ending.  

Hegemony Unsustainable—Middle East Opposition

US hegemony is facing opposition in the Middle East.

Phillips ’10 (Chris, May 31, 2010, “US hegemony in Middle East is ending” The Guardian, 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/may/31/us-hegemony-middle-east-ending)
While the Bush era saw the US hegemonic in the region, squeezing the defiant few like Syria and Saddam Hussein's Iraq, today's Middle East sees a power vacuum led by partial US retreat being filled by assertive regional and middle powers. Turkey and Brazil's recent nuclear deal with Iran typify this emerging new climate.
Stephen Walt has highlighted that this shift in power is global, with Asia's share of GDP already outstripping that of the US or Europe. As ever, it seems the Middle East could prove a microcosm of these international changes. If the age of American uni-polarity is coming to an end, perhaps hastened by unnecessary wars and economic shortsightedness, it is much more likely that international relations in the Middle East will come to reflect the multi-polar world that will follow rather than revert to a bi-polar cold war.
Hegemony Unsustainable – China Takeover

The United States hegemony is not going to last very long. China is coming up from behind using its supplies of oil and coal. The United States will soon lose economically, leading to a loss in the United State’s hegemonic power as well.

Hunt ’10 (Tam Hunt is an attorney, consultant and a lecturer on climate change law and policy at UCSB’s Bren School of Environmental Science & Management. Tam Hunt: The Unipolar Moment Reconsidered. With U.S. domination of the world on the wane, the time is now to embark on a multilateral future. NoozHawk.com.  06.20.2010) http://www.noozhawk.com/tam_hunt/article/061810_tam_hunt/

The United States, fueled by coal and oil, which was first found in Titusville, Pa., in 1859, an expansive and ever-growing territory that spanned a whole continent, and a sense of “American exceptionalism,” was the successor to the British empire, reaching 19 percent of global economic output in 1913, at the verge of World War I, and 35 percent at the height of World War II. The United States is now about 20 percent of the global economy, its share shrinking as other nations grow rapidly. The United States’ historical wealth of oil, coal and natural gas allowed it to grow to such a dominant economic and military position that it is truly deserving of being called an empire. As a global empire, the United States spends as much on its military as the rest of the world combined. If Britain was the first global hegemon, the United States became the first hyper-hegemon. We keep about 800 military bases in 160 nations. There is no place immune from our power and, increasingly, no place immune from our surveillance. We are now expanding and enforcing our empire with increasingly inhumane robotic drone attacks in Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan and other countries, creating a whole new generation of bitter enemies. There are chinks in our armor, however. Clearly. The neocon agenda was made real after the 9/11 attacks, with the Bush administration launching ill-fated invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq and the Obama administration expanding the Afghanistan war into Pakistan. These military responses are exactly the wrong lesson to be learned from history and will do nothing in the long run to improve humanity’s lot on a limited planet. The longer-term threat to U.S. dominance is economic. The United States is by far the largest economy today, although down to a “mere” 20 percent of world economic output from its World War II peak. Economic threats loom not far over the horizon, however. China surpassed Germany as the third largest economy in the world in 2007 and will likely surpass Japan as the second largest this year. The United States remains, however, almost three times as large as China and Japan in economic terms. But China is set to surpass the United States as the leading economy in 15 to 20 years, based on Goldman Sachs projections, and by 2050 the United States and India will probably be about half the size of the Chinese economy. With economic might comes military might. As Martin Jacques writes in When China Rules the World (2009), China is best described as a “civilization-state” because of its history as a unitary civilization in essentially the same borders for about 2,000 years and a 5,000-year cultural history going back even further. It has exercised its power beyond its borders, as a “tributary state” that collected tribute from surrounding nations without subjecting them to the same type of control that Western colonial powers perfected. Until recent decades, however, China limited its influence to East Asia. More recently, China has become increasingly aggressive in securing the resources it needs to continue its rapid double-digit growth, using its largely state-controlled companies like the China National Offshore Oil Corp. to snap up oil resources around the world. China knows full well the role that energy plays in economic growth and national power. 

Hegemony Unsustainable – Russia Takeover

Russia poses a great threat to the United States hegemony. It is the largest producer of oil and natural gas, allowing its economy to rise very quickly. Already, it has exerted control on some of its neighbors and it will not be long before they attempt to become the hegemon.

Hunt ’10 (Tam Hunt is an attorney, consultant and a lecturer on climate change law and policy at UCSB’s Bren School of Environmental Science & Management. Tam Hunt: The Unipolar Moment Reconsidered. With U.S. domination of the world on the wane, the time is now to embark on a multilateral future. NoozHawk.com.  06.20.2010) http://www.noozhawk.com/tam_hunt/article/061810_tam_hunt/

Less discussed as a challenger to U.S. dominance is Russia. Isn’t Russia old news, with its influence minimized since the fall of the Soviet Union? Well, yes and no. Russia is projected by Goldman Sachs to be the world’s sixth largest economy in both 2025 and 2050. However, beyond “mere” GDP comparisons, Russia’s influence will be magnified in coming years because of its huge hydrocarbon resources. Russia is now the world’s largest producer of oil, surpassing Saudi Arabia. Russia produced almost 10 million barrels per day of oil in 2009, beating the Saudis by about 800,000 barrels. The United States was third, with about 8.5 million barrels per day and Iran a distant fourth. But Russia’s natural wealth goes far beyond oil. Russia is the world’s largest natural gas producer, producing more than 20 percent of the world’s demand in 2009. The United States was second and Canada a distant third. Long-term, Russia has by far the biggest natural gas reserves of any country. As the world decarbonizes, which means in the electricity sector switching to natural gas and renewables from coal, natural gas production will become an increasingly important component of national power. We’ve already seen this story unfurled in Europe over the last few years as Russia has used its natural gas supplies to exert control over neighboring countries like Ukraine and Belarus.
Hegemony Unsustainable – US should use current influence to get multilateral cooperation

China and Russia pose great threats to the United State’s power and influence over the world. There isn’t much time before they put down the United States; must take steps to get multilateral world established
Hunt ’10 (Tam Hunt is an attorney, consultant and a lecturer on climate change law and policy at UCSB’s Bren School of Environmental Science & Management. Tam Hunt: The Unipolar Moment Reconsidered. With U.S. domination of the world on the wane, the time is now to embark on a multilateral future. NoozHawk.com.  06.20.2010) http://www.noozhawk.com/tam_hunt/article/061810_tam_hunt/

It looks, then, like China and Russia are the key U.S. competitors in coming decades. The inevitable peak in global oil and other hydrocarbon resources will further exacerbate these issues. Do we want a unipolar world dominated by either Russia or China as the new hegemon? My answer is a resounding “no.” These nations are not models for an enlightened human future, to say the least. And nor is the current U.S. empire. These are not, however, the only choices. The United States should, in these remaining years of global dominance that constitute the “unipolar moment,” use its influence to create a truly multipolar and multilateral world order. What does this mean? A multilateral world is one in which no single power, no matter how dominant economically or militarily, can dominate geopolitically or bully others into submission by whatever means used historically. A multilateral world is one in which no hegemon is possible or required. A multilateral world is one in which international organizations like the United Nations wield real power, designated and determined by its members, but in a far more egalitarian and democratic manner than is currently the case. The U.N. Security Council, the key body in the U.N. system, has 15 members, five of them “permanent.” The P5, as they are known, are essentially the World War II victors: the United States, Britain, China, Russia and France. The P5 wield veto power over any decision before the Security Council. No other nations enjoy this privilege. The other 10 nations on the Security Council rotate through each year and all decisions must be approved by a majority vote. The United States has historically wielded its veto power far more than any other country, demonstrating its influence in this key international forum, as is the case with all other similar forums like the International Monetary Fund, World Trade Organization and World Bank. Conventional wisdom holds that it is futile to expect the P5 to give up its veto power or to extend this veto power to other nations. Conventional wisdom has, however, been proven wrong time and time again. This is how change happens. And an egalitarian international order won’t happen by itself — it must be dreamed of first, with the hard slog in the middle and the desired outcome at the end. As Gandhi said about his movement for nonviolent overthrow of India’s British overlords: “First they ignore you, then they laugh at you, then they fight you, then you win.” We will tackle some of the most serious problems we’ve ever faced in the coming decades, including peak oil, climate change, the rise of China and Russia, and others. If we are to forge a path to progress in international and human affairs at the same that we tackle these momentous problems, we must ensure that a multipolar and multilateral world is our goal — not a world with continued U.S. domination because, simply put, U.S. domination will not last much longer. 

Hegemony Unsustainable – General (1/2)
The United States is bound to lose its hegemony because of three rash decisions that have been made in the current status quo. Because of these decisions, the United States will lose its oversea powers and will be reduced to a country like Britain.

Auslin ‘10 (Michael Auslin is a resident scholar at AEI. Three Strikes against U.S. Global Presence By Michael Auslin  |  FoxNews.com |  Friday, April 2, 2010 ) http://www.aei.org/article/101869
Decisions by the governments of Japan and Great Britain and the passage of the bankrupting health care bill in the US spell the coming end of America's overseas basing and ability to project power. Should these trends continue, the US military will lose its European and Asian strategic anchors, hastening America's eventual withdrawal from its global commitments and leaving the world a far more uncertain and unstable place.

The first strike comes from Asia. For the past six months, the new government of Japan has sought to revise a 2006 agreement to relocate a Marine Corps Air Station from one part of Okinawa to a less populated area.

Though the agreement was reached only after a decade of intense negotiations and with Democratic and Republican Administrations alike, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government has instead suggested numerous alternative sites for the base, most of which were rejected during the previous negotiations and none of which would allow the same type of training and operations necessary for the Marine Corps' air wing.

Now, American officials are privately wondering whether the ruling Democratic Party of Japan wants to allow the US the same level of access to bases in Japan, without which America would be incapable of providing regional security guarantees and serving as a force for stability in Asia amidst the growth of China's military capacity and North Korea's continuing nuclear developments. Indeed, the former head of the Democratic Party of Japan has publicly mused whether the US 7th Fleet is sufficient for alliance purposes, thus raising the specter of the withdrawal of US Marines and Air Force from Japan.

On the other side of the globe, a special House of Commons foreign affairs committee this week has concluded that Great Britain must learn to say no to Washington and exercise more independence, or risk further harm to the UK's image abroad. Most worrying, the committee recommends a "comprehensive review" of current arrangements for the U.S. use of British military facilities at home and abroad, singling out such strategically crucial bases as Diego Garcia.

Reacting to reports of the CIA's use of such bases for rendition purposes in the war on terror, the committee is calling on the government to drop the term "special relationship" to describe the US-UK bond and to more realistically recognize the "ever-evolving" nature of the relationship, which observers can safely interpret as putting greater distance between Whitehall and the White House.

The final strike in this geopolitical puzzle comes from Washington, D.C., where both Republican- and Democratic-run governments have blown up America's budget to unsustainable levels, all but ensuring that US defense budgets will decline in coming years.

The $1 trillion health care take over by the Obama administration is but the latest assault on America's financial integrity; combined with other multi-trillion dollar fiscal waste, such profligacy is already resulting in defense budget cuts and the cancellation of some of America's most sophisticated weapons systems, including the F-22 fighter.

Hege Unsustainable – General (2/2)
As America's debt-to-GDP ratio reaches 90% in just ten years, now projected by the Congressional Budget Office, economic growth will slow down further and the military budget will all but certainly be further slashed in order to provide entitlements that Americans cannot live without.

The upshot of these three trends will likely be a series of decisions to slowly, but irrevocably reduce America's overseas global military presence and limit our capacity to uphold peace and intervene around the globe. And, as we hollow out our capabilities, China will be fielding ever more accurate anti-ship ballistic missiles, advanced fighter aircraft, and stealthy submarines; Russia will continue to expand its influence over its "near abroad" while modernizing its nuclear arsenal; and Iran will develop nuclear weapons, leading to an arms race or preemptive attacks in the Middle East.

Under such conditions, global trade flows will be stressed, the free flow of capital will be constrained, and foreign governments will expand their regulatory and confiscatory powers against their domestic economies in order to fund their own military expansions.

For the past six decades, global stability was assured in large part by an expensive US commitment to maintain credible forces abroad, forge tight alliances with key strategic countries, and devote a significant, though not onerous, part of national treasure to sustaining a military second to none. Rarely in history has a country shouldered such burdens for so long, but the succeeding decades of growth and avoidance of systemic war proved the wisdom of the course.

Are these three strikes the writing on the wall, the blueprint for how American power will decline in the world, with a whimper and an empty purse? The choice to reverse these trends will grow increasingly difficult in coming years, until we reach a point of no return, as did Great Britain and Rome.

The result, unhappily, will not be a replay of the 20th century, when Washington stepped up after London's decline. It will almost certainly be the inauguration of decades, if not centuries, of global instability, increased conflict, and depressed economic growth and innovation. Such is the result of short-sighted policies that reflect political expedience, moral weakness, and a romantic belief in global fraternity.

Happily for us, perhaps, is that the lessons of history still hold, and that we can chose to fight the dimming of our age if we but understand the stakes at hand.
Hegemony Unsustainable – US Replaced by Europe/Asia

US hegemony is unsustainable because of the rise of Europe and Asia and the decline in the intervention of other states to achieve liberal objectives.

Caraley 04  (Demetrios, Professor of Political Science and H. Robb Professor of the Social Sciences, Barnard College, “American Hegemony: Preventive War, Iraq, and Imposing Democracy”, 

http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=h2L_znvDMPcC&oi=fnd&pg=PR7&dq=American+Hegemony:+Preventive+War,+Iraq,+and+Imposing+Democracy%E2%80%9D&ots=ccxm__Fk22&sig=AUgurV8RuWO8hEtpf5D827YAtJ0#v=snippet&q=Combine%20the%20rise%20of%20Europe%20and%20Asia%20with%20the%20decline%20of%20liberal%20internationalism%20in%20the%20United%20States%20and%20&f=false, June 28, 2010 )

Combine the rise of Europe and Asia with the decline of liberal internationalism in the United States and it becomes clear that America's unipolar moment is not long for this world. At the same time that alternative centers of power are taking shape, the United States is drawing away from multilateral institutions in favor of a unilateralism that risks estranging those power centers, raising the chances that their ascent will lead to a new era of geopolitical rivalry. As unipolarity gives way to multipolarity, the strategic competition now held in abeyance by U.S. primacy will return--and with a vengeance if America's unilateralist impulse prevails. No longer steadied by U.S. hegemony, processes of globalization and democratization are likely to falter, as are the international institutions currently dependent upon Washington's leadership to function effectively. Geopolitical fault lines will reemerge among centers of power in North America, Europe, and East Asia. The central challenge for U.S. grand strategy will be managing and taming the dangers arising from these new fault lines. The United States cannot and should not resist the end of unipolarity and the return of a world of multiple centers of power. To do so would only risk alienating and risking conflict with a rising Europe and an ascendant Asia. And it would likely stoke an isolationist backlash in the United States by pursuing a level of foreign ambition for which there would be insufficient political support. Asking that the United States prepare for and manage its exit from global primacy, however, is a tall order. Great powers have considerable difficulty accepting their mortality; few in history have willfully made room for rising challengers and adjusted their grand strategies accordingly. In managing the return of multipolarity, America should be guided by the principles of strategic restraint and institutional binding. Strategic restraint means making room for rising centers of power so that they array their rising strength with rather than against the United States. Institutional binding entails the use of international institutions to bind major powers to each other and to bound their behavior through adherence to common norms. Institutions also promise to fulfill another important function--that of guiding path that offers a middle ground between unilateralism and isolationism. 
Hegemony Unsustainable – Econ Prevents

The US is caught in an inevitable economic decline which prevents us from keeping ourselves the global hegemon.

Pape 09 (Robert A., Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The Empire Falls” from The National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484 , June 28, 2010)
Clearly, major shifts in the balance of power in the international system often lead to instability and conflict. And America’s current predicament is far more severe. This time, not by an even-steeper decline of our near-peer competitor, but rather  Further, And our relative decline of 32 percent is accompanied by a 144 percent increase in China’s relative position. The rapid spread of technology and technological breakthroughs means that one great discovery does not buoy an already-strong state to decades-long predominance. With a rising China—with raw resources of population, landmass and increasing adoption of leading technology—a true peer competitor is looming. America’s current, rapid domestic economic decline is merely accelerating our own downfall.A true global hegemon is more stronger than all second-ranked powers acting as members of a counterbalancing coalition seeking to contain the unipolar leader. America’s relative decline is fundamentally changing international politics, and is fundamentally different from Russia circa 1850 and Great Britain circa 1910.America almost reached the crucial threshold of 50 percent of major-power product necessary to become a true global hegemon. So it is understandable that we were lulled into a sense of security, believing we could do as we wished, whenever and wherever we wished. 

The distinct quality of a system with only one superpower is that no other single state is powerful enough to balance against it.  powerful still—By these standards, In current-U.S.-dollar terms—the preferred measure of the unipolar-dominance school—the United States has already fallen far from being a global hegemon and unipolarity itself is waning, since China will soon have as much economic potential to balance the United States as did the Soviet Union during the cold war.
At the beginning of the 1990s, the United States was indeed not only stronger than any other state individually, but its power relative to even the collective power of all other major states combined grew from 1990 to 2000. Although the growth was small, The instability and danger of the cold war quickly became a distant memory.

Hegemony Unsustainable -  Econ Decline (1/2)

Economic decline makes US hegemony unsustainable.

Pape 09 (Robert A., Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The Empire Falls” from The National Interest, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484 , June 28, 2010)

THE EROSION of the underpinnings of U.S. power is the result of uneven rates of economic growth between America, China and other states in the world. Despite all the pro-economy talk from the Bush administration, the fact is that since 2000, U.S. growth rates are down almost 50 percent from the Clinton years. This trajectory is almost sure to be revised further downward as the consequences of the financial crisis in fall 2008 become manifest. As Table 3 shows, over the past two decades, the average rate of U.S. growth has fallen considerably, from nearly 4 percent annually during the Clinton years to just over 2 percent per year under Bush. At the same time, China has sustained a consistently high rate of growth of 10 percent per year—a truly stunning performance. Russia has also turned its economic trajectory around, from year after year of losses in the 1990s to significant annual gains since 2000. Worse, America’s decline was well under way before the economic downturn, which is likely to only further weaken U.S. power. As the most recent growth estimates (November 2008) by the IMF make clear, although all major countries are suffering economically, China and Russia are expected to continue growing at a substantially greater rate than the United States. True, the United States has not lost its position as the most innovative country in the world, with more patents each year than in all other countries combined. However, the ability to diffuse new technology—to turn chalkboard ideas into mass-produced applications—has been spreading rapidly across many parts of the globe, and with it the ultimate sources of state power—productive capacities. America is losing its overwhelming technological dominance in the leading industries of the knowledge economy. In past eras—the “age of iron” and the “age of steel”—leading states retained their technological advantages for many decades.4 As Fareed Zakaria describes in his recent book, The Post-American World, technology and knowledge diffuse more quickly today, and their rapid global diffusion is a profound factor driving down America’s power compared to other countries. For instance, although the United States remains well ahead of China on many indicators of leading technology on a per capita basis, this grossly under-weights the size of the knowledge economy in China compared to America. Whereas in 2000, the United States had three times the computer sales, five times the internet users and forty times the broadband subscribers as China, in 2008, the Chinese have caught or nearly caught up with Americans in every category in the aggregate.5 The fact that the United States remains ahead of China on a per capita basis does matter—it means that China, with more than four times the U.S. population, can create many more knowledge workers in the future.
So, how much is U.S. decline due to the global diffusion of technology, U.S. economic weaknesses under Bush or China’s superior economic performance?Although precise answers are not possible, one can gain a rough weighting of the factors behind America’s shrinking share of world production by asking a few simple counterfactual questions of the data. What would happen if we assumed that the United States grew during the Bush years at the same rate as during Clinton’s? What would have happened had the world continued on its same trajectory, but we assume China did not grow at such an astounding rate? Of course, these are merely thought experiments, which leave out all manner of technical problems like “interaction effects.” Still, these back-of-the-envelope approximations serve as useful starting points.

The answers are pretty straightforward. Had the American economy grown at the (Clinton) rate of 3.7 percent per year from 2000 to 2008 instead of the (Bush) rate of 2.2 percent, the United States would have had a bigger economy in absolute terms and would have lost less power relative to others. Assuming the rest of the world continued at its actual rate of growth, America’s share of world product in 2008 would have risen to 25.2 percent instead of its actual 23.1 percent.6 When compared to the share of gross world product lost by the United States from 2000 to 2008—7.7 percent—the assumed marginal gain of 2.1 percent of world product amounts to some 27 percent of the U.S. decline. How much does China matter? Imagine the extreme case—that China had not grown, and the United States and the rest of the world continued along their actual path of economic growth since 2000. If so, America’s share of world product in 2008 would be 24.3 percent, or 1.2 percent more than today. When compared to the share of world product lost by the United States from 2000 to 2008—7.7 percent—the assumed marginal gain of 1.2 percent of world product accounts for about 15 percent of the U.S. decline.
Hege Unsustainable – Econ Decline(2/2)
These estimates suggest that roughly a quarter of America’s relative decline is due to U.S. economic weaknesses (spending on the Iraq War, tax cuts, current-account deficits, etc.), a sixth to China’s superior performance and just over half to the spread of technology to the rest of the world. In other words, self-inflicted wounds of the Bush years significantly exacerbated America’s decline, both by making the decline steeper and faster and crowding out productive investment that could have stimulated innovation to improve matters.

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

THE UNITED States has always prided itself on exceptionalism, and the U.S. downfall is indeed extraordinary. Something fundamental has changed. America’s relative decline since 2000 of some 30 percent represents a far greater loss of relative power in a shorter time than any power shift among European great powers from roughly the end of the Napoleonic Wars to World War II. It is one of the largest relative declines in modern history. Indeed, in size, it is clearly surpassed by only one other great-power decline, the unexpected internal collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991.
Hegemony Unsustainable — Falling Now (1/2)
US hegemony is showing trends of decline, which causes a major change to the balance of power. This will result in aggression against the failing global hegemon – the US.

Pape  ‘9  (Robert A. professor of political science U Chicago 1.22.2009, “Empire Falls” National Interest

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484)

THE UNITED States has always prided itself on exceptionalism, and the U.S. downfall is indeed extraordinary. Something fundamental has changed. America’s relative decline since 2000 of some 30 percent represents a far greater loss of relative power in a shorter time than any power shift among European great powers from roughly the end of the Napoleonic Wars to World War II. It is one of the largest relative declines in modern history. Indeed, in size, it is clearly surpassed by only one other great-power decline, the unexpected internal collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991.

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

Tsarist Russia presents the first case in point. Compared to other great powers on the European continent, its power declined the most during the mid-nineteenth century. And, it became the target of opportunistic aggression by the state with the greatest rising power, Great Britain, during the Crimean War (1854–1856). Indeed, the consequences of Russia’s decline were not fully recognizable until the war itself. Though Russia was still a great power and the war cost Britain and France more than expected, Russia emerged the clear loser. Russia’s inability to defend the status quo in the Crimea confirmed its grand-strategic weaknesses, and ultimately left it worse-off than had it anticipated its vulnerabilities and sought to negotiate a reduction in its military commitments to the region peacefully. Considering that the Crimea conflict left Russia with fairly gaping wounds, and that even its slow 10 percent decline in relative power over twenty years left the country bruised and battered, one might wonder how our far more rapid descent might play out.
Meanwhile, similar destabilization occurred in the two decades before World War I and before World War II, when France and Great Britain were declining European powers. In both instances, France and Britain became targets of opportunistic aggression by one of the strongest rising powers in the region: Germany. And as a small cottage industry of scholarship suggests, Germany’s fairly modest relative declines compared to Russia prior to World War I and the Soviet Union prior to World War II encouraged German leaders to wage preventive wars. Again, these declines occurred as another power was concomitantly rising (Germany in the case of France and Britain, and Russia—later the Soviet Union—relative to Germany). Of course, this only served to increase the danger. But again, these rises and falls were less precipitous than America’s current losses, and our descent appears far trickier to navigate.
As we look to address our current fall from grace, lest we forget, the United States faced two major declines of its power during the cold war as well. Neither was without risk. The first occurred shortly after World War II, when the devastation of the Soviet, European and many Asian economies, combined with the increasingly productive American economy, left the United States with a far larger share of gross world product—41 percent in 1948—than it even possessed in the age of unipolar dominance beginning in 1991. As the war-torn economies recovered, U.S. share of world product fell 20 percent by 1961 while that of its main rival, the Soviet Union, grew by 167 percent. This relative American decline corresponds to the height of U.S.-Soviet cold-war rivalry in Europe and Asia. Eight of the nine U.S.-Soviet nuclear crises occurred from 1948–1962, all of which involved efforts by the Soviet Union or its allies to revise the political status quo in their favor7—that is, all could be reasonably interpreted as instances in which the United States or its allies became the targets of opportunistic aggression.

Hege Unsustainable —Falling Now (2/2)

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

Clearly, major shifts in the balance of power in the international system often lead to instability and conflict. And America’s current predicament is far more severe. This time, our relative decline of 32 percent is accompanied, not by an even-steeper decline of our near-peer competitor, but rather by a 144 percent increase in China’s relative position. Further, the rapid spread of technology and technological breakthroughs means that one great discovery does not buoy an already-strong state to decades-long predominance. And with a rising China—with raw resources of population, landmass and increasing adoption of leading technology—a true peer competitor is looming. America’s current, rapid domestic economic decline is merely accelerating our own downfall.

Hegemony Unsustainable – Diversity Triggers

US hegemony is declining as time goes on.

Noam Chomsky, Prof at MIT December 4th 2008, (US Hegemony Will Continue to Decline, STWR http://www.stwr.org/united-states-of-america/us-hegemony-will-continue-to-decline-says-chomsky .html)
I think that US hegemony will continue to decline as the world becomes more diverse. That process has been underway for a long time. US power peaked at the end of World War II, when it had literally half the world's wealth and incomparable military power and security. By 1970, its share of global wealth had declined by about half, and it has remained fairly stable since then. In some important respects, US domination has weakened. One important illustration is Latin America, Washington's traditional "backyard." For the first time since European colonization 500 years ago, South America is making significant progress towards integration and independence, and is also establishing South-South relations independent of the US, specifically with China, but elsewhere as well. That is a serious matter for US planners. As it was discussing the transcendent importance of destroying Chilean democracy in 1971, Nixon's National Security Council warned that if the US cannot control Latin America, it cannot expect "to achieve a successful order elsewhere in the world" -- that is, to control the rest of the world. Controlling Latin America has become far more difficult in recent years.

It is important to recognize that these goals were explicitly and clearly articulated during World War II. Studies of the State Department and Council on Foreign Relations developed plans, later implemented, to establish a "Grand Area," in which the US would "hold unquestioned power," displacing Britain and France and ensuring the "limitation of any exercise of sovereignty" by states that might interfere with its global designs. Planners called for "an integrated policy to achieve military and economic supremacy for the United States" in the Grand Area, which was to include at least the Western hemisphere, the former British Empire, and the Far East. As the war progressed, and it became clear that Soviet military power was crushing the Nazi war machine, Grand Area planning was extended to include as much of Eurasia as possible. Since that time fundamental policies have changed more in tactics than in substance. And there is little reason to expect any change of goals with a new US administration, though the possibilities of realizing them are declining in a more complex and diverse global system.
With regard to the Middle East, policy has been quite stable since World War II, when Washington recognized that Middle East oil supplies are "a stupendous source of strategic power" and "one of the greatest material prizes in world history." That remains true. It is interesting that as the pretexts for invading Iraq become more difficult to sustain, mainstream commentary is beginning to concede the obvious reasons for the invasion, and the need for the US to maintain control of Iraq, to the extent that it can. Thus when Obama called for shifting the focus of US military operations from Iraq to Afghanistan, the Washington Post editors instructed him that he was making a serious mistake, since Afghanistan's "strategic importance pales beside that of Iraq, which lies at the geopolitical center of the Middle East and contains some of the world's largest oil reserves." Propaganda about WMD and democracy is fine to keep the domestic public quiet, but realities must be recognized when serious planning is at stake.

Both Democrats and Republicans accept the principle that the US is an outlaw state, entitled to violate the UN Charter at will, whether by threatening force against Iran (an explicit violation of the Charter) or by carrying out aggression (the "supreme international crime," in the words of the Nuremberg Tribunal). They also accept the principle that the US not only has the right to invade other countries if it chooses, but also to attack any country that it alleges is supporting resistance to its aggression. Here the guise is "the war on terror." Murderous attacks by US drones in Pakistan are one illustration. The recent US cross-border raid from Iraq, on October 26, on the town of Bukamal in Syria is another. The editors of the Lebanese Daily Star are quite right in warning that the attack on Syria is another contribution to the "loathsome legacy" of the Bush II administration. But it is not just Bush II, and there is, currently, no substantial basis for expecting any significant change under a new administration with regard to Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, Israel-Palestine, or any other crucial issue involving the Middle East.
Hegemony Unsustainable – Unipolarity Disappearing

Due to the rising powers of countries in Asia and Europe, unipolarity becomes a distant memory and multipolarity must reside.

Layne 2006 (Christopher, Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University, “The Peace of Illusions”, pages 149-150, 
http://books.google.com/books?id=baGI7O3wd5kC&printsec=frontcover&dq=The+Peace+of+Illusions&hl=en&ei=CzEpTJGBNtSpnQfq5dmfAQ&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CCoQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false  June 28, 2010,)
Although balance-of-power theorists were off with respect to the timing, now, even if somewhat belatedly, new great powers indeed are emerging, and the unipolar era’s days are numbered. In its survey of likely international developments up until 2020, the National Intelligence Council’s report, Mapping the Global Future, notes: The likely emergency of China and India as new major global players – similar to the rise of Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century – will transform the geopolitical landscape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of 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. In a similar vein, a study by the Strategic Assessment Group concludes that already both China (which, according to Mapping the Global Future, by around 2020, will be “by any measure a first rate military power”) and the European Union (each with a 14 percent share) are approaching the United States (20 percent) in their respective shares of world power. Although the same study predicts the EU’s shares of world power will decrease somewhat between now and 2020, China and India are projected to post significant gains. In other words, the international system today already is on the cusp of multipolarity and is likely to become fully multipolar between now and 2020. It is unsurprising that, as balance-of-power theory predicts, new great powers are rising. The potential for successful counterhegemonic balancing always exists in a unipolar system, because hegemony is not the equivalent of what used to be called “universal empire.” A unipolar system still is made up of sovereign states, and even if none of them have the short-term capacity to counterbalance the hegemon, invariably some of these states – which I term “eligible states – have the potential to do so. Differential economic growth rates determine which actors in the international system are eligible states.  The distribution of power in the international system is never static, because some states are gaining relative power while others are losing it. A hegemon’s grip on preponderance begins to loosen when the relative power gap between itself and some of the other starts narrowing appreciably. When that gap closes enough, an inflection point is reached where the hegemon’s hard-power capabilities no longer are an effective entry barrier to others’ emergence as peer competitors. As Gilpin puts it, “The critical significance of the differential growth of power among states is that it alters the cost of changing the international system and therefore the incentives for changing the international system.” The redistribution of power in the international system caused by differential growth rates invariably has important geopolitical consequences: time and again relative “economic shifts heralded the rise of new Great Powers which one day would have a decisive impact on the military/territorial order.” In a unipolar world, eligible states have real incentives to transform their latent capabilities into actual hard power. Given the anarchic nature of the international political system, eligible states can gain security only by building themselves into counterweights to the hegemon’s power. In this sense, unipolar systems contain the seeds of their own demise, because the hegemon’s unchecked power, in itself, stimulates eligible states, in self-defense, to emerge as great powers. The emergence of new great powers erodes the hegemon’s relative power, ultimately ending its dominance. Thus, from the standpoint of balance-of-power theory, “unipolarity appears as the least stable of international organizations.” The two prior unipolar moments in international history – France under Louis XIV and mid-Victorian Britain- suggest that hegemony prompts the near-simultaneous emergence of several new great powers and the consequent transformation of the international system from unipolarity to multipolarity.

Hegemony Unsustainable – Loss of Hegemony Inevitable

The end of US hegemony is inevitable

Snyder ‘9 (Quddus Z. professor at University of Maryland Fall 2009, “Systemic Theory in an Era of Declining US Hegemony” 

http://www.bsos.umd.edu/gvpt/irworkshop/papers_fall09/snyder.pdf)
But even as the nature of the unipolar system was being debated, many were already anticipating the decline of US hegemony as power was increasingly shifting east. In the wake of the economic collapse that began in 2008, the case for American decline seems to have gained added momentum. US decline is a hotly debated question, the answers to which are not at all clear. However, even the most vocal proponents of the unipolar stability theory believe that unipolarity cannot endure indefinitely. What this means is that sooner or later, perhaps sooner, systemic theories of IR will be put to a critical test. As the leading power drama unfolds, the discipline should focus on two central, related, tasks. First, there is the empirical question of whether or not and how fast the US is declining. And second, in the interest of properly determining the significance of the empirical record, and in avoiding ad hoc adjustments to extant theories, it would serve us well to line up existing systemic theories and review the competing predictions generated from them. This article focuses on the latter.

Hegemony Unsustainable – Public Opinion Opposes

U.S. hegemony will decrease in the next decade; other nations will step in 

Park Sang-seek 2009 (is a professor at the Graduate Institute of Peace Studies, Kyung Hee University. - Ed. How will the world change in 2010s? THE KOREA HERALD December 31, lexis)
In the second decade, it will become more difficult for the United States to maintain its hegemony. First of all, in the security field the United States can hardly deal with non-traditional issues alone. Even in the case of traditional security issues, the United States can defeat a nation but can hardly subjugate its people. Moreover, international public opinion will strongly oppose it.

Secondly, China and other great powers including India and Russia will make stronger efforts to transform the unipolar political and economic order into a new one. This new international order is already emerging and is likely to coexist with the existing one at least in the second decade.

Third, nations will have no choice but to deal with the consequences of globalization jointly. Henceforth, the United Nations will play a more proactive role and international civil society organizations will become more influential. They will closely cooperate to nurture new global common goods and preserve the existing ones.

Fourth,, despite globalization, nation-states will continue to remain the main actors and this will make international relations more complicated and domestic, regional and global disputes and conflicts of all kinds will increase.

Finally, as U.S. hegemony weakens, the world is likely to split into three security and economic complexes: Asian, European and Asia-Pacific. The United States will try to stay between the three, Russia between the European and Asia-Pacific complexes and China between the Asian and Asia-Pacific complexes.

In view of this future development and its geopolitical and economic necessity, South Korea in the second decade needs to navigate very cautiously between the Asian continent and the Pacific Ocean.

Hegemony Unsustainable – China Threatens
US is being challenged by Chinese; cannot maintain power relationship in Asia 
Hadar May 28, 2010  (Leon,  Washington Correspondent, “Welcome to the messy multi-polar world; Expect a very fluid and unstable future with short-term US deals with the Chinese (and the Russians) over critical foreign policy issues, and as emerging powers try to exploit the differences between Washington and Beijing” The Business Times Singapore, lexis)

The Obama administration's concerns over North Korea and Iran, and China's response to US pressure to 'do something' about them are providing an opportunity for Washington to get a glimpse of how the onset of a multi-polar world looks like. It is discovering that getting there requires more than just getting a little help from old friends such as Britain or Japan as it was during the Cold War.  In the new world disorder, where the interests and the values of the US and the other major powers diverge, the US will not even be able to take for granted their agreement over this or that policy objective, not to mention over the means to achieve it. At best, a mishmash of ad-hoc deals as well as agreements to disagree would lead to interim and unstable arrangements like the ones that have been made by the US and China on Iran. And at worst, Washington is going to be challenged by emerging powers such as Brazil and Turkey out to undermine the US-led coalition against Teheran.

Different views

US policymakers currently assume that they have the right and the obligation to steer the wheel of international diplomacy - whether it is on the Korean Peninsula or in the Persian Gulf - towards a certain geo-strategic destination. The corollary of that thinking is that China and other regional and global powers are expected to assist the Americans in getting there by providing good directions, checking the oil, or kicking the tyres. Clearly, the view from Beijing (and other capitals) is very different. First, unlike the US and some of its allies, the Chinese leaders do not perceive Iran's nuclear stalemate and South Korea's accusations that the North sank a South's warship as a crisis that requires urgent response by the outside world. In fact, the main reason that Beijing is even placing these two issues somewhere on the top of its agenda is Chinese concerns over the American response and that of its allies to these developments; and in the case of South Korea and Israel, Beijing expects Washington to restrain them.

President Barack Obama has hoped that his energetic nuclear nonproliferation agenda would help convince China and other governments of the urgency in joining the US in dealing with the threat of North Korea and Iran having nuclear weapons. But there is no indication that this approach is working, especially since the Chinese recognise that, notwithstanding all the platitudes about the abolition of all nuclear weapons, the Americans have not punished - and actually rewarded - India after it went nuclear. The US is also providing support to Pakistan, a failed and unstable state - where Osama bin Ladin and his cohorts reside - after it followed India's example. And noble rhetoric notwithstanding, the US decision to reach agreements with Russia on reducing nuclear arms is more a reflection of US national interests than an idealistic zero-option vision. And the fact the fact that Kim Jong Il and members of his clique continue to cling to power in Pyongyang while employing their small nuclear arsenal to deter an attack from the South is very much in line with Chinese national interest in preventing the reunification of Korea under a pro-American government. 

Hegemony Unsustainable – China Causes Multipolarity
China will protect its interests in the Middle East; appeasement will lead to multi-polar world
Hadar May 28, 2010  (Leon,  Washington Correspondent, Welcome to the messy multi-polar world; Expect a very fluid and unstable future with short-term US deals with the Chinese (and the Russians) over critical foreign policy issues, and as emerging powers try to exploit the differences between Washington and Beijing The Business Times Singapore, lexis)

Similarly, while China is interested in preventing a pre-emptive strike by the US and/or Israel against Iran's nuclear installations, it regards Teheran as an important trade and strategic partner. China is Iran's second leading petroleum export destination (after Japan) while Iran is China's second major source of crude oil imports (after Saudi Arabia). Moreover, the spectacular growth in China's economy depends very much on having access to energy sources. About 60 per cent of its current oil imports come from the Middle East and according to some studies, the region could provide around 70 per cent of China's imports by 2015, indicating that China will have a growing interest in strengthening its influence there. Hence, while an armed conflict involving Iran that could destabilise the entire Middle East runs contrary to Chinese interests, the current American hegemony in the region could pose a long-term strategic threat to China if and when its relationship with Washington deteriorate and leads to a war over Taiwan.
American hegemony

In that case, the Americans could be in position to deny the Chinese access to the energy sources in the Persian Gulf. This suggests that any attempt on the part of Washington to foster long-term agreements with Beijing on North Korea and Iran as well as other regional and global problems will require the Americans to make major concessions that could affect core US national interests and force it to redefine them. Hence a reunification of Korea could take place only if China is invited to take part in determining the nature of that outcome; for example, by getting the US to terminate its current security agreement with South Korea and by securing the neutralisation of a reunified Korea. An assertive China, unlike a weak Russia, would not allow for the kind of scenario that evolved after the collapse of the Soviet Union, when a reunified Germany was invited to join Nato.  Similarly, it is unlikely that the Chinese will accept any step that would lead to the military defeat of Iran by America and its allies which could create the conditions for the establishment of a Pax Americana in the entire Persian Gulf. But China may allow the Americans to use military force against Iran as part of an agreement with Washington that would bring an end to its defence agreement with Taipei and give the Chinese a green light to exert their de-facto control over the rebel territory.

No US president (and Congress) will be ready any time soon to pursue these kind of policies - a neutralised reunified Korea and the abandonment of Taiwan. That would amount to inviting the Chinese to get behind the wheel, to join the US in managing the global directorate, a contemporary version of the 19th Century Congress of Vienna system. Instead, one should expect the kind of short-term deals with the Chinese (and the Russians) over Iran, Korea and other critical foreign policy issues for the US: these are not going to go in a way that would satisfy American leaders. That situation will invite other rising powers, like Brazil and Turkey, to try to exploit the differences between Washington and Beijing. It is going to be quite a messy world, a very fluid and unstable multi-polar system that will steer between war and peace - and the unstable in-between - for a long time.
_________________________

*****Hege Low*****

Hegemony Low — EU

The increase of EU power leads to the decrease of US hegemony.

Kerans 2009 (David. August 6. Strategic Cultural Foundation. “Commercial Standards and the Decrease of US Hegemony.” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14663)

Such has been the case regarding the European Union's influence on the US and quite a few other countries since the close of the Cold War. The EU has waged an increasingly potent effort to control commercial standards that have long underlain the global hegemony of US corporations. The story deserves close attention,[1] for it sheds light both on a power shift away from the US, and on the potential for enlightened society to resist domination by enormously wealthy and well-organized special interests.

Hegemony Low — General

American is losing hegemonic power.

Lehmann 2010 (Ted. Feb 17. Prof at Hamilton College. “Oil and American Hegemonic Decline.” International Studies Association. Pdf.)
While there is a debate about the vitality of American power and hegemonic position in the world, this paper argues that the United States is declining relative to other powers and relative to its own historical position at its power peak in the 1950s.1 The primary reason the United States is declining is that the American state has become overly solicitous and representative of the military and petrochemical sectors as well as the financial elite to the detriment of the middle classes. The U.S. built and has continued to operate a hegemonic system after WWII that has used its consumer market, which has been active lately primarily on the basis of debt, to chase imports of both petroleum and petroleum-based goods (e.g., Chinese plastics) from an ever increasing number of less and less allied states in support of prevailing and path dependent elite beliefs that American influence is still paramount and our “security policy” uncompromised. This “Military-Energy-National Security-Industrial” complex had previously been decisive in bringing America world dominance prior to and as a result of World War II, but it is now an excessive strategic liability because of its full entanglement within American elite politics.2 While the U.S. still exercises considerable influence over global material capabilities and their oil core, now in the Middle East, since President Jimmy Carter’s enunciation of the Carter Doctrine in January 1980, the U.S. has consistently chosen to do so in an ever increasing malign and mercenary manner. America’s nearly continual use of military force in the Persian Gulf since the 1980s is properly seen not as the “security” provision for “access” to oil of a disinterested international public goods providing hegemon, and rather as the increasingly desperate acts of a fading industrial power to maintain its position.

Hegemony Low — Cuts in Defense

Because of cuts in defense spending, the US’s military hegemony will decline.

Fillingham 2010 (Zachary. Feb 8. “American Political Decline.” Georgia Political Monitor. http://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/american-decline-1/)
The fiscal health of the federal government determines the resources available to the Pentagon, which in turn dictates the role that the US military can play in international society. According to certain Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projections, defense spending in the United States is set to drop from 4.2 percent of GDP in 2008 to 2.6 percent in 2028 [7,8]. Both declinists and their detractors agree that budgetary pressures will inevitably squeeze out a portion of defense spending over the coming decades. Where they disagree is whether or not this forced austerity will spell an end to American military preeminence in global society.
Hegemony Low — Other Factors

Because the US is relying only on military power, other factors will decrease US Hegemony.

Oran 07 (Feb 23. Baskin. “EU: The Military Meeting Point.” Turkey Europe. http://turquieeuropeenne.eu/article1798.html)
The US is the Hegemonic Power now, and par excellence. This is partly due to the withering away of the Soviet Union without draining the US, and partly due to the amazing and unrivalled military superiority of the latter. Fuelled by 9/11 catastrophe, this mighty military power and its fear-generating effect are now the only pillar of the US hegemony. Right now the US relies on its military power only, neglecting everything else : domestic economy and welfare, public support at home, and in particular, international legality and assent. With a budgetary and foreign trade deficit augmenting every day and the US Dollar at its low, this weakness is increasing with this mighty military machine being stuck in a very difficult situation regularly worsening in Iraq. These considerations are backing up those analysts who think that the US hegemony is not on the rise but on the decline.

Hegemony Low – China

Because of rising Chinese influence, the US may lose hegemony around the world.

Watson 08 (Dec 28. Jake. “China: The Greatest Threat to US Hegemony.” NewsFlavor. http://newsflavor.com/politics/international-relations/china-the-greatest-threat-to-us-hegemony/)

An increase in exports, global political participation, and culture projection will help China gain influence in the international community. Trade agreements between China and other countries increase China’s legitimacy and reputation in the capitalist world.  China continues to increase its participation in international organizations and multi-lateral agreements.  As Chinese culture is projected to the rest of the world, influence abroad is gained.  Influence across the globe will give China soft power.  Soft power is non-military influence exerted on foreign nations.  As China gains soft power, American influence and power is decreased. Any power the Chinese gain is power lost by the US.  The US will undoubtedly remain powerful in the international community for many more years.  However, Chinese economic growth, acquisition of energy resources, and soft power projection will give China more influence and take away from US global dominance.  Unless the situation changes or the US takes action to hinder Chinese expansion, Americans may soon see a world controlled by more than one great power.

Hegemony Low – Debt

Because of our nation’s massive debt, our influence around the world is decreasing.

Ensinger 10 (Dustin. February 2. “Huge Deficits Altering US Hegemony.” America’s Economic Report. http://economyincrisis.org/content/huge-deficits-altering-us-hegemony)
The sun may finally be setting on the American Century, according to The New York Times, which claims that America‘s massive and unsustainable debt will be the cause of waning influence around the world in the near future. Not only is the deficit out-of-control - expected to be 1.3 trillion in the 2011 fiscal year - but the nation’s projected long-term debt is even more unsustainable.  By the end of the decade, deficits are projected to rise to over five percent of gross domestic product. “[Obama’s] budget draws a picture of a nation that like many American homeowners simply cannot get above water,” The Times writes. Even worse, much of that debt is borrowed from foreign central banks, especially Asian powers Japan and China. As of September 2009, China held $790 billion of U.S. debt while Japan held roughly $752 billion. The problem is exacerbated by the political impasse in America, in which each side is firmly entrenched in an unwavering ideological battle. Republicans refuse to even entertain the idea of any tax increase while Democrats chafe at the though of entitlement cuts.  In reality, to put America back on a path of fiscal sanity and ensure that America remains a hegemony, there needs to be a combination of both. 

Hegemony Low – US Biggest Loser
America’s power is at an all-time low – the US is known as the biggest loser in the struggle for power.

Kennedy ‘9 (Paul, January 14, 2009, “American Power Is on the Wane,” Wall Street Journal, 

http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123189377673479433.html#articleTabs%3Darticle)
As the world stumbles from the truly horrible year of 2008 into the very scary year of 2009, there seems, on the face of it, many reasons for the foes of America to think that the world's number one power will take heavier hits than most other big nations. Those reasons will be outlined below. But let's start by noting that curious trait of human beings who, in pain themselves, seem to enjoy the fact that others are hurting even more badly. (One can almost hear some mournful Chekhovian aristocrat declare: "My estates may be damaged, Vasily, but yours are close to ruin!")

So while today's Russia, China, Latin America, Japan and the Middle East may be suffering setbacks, the biggest loser is understood to be Uncle Sam. For the rest of the world, that is the grand consolation! By what logic, though, should America lose more ground in the years to come than other nations, except on the vague proposition that the taller you stand, the further you fall?

Hegemony Low – China Beats

The US has taken a back seat to China and is losing its seat as the global hegemon.

Watson ‘8 (Jake, December 28, 2008, “China: the Greatest Threat to US Hegemony” NewsFlavor

http://newsflavor.com/politics/international-relations/china-the-greatest-threat-to-us-hegemony/)
In the next twenty-five years, the United States will see China become its biggest threat to hegemony.  The US currently dominates the world’s political, military, and cultural scene.  This dominance is known as hegemony.  The economic relationship between the US and China, the global energy crisis, and the increase in Chinese soft power will lead to the decline of US hegemony.

China has become one of the globe’s largest economic powers.  Economic growth has depended on Chinese exports to the US.  Without American consumers, the Chinese economy would not be as powerful, and the economic relationship between the two countries would not be interdependent.  Eventually, the Chinese middle-class will grow large enough to end their reliance on exports to the US.  When this happens, Chinese ownership of American debt could be used as political leverage.  Now, China needs American markets and the US needs Chinese capital.  The US will lose power as soon as the economic balance inevitably tips in China’s favor.

The global energy crisis creates competition between the US and China.  Competition for fossil fuels will decrease American influence in the world.  China will soon pass the US for the lead consumer of fossil fuels.  As China needs and gains more energy resources, their technological and military prowess will approach that of the US.  Chinese influence will expand as fuel imports increase.  Any expansion of Chinese influence negatively affects the US.  As the competition between the US and China grows, US hegemony is decreased.

An increase in exports, global political participation, and culture projection will help China gain influence in the international community.  Trade agreements between China and other countries increase China’s legitimacy and reputation in the capitalist world.  China continues to increase its participation in international organizations and multi-lateral agreements.  As Chinese culture is projected to the rest of the world, influence abroad is gained.  Influence across the globe will give China soft power.  Soft power is non-military influence exerted on foreign nations.  As China gains soft power, American influence and power is decreased.

Hegemony High Now - No Precedent (1/2)
Similar problems in the past have had no effect on U.S. hegemony, and hegemony is still high.

Omestad ‘08

Thomas Omestad, “Is America Really On the Decline?” U.S. News and World Report, 10//29/08)

http://politics.usnews.com/news/national/articles/2008/10/29/is-america-really-on-the-decline.html?PageNr=5&s_cid=rss:is-america-really-on-the-decline
And yet, for all the deflating news, the time-tested ability of American society to assess and overcome problems should interject caution about proclaiming the American century over and done with. The restorative capacity of America, reasons Thérèse Delpech, a leading French strategic thinker, "is constantly underestimated abroad and even sometimes at home." Those who contend American decline is being exaggerated—or not happening—say that the unipolar moment was never destined to last and that the degree of deference actually accorded to Washington in happier days was never as much as is portrayed. Take, for instance, the disfavor visited on the United States because of its racial segregation and bigotry and a polarizing war in Vietnam. Nor are doubts about American competence a new factor. Blunders, errors of judgment, the warping of policy by partisan politics, and intemperate rhetoric all are recurring features of U.S. policymaking; nevertheless, American leadership persists. "The U.S. is no good at foreign policy," asserts Walter Russell Mead, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and author of Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and How It Changed the World. He likens the robustness of America's global standing to the muddling through of the comic bumbler Mr. Magoo. "The Bush administration has danced with the world in the worst way," Mead says—but the damage is mostly reversible. "The fundamentals of America's power position in the world," he says, "are probably as strong as they were in 2001."

Rising to the occasion. 

Further, the current credit crash follows in a long tradition of occasional panics and meltdowns in both the British Empire and the United States. "Those crises haven't sunk us in 300 years," reasons Mead. "We seem to find a way to manage them." Skeptics of U.S. decline believe that other weaknesses are exaggerated and that the U.S. economy remains central. Says George Schwab, president of the New York-based National Committee on American Foreign Policy, "When Wall Street coughs, the rest of the world catches a cold." No other currency, including the euro and the Chinese renminbi, is yet ready to replace the dollar. The economic burdens of leadership are said to be manageable. U.S. defense expenditures today equal 4.2 percent of the nation's GDP, compared with 9 percent in the Vietnam War. Nor, in general, should the rise of others stir angst, say the anti-declinists. It reflects, by contrast, the near globalization of the U.S.-initiated postwar system, whose very openness should accommodate the peaceful rise of newer powers. "It was American strategy to see them get stronger," says Robert Kagan, a senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment and author of The Return of History and the End of Dreams. The interdependence woven into the existing system creates mutual vulnerabilities that might deter efforts to weaken the United States directly. John Bruton, the European Union ambassador in Washington, says, "If the West goes into decline, so do they." U.S. policy aims to make China a "responsible stakeholder." If China were to sell off its trove of U.S. public debt, it would undercut the value of its own assets. More likely, Beijing sees buying treasury bills as both a good investment and a way to balance a relationship in which it has to sell to the American market to make its long climb out of poverty. "The Asians are not happy about America being so weakened," says Mahbubani.

The anti-declinists, meanwhile, also count America's demographics as a key source of vigor. Through its acceptance of immigration and its higher birthrates, America's population is projected not only to grow but to avoid taking on the aging profiles of China, Russia, and Western Europe. Russia's population is shrinking by 720,000 people per year—hardly the way to great-power status. China is also graying quickly, in part because of its one-child policy. They both face underdevelopment in their vast countrysides, ethnic tensions, environmental constraints, and the perhaps inevitable return of political pressures for democratic change. Neither country will find that its path to restored greatness is clear and smooth.

Hegemony High Now - No Precedent (2/2)
Nor, in the end, is America without geopolitical options. It has forged a strategic tie to the South Asian giant of India that reflects democratic and multicultural affinities. But it is also a de facto hedge against the strengthening of still-authoritarian China. U.S. strategists welcome a closer relationship with moderate Brazil, in part as more hedging, this time against anti-U.S. leaders in Latin America. Bush and a new set of more pro-American European leaders have been setting aside scraps over Iraq and other issues, and East European countries are looking to Washington for reassurance against a more assertive Russia. In East Asia, the United States remains the ultimate balancer to China. "We are still the glue that holds things together, despite the opinion polls," reckons Kagan.

Few doubt that America's global position will experience "relative shifts," to use the diplomatic language of State's Cohen. But, he insists, "there is no other country's hand I'd rather play." Says a senior U.N. diplomat, "Bet against America at your peril." Even so, in the 21st century, it might be prudent to spread a few wagers on others as well.

Hegemony High Now – General 

Despite the claims of declinism, the U.S. remains strong.

Kagan ‘08

(Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace “Make no mistake America is thriving” The Independent, 11/1/08 ) 

http://www.independent.co.uk/opinion/commentators/robert-kagan-make-no-mistake-america-is-thriving-981760.html
One hopes that whoever wins will quickly dismiss all this faddish declinism. It seems to come along every 10 years or so. In the late 1970s, the foreign policy establishment was seized with what Cyrus Vance called the limits of our power". In the late 1980s, the scholar Paul Kennedy predicted the imminent collapse of American power due to "imperial overstretch". In the late 1990s, Samuel P Huntington warned of American isolation as the "lonely superpower". Now we have the "post-American world". Yet the evidence of American decline is weak. Yes, as Zakaria notes, the world's largest ferris wheel is in Singapore and the largest casino in Macau. But by more serious measures of power, the United States is not in decline, not even relative to other powers. Its share of the global economy last year was about 21 per cent, compared with about 23 per cent in 1990, 22 per cent in 1980 and 24 per cent in 1960. Although the United States is suffering a financial crisis, so is every other major economy. If the past is any guide, the adaptable American economy will be the first to come out of recession and may actually find its position in the global economy enhanced. Meanwhile, American military power is unmatched. While the Chinese and Russian militaries are both growing, America's is growing, too, and continues to outpace them technologically. Russian and Chinese power is growing relative to their neighbours and their regions, which will pose strategic problems, but that is because American allies, especially in Europe, have systematically neglected their defences. America's image is certainly damaged, as measured by global polls, but the practical effects of this are far from clear. Is America's image today worse than it was in the 1960s and early 1970s, with the Vietnam War; the Watts riots; the My Lai massacre; the assassinations of John F Kennedy, Martin Luther King and Bobby Kennedy; and Watergate? Does anyone recall that millions of anti-American protesters took to the streets in Europe in those years? Today, despite the polls, President George Bush has managed to restore closer relations with allies in Europe and Asia, and the next president will be able to improve them even further. Realist theorists have consistently predicted for the past two decades that the world would "balance" against the United States. But nations such as India are drawing closer to America, and if any balancing is occurring, it is against China, Russia and Iran.
Sober analysts such as Richard Haass acknowledge that the United States remains "the single most powerful entity in the world". But he warns, "The United States cannot dominate, much less dictate, and expect that others will follow." That is true. But when was it not? Was there ever a time when the United States could dominate, dictate and always have its way?  Many declinists imagine a mythical past when the world danced to America's tune. Nostalgia swells for the wondrous American-dominated era after the Second World War, but between 1945 and 1965 the United States suffered one calamity after another. The "loss" of China to communism; the North Korean invasion of South Korea; the Soviet testing of a hydrogen bomb; the stirrings of post-colonial nationalism in Indochina – each proved a strategic setback of the first order. And each was beyond America's power to control or even to manage successfully. No event in the past decade, with the exception of 11 September, can match the scale of damage to America's position in the world. Many would say, "But what about Iraq?" Yet even in the Middle East, where America's image has suffered most as a result of that war, there has been no fundamental strategic realignment. Long-time American allies remain allies, and Iraq, which was once an adversary, is now an ally. Contrast this with the strategic setbacks the United States suffered during the Cold War. In the 1950s and 1960s, the pan-Arab nationalist movement swept out pro-American governments and opened the door to unprecedented Soviet involvement, including a quasi-alliance between Moscow and the Egypt of Gamal Abdel Nasser, as well as with Syria. In 1979, the central pillar of American strategy toppled when the pro-American Shah of Iran was overthrown by Ayatollah Khomeini's revolution. That produced a fundamental shift in the strategic balance from which the United States is still suffering. Nothing similar has occurred as a result of the Iraq war.

So perhaps a little perspective is in order. The danger of today's declinism is not that it is true but that the next president will act as if it is. The good news is that I doubt either nominee really will. And I'm confident the American people would take a dim view if he tried.

Hegemony High Now – Iran Sanctions

The U.S. still has the hegemony necessary to persuade Russia to impose sanctions on Iran.

Iran.

Reuters ‘10

(Guy Faulconbridge, “Russia alarmed by CIA view of Iran's weapons,” Thompson Reuters, 6/27/10) http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65R0HD20100628?loomia_ow=t0:s0:a49:g43:r4:c0.125000:b35272504:z0
Central Intelligence Agency Director Leon Panetta told ABC's "This Week" television program that the agency thinks Iran has enough low-enriched uranium now for two weapons, but that Tehran would have to further enrich the material first.

"As to this information -- it needs to be checked," Medvedev told reporters in Toronto, where he was attending the Group of 20 summit of rich and emerging nations.

"In any case, such information is always alarming because today the international community does not recognize the Iranian nuclear program as transparent," Medvedev said.

Russian leaders rarely comment on CIA statements and Medvedev's sharp comments indicate the gulf that has grown between Moscow and Tehran over recent months.

The Kremlin and Tehran had a public row last month after Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad admonished the Kremlin for bowing to what he said was U.S. pressure to agree further sanctions.

Urged on by the Obama administration, the U.N. Security Council -- which includes Russia -- this month passed a resolution to impose new sanctions on Iran over its nuclear development.

"If it is shown that what the American special services say is true then it will of course make the situation more tense, and I do not exclude that this question would have to be looked at additionally," Medvedev said.

The United States, key European Union powers and Israel say Iran is trying to use its civilian nuclear program to hide an attempt to create an atomic bomb, an assertion Tehran denies.

Russia has repeatedly called on Iran to remove the doubts that the international community have and earlier this year one of Russia's top security officials said that Western concerns were valid.

The CIA said that for Iran to have enough nuclear material for bombs, it would have to enrich its low-enriched uranium.

"We would estimate that if they made that decision, it would probably take a year to get there, probably another year to develop the kind of weapons delivery system in order to make that viable," CIA chief Panetta said.

U.S. Hegemony High – Declinism Overrated

Hegemony declinism is overrated, Hegemony is still high 

Kaplan ’08 (Robert D. national correspondent for The Atlantic and a senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security, in Washington, D.C. A gentler hegemony, Washington Post, December 17, 2008, accessed June 28, 2010)
Declinism is in the air. The latest conventional wisdom is that the combination of the disastrous Iraq war, the military and economic rise of Asia, and the steep recession in the West has chastened America, ending its period of dominance in world affairs. It is time for us to be humble. There is a lot of truth to this, but it goes too far. For decline itself -- as a concept -- is overrated. Britain's Royal Navy went into relative decline beginning in the 1890s, even as Great Britain remained powerful enough to help save the West in two world wars over the next half-century. The proper analogy may be the Indian Mutiny in 1857 and 1858, after the orientalists and other pragmatists in the British power structure, who wanted to leave traditional India as it was, lost sway to Evangelical and Utilitarian reformers who wanted to more forcefully Christianize India -- to make it in a values sense more like England. The reformers were good people: They helped abolish the slave trade and tried to do the same with the hideous practice of widow-burning. But their attempts to bring the fruits of Western civilization, virtuous as they were, to a far-off corner of the world played a role in a violent revolt against imperial authority. Yet the debacle did not signal the end of the British Empire, which expanded for nearly another century. Rather, it signaled a transition away from an ad hoc imperium fired occasionally by an ill-disciplined lust to impose its values abroad -- and to a calmer, more pragmatic and soldiering empire built on trade, education and technology. That is akin to where we are now, post-Iraq: calmer, more pragmatic and with a military -- especially a Navy -- that, while in relative decline, is still far superior to any other on Earth. Near the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Navy had almost 600 ships; it is down to 280. But in aggregate tonnage that is still more than the next 17 navies combined. Our military secures the global commons to the benefit of all nations. Without the U.S. Navy, the seas would be unsafe for merchant shipping, which, in an era of globalization, accounts for 90 percent of world trade. We may not be able to control events on land in the Middle East, but our Navy and Air Force control all entry and exit points to the region. The multinational anti-piracy patrols that have taken shape in the Strait of Malacca and the Gulf of Aden have done so under the aegis of the U.S. Navy. Sure the economic crisis will affect shipbuilding, meaning the decline in the number of our ships will continue, and there will come a point where quantity affects quality. But this will be an exceedingly gradual transition, which we will assuage by leveraging naval allies such as India and Japan. Then there are the dozens of training deployments around the world that the U.S. military, particularly Army Special Forces, conducts in any given week. We are all over Africa, Asia and Latin America with these small missions that increase America's diplomatic throw-weight without running the risk of getting us bogged down. Aside from Iraq and Afghanistan, our military posture around the world is generally light, lethal and highly mobile. We have been quietly reducing land forces in South Korea while compensating with a more effective air and naval presence. In Colombia, platoon-size numbers of Green Berets have been instrumental in fighting narco-terrorists; in Algeria, such training teams have helped improve our relationship with that formerly radical Arab country. Such stripped-down American military deployments garner no headlines, but they are a formula that works.  The Marines, after becoming virtually desert forces since 2001, will return to their expeditionary roots aboard amphibious ships in the Greater Indian Ocean and Western Pacific. American military power is not going away. But instead of being in-your-face, it will lurk just over the horizon. And that will make all the difference.  In sum, we may no longer be at Charles Krauthammer's "Unipolar Moment," but neither have we become Sweden. Declinism of the sort being preached will go immediately out of fashion at the world's next humanitarian catastrophe, when the very people enraged at the U.S. military because of Iraq will demand that it lead a coalition to save lives. We might have intervened in Darfur had we not been bogged down in Iraq; after Cyclone Nargis, our ships would have provided large-scale relief, had Burma's military government allowed them to proceed. As world population rises, and with vast urban areas with tottering infrastructures in the most environmentally and seismically fragile zones, the opportunities for U.S. military-led disaster relief will be legion. The American military remains a force for good, a fact that will become self-evident in the crises to come. Of course we are entering a more multipolar world. The only economic growth over the next year or two will come from developing nations, notably India and China. But there are other realities, too. We should not underestimate the diplomatic and moral leverage created by the combination of the world's most expeditionary military and a new president who will boast high approval ratings at home and around the world. No power but the United States has the wherewithal to orchestrate an Israeli-Palestinian peace deal, and our intervention in Iraq has not changed that fact. Everyone hates the word, but the United States is still a hegemon of sorts, able to pivotally influence the world from a position of moral strength. 
U.S. Hegemony High – Global Leader

Despite China having a strong economy, the United States still stands as the head powerhouse Grewal Research Analyst at the ETF Institute 6/10/10

( Keven, editorial director and research analyst at The ETF Institute, msn.com, 6/10/10 accessed June 28, 2010)

Despite China’s extraordinary economic growth, the US is still the largest and most productive in the world. America’s economy is three times the size of China’s and the per capita income of China is only about 10% of that of the US. Additionally, the US generates more output in one year than Japan, China, and Germany (the next three largest economies) combined, while only constituting a little under 5% of the world’s population.
A second reason that the US remains a strong contender is because it's the top exporter in the world. Granted, there's still a massive import/export imbalance in the US, but the nation still exports nearly 10% of global exports.

Thirdly, the US continues to remain a favorite for foreign direct investment. When compared to China, the US has witnessed nearly three times as much foreign direct investment thoan China over the past nine years. To put it into perspective, America’s global share of foreign direct investment was 16% over the last nine years as compared to 6% for China.

Another reason that the US remains attractive is its safe-haven appeal. According to the International Monetary Fund, 62% of allocated global reserves of central banks in the last quarter of 2009 were held in dollars. As the debt crisis unfolded in Europe and tensions between North Korea and South Korea continue to loom, investors are getting wary of a sustainable global economic recovery and are turning to the dollar as a safety net. The dollar is gaining ground on nearly all currencies and is especially witnessing strength over currencies of countries that are big commodity exporters, nations that are highly sensitive to economic growth.
Lastly, the US remains one of the world’s leaders in innovation, which will likely be a driver of economic success in the near future. After all, the US is home to Apple (AAPL) -- one of the world’s most innovative companies. Additionally, US companies continue to place a significant emphasis on research and development, and the US remains a global leader in frontier technologies such as bio and nanotechnology.

Hegemony High Now – General 

U.S. hegemony was never as powerful as declinists make it out to be. Hegemony is just as high as it has ever been.

Kagan ‘08

(Robert Kagan, “The September 12 Paradigm: America, the World, and George W. Bush,” Foreign Affairs, September/October 2008) http://www.ciaonet.org/journals/fa/v87i5/f_0003030_2143.pdf
This situation contrasts sharply with the major strategic setbacks the United States suffered in the Middle East during the Cold War. In the 1950s and 1960s, a pan-Arab nationalist movement swept across the region and opened the door to unprecedented Soviet involvement, including a quasi alliance between the Soviet Union and the Egypt of Gamal Abdel Nasser, as well as a Soviet alliance with Syria. In 1979, a key pillar of the U.S. strategic position in the region toppled when the pro-American shah of Iran was overthrown by Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini's virulently anti-American revolution. That led to a fundamental shift in the strategic balance in the region, a shift from which the United States is still suffering. Nothing similar has yet occurred as a result of the Iraq war.

Those who today proclaim that the United States is in decline often imagine a past in which the world danced to an Olympian America's tune. That is an illusion. Nostalgia swells for the wondrous U.S.-dominated era after World War II. But although the United States succeeded in Europe then, it suffered disastrous setbacks elsewhere. The "loss" of China to communism, the North Korean invasion of South Korea, the Soviet Union's testing of a hydrogen bomb, the stirrings of postcolonial nationalism in Indochina -- each was a strategic calamity of immense scope, and was understood to be such at the time. Each critically shaped the remainder of the twentieth century, and not for the better. And each proved utterly beyond the United States' power to control or even to manage successfully. Not a single event in the last decade can match any one of those events in terms of its enormity as a setback to the United States' position in the world.

Chinese strategists believe that the present international configuration is likely to endure for some time, and they are probably right. So long as the United States remains at the center of the international economy and continues to be the predominant military power and the leading apostle of the world's most popular political philosophy; so long as the American public continues to support American predominance, as it has consistently done for six decades; and so long as potential challengers inspire more fear than sympathy among their neighbors, the structure of the international system should remain as it has been, with one superpower and several great powers.

It would also be an illusion, however, to imagine that there can be an easy return to the U.S. leadership and the cooperation among U.S. allies that existed during the Cold War era. There is no single unifying threat along the same lines as the Soviet Union to bind the United States and other nations together in seemingly permanent alliance. The world today looks more like that of the nineteenth century than like that of the late twentieth. Those who imagine this is good news should recall that the nineteenth-century order did not end as well as the Cold War did.

Hegemony High Now – Still Key

America remains a keystone of the international system, and will likely remain that way for the foreseeable future.

Kagan ‘07

(Robert Kagan, End of Dreams, Return of History, Policy Review, August & September 2007) http://content.ebscohost.com/pdf19_22/pdf/2007/PLV/01Aug07/26215687.pdf?T=P&P=AN&K=26215687&S=R&D=mth&EbscoContent=dGJyMMvl7ESeqLY4yOvsOLCmr0iep7ZSr6a4Sa%2BWxWXS&ContentCustomer=dGJyMPGnsEq0qbVIuePfgeyx44Dt6fIA
These American traditions, together with historical events beyond Americans' control, have catapulted the United States to a position of pre-eminence in the world. Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of this "unipolar" world, there has been much anticipation of the end of unipolarity and the rise of a multipolar world in which the United States is no longer the predominant power. Not only realist theorists but others both inside and outside the United States have long argued the theoretical and practical unsustainability, not to mention undesirability, of a world with only one superpower. Mainstream realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. Others expected the post-Cold War era to be characterized by the primacy of geoeconomics over geopolitics and foresaw a multipolar world with the economic giants of Europe, India, Japan, and China rivaling the United States. Finally, in the wake of the Iraq War and with hostility to the United States, as measured in public opinion polls, apparently at an all-time high, there has been a widespread assumption that the American position in the world must finally be eroding.

Yet American predominance in the main categories of power persists as a key feature of the international system. The enormous and productive American economy remains at the center of the international economic system. American democratic principles are shared by over a hundred nations. The American military is not only the largest but the only one capable of projecting force into distant theaters. Chinese strategists, who spend a great deal of time thinking about these things, see the world not as multipolar but as characterized by "one superpower, many great powers," and this configuration seems likely to persist into the future absent either a catastrophic blow to American power or a decision by the United States to diminish its power and international influence voluntarily.
The anticipated global balancing has for the most part not occurred. Russia and China certainly share a common and openly expressed goal of checking American hegemony. They have created at least one institution, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, aimed at resisting American influence in Central Asia, and China is the only power in the world, other than the United States, engaged in a long-term military buildup. But Sino-Russian hostility to American predominance has not yet produced a concerted and cooperative effort at balancing. China's buildup is driven at least as much by its own long-term ambitions as by a desire to balance the United States. Russia has been using its vast reserves of oil and natural gas as a lever to compensate for the lack of military power, but it either cannot or does not want to increase its military capability sufficiently to begin counterbalancing the United States. Overall, Russian military power remains in decline. In addition, the two powers do not trust one another. They are traditional rivals, and the rise of China inspires at least as much nervousness in Russia as it does in the United States. At the moment, moreover, China is less abrasively confrontational with the United States. Its dependence on the American market and foreign investment and its perception that the United States remains a potentially formidable adversary mitigate against an openly confrontational approach.

In any case, China and Russia cannot balance the United States without at least some help from Europe, Japan, India, or at least some of the other advanced, democratic nations. But those powerful players are not joining the effort. Europe has rejected the option of making itself a counterweight to American power. This is true even among the older members of the European Union, where neither France, Germany, Italy, nor Spain proposes such counterbalancing, despite a public opinion hostile to the Bush administration. Now that the EU has expanded to include the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, who fear threats from the east, not from the west, the prospect of a unified Europe counterbalancing the United States is practically nil. As for Japan and India, the clear trend in recent years has been toward closer strategic cooperation with the United States.

U.S. Hegemony High – No Balancing

U.S. Hegemony will be there for many years to come because the 2nd largest superpower, China faces many obstacles 

Nye Sultan of Oman, Professor of International Politics 10

(Joseph, former dean of Harvard Kennedy School of Government, Harvard John F. Kennedy School of Government, March 18, 2010, accessed June 28, 2010, http://www.hks.harvard.edu/news-events/news/commentary/chinas-century-not-upon-us) 

China’s current reputation for power benefits from projections about the future. Some young Chinese use these projections to demand a greater share of power now, and some Americans urge preparation for a coming conflict similar to that between Germany and Britain a century ago.

One should be skeptical about such projections. By 1900, Germany had surpassed Britain in industrial power, and the Kaiser was pursuing an adventurous foreign policy that was bound to bring about a clash with the other great powers. By contrast, China still lags far behind the US economically and militarily, and has focused its policies primarily on its region and on its economic development. While its “market Leninist” economic model (the so-called “Beijing Consensus”) provides soft power in authoritarian countries, it has the opposite effect in many democracies.

Even if Chinese gross domestic product passes that of the US in about 2030 (as Goldman Sachs projects), the two economies would be equivalent in size, but not equal in composition. China would still have a vast underdeveloped countryside and it will begin to face demographic problems from the delayed effects of its one-child policy. Moreover, as countries develop, there is a tendency for growth rates to slow. Assuming Chinese growth of 6 per cent and American growth of only 2 per cent after 2030, China would not equal the US in per capita income until sometime in the second half of the century.

Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an economy. While China’s impressive growth rate combined with the size of its population will surely lead it to pass the US economy in total size, that is not the same as equality. And since the US is unlikely to be standing still during that period, China is a long way from posing the kind of challenge to America that the Kaiser’s Germany posed when it passed Britain at the start of the last century. Nonetheless, the rise of China recalls Thucydides’ warning that belief in the inevitability of conflict can become one of its main causes.

During the past decade, China moved from being the ninth-largest exporter to the largest in the world, but China’s export-led development model will probably need to be adjusted as global trade and financial balances become more contentious in the aftermath of the financial crisis. Although China holds huge foreign currency reserves, it will have difficulty raising its financial leverage by lending overseas in its own currency until it has deep and open financial markets in which interest rates are set by the market, not the government.

Unlike India, which was born with a democratic constitution, China has not yet found a way to solve the problem of demands for political participation (if not democracy) that tend to accompany rising per capita income. The ideology of communism is long gone, and the legitimacy of the ruling party depends upon economic growth and ethnic Han nationalism. Some experts argue that the Chinese political system lacks legitimacy, suffers from a high level of corruption and is vulnerable to political unrest should the economy falter. Whether China can develop a formula that can manage an expanding urban middle class, regional inequality and resentment among ethnic minorities remains to be seen. The basic point is that no one, including Chinese leaders, knows how the country’s political future will evolve and how that will affect its economic growth.

In 1974, Deng Xiaoping told the United Nations General Assembly: “China is not a superpower, nor will it ever seek to be one.” The current generation of Chinese leaders, realizing that rapid growth is the key to domestic political stability, has focused on economic development and what they call a “harmonious” international environment that will not disrupt their growth. But generations change, power often creates hubris and appetites sometimes grow with eating. Some analysts warn that rising powers invariably use their newfound economic strength for wider political, cultural and military ends.

Even if this were an accurate assessment of Chinese intentions, it is doubtful that China will have the military capability to make this scenario possible. Asia has its own internal balance of powers and, in that context, many states welcome a US presence in the region. Chinese leaders will have to contend with the reactions of other countries as well as the constraints created by their own goal of growth and the need for external markets and resources. Too aggressive a military posture could produce a countervailing coalition among its neighbours that would weaken both its hard and soft power. A recent Pew poll of 16 countries found a positive attitude towards China’s economic rise, but not its military rise.

The fact that China is not likely to become a peer competitor to the US on a global basis does not mean that it could not challenge the US in Asia, and the dangers of conflict can never be ruled out. But Bill Clinton was basically right when he told Jiang Zemin in 1995 that the US has more to fear from a weak China than a strong China. Given the global challenges that China and the US face, they have much to gain from working together. But hubris and nationalism among some Chinese, and unnecessary fear of decline among some Americans make it difficult to assure this future.

Hegemony high, Asia Can’t Replace
Despite common perception, America’s hegemony is still very high, especially compared to many Asian competitors.

Kurlantzick 10 

(Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, Dazzled by Asia, The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full)

Yet predictions of America’s decline are vastly overstated. Asia is indeed increasing its economic footprint in the world, but it still lags far behind the United States in military might, political and diplomatic influence, and even most measures of economic stability. Asia’s growth, the source of its current strength, also has significant limits - rising inequality, disastrous demographics, and growing unrest that could scupper development. Nationalism in Asia will prevent the region from developing into a European Union-like unified area for the foreseeable future, allowing regional conflicts to continue, and preventing Asia from speaking, more powerfully, with a unified voice.
The future of American power is a vital question. America’s foreign policy choices will be directed by judgments about the United States’ staying power, and how the United States, like Britain before it, should adapt to new powers emerging on the scene. If, as Jacques argues, America’s influence will naturally fade while Asia’s grows, Washington should adopt policies similar to Britain’s in the mid-20th century - ceding influence over large portions of the world while working to ensure that it remains an important player on a few key issues. American leaders would have to radically shift their style, adopting a new humility while selling the US public on a diminished global role, a major comedown for a superpower.

Conversely, if it is not to be Asia’s century, Washington’s strategy would be radically different. No concessions of fading glory: Though the United States might not be the only superpower, it could assume that, for the near future, it would remain the preeminent power, allowing Washington to dictate the terms of everything from climate change negotiations to global talks on nuclear weapons.The idea of American power giving way to a rising Asia has been building for two decades. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, many in the United States predicted that Japan, which then seemed to have a hyper-charged economy, would rule the world. But Japan’s economy, built on a real estate bubble, imploded, and Japanese leaders never truly matched their economic power with political might; limited by a pacifist constitution, Japan did not fight in the first Gulf War and wound up merely paying the check for much of the battle. But now China has assumed the mantle. Next year, China will become the world’s second-largest economy, according to a study by the China Policy Institute of the University of Nottingham. The global financial crisis has badly dented the Western model of liberal capitalism, leaving Asia as the world’s growth engine, and main banker - China alone holds some $800 billion in American treasury securities. The chief economist of the Asian Development Bank, a regional organization, declared in September, “Developing Asia is poised to lead the recovery from the worldwide slowdown.” China and India likely will grow by more than 7 percent this year, compared to minimal growth in the West, and other leading Asian nations, like Indonesia and Vietnam, are also predicted to post high growth rates in 2010.At the recent Copenhagen climate summit, two of Asia’s most powerful leaders, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, showed this newfound confidence. Meeting in a back room, they pointedly tried to exclude Obama from their negotiations. Obama ultimately had to burst into the closed-meeting like a kind of diplomatic party crasher. Asia’s new swagger has caused a crisis of confidence in the West that makes the fear of Japan in the late 1980s look like a mild tremor. In the late 1980s it was only one Asian giant growing powerful, and at that time Europe, newly united after communism, looked boldly to the future. Today many of Asia’s nations are getting stronger, and not one major Western nation can be confident about its future growth.The belief in Asia’s rise has sparked this mini-industry of books on the Eastern renaissance. In the most apocalyptic of the bunch, such as Jacques’, the authors focus on how Asia’s powers, from China to Malaysia to Singapore, are taking the final step from rising power to global hegemon - using state-directed economic policies to dominate industry after industry, while delivering what Mahbubani calls “modernity” - good governance, growth, and the rule of law, without the messiness of Western liberal democracy. In fact, Mahbubani suggests that this “modernity” ultimately may be more appealing than Western democracy, which has not helped produce growth in Africa, Latin America, or many other democratic regions. Other authors, like Zakaria, focus more on American decline.Yet there are many good reasons to think that Asia’s rise may turn out to be an illusion. Asia’s growth has built-in stumbling blocks. Demographics, for one. Because of its One Child policy, China’s population is aging rapidly: According to one comprehensive study by the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a Washington think tank, by 2040 China will have at least 400 million elderly, most of whom will have no retirement pensions. This aging poses a severe challenge, since China may not have enough working-age people to support its elderly. In other words, says CSIS, China will grow old before it grows rich, a disastrous combination. Other Asian powers also are aging rapidly - Japan’s population likely will fall from around 130 million today to 90 million in 2055 - or, due to traditional preferences for male children, have a dangerous sex imbalance in which there are far more men than women. This is a scenario likely to destabilize a country, since, at other periods in history when many men could not marry, the unmarried hordes turned to crime or political violence.Looming political unrest also threatens Asia’s rise. China alone already faces some 90,000 annual “mass incidents,” the name given by Chinese security forces to protests, and this number is likely to grow as income inequality soars and environmental problems add more stresses to society. India, too, faces severe threats. The Naxalites, Maoists operating mostly in eastern India who attack large landowners, businesses, police, and other local officials, have caused the death of at least 800 people last year alone, and have destabilized large portions of eastern India. Other Asian states, too, face looming unrest, from the ongoing insurgency in southern Thailand to the rising racial and religious conflicts in Malaysia.Also, despite predictions that Asia will eventually integrate, building a European Union-like organization, the region actually seems to be coming apart. Asia has not tamed the menace of nationalism, which Europe and North America largely have put in the past, albeit after two bloody world wars. Even as China and India have cooperated on climate change, on many other issues they are at each other’s throats. Over the past year, both countries have fortified their common border in the Himalayas, claiming overlapping pieces of territory. Meanwhile, Japan is constantly seeking ways to blunt Chinese military power. People in many Asian nations have extremely negative views of their neighbors - even though they maintain positive images of the United States.More broadly, few Asian leaders have any idea what values, ideas, or histories should hold Asia together. “The argument of an Asian century is fundamentally flawed in that Asia is a Western concept, one that is not widely agreed upon [in Asia],” says Devin Stewart, a Japan specialist at the Carnegie Council for Ethics and International Affairs.

Hegemony High Now – No Balancing

America’s defense and education is stronger than Asian countries’, their economy is stable, and our schools are excellent.

Kurlantzick 10

(Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, Dazzled by Asia, The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full )

Even as Asia’s miracle seems, on closer inspection, less miraculous, America’s decline has been vastly overstated. To become a global superpower requires economic, political, and military might, and on the last two counts, the United States remains leagues ahead of any Asian rival. Despite boosting defense budgets by 20 percent annually, Asian powers like India, China, or Indonesia will not rival the US military for decades, if ever - only the Pentagon could launch a war in a place like Afghanistan, so far from its homeland. When a tsunami struck South and Southeast Asia five years ago, the region’s nations, including Indonesia, Thailand, and India, had to rely on the US Navy to coordinate relief efforts.

America also has other advantages that will be nearly impossible to remove. With Asian nations still squabbling amongst themselves, many look to the United States as a neutral power broker, a role America plays around the world. German writer and scholar Joseph Joffe calls the United States today the “default power”: No one in the world trusts anyone else to play the global hegemon, so it still falls to Washington.

Even in the economic realm, the United States remains strong. As Zakaria admits, the United States accounted for 32 percent of global output in 1913, 26 percent in 1960, and 26 percent in 2007, remarkably consistent figures. The United States remains atop nearly every ranking of economies according to openness and innovation. While Asia’s centrally planned economies can build infrastructure without worrying about public opposition - China has built impressive networks of airports and highways - they are less successful at nurturing world-beating companies, which thrive on risk-taking and hands-off government. Compared to Intel, Google, or Apple, China’s major companies still are state-linked behemoths that do little innovation of their own. The leading corporations in most other Asian nations (with the exception of Japan and South Korea) also are either giant state-linked firms or trading companies that invest little in innovation. And censorship or tight government controls alienate the most innovative firms - Google is now threatening to pull out of China entirely.

As Asia throws up barriers to immigration, in the United States immigration helps ensure long-term economic vitality. Chinese and Indian immigrants accounted for almost one-quarter of all companies in Silicon Valley, according to research by AnnaLee Saxenian at the University of California-Berkeley. According to the most comprehensive global ranking of universities, compiled by Shanghai Jiao Tong University, American schools, powered by immigrants and flush with cash, dominate the top 100, with Harvard ranked first. Asia has no schools in the top 10.

U.S. Hegemony High – No Balancing

The United States is clearly the hegemon right now easily surpassing China 

Hoe 10
( Jian You, columnist, University Chronicle, February 28, 2010, accessed June 28, 2010, 
http://www.universitychronicle.com/opinions/u-s-role-as-lone-superpower-1.2173170)
The Untied States of America has been well known for being the sole-superpower in the past and present.

Even though, there are disputes between other emerging superpower such as China, the European Union, Russia and India in today 21st century, no doubt America has proven to be the most eligible country to hold the title.

There are definitely many views of why America has been awarded with the superpower status in this world.

Some say, it is because of their highly advance and known to be the most powerful armed forces in the world.

For instance having the most advance fighter jet F-22 raptor or operating the largest and most sophisticated aircraft carrier the USS Nimitz.
Other experts say, it is because of American dominance in the economy and financial status of the world such as having the most recognized currency the U.S. dollar and having controlled over the exports and imports of manufacturing and services industries around the world.

Last but not least, many would raise their opinions of United States having the latest and most advance technology in both space and informational technology.

However, I do felt those “things” definitely shape America into a better country but that is not the main roots of what made America today as the superpower.

The principals, ideals, democracy, and never stop trying even though there might not be a hope for a better tomorrow and many other meaningful principals that made America a superpower.

For instance, the founders of this nation started and experimented with a brand new, never before seen government system called democracy.

Even though, they had many challenges ahead of them, they never once gave up the true America dream that is life, liberty and pursuit of happiness.

With these three main foundations that promotes that all men are created equal, that is what shape America today as the land of the free and the home of the brave.

Besides that, the affirmative action laws  that makes America a truly a of a kind country, for example providing anybody beyond their shores to be a part of this nation if they work hard for it and prove to be a good citizen, they could also one day be part of this great process.

America leadership in helping other nations in need made them truly a powerful country.

For instance, in the recent Haiti earthquake, even when the U.S. economy is falling down, job unemployment is the lowest, Americans try their very best to help and contribute an effort towards Port-au-Prince, Haiti. That definitely shows the true spirit as an American citizen.

The United States of America have come and grown far beyond anyone could ever imagine from the born of the Bill of Rights, the United States of Declaration for Independence to the Gettysburg Address by Abraham Lincoln and the Civil rights movement lead by Martin Luther King. America will always be a great country from the past, present and future.
Hegemony Sustainable – General

The U.S. hegemony is sustainable because no one wants us out. 

Ajami 08  
Majid Khadduri professor in Middle East Studies and Director of the Middle East Studies Program at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) of Johns Hopkins University. (Fouad, Oct 29, The Resilience of American Power)

http://politics.usnews.com/opinion/fajami/articles/2008/08/07/fouad-ajami-back-to-the-iranian-bazaar.html
There can be no doubt that we were due for our moment of reckoning. But Edward Gibbon wannabes should proceed with caution. It is not yet time to pen The Decline and Fall of the American Empire. Rome was long dead and buried when Gibbon, working in London, published his first volume of The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire in 1776. The destiny of the American empire is still unfolding. The bailout package, a staggering $700 billion, is only 5 percent of our national output; the country could afford it. While some may seek to write the obituaries of the American imperial republic, a survey of universities placing in the top 500 globally, conducted by Shanghai University, gave the United States a huge lead in such institutions: 159 versus 31 in Japan, 30 in China (the data include Hong Kong and Taiwan), and 2 in India. For all the talk about the rise of China and India, these societies, long mired in poverty and squalor and handicapped by dominant traditions of inequality and caste, are in no position to inherit the American place in the order of nations. They lack the openness of the United States, its sense of obligation to other lands, its willingness to defend the global order. After the partisanship in our country subsides, Americans know that the alternative to the American order in the world is not the hegemony of China or Russia or India but rather outright anarchy. The Chinese, shrewd about the ways of the world, acknowledge this. They are content to work and prosper, and move large numbers of their people out of poverty, under American primacy and tutelage. The Chinese hold well over a trillion dollars in American treasury securities. They are not about to bring the house down. The Chinese know Asia's bloody history. American hegemony has been benign, and the alternatives to it are infinitely worse. Likewise in the volatile Persian Gulf: The commerce of that vital region and the traffic of its oil depend upon the American Navy. No one in that tinderbox wants a Pax Iranica, and the Indians and the Europeans are not contenders to assume what has been America's role.

Hegemony Sustainable – General

The U.S. power is underestimated. The claim that the U.S. cannot sustain its hegemony is garbage

Omestad 08  
Former Associate Editor of Foreign Policy, Winner of the Edwin M. Hood Award for Diplomatic Journalism (Thomas, Is America Really on the Decline? US News and World Report, 10/29) http://politics.usnews.com/news/national/articles/2008/10/29/is-america-really-on-the-decline.html?PageNr=5
And yet, for all the deflating news, the time-tested ability of American society to assess and overcome problems should interject caution about proclaiming the American century over and done with. The restorative capacity of America, reasons Thérèse Delpech, a leading French strategic thinker, "is constantly underestimated abroad and even sometimes at home." Those who contend American decline is being exaggerated--or not happening--say that the unipolar moment was never destined to last and that the degree of deference actually accorded to Washington in happier days was never as much as is portrayed. Take, for instance, the disfavor visited on the United States because of its racial segregation and bigotry and a polarizing war in Vietnam. Nor are doubts about American competence a new factor. Blunders, errors of judgment, the warping of policy by partisan politics, and intemperate rhetoric all are recurring features of U.S. policymaking; nevertheless, American leadership persists. "The U.S. is no good at foreign policy," asserts Walter Russell Mead, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations and author of Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and How It Changed the World. He likens the robustness of America's global standing to the muddling through of the comic bumbler Mr. Magoo. "The Bush administration has danced with the world in the worst way," Mead says--but the damage is mostly reversible. "The fundamentals of America's power position in the world," he says, "are probably as strong as they were in 2001." Rising to the occasion. Further, the current credit crash follows in a long tradition of occasional panics and meltdowns in both the British Empire and the United States. "Those crises haven't sunk us in 300 years," reasons Mead. "We seem to find a way to manage them." Skeptics of U.S. decline believe that other weaknesses are exaggerated and that the U.S. economy remains central. Says George Schwab, president of the New York-based National Committee on American Foreign Policy, "When Wall Street coughs, the rest of the world catches a cold." No other currency, including the euro and the Chinese renminbi, is yet ready to replace the dollar. The economic burdens of leadership are said to be manageable. U.S. defense expenditures today equal 4.2 percent of the nation's GDP, compared with 9 percent in the Vietnam War. Nor, in general, should the rise of others stir angst, say the anti-declinists. It reflects, by contrast, the near globalization of the U.S.-initiated postwar system, whose very openness should accommodate the peaceful rise of newer powers. "It was American strategy to see them get stronger," says Robert Kagan, a senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment and author of The Return of History and the End of Dreams. The interdependence woven into the existing system creates mutual vulnerabilities that might deter efforts to weaken the United States directly. John Bruton, the European Union ambassador in Washington, says, "If the West goes into decline, so do they." U.S. policy aims to make China a "responsible stakeholder." If China were to sell off its trove of U.S. public debt, it would undercut the value of its own assets. More likely, Beijing sees buying treasury bills as both a good investment and a way to balance a relationship in which it has to sell to the American market to make its long climb out of poverty. "The Asians are not happy about America being so weakened," says Mahbubani. The anti-declinists, meanwhile, also count America's demographics as a key source of vigor. Through its acceptance of immigration and its higher birthrates, America's population is projected not only to grow but to avoid taking on the aging profiles of China, Russia, and Western Europe. Russia's population is shrinking by 720,000 people per year--hardly the way to great-power status. China is also graying quickly, in part because of its one-child policy. They both face underdevelopment in their vast countrysides, ethnic tensions, environmental constraints, and the perhaps inevitable return of political pressures for democratic change. Neither country will find that its path to restored greatness is clear and smooth. Nor, in the end, is America without geopolitical options. It has forged a strategic tie to the South Asian giant of India that reflects democratic and multicultural affinities. But it is also a de facto hedge against the strengthening of still-authoritarian China. U.S. strategists welcome a closer relationship with moderate Brazil, in part as more hedging, this time against anti-U.S. leaders in Latin America. Bush and a new set of more pro-American European leaders have been setting aside scraps over Iraq and other issues, and East European countries are looking to Washington for reassurance against a more assertive Russia. In East Asia, the United States remains the ultimate balancer to China. "We are still the glue that holds things together, despite the opinion polls," reckons Kagan. Few doubt that America's global position will experience "relative shifts," to use the diplomatic language of State's Cohen. But, he insists, "there is no other country's hand I'd rather play." Says a senior U.N. diplomat, "Bet against America at your peril." Even so, in the 21st century, it might be prudent to spread a few wagers on others as well.
Hegemony Sustainable – General 

It is not time to pen the decline and the fall of the American empire
Ajami 08  

Majid Khadduri professor in Middle East Studies and Director of the Middle East Studies Program at the Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS) of Johns Hopkins University. (Fouad, Oct 29, The Resilience of American Power)

There can be no doubt that we were due for our moment of reckoning. But Edward Gibbon wannabes should proceed with caution. It is not yet time to pen The Decline and Fall of the American Empire. Rome was long dead and buried when Gibbon, working in London, published his first volume of The History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire in 1776. The destiny of the American empire is still unfolding. The bailout package, a staggering $700 billion, is only 5 percent of our national output; the country could afford it. While some may seek to write the obituaries of the American imperial republic, a survey of universities placing in the top 500 globally, conducted by Shanghai University, gave the United States a huge lead in such institutions: 159 versus 31 in Japan, 30 in China (the data include Hong Kong and Taiwan), and 2 in India. For all the talk about the rise of China and India, these societies, long mired in poverty and squalor and handicapped by dominant traditions of inequality and caste, are in no position to inherit the American place in the order of nations. They lack the openness of the United States, its sense of obligation to other lands, its willingness to defend the global order. After the partisanship in our country subsides, Americans know that the alternative to the American order in the world is not the hegemony of China or Russia or India but rather outright anarchy. The Chinese, shrewd about the ways of the world, acknowledge this. They are content to work and prosper, and move large numbers of their people out of poverty, under American primacy and tutelage. The Chinese hold well over a trillion dollars in American treasury securities. They are not about to bring the house down. The Chinese know Asia's bloody history. American hegemony has been benign, and the alternatives to it are infinitely worse. Likewise in the volatile Persian Gulf: The commerce of that vital region and the traffic of its oil depend upon the American Navy. No one in that tinderbox wants a Pax Iranica, and the Indians and the Europeans are not contenders to assume what has been America's role.

U.S. Hegemony Sustainable – General
U.S. Hegemony is stable and will continue to be stable once we leave 

Brooks and Wohlforth 4/24 

(Stephen and William, Dartmouth College - Brooks as associate professor of government, Wohlforth as Daniel Webster professor of government and chair of the Department of Government, Reshaping the World Order, http://www.devex.com/articles/reshaping-the-world-order, 4/24/09, AD: 7/9/09) 

Realist statesmen such as George Kennan and realist scholars such as Robert Gilpin have shown that institutions generally enable leading states more than they constrain them. Although admittedly lonely voices in the realist camp, they have argued that institutions are effective tools of the powerful. From this perspective, the extensive discussion of institutions as constraints during the Bush administration undoubtedly stuck most observers outside the United States as being overwrought. Given the United States' power and potential for going it alone, its partners within institutions recognize that Washington generally stands to lose the least when cooperation fails-and this awareness often pushes them toward the United States' position. When the constraints become excessive in a particular institution, the United States is sufficiently powerful that it can pull back from cooperating without prejudicing its general ability to sustain cooperation within other institutions in other areas. Even when the dispute in the UN over Iraq reached its greatest intensity in 2003, French and German diplomats did not alter their approach to negotiations with the United States over the WTO. States are well aware that the United States has a strong interest in furthering the WTO and that this interest exists independently from its interests in, and approach to, the UN. It is also well understood that, more than any other state, the United States has a greater ability to retaliate when others withdraw cooperation in an attempt to punish the United States for its behavior in a given institution.

Hegemony Sustainable – US is Unique

Historians compare current US situation to past empires; the comparisons are not accurate and are misleading; US still a strong hegemon

BRENDON. 2010  (Piers a fellow of Churchill College, Cambridge, is the author of ''The Decline and Fall of the British Empire.'' “Like Rome Before the Fall? Not Yet” February 25, The New York Times, lexis)
All too often, however, students of the past succumb to the temptation to foretell the future. For reasons best known to himself, for example, the eminent British historian A. J. P. Taylor predicted that the Second World War would reach its climax in the Spanish port of Vigo. Equally preposterous in its way was Francis Fukuyama's claim that the conclusion of the cold war marked the end of ideological evolution, ''the end of history.'' When indulging his own penchant for prophecy, Paul Kennedy too proved sadly fallible. In his book, he wrote that Japan would not stagnate and that Russia, clinging to Communism, would not boom economically by the early 21st century. Of course, Professor Kennedy did not base his forecasts on runes or entrails or stars. He weighed the available evidence and extrapolated from existing trends. He studied form, entered suitable caveats and hedged his bets. In short, he relied on sophisticated guesswork. However, the past is a map, not a compass. It charts human experience, stops at the present and gives no clear sense of direction. History does not repeat itself nor, as Arnold Toynbee would have it, does it proceed in rhythms or cycles. Events buck trends. Everything, as Gibbon said, is subject to ''the vicissitudes of fortune.'' Still, history is our only guide. It is natural to seek instruction from it about the trajectory of earlier great powers, especially at a time when the weary American Titan seems to be staggering under ''the too vast orb of its fate.'' This phrase (loosely taken from Matthew Arnold) was used by the British politician Joseph Chamberlain to depict the plight of his nation in 1902. The country had indeed suffered a severe setback during its South African war and its global supremacy was under threat from mighty rivals in the United States and Germany. Yet the British Empire was at its apogee. Paradoxically, the larger great powers grow, the more they worry about their vulnerability. Rudyard Kipling wrote this elegy to the empire, of which he was unofficial poet laureate, to mark its most spectacular pageant, Queen Victoria's Diamond Jubilee in 1897. Far-called, our navies melt away;  On dunes and headlands sinks the fire; Lo, all our pomp of yesterday  Is one with Nineveh and Tyre!  Aptly quoting these lines exactly a century later, when Britain gave up its last major colony, Hong Kong, this newspaper's editorial page noted that the queen's empire had been relegated to the history books; the United States had become the heir to Rome. Now doom-mongers conjure with Roman and British analogies in order to trace the decay of American hegemony. In so doing they ignore Gibbon's warning about the danger of comparing epochs remote from one another. It is obviously possible to find striking similarities between the predicament of Rome and that of Washington (itself modeled on classical lines, incidentally, because it aspired to be the capital of a mighty empire). Overstretch is common to both, for example: Rome defended frontiers on the Tigris, the Danube and the Rhine; America's informal empire, controlled diplomatically, commercially and militarily, girdles the globe. But the differences are palpable. The Roman economy depended on agriculture whereas the United States has an enormous industrial base, producing nearly a quarter of the world's manufactured goods, and dominates the relatively new invention of the service economy. 
  Rome was prone to internecine strife whereas America is constitutionally stable. Rome was overwhelmed by barbarians whereas America's armed forces are so powerful as to prompt dreams of what is known in military doctrine as ''full spectrum dominance.'' Even in an age of terrorism and nuclear proliferation, it is hard to visualize an attack on America as devastating as that inflicted by Vandals, Goths and Huns on Rome. Similarly, the British Empire was a weak empire. It was acquired thanks to certain temporary advantages, and run on a shoestring. It governed the multitudes of India with 1,250 civil servants,  and garrisoned its African colonies with a thousand policemen and soldiers, not one above the rank of colonel. The thin white line often broke under pressure. Then Britain lost a whole generation of empire-builders during the First World War, and was virtually bankrupted by the Second. It was bailed out by the United States, which briefly sustained the British Empire as an auxiliary in the cold war. But its status as no more than a client was amply demonstrated in 1956, when President Dwight D. Eisenhower cracked the whip and stopped the Anglo-French invasion of Suez. The empire was quickly dismembered, its ghost surviving as the Commonwealth. Stemming from a tiny island, the British Empire was once described as an oak tree in a plant pot. American dominion, by contrast, is rooted in a bountiful continent. But does not the organic metaphor imply that states, like other living things, will inevitably deteriorate and die? This suggestion was convincingly denied by Lord Palmerston, the champion of the Victorian ''gunboat diplomacy'' that brought China to its knees. To compare that country to a sick man or an old tree was an ''utterly unphilosophical mistake,'' he said, since a nation could adopt mechanical means of self-renovation. This, needless to say, China has done.  Despite its grave problems, there are some relatively simple steps America could take to recover its position. It could bring its military commitments into line with its resources, rely more on the ''soft power'' of diplomacy and economic engagement and, as George Washington said, take advantage of its geographically detached situation to ''defy material injury from external annoyance.'' Such a policy would permit more investment in productive enterprise and pay for butter as well as guns, thus vindicating Joe Biden's faith in the recuperative capacities of the Great Republic.  On the other hand, Paul Kennedy may well be right to predict that the United States will shrink relatively in wealth, and therefore power, as its Asian and European rivals grow. Such contractions can be traumatic, as suggested by the experience of Britain, which, as Adlai Stevenson said, lost an empire without finding a role. 

  However, the British now tend to echo the historian Lord Macaulay, who said that the end of their physical empire would be the proudest day in their history if they left behind ''the imperishable empire'' of their arts and their morals, their literature and their laws. In other words, national self-esteem should not stem from global might but from cultural values and achievements. Faced by the prospect of decline, Americans could hardly do better than to cling to the noblest traditions of their own civilization
Hegemony Unsustainable -  Maintain Hegemony unsuccessful
US is being challenged by Chinese; can not maintain power relationship in Asia 
Hadar May 28, 2010  (Leon,  Washington Correspondent, “Welcome to the messy multi-polar world; Expect a very fluid and unstable future with short-term US deals with the Chinese (and the Russians) over critical foreign policy issues, and as emerging powers try to exploit the differences between Washington and Beijing” The Business Times Singapore, lexis)

The Obama administration's concerns over North Korea and Iran, and China's response to US pressure to 'do something' about them are providing an opportunity for Washington to get a glimpse of how the onset of a multi-polar world looks like. It is discovering that getting there requires more than just getting a little help from old friends such as Britain or Japan as it was during the Cold War.  In the new world disorder, where the interests and the values of the US and the other major powers diverge, the US will not even be able to take for granted their agreement over this or that policy objective, not to mention over the means to achieve it. At best, a mishmash of ad-hoc deals as well as agreements to disagree would lead to interim and unstable arrangements like the ones that have been made by the US and China on Iran. And at worst, Washington is going to be challenged by emerging powers such as Brazil and Turkey out to undermine the US-led coalition against Teheran.

Different views

US policymakers currently assume that they have the right and the obligation to steer the wheel of international diplomacy - whether it is on the Korean Peninsula or in the Persian Gulf - towards a certain geo-strategic destination. The corollary of that thinking is that China and other regional and global powers are expected to assist the Americans in getting there by providing good directions, checking the oil, or kicking the tyres. Clearly, the view from Beijing (and other capitals) is very different. First, unlike the US and some of its allies, the Chinese leaders do not perceive Iran's nuclear stalemate and South Korea's accusations that the North sank a South's warship as a crisis that requires urgent response by the outside world. In fact, the main reason that Beijing is even placing these two issues somewhere on the top of its agenda is Chinese concerns over the American response and that of its allies to these developments; and in the case of South Korea and Israel, Beijing expects Washington to restrain them.

President Barack Obama has hoped that his energetic nuclear nonproliferation agenda would help convince China and other governments of the urgency in joining the US in dealing with the threat of North Korea and Iran having nuclear weapons. But there is no indication that this approach is working, especially since the Chinese recognise that, notwithstanding all the platitudes about the abolition of all nuclear weapons, the Americans have not punished - and actually rewarded - India after it went nuclear. The US is also providing support to Pakistan, a failed and unstable state - where Osama bin Ladin and his cohorts reside - after it followed India's example. And noble rhetoric notwithstanding, the US decision to reach agreements with Russia on reducing nuclear arms is more a reflection of US national interests than an idealistic zero-option vision. And the fact the fact that Kim Jong Il and members of his clique continue to cling to power in Pyongyang while employing their small nuclear arsenal to deter an attack from the South is very much in line with Chinese national interest in preventing the reunification of Korea under a pro-American government. 

Obama committed to maintain US Hegemony
Although Obama talks about multilateralism, he will push for US leadership; Middle East empirically proves

Watson 2010   (Allan, Department of Geography, Staffordshire University, UK US Hegemony and the Obama Administration: Towards a New World Order? Antipode Vol. 42 No. 2 2010 pp 242-247)
Currently, US hegemony looks extremely vulnerable, and it is less in command of a world that looks entirely more closed and hostile to American values. This condition is in part due to a legacy of isolation from the international community and European allies, relationships which Obama must rebuild if he truly wishes to build a new American age. Obama has spoken openly about the task of relationship rebuilding, but while his words may suggest a multilateral approach, his focus has been very much on US global "leadership":
To renew American leadership in the world, I intend to rebuild the alliances, partnerships, and institutions necessary to confront common threats and enhance common security. Needed reform of these alliances and institutions will not come by bullying other countries to ratify changes we hatch in isolation. It will come when we convince other governments and peoples that they, too, have a stake in effective partnerships ... America cannot meet the threats of this century alone, and the world cannot meet them without America ... We must lead the world, by deed and by example (Obama 2007).

We will also learn in coming years whether the US politics of invasiveness (Slater 2004b), expressed through the appropriation of resources and raw materials, will continue. While Obama is committed to removing troops from Iraq, it is certain that continued access to Middle East oil reserves is crucial to the maintenance of US hegemony. As such, US military power in the Gulf should be viewed as a guarantee of world order, rather than as a tool for conquest (Kelly 2003; Taylor 2004; also see Bauman 2001). The USA emerged from the Iraq war as the pre-eminent global power in the Gulf region (Salameh 2003), and it would be in the economic and geopolitical interests of the new administration to maintain this position. The US position in the Gulf has sent an unmistakable message to potential global rivals to its hegemony, particularly China, increasingly reliant on oil supplies from the Middle East, that it will not tolerate any challenge to its hegemony (see Cox 2001; Golub 2004; also see Bauman 2001). As Anderson (2003) argues, keeping rivals subordinate at the same time as dealing with enemies has been a major objective of US foreign policy. It is unlikely that an Obama administration would deviate from this policy:

We will compete with China in some areas and cooperate in others. Our essential challenge is to build a relationship that broadens cooperation while strengthening our ability to compete (Obama 2007).

Obama will use military to enforce US policies

The US military will support US economic hegemony

Watson 2010   (Allan, Department of Geography, Staffordshire University, UK US Hegemony and the Obama Administration: Towards a New World Order? Antipode Vol. 42 No. 2 2010 pp 242-247)
As Lake (2006) argues, conflict with China is not foreordained, but rather will be a function in part of the policy choices that are made by the USA. Arguably, another American century can be maintained if the USA "strengthens its ability to compete" and keeps China subordinate, by locking them into an American-dominated international order (Lake 2006) through revitalising US relationships across the world, and through fossil fuel imperialism, linked with a global grid of US military bases, and continued massive military spending (Pieterse 2004). Obama has made a commitment to further strengthen US military power and to use it to defeat any threats to the vital interests of the USA:
To renew American leadership in the world, we must immediately begin working to revitalize our military. A strong military is, more than anything, necessary to sustain peace... we must use this moment both to rebuild our military and to prepare it for the missions of the future. We must retain the capacity to swiftly defeat any conventional threat to our country and our vital interests (Obama 2007).

It can be argued that it is this maintenance of global military supremacy that has thus far supported continued US economic hegemony: The hidden hand of the market will never work without a hidden fist. McDonald's cannot flourish without McDonnel Douglas, the designer of the U.S. Air Force F-15. And the hidden fist that keeps the world safe for Silicon Valley's technologies to flourish is called the U.S. Army, Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps. And these fighting forces and institutions are paid for by American taxpayer dollars (Friedman 1999:373).
Obama has chance to change US Hegemony
Election of Obama and subsequent actions have given rest of the world hope that US will seek greater multilateral cooperation; best chance for re-invention as moral hegemon

Watson 2010   (Allan, Department of Geography, Staffordshire University, UK US Hegemony and the Obama Administration: Towards a New World Order? Antipode Vol. 42 No. 2 2010 pp 242-247)
Given this, it now seems that US hegemony is in decline, economically and politically, and that we will begin to see the emergence of a new world order. It is difficult to see how one man, no matter how well supported, can change well-practised unilateral US foreign policies or solve deep-rooted national anxieties. The above discussion suggests that the fundamental principles of US engagement with the rest of the world will change very little under an Obama-led US administration. But I shall end this intervention on a note of optimism. The election of the first black president of the USA was after all an historic event, and undoubtedly the effects will continue to ripple around the world. It gives the USA a chance to re-invent itself as a more open and tolerant nation and practice what may be termed as a "moral hegemony" (see Kobayashi and Peake 2000), without the need to exercise the hard coercive unilateral military or economic power upon the rest of the world. From this perspective, the signing of the executive order to close the controversial Guantanamo Bay detention facility, and Obama's carefully crafted speech at Cairo University in June 2009 aimed at easing tensions with the Muslim world, both signalled a sharp break with the previous Bush administration and have strengthened the global wave of diplomatic and popular goodwill
(see Black 2009; Finn 2008). The effects of US neoimperialism reach so extensively across the world that US elections are everyone's business. For once, during this election, it seemed like it mattered what the rest of the world thought about American politics, and that our opposition to the imposition of American power, and the associated vision of what constitutes our "security" (see Sidaway 2008), was finally having an effect. The world continues to watch hopefully, looking for Obama to be the president to guide the USA into a new age of multilateralism. Despite the reservations expressed in this intervention, I continue to share the sense of excitement and hope for change that has been so widely infectious since the election.

Obama administration Hegemonymonic acts are continuation of past actions

Current administration actions must be seen in the historical context of past hegemonic actions

Ruff 2010    (Allen Allen Ruff is a historian, anti-imperialist activist, and staff member at the Rainbow Bookstore Cooperative in Madison.WI. Obama's Imperial Continuity Renewing America's Right to Rule AGAINST THE CURRENT MAY / JUNE http://www.solidarity-us.org/node/2798)
Backward Beyond Bush-Cheney

Obviously the complex problems for the U.S. imperial project in Southwest and Central Asia are not of Obama's making. But the current administration's global pos​ture can best be understood in a context extending far beyond the Bush-Cheney years. It must be viewed as a continuation, in no way a departure, of that longer quest for U.S. global supremacy dating to the begin​ning of the 20th century. Obama's espoused liberal interventionism certainly harkens back to John F. Kennedy, if not all the way back to Wood row Wilson. Among global strategists embedded in what is now commonly referred to as the National Security State bureaucracies, there has long been a foreign policy consensus, shared since World War II, regarding the geo-strategic value of the "Greater Middle East." State Department planners, their stra​tegic sights fixed on supplanting British and French colonial rule in the oil rich Middle East and eastern Mediterranean, mapped a course for U.S. postwar imperial power even as World War II raged. Already certain of victory and unassail​able postwar strength, they soon turned toward the creation of strategic alliances with compliant regimes, bolstered with eco​nomic aid, arms and intelligence, to hamper authentic  independence and social revolu​tion in the region and to block any advances by the wartime-allied Soviet Union. Publicly articulated as defense against an expansionist Russia, the 1947 Truman Doctrine, announced at the height of crises in Greece and Turkey proclaimed the right to intervene anywhere in the region "in defense of freedom." In the early postwar years, various inde​pendent nationalist movements including those of Mossadegh's Iran or Nasserite Egypt, often painted in the Cold War mono​chrome of "red," were depicted as inimical to U.S. interests.Through the creation of the short-lived Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) among the signers of the 1955 "Baghdad Pact" —Turkey, Iran, Iraq and Pakistan, and Great Britain which was already a junior partner —Washington backed an alliance of regimes forming a regional "northern tier" on the Soviet Union's southern flank. That decade also witnessed the 1958 incursion of 14,000 U.S. troops into Lebanon, sent ashore to bolster minor​ity Christian Maronite predominance in a heightening internal conflict.To justify the move, the White House invoked the Eisenhower Doctrine which proclaimed a U.S. right to intervene in countries threat​ened by "international Communism." The following decade saw the beginning of the massive turn toward Israel as the 1967 war dealt a devastating blow to region​al pan-Arabism and secular nationalism. Current policy continues to be defined largely by that longer-term projection of U.S. power into the broader region. Most significant for our current understand​ing is the Carter Doctrine, articulated in 1980. Proclaimed in his State of the Union Address in January of that year Jimmy Carter's strategic policy pronouncement pledged to uphold U.S. "vital interests" in the Persian Gulf region by "any means nec​essary, including military force." This came in the immediate aftermath of the fall of U.S.-installed Shah Reza Pahlavi's Iran dictatorship, at the time a heavily armed Cold War client on the Soviet Union's southern frontier and a surrogate "regional gendarme" of counterrevolution. It also fol​lowed close on the heels of the Soviet mili​tary intervention in landlocked Afghanistan. Carter's address portrayed this move as a first step in the Soviets' quest for a warm water port via Pakistan, rather than an attempt to bolster a bordering client regime made increasingly unstable by the spread of an Islamist insurgency that was already receiving covert U.S. assistance. Key architect of the Carter Doctrine was his National Security Advisor Zbigniew Brzezinski, the "realist" rival to the Republican favorite, Henry Kissinger. By the later 1970s, prior to the Shah's ouster and the Soviet military move into Afghanistan, Brzezinski had described an "arc of crisis" spanning north and eastward from the Horn of Africa, extending from Somalia, Sudan and Ethiopia, across the Levant and Arabian Peninsula, and eastward through Iran and Afghanistan to Pakistan.

Brzezinski saw the vast area as abso​lutely vital to the U.S."national interest" and under threat from secular, left-led national​ist or pan-Arab revolutionary movements under the sway or potential influence of the main Cold War rival. Strategically pivotal was the Persian Gulf, outlet for a major portion of the world's oil supply. This region, understood as essential to the capitalist world economy and "well-being" of "the West," was now seemingly threatened by the "loss" of Iran and poten​tial instability in allied Saudi Arabia. A strategist with a constant eye on the "Great Game," Brzezinski also viewed Central Asia in geo-strategic terms as a con​tested "core area" crucial to U.S. hegemony, to be secured and held from competing imperial rivals, present and future.
At the time Carter announced his doc​trine, the United States was still reeling from the defeat in Vietnam. Its capacity to intervene militarily was politically hampered at home by the "Vietnam syndrome," that deep-seated mass reluctance to send U.S. troops into combat. The end of the Cold War draft, won as a concession by the Nam-era antiwar movement, also con​strained the ability to intervene. In the Middle East and elsewhere there had already been a turn, begun under the "Nixon Doctrine," toward the massive arm​ing and military assistance to reactionary regional proxies, notably the Shah's Iran and Saudi Arabia in the Gulf and including "regional lynchpins," non-Arab Israel and Turkey. The Carter-Reagan presidencies also featured the turn toward "low intensity warfare" — the often clandestine support of counter-revolutionary surrogate forces globally — in the name of "security" and "stability." One result was the infamous "Iran-Contra Affair" — that mid-1980s web of illicit weapons sales to Iran, then at war with Iraq, and illegal funneling of resulting revenues to the U.S.-backed Contras attack​ing the Nicaraguan Revolution, Obama's Secretary of Defense, Robert Gates, was then a key player as deputy to Reagan's CIA Director, William Casey. In response to the Iran crisis but with no significant military capabilities in the region, the Carter administration moved to create a tactically mobile Rapid Deployment Force capable of extinguishing global "brush fires." The RDF eventually morphed into United States Central Command (CENTCOM). to this day militarily "responsible for US securi​ty interests in twenty nations of the Middle East and Central Asia" and currently under the command by General David Petraeus.

Obama administration has demonstrated strong leadership 1/2

Obama seems to have found his strengths in foreign policy; recent actions demonstrate willingness to exercise US leadership
Kagan 2010 (Robert,  Carnegie Endowment FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE “Obama's 5 Foreign-Policy Victories” THE WASHINGTON POST, JUNE 29, 
  http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=41072)

All administrations have ups and downs in foreign policy. It's like hitting a baseball: When you fail 70 percent of the time, you make the all-star team. So when the Obama administration has a month like this past one, it deserves recognition. President Obama's biggest move, of course, was naming Gen. David Petraeus commander in Afghanistan. The decision signaled Obama's determination to succeed in Afghanistan, despite the growing chorus of wise men counseling, as our wise men always seem to do, a rapid retreat. Those in the region who have been calculating on an American departure in July 2011, regardless of conditions on the ground, should think again. That date was never realistic, and the odds that Petraeus will counsel a premature withdrawal -- or be ordered to withdraw regardless of his assessment of the situation -- is infinitesimal. The second success was the U.N. Security Council resolution on Iran. Yes, it was too mild, badly watered down by China and Russia. Yes, the administration oversold how much Russia acceded to American desires. But the administration did get a resolution, only a little later than planned, and passage kicked off additional sanctions by Europeans and others. Will this by itself stop Iran from getting a bomb? No. But it does increase the pressure on the Tehran regime, which may indirectly help those Iranians who dare to struggle for a new kind of government.
Nor did Turkey and Brazil's votes against the resolution, following their pro-Iranian diplomacy, do more than discredit their leaders in decent world opinion -- imagine voting no even as China and Russia vote yes. The idea that their actions heralded their emergence as world powers is off the mark. If anything, they diminished and slowed what had been their rise to global respectability. Brazil's Luiz Inacio Lula da Silva looked silly and out of his depth. Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan solidified Turkey's image as the lone NATO member that chooses Iran and Syria over its allies. Good work. But the administration handled that well, too. A Jimmy Carter might have felt compelled to applaud Turkey and Brazil. An administration determined to avoid confrontation with Iran might even have swung behind their diplomatic efforts. Led by Hillary Clinton, this administration gave them the back of its hand and made clear that they were not ready to play in the big leagues. Going a step further, it has declared that Turkey's behavior is damaging its relationship with the United States and its NATO allies. Assistant Secretary of State Philip Gordon warned last week that Turkish actions have placed its "orientation" in doubt and were making it "harder for the United States to support some of the things that Turkey would like to see us support." That was exactly the right message. The administration's policy toward Japan hasn't been pretty, but it has worked. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's resignation this month had to do with his mishandling of the dispute over the American base in Okinawa and his broader attempt to reorient Japanese foreign policy toward a middle course between the United States and China. The Obama administration was firm but engaged, and the result has been Japanese reaffirmation of its commitment to the U.S. alliance. This has more to do with Japan's fear of China than anything else, but the administration deserves credit for helping steer it in the right direction. Separately, President Obama signaled a new determination to achieve a free-trade agreement with South Korea. After many hollow claims by administration officials that the United States "is back" in Asia, this would be the first actual evidence. If Congress can be persuaded to pass the agreement -- and Obama's own party has been the chief obstacle -- it will help correct this administration's excessive and largely unsuccessful efforts to make China the cornerstone of U.S. policy in Asia. Finally, on an issue where the administration has been weakest, there was a sign of a shift. Amid the happy talk and hamburgers last week, the administration made clear that there is one area of continuing disagreement between the United States and Russia: Georgia. In its public "Reset Fact Sheet," the White 
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House declared that the "Obama Administration continues to have serious disagreements with the Russian government over Georgia. We continue to call for Russia to end its occupation of the Georgian territories of Abkhazia and South Ossetia." The word "occupation" is a clear sign that the administration has not swept this issue under the rug. Maybe Obama understands that the "reset" will never be a success so long as Russian troops continue to occupy their neighbors' territories.

Is there much to criticize in the administration's overall handling of foreign and defense policy? Of course, and there will be in the future. But it was a good month. For now the administration deserves congratulations for getting a number of things right.

Hegemony Unsustainable - Current financial crisis will undermine

Recent financial crisis has created massive debt, most of it owned by Japan and China; US won’t be able to solely use economic pressures

Watson 2010   (Allan, Department of Geography, Staffordshire University, UK US Hegemony and the Obama Administration: Towards a New World Order? Antipode Vol. 42 No. 2 2010 pp 242-247)
However, the financial crisis of late 2008 and early 2009 has acted to undermine both the US and global economy. In an attempt to save the US economy from recession, the previous administration, led by the most right-wing president in living memory, took the unprecedented step of pursuing a "financial socialism" (Taylor et al 2009), rescuing private finance with public finance. The timing of this policy effectively forced the following Obama administration to continue down the same path, one which is fraught with difficulties. For the USA, the largest problem has been the state's own financial situation. When the $700 billion bailout package for private financial institutions was passed through Congress, the national deficit moved past the $10 trillion mark. A significant amount of this debt is held by foreign governments, predominantly Japan and China, along with a number of oil exporting countries. Relying on foreign governments in this way comes with risks that are now starting to bite. The US economy continues to be squeezed by the interest on the capital borrowed, and the fact that the largest potential rival to US hegemony in the twenty-first century, China, holds so much of the US debt, is something that will sit uncomfortably even with a less conservative Obama administration. The USA can no longer hope to keep China subordinate through economics alone.

Obama is following in the footsteps of his predecessors
Despite promises to the contrary, Obama has not been afraid to promise actions similar to previous administrations; Cairo speech proves

Ruff 2010    (Allen Allen Ruff is a historian, anti-imperialist activist, and staff member at the Rainbow Bookstore Cooperative in Madison.WI. Obama's Imperial Continuity Renewing America's Right to Rule AGAINST THE CURRENT MAY / JUNE http://www.solidarity-us.org/node/2798)
While promising change. Bush's suc​cessor has displayed a ready willingness to utilize and adapt much of the rhetoric of his predecessors. Certainly not about to appear "soft" on the "war on terror," Barack Obama as Commander-in-Chief and Imperial CEO has clearly delineated a foreign policy entirely in keeping with the long-established focus on U.S. global supremacy.

In three major addresses — at Cairo in early June, 2009 and then in quick succes​sion at West Point and Oslo in December— Obama readily displayed the commit​ment to U.S. supremacy in a rapidly changing multi-polar world. Delivered to a highly vetted audience in the sealed-off space of Cairo University, the June speech, while intending to set a tone of "not-Bush" reconciliation to the Muslim and Arab worlds, in large part reproduced in "kinder, gentler" form, the "clash of civiliza​tions," the Neoconservatives' overarching explanation for the antagonisms between "the West" and Islam's adherents. While referencing a number of other sources of conflict and instability — among them colonialism and Cold War, "modernity," "globalization" and "violent extremism"
— Obama primarily portrayed the main sources of tension in cultural and religious terms and called for a coming together of "all people of good faith." In continuity with his predecessors, and not about to discuss U.S. strategic deter​mination to remain hegemonic across the Greater Middle East he described U.S. actions as if America were a reluctant victim once again forced to take action. In perhaps the most remarkable sec​tion of the Cairo address, Obama delivered a homily of sorts that must have seemed incredibly contradictory if not ludicrous to any listener attuned to Middle East his​tory and present realities. While reaffirm​ing unconditional support for Israel and a call for a return to the "road map," he stated that, "The Palestinians must abandon violence." Silent in regard to Israel's dispro​portionate use of its military might and col​lective punishment he asserted — only min​utes after stating that the United States had its own origins in a justified rebellion against empire — that "resistance through violence and killing is wrong and does not succeed."
At a time when the new administration had already increased the number of civil​ian casualties in Afghanistan and Pakistan through the escalating use of drone attacks, he went on to assert with no Orwellian subtlety lost: "violence is a dead end. It is a sign neither of courage nor power to shoot rockets at sleeping children...That is not how moral authority is claimed; that is how it is surrendered." As if those in the West Bank and Gaza or languishing in the refugee camps of Lebanon were somehow primarily responsible for their own plight and should not resist by any means necessary!

Conveniently avoiding Bush's fraudulent claims about weapons of mass destruction to justify the Iraq war, Obama stated that the invasion and occupation of that country occurred solely to depose the tyranny of Saddam Hussein and that it left "the people of Iraq better off." The Cairo address called for democracy (certainly the irony there could not have been lost among some of his audience of hand-picked Egyptian students), religious tolerance, women's rights and nuclear arms control, with pointed com​ments aimed at Iran and no reference to Israel's existing nuclear arsenal.

Current administration perpetuates past Hegemonymonic actions

Obama made promises to change our leadership; although the goals have not changed, the methods seem to indicate a greater willingness for multilateralism; results may be the same, however

Ruff 2010    (Allen Allen Ruff is a historian, anti-imperialist activist, and staff member at the Rainbow Bookstore Cooperative in Madison.WI. Obama's Imperial Continuity Renewing America's Right to Rule AGAINST THE CURRENT MAY / JUNE http://www.solidarity-us.org/node/2798)
DESPITE THE RHETORIC of hope and promises of "change we can believe in" that ushered him into the White House, Barack Obama has offered anything but a marked shift in the fundamental course of U.S. for​eign policy.The change Obama has brought — to the relief of U.S. and global elites — is away from the George W. Bush-era fantasy that U.S. military firepower and ideologi​cal muscle could unilaterally dominate the globe. But his underlying policy goals are very much in continuity not only with Bush but with a century of his predecessors.
For those ruling elites deeply concerned with the challenges facing the U.S. economy on the global scale and wary of the uni​lateral adventurism of the preceding eight years, Obama appeared to offer a more "winnable" approach to maintain U.S."leadership" and advance "national interest." He never promised a departure from the main​stream currents of U.S. global reach, despite rhetorical flourishes to captivate those who, tired of Bush-Cheney, had somehow come to imagine otherwise or who weren't paying close attention.

There certainly was talk of a new multilateralism prior to and immediately following the January 2009 inauguration.
In a signature move, the new administra​tion moved away from Bush's extreme and absurd provocation of stationing "missile defense" on Russia's borders, signaling at least that Russia would no longer be treated with arrogant contempt

This was accompanied by calls for renewed cooperation with traditional European allies and the stated willingness to dialogue with the formerly demonized "rogue states" Iran, North Korea and Cuba. Those speeches always offered junior part​ner status to friends old and new, and a negotiation starting point of "an offer you can't refuse" for perceived adversaries.
The new administration has kept one campaign promise. It scaled back and rede​ployed the number of ground troops in Iraq (now "only" 100,000 with an equal number of contractors) and shifted the imperial war effort and attention toward the "right war" in Afghanistan. President Obama increased the number of "boots on the ground," esca​lated drone attacks and pressured Pakistan's dependent Zardari regime to move against al-Qaeda and the domestic Taliban in what's now commonly referred to as the "Af-Pak theater."

On the western front the Israelis under Benjamin Netanyahu, feeling safe in their assumptions of unwavering U.S. support, proceeded with new settlement construc​tion in the West Bank, the crippling siege of Hamas-governed Gaza, and the ongoing cooptation of the Palestinian Authority.

The crisis that has erupted over settle​ment expansion in East Jerusalem came about when Israel's government miscalcu​lated, blatantly disregarding America's need to preserve the appearance of a "peace pro​cess." even one that never brings peace.

Following some initial public talk of "a willingness to sit down" with Iran, the administration has "stiffened resolve" against an Iranian regime which remains determined in its right to proceed down the nuclear path but is fractured internally by deepening leadership fissures, social tensions and politi​cal protest. White House calls for increased international sanctions against Iran are strengthened by its more multilateral, less frighteningly, militarist stance.
US Hegemonymonic outlook and practices will not change

The world is looking for Obama to change unilateral US action; he will not as such action has been a part of US foreign policy even before the Bush administration; all Bush did was be more blatant about it

Watson 2010   (Allan, Department of Geography, Staffordshire University, UK US Hegemony and the Obama Administration: Towards a New World Order? Antipode Vol. 42 No. 2 2010 pp 242-247)
We appear to have reached a turning point in American hegemony. The election of a new American president, Barack Obama, combined with global financial crisis, have left us in uncertain times. While the 9/11 attacks were a defining moment for the USA and its relationship with the rest of the world, as the pretext for a more aggressive and contradictory hegemony (Anderson 2003), the events of late 2008 could arguably prove to have more fundamental and far-reaching consequences. Worldwide media coverage of Obama's "historic" election win was unprecedented in its scale. However, as Sarah Starkweather argues in the preceding intervention, the constitution of an extra-national public around the election should be seen as more than a media spectacle. Perhaps most significant is that it reflects how American national policies have far-reaching effects well outside of national politics. Both among those who do have recourse in American electoral politics, and those who do not, the result of the election has brought universal talk of change and of the dawn of a "new world". However, while the effect of such optimism should not be understated, the actual impact that an Obama administration will be able to have in changing deep-rooted US policies, and in halting global shifts which already have momentum, needs to be more carefully considered. The aim of this short intervention is to speculate as to the likely impacts of the events of 2008, and to stimulate debate as to the future shape of global geopolitics.

With the election of Obama have come hopes that the USA will now enter a bright new age of multilateralism. These hopes will arguably prove to be misguided. While it is widely recognised that under the Bush administration there was a distinct unilateralism and prioritisation of US interests bound up in an aggressive geopolitics, the main themes of US foreign policy and its relations with "allies" and "enemies" were well established before the Bush administration was in place (Anderson 2003; see also Agnew 2003; Andreani 2004; Kelly 2003). For Toal (2003) US geopolitical culture is triangulated between universalism, regionalism, and ignorance, and for Slater (2004a) it is only the lack of attempts to conceal such a strategy that made the Bush administration distinctive. While the banner of multilateralism may well be waved by the new administration, it is likely to be in their interests to simply return to a more concealed form of unilateralism. The unilateral use of military power in Iraq has had many negative consequences, including the labelling of the USA as the leading terrorist state, a rogue with massive economic and military power (Blum 2000; Sardar and Davis 2002; also see Bauman 2001), and the "unaccountable hegemon" (Anderson 2003). For Toal (2003), these US displays of violence have however offered only an illusion of power, and indeed it is in projecting US hegemonic power that the interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan would appear to have failed most dramatically (Allin and Simon 2004; Ikenberry 2004):
Bush's tactless imprudence and his brazen belief that he can run the world with his riot squad... has achieved what writers, activists and scholars have striven to achieve for decades. He has exposed the ducts. He has placed on full public view the working parts, the nuts and bolts of the American empire (Roy 2003).

Hegemony High - Hegemonic power still vital and viable
Despite claims by some, the world is still unipolar; the US continues to maintain power established by past administrations and Presidents

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 

http ://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html downloaded 6/30/2010)
The world has become normal again. The years immediately following the end of the Cold War offered a tantalizing glimpse at a new kind of international order, with nations growing together or disappearing altogether, ideological conflicts melting away, cultures intermingling through increasingly free commerce and communications. But that was a mirage, the hopeful anticipation of a liberal, democratic world that wanted to believe the end of the Cold War did not end just one strategic and ideological conflict but all strategic and ideological conflict. People and their leaders longed for "a world transformed." 1 Today the nations of the West still cling to that vision. Evidence to the contrary -- the turn toward autocracy in Russia or the growing military ambitions of China -- is either dismissed as a temporary aberration or denied entirely.

The world has not been transformed, however. Nations remain as strong as ever, and so too the nationalist ambitions, the passions, and the competition among nations that have shaped history. The world is still "unipolar," with the United States remaining the only superpower. But international competition among great powers has returned, with the United States, Russia, China, Europe, Japan, India, Iran, and others vying for regional predominance. Struggles for honor and status and influence in the world have once again become key features of the international scene. Ideologically, it is a time not of convergence but of divergence. The competition between liberalism and absolutism has reemerged, with the nations of the world increasingly lining up, as in the past, along ideological lines. Finally, there is the fault line between modernity and tradition, the violent struggle of Islamic fundamentalists against the modern powers and the secular cultures that, in their view, have penetrated and polluted their Islamic world.

Creating and sustaining the unipolar world

How will the United States deal with such a world? Today there is much discussion of the so-called Bush Doctrine and what may follow it. Many prefer to believe the world is in turmoil not because it is in turmoil but because Bush made it so by destroying the new hopeful era. And when Bush leaves, it can return once again to the way it was. Having glimpsed the mirage once, people naturally want to see it and believe in it again.

The first illusion, however, is that Bush really changed anything. Historians will long debate the decision to go to war in Iraq, but what they are least likely to conclude is that the intervention was wildly out of character for the United States. Since the end of World War II at least, American presidents of both parties have pursued a fairly consistent approach to the world. They have regarded the United States as the "indispensable nation"2 and the "locomotive at the head of mankind."3 They have amassed power and influence and deployed them in ever-widening arcs around the globe on behalf of interests, ideals, and ambitions, both tangible and intangible. Since 1945 Americans have insisted on acquiring and maintaining military supremacy, a "preponderance of power" in the world rather than a balance of power with other nations. They have operated on the ideological conviction that liberal democracy is the only legitimate form of government and that other forms of government are not only illegitimate but transitory. They have declared their readiness to "support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation" by forces of oppression, to "pay any price, bear any burden" to defend freedom, to seek "democratic enlargement" in the world, and to work for the "end of tyranny." 4 They have been impatient with the status quo. They have seen America as a catalyst for change in human affairs, and they have employed the strategies and tactics of "maximalism," seeking revolutionary rather than gradual solutions to problems. Therefore, they have often been at odds with the more cautious approaches of their allies. 5

Hegemony High – Being Maintained
Bush doctrine only perpetuated previous US actions; short of catastrophic event, the US will be able to maintain its status as a superpower

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 
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When people talk about a Bush Doctrine, they generally refer to three sets of principles -- the idea of preemptive or preventive military action; the promotion of democracy and "regime change"; and a diplomacy tending toward "unilateralism," a willingness to act without the sanction of international bodies such as the United Nations Security Council or the unanimous approval of its allies. 6 It is worth asking not only whether past administrations acted differently but also which of these any future administration, regardless of party, would promise to abjure in its conduct of foreign policy. As scholars from Melvyn P. Leffler to John Lewis Gaddis have shown, the idea of preemptive or preventive action is hardly a novel concept in American foreign policy. 7 And as policymakers and philosophers from Henry Kissinger to Michael Walzer have agreed, it is impossible in the present era to renounce such actions a priori.8 As for "regime change," there is not a single administration in the past half-century that has not attempted to engineer changes of regime in various parts of the world, from Eisenhower 's cia-inspired coups in Iran and Guatemala and his planned overthrow of Fidel Castro, which John F. Kennedy attempted to carry out, to George Herbert Walker Bush 's invasion of Panama to Bill Clinton's actions in Haiti and Bosnia. And if by unilateralism we mean an unwillingness to be constrained by the disapproval of the UN Security Council, by some of the NATO allies, by the OAS, or by any other international body, which presidents of the past allowed themselves to be so constrained? 9These qualities of American foreign policy reflect not one man or one party or one circle of thinkers. They spring from the nation's historical experience and are a characteristic American response to international circumstances. They are underpinned, on the one hand, by old beliefs and ambitions and, on the other hand, by power. So long as Americans elect leaders who believe it is the role of the United States to improve the world and bring about the "ultimate good,"10 and so long as American power in all its forms is sufficient to shape the behavior of others, the broad direction of American foreign policy is unlikely to change, absent some dramatic -- indeed, genuinely revolutionary -- effort by a future administration.These American traditions, together with historical events beyond Americans' control, have catapulted the United States to a position of pre-eminence in the world. Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of this "unipolar" world, there has been much anticipation of the end of unipolarity and the rise of a multipolar world in which the United States is no longer the predominant power. Not only realist theorists but others both inside and outside the United States have long argued the theoretical and practical unsustainability, not to mention undesirability, of a world with only one superpower. Mainstream realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. Others expected the post-Cold War era to be characterized by the primacy of geoeconomics over geopolitics and foresaw a multipolar world with the economic giants of Europe, India, Japan, and China rivaling the United States. Finally, in the wake of the Iraq War and with hostility to the United States, as measured in public opinion polls, apparently at an all-time high, there has been a widespread assumption that the American position in the world must finally be eroding.Yet American predominance in the main categories of power persists as a key feature of the international system. The enormous and productive American economy remains at the center of the international economic system. American democratic principles are shared by over a hundred nations. The American military is not only the largest but the only one capable of projecting force into distant theaters. Chinese strategists, who spend a great deal of time thinking about these things, see the world not as multipolar but as characterized by "one superpower, many great powers," and this configuration seems likely to persist into the future absent either a catastrophic blow to American power or a decision by the United States to diminish its power and international influence voluntarily. 11
Hegemony High - Other countries not ready

Russia and China are not ready to challenge US hegemony; must rely on other countries to balance

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 
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The anticipated global balancing has for the most part not occurred. Russia and China certainly share a common and openly expressed goal of checking American hegemony. They have created at least one institution, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, aimed at resisting American influence in Central Asia, and China is the only power in the world, other than the United States, engaged in a long-term military buildup. But Sino-Russian hostility to American predominance has not yet produced a concerted and cooperative effort at balancing. China 's buildup is driven at least as much by its own long-term ambitions as by a desire to balance the United States. Russia has been using its vast reserves of oil and natural gas as a lever to compensate for the lack of military power, but it either cannot or does not want to increase its military capability sufficiently to begin counterbalancing the United States. Overall, Russian military power remains in decline. In addition, the two powers do not trust one another. They are traditional rivals, and the rise of China inspires at least as much nervousness in Russia as it does in the United States. At the moment, moreover, China is less abrasively confrontational with the United States. Its dependence on the American market and foreign investment and its perception that the United States remains a potentially formidable adversary mitigate against an openly confrontational approach.

In any case, China and Russia cannot balance the United States without at least some help from Europe, Japan, India, or at least some of the other advanced, democratic nations. But those powerful players are not joining the effort. Europe has rejected the option of making itself a counterweight to American power. This is true even among the older members of the European Union, where neither France, Germany, Italy, nor Spain proposes such counterbalancing, despite a public opinion hostile to the Bush administration. Now that the EU has expanded to include the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, who fear threats from the east, not from the west, the prospect of a unified Europe counterbalancing the United States is practically nil. As for Japan and India, the clear trend in recent years has been toward closer strategic cooperation with the United States.

If anything, the most notable balancing over the past decade has been aimed not at the American superpower but at the two large powers: China and Russia. In Asia and the Pacific, Japan, Australia, and even South Korea and the nations of Southeast Asia have all engaged in "hedging" against a rising China. This has led them to seek closer relations with Washington, especially in the case of Japan and Australia. India has also drawn closer to the United States and is clearly engaged in balancing against China. Russia's efforts to increase its influence over what it regards as its "near abroad," meanwhile, have produced tensions and negative reactions in the Baltics and other parts of Eastern Europe. Because these nations are now members of the European Union, this has also complicated EU-Russian relations. On balance, traditional allies of the United States in East Asia and in Europe, while their publics may be more anti-American than in the past, nevertheless pursue policies that reflect more concern about the powerful states in their midst than about the United States. 12 This has provided a cushion against hostile public opinion and offers a foundation on which to strengthen American relations with these countries after the departure of Bush.

Uniqueness – China Supports U.S. Heg

The United States is in the center of the current hegemony.  If the current hegemony falls, then there will be instability and war.

Tae-Woo 10 
(Park, visiting Professor at the department of diplomacy at Cheng-Chi University in Taiwan, 4/19, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/06/137_64433.html )
The NPR actually indicates Washington's strong commitment to keep the already existing nuclear hegemony of the U.S. and Russia along with France, China and the U.K. going on.
The new approach of limiting the use of nuclear weapons only narrowing it down to foes like North Korea and Iran is very much noticeable in that any further challenges to shake the fixed nuclear hegemony of this group will not be tolerated in the future. 

Of course, mandatory measures are not feasible now. However, for the peace and stability of the world, it is inevitable to adhere to nuclear security mechanism of the already existing stable nuclear group hegemony centered around the U.S. and Russia, and also appropriately checking those misbehaving countries such North Korea, Iran and Syria.

Rhetoric proves perpetuation
Obama couches the world in the same rhetoric as his successors; only the venues and images are different

Ruff 2010    (Allen Allen Ruff is a historian, anti-imperialist activist, and staff member at the Rainbow Bookstore Cooperative in Madison.WI. Obama's Imperial Continuity Renewing America's Right to Rule AGAINST THE CURRENT MAY / JUNE http://www.solidarity-us.org/node/2798)
From West Point to Oslo
Obama formally announced another troop increase to Afghanistan, his second since coming to office, in a nationally tele​vised presidential address delivered not from the Oval Office, but before the Cadets at West Point.
Although not appearing on an aircraft carrier deck in a flight suit he repeated the "war on terror" trope of a menac​ing al-Qaeda, now abetted by a resurgent Taliban in Afghanistan and Pakistan, as the sole reason for escalating the U.S.-NATO war in Central Asia. "What's at stake," the Commander in Chief told us, "is not simply a test of NATO [meaning U.S.] credibil​ity...but the security of our allies, and the common security of the world."

Here we have once again a replay of the constant themes used to justify U.S. impe​rial interventions across the breadth of a century or more: the defense of an ally's freedom and democracy from outside threat coupled with national security concerns. No mention of inconvenient realities about the Afghan government of Hamid Karzai, American-installed, riddled with corruption and subsequently "reelected" in a massively fraudulent pseudo-election.

It was in his Nobel Peace Prize accep​tance speech at Oslo that Obama clearly laid out the direction of his presidency. He pointed to the contradictory irony of receiving the award while waging two ground wars of occupation in Asia. His war-is-peace address, while draped once again in the rhetorical flourishes of a revived liberal internationalism, served primarily as public relations justification and statement of impe​rial purpose to the rest of the world.
Couched in universal terms laden with the liberal interventionist moralism of a Woodrow Wilson or John Kennedy, the

speech actually contained an air of imperial realism. At its center stood a call to redefine the notions of "just war" doctrine for use in legitimizing present and future armed inter​ventions.
Obama cited the components of the longstanding set of principles, the basis of the UN Charter and older international accords — that force be used as last resort or in self-defense; that it be proportional and that civilians be spared "whenever pos​sible."

He then went on to speak of new global situations — the threat of civil wars, among them — requiring redefinitions of the con​cept. While differing in tone from the "you're either with us or with the terrorists" of the preceding administration, Obama reiterated "the right of the United States to act uni​laterally when necessary" (without defining who or what might define such "necessity").

To provide international legitimacy for the escalating war in Afghanistan, he praised the current incarnation of the "coalition of the willing," the 43 self-interested allies and lesser supplicant states gathered under the NATO banner. In truth, if the original ratio​nale for the existence of NATO was that of Western Europe's "protective shield" against "Soviet aggression," then it should have dis​banded long ago.

Obama at Oslo gave a remarkable and revealing historical sketch of the post World War decades when "America led the world in constructing an architecture to keep the peace." He cited the Marshall Plan for the rebuilding of a capitalist Western Europe under U.S. aegis, and the United Nations, long utilized by the United States when nec​essary and otherwise bypassed and ignored, as crowning achievements of the era.

A similar chord was struck in Obama's Cairo speech, where he finished up with calls for mutual interest in cooperation in "economic development and opportunity," a "broader engagement beyond concerns for oil" and requisite appeals for improved trust, friendship and increased scientific, educa​tional and cultural exchanges.

This a refinement of the "Open Door," that centerpiece of U.S. foreign policy since the beginning of the 20th century, first and foremost meaning American corporate access to markets everywhere. For an example of the progress and benefits this has brought, see Haiti.

Hegemony High – Iraq War Did Nothing
Objections to US hegemony existed prior to Iraq; US is still committed to maintaining strong military; other countries welcome US military presence

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 
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The Iraq War has not had the effect expected by many. Although there are reasonable-sounding theories as to why America 's position should be eroding as a result of global opposition to the war and the unpopularity of the current administration, there has been little measurable change in the actual policies of nations, other than their reluctance to assist the United States in Iraq. In 2003 those who claimed the U.S. global position was eroding pointed to electoral results in some friendly countries: the election of Schroder in Germany, the defeat of Aznar's party in Spain, and the election of Lula in Brazil.13 But if elections are the test, other more recent votes around the world have put relatively pro-American leaders in power in Berlin, Paris, Tokyo, Canberra, and Ottawa. As for Russia and China, their hostility to the United States predates the Iraq War and, indeed, the Bush administration. Russia turned most sharply anti-American in the late 1990s partly as a consequence of NATO enlargement. Both were far more upset and angered by the American intervention in Kosovo than by the invasion of Iraq. Both began complaining about American hegemonism and unilateralism and calling for a multipolar order during the Clinton years. Chinese rhetoric has been, if anything, more tempered during the Bush years, in part because the Chinese have seen September 11 and American preoccupation with terrorism as a welcome distraction from America's other preoccupation, the "China threat."

The world's failure to balance against the superpower is the more striking because the United States, notwithstanding its difficult interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan, continues to expand its power and military reach and shows no sign of slowing this expansion even after the 2008 elections. The American defense budget has surpassed $500 billion per year, not including supplemental spending totaling over $100 billion on Iraq and Afghanistan. This level of spending is sustainable, moreover, both economically and politically. 14 As the American military budget rises, so does the number of overseas American military bases. Since September 11, 2001, the United States has built or expanded bases in Afghanistan, Kyrgyzstan, Pakistan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan in Central Asia; in Bulgaria, Georgia, Hungary, Poland, and Romania in Europe; and in the Philippines, Djibouti, Oman, and Qatar. Two decades ago, hostility to the American military presence began forcing the United States out of the Philippines and seemed to be undermining support for American bases in Japan. Today, the Philippines is rethinking that decision, and the furor in Japan has subsided. In places like South Korea and Germany, it is American plans to reduce the U.S. military presence that stir controversy, not what one would expect if there was a widespread fear or hatred of overweening American power. Overall, there is no shortage of other countries willing to host U.S. forces, a good indication that much of the world continues to tolerate and even lend support to American geopolitical primacy if only as a protection against more worrying foes. 15

__________

***Link***

Link - China will challenge
China will protect its interests in the Middle East; appeasement will lead to multi-polar world
Hadar May 28, 2010  (Leon,  Washington Correspondent, Welcome to the messy multi-polar world; Expect a very fluid and unstable future with short-term US deals with the Chinese (and the Russians) over critical foreign policy issues, and as emerging powers try to exploit the differences between Washington and Beijing The Business Times Singapore, lexis)

Similarly, while China is interested in preventing a pre-emptive strike by the US and/or Israel against Iran's nuclear installations, it regards Teheran as an important trade and strategic partner. China is Iran's second leading petroleum export destination (after Japan) while Iran is China's second major source of crude oil imports (after Saudi Arabia). Moreover, the spectacular growth in China's economy depends very much on having access to energy sources. About 60 per cent of its current oil imports come from the Middle East and according to some studies, the region could provide around 70 per cent of China's imports by 2015, indicating that China will have a growing interest in strengthening its influence there. Hence, while an armed conflict involving Iran that could destabilise the entire Middle East runs contrary to Chinese interests, the current American hegemony in the region could pose a long-term strategic threat to China if and when its relationship with Washington deteriorate and leads to a war over Taiwan.
American hegemony

In that case, the Americans could be in position to deny the Chinese access to the energy sources in the Persian Gulf. This suggests that any attempt on the part of Washington to foster long-term agreements with Beijing on North Korea and Iran as well as other regional and global problems will require the Americans to make major concessions that could affect core US national interests and force it to redefine them. Hence a reunification of Korea could take place only if China is invited to take part in determining the nature of that outcome; for example, by getting the US to terminate its current security agreement with South Korea and by securing the neutralisation of a reunified Korea. An assertive China, unlike a weak Russia, would not allow for the kind of scenario that evolved after the collapse of the Soviet Union, when a reunified Germany was invited to join Nato.  Similarly, it is unlikely that the Chinese will accept any step that would lead to the military defeat of Iran by America and its allies which could create the conditions for the establishment of a Pax Americana in the entire Persian Gulf. But China may allow the Americans to use military force against Iran as part of an agreement with Washington that would bring an end to its defence agreement with Taipei and give the Chinese a green light to exert their de-facto control over the rebel territory.

No US president (and Congress) will be ready any time soon to pursue these kind of policies - a neutralised reunified Korea and the abandonment of Taiwan. That would amount to inviting the Chinese to get behind the wheel, to join the US in managing the global directorate, a contemporary version of the 19th Century Congress of Vienna system. Instead, one should expect the kind of short-term deals with the Chinese (and the Russians) over Iran, Korea and other critical foreign policy issues for the US: these are not going to go in a way that would satisfy American leaders. That situation will invite other rising powers, like Brazil and Turkey, to try to exploit the differences between Washington and Beijing. It is going to be quite a messy world, a very fluid and unstable multi-polar system that will steer between war and peace - and the unstable in-between - for a long time.
US sponsored UN Resolution (Iran Sanctions) hypocritical
UN resolution is based on a falsehood; demonstrates a double standard supported by the US
Chossudovsky 2010 (Michel,  UN "Green Light" for a Pre-emptive US-Israel Attack on Iran? Security Council Resolution Transforms Iran into a "Sitting Duck" , Global Research, June 11,  www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?articleId = 19670)
The UN Security Council voted on June 9 the imposition of a fourth round of sweeping sanctions against The Islamic Republic of Iran, which include an expanded arms embargo as well "tougher financial controls".

In a bitter irony, this resolution was passed within days of the United Nations Security Council's outright refusal to adopt a motion condemning Israel for its attack on the Gaza Freedom Flotilla in international waters. It also followed the holding of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) conference in Washington under UN auspices, which called for the establishment, in its final resolution, of a nuclear free Middle East as well as the dismantling of Israel's nuclear weapons arsenal. Israel is considered to be the World's sixth nuclear power, with, according to Jane Defense, between 100 and 300 nuclear warheads. ( Analysts: Israel viewed as world's 6th nuclear power, Israel News, Ynetnews, April 10, 2010). Iran in contrast has no known nuclear weapons capabilities.

UNSC Resolution 1929 is based on a fundamental falsehood. It upholds the notion that Iran is an upcoming nuclear power and a threat to global security. It also provides a green light to the US-NATO-Israel military alliance to threaten Iran with a pre-emptive punitive nuclear attack, using the UN Security Council as rubber stamp.

The Security Council exercises double standards in the application of sanctions: Whereas Iran is the target of punitive threats, Israel's extensive nuclear arsenal, is either ignored or tacitly accepted by "the international community". For Washington, Israel's nukes are an instrument of peace in the Middle East.

Moreover, whereas all fingers are pointed at Iran which does not possess nuclear weapons, five so-called "non-nuclear" European states including Belgium, Holland, Germany, Italy and Turkey not only possess tactical nuclear weapons under national command, these warheads are deployed and targeted at Iran.

US influence crucial to Russia and China cooperation on the Iran resolution

US pressure caused Russia and China to support the resolution, even though it would be detrimental to their own relations in the region; US influence has prevailed on the issue
Chossudovsky 2010 (Michel,  UN "Green Light" for a Pre-emptive US-Israel Attack on Iran? Security Council Resolution Transforms Iran into a "Sitting Duck" , Global Research, June 11,  www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?articleId = 19670)

The Arms Embargo. Implications for Russia and China

Both the Russian Federation and the People's Republic of China have caved in to US pressures and voted in favor of a resolution, which is not only detrimental to Iran's security, but which seriously weakens and undermines their strategic role as potential competing World powers on the Eurasian geopolitical chessboard. The resolution strikes at the very heart of the structure of military alliances. It prevents Russia and China to sell both strategic and conventional weapons and military technology to their de facto ally: Iran. In fact, that was one of major objectives of Resolution 1929, which Washington is intent upon enforcing. At the same time, by barring Iran from purchasing conventional military equipment, the resolution prevents Iran from defending itself from a US-NATO-Israel attack.
The resolution, were it to be fully enforced, would not only invalidate ongoing bilateral military cooperation agreements with Iran, it would create a wedge in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO). It would also significantly weaken trade and investment relations between Iran and its Russian and Chinese partners. The financial and banking provisions in the resolution also point to Washington's resolve to not only isolate Iran but also to destabilize its financial system. Washington is intent upon enforcing this resolution. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton has appointed Robert Einhorn, Special Advisor for Nonproliferation and Arms Control, as U.S. coordinator for the implementation of the sanctions regime directed against both Iran and North Korea:.
"U.S. President Barack Obama hailed the resolution, saying it will put in place the toughest sanctions ever faced by the Iranian government and send an "unmistakable message" to Tehran about the international community's commitment to stopping the spread of nuclear weapons."(Clinton appoints coordinator for sanctions against Iran, DPRK, Xinhua, June 10, 2010

"We expect every country to aggressively implement Resolution 1929" said State Department spokesman P.J. Crowley. Were China and Russia to decide not to abide by the resolution's provisions, particularly those relating to weapons sales to Iran (art. 8), Washington would use this as an opportunity to engage in an increasingly confrontational diplomacy in relation to Beijing and Moscow.
The resolution is also intended to establish a US led hegemony in the production and export of advanced weapons systems. It is a heavy blow, almost a "death sentence", for China and Russia's lucrative international weapons trade, which competes with the US, UK, France, Germany and Israel. In the post-Soviet era, the arms trade has become a central component of Russia's fragile economy. The potential repercussions on Russia's balance of payments are far-reaching.
US uses UN resolution to own foreign policy ends

Influence from Washington DC based think tanks formed resolution; Russia complied with dictates of the resolution, demonstrating US influence
Chossudovsky 2010 (Michel,  UN "Green Light" for a Pre-emptive US-Israel Attack on Iran? Security Council Resolution Transforms Iran into a "Sitting Duck" , Global Research, June 11,  www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?articleId = 19670)

Disabling Iran's Missile Defence System

UN Security Council resolutions are an integral part of US foreign policy. They are on the drawing board of Washington's think tanks, including the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), the American Enterprise Institute (AEI) and the Heritage Foundation. In this regard, it is worth noting that the substance of article 8 of UNSC Resolution 1929 (June 9, 2010 was contained in a January 2010 report of the Heritage Foundation, which calls for "blocking arms sales to Iran" including Russia's S-300 missiles:"Washington and its allies should make every effort to deprive Iran of foreign arms transfers, particularly the impending sale of Russian S-300 surface to air missiles, which could provoke Israel to strike sooner rather than later. Stronger multinational efforts also need to be made to prevent Iran from transferring arms to Hezbollah and Palestinian terrorist groups, which pose a threat not only to Israel, but to stability in Lebanon, Egypt, and Jordan. On November 3, Israeli naval forces intercepted the Francop, an Antigua-flagged cargo ship that was transporting about 500 tons of weapons from Iran to Hezbollah, via Syria.[22] The U.S. should press other allies to join in giving greater assistance to Israeli efforts to intercept Iranian arms flows, particularly to Hezbollah and Hamas." (James Phillips, An Israeli Preventive Attack on Iran's Nuclear Sites: Implications for the U.S, The Heritage Foundation, Washington, DC, January 2010)
Did Moscow assess the implications of the proposed arms embargo?

Immediately following the adoption of the UNSC resolution on June 9th, several Russian press reports indicated that the sale of Russian S-300 missiles to Iran would be frozen, despite assurances by foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov that the UNSC resolution would not affect the air-defence deal..(Russia says in talks with Iran on new nuclear plants, Haaretz, June 10, 2010) These contradictory statements suggest that there are significant divisions within the Russian leadership, without which Russia would have duly exercised its veto power in the UN Security Council.
Russia's S-300 Surface to Air Missile

Without Russian military aid, Iran is a "sitting duck". Its air defence system depends on continued Russian military cooperation. Moreover, without Iran, Russia would be constrained to selling military equipment to countries in the US-NATO orbit. (See Russia to offset loss of Iran arms sales with Iraqi, Afghan deals, Russia, RIA Novosti, June 11, 2010)

US threatens global security by threatening Iran

Plans for the US to attack Iran have been in place since 2005; would threaten global security; would consider a nuclear option
Chossudovsky 2010 (Michel,  UN "Green Light" for a Pre-emptive US-Israel Attack on Iran? Security Council Resolution Transforms Iran into a "Sitting Duck" , Global Research, June 11,  www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?articleId = 19670)
Pre-emptive nuclear attack on Iran
The World is at dangerous crossroads. The real threat to global security emanates from the US-NATO-Israel alliance. The UN Security Council directly serves the interests of the Western military alliance. The Security Council resolution grants a de facto "green light" to wage a pre-emptive war against Iran, which has been on the Pentagon's drawing board since 2004.

"An operational plan to wage aerial attacks on Iran has been in "a state of readiness" since June 2005. Essential military hardware to wage this operation has been deployed. (For further details see Michel Chossudovsky, Nuclear War against Iran, Jan 2006). In 2005, Vice President Dick Cheney ordered USSTRATCOM to draft a "contingency plan", which would "include a large-scale air assault on Iran employing both conventional and tactical nuclear weapons." (Philip Giraldi, Attack on Iran: Pre-emptive Nuclear War , The American Conservative, 2 August 2005).

Under the Obama administration, the threats have become increasingly pervasive and far more explicit than under the NeoCons. In October 2009, The American Enterprise Institute (AEI) organized an Event at Washington's Wohlstetter Conference Center on "Should Israel Attack Iran?":

"Iran's nuclear weapons development continues apace, threatening the security of its neighbors and the international community. According to a recent survey by the Pew Research Center, more than 60 percent of the American public believes preventing Iran from developing nuclear weapons warrants military action. Israel's deputy foreign minister, Daniel Ayalon, emphasized on September 21 that Israel has "not taken any option off the table" when it comes to countering the Iranian threat. The same day, Israel's top general, chief of staff Lieutenant General Gabi Ashkenazi, made it clear that he would not rule out a military strike on Iran's nuclear installations, repeating that "Israel has the right to defend itself and all options are on the table." As the debate intensifies over how to respond most effectively to Iran's provocations, it is timely to explore the strategic and legal parameters of a potential Israeli strike against the Islamic Republic and provide some thorough analysis about implications for the United States. (American Enterprise Institute, Should Israel Attack Iran?, October 2009, emphasis added)

From a military standpoint, Israel could not undertake a unilateral attack on Iran without the active coordination of the Pentagon:.

"As President Obama extends "an open hand", seeking direct talks with Tehran in his attempt to halt its nuclear programme, Mrs Clinton appeared [June 2009] ready to unnerve the Iranian leadership with talk of a pre-emptive strike "the way that we did attack Iraq". She said that she was trying to put herself in the shoes of the Iranian leadership, but added that Tehran "might have some other enemies that would do that [deliver a pre-emptive strike] to them". It was a clear reference to Israel, where Binyamin Netanyahu, the Prime Minister, has talked about the possibility of military action to halt Iran's nuclear programme — something he views as a threat to the Jewish state. ( Don't discount Israel pre-emptive strike, Hillary Clinton warns Iran, Times Online, June 8, 2009, emphasis added)

In April 2010 the message was crystal clear: Washington "would use atomic weapons only in 'extreme circumstances' and would not attack non-nuclear states, but singled out "outliers" Iran and North Korea as exceptions." ( Iran to Take US to UN Over Obama's Threat to Use Nuclear Weapons against Iran, AlJazeera, April 11, 2010). Defence Secretary Robert Gates explained in a television interview "that Washington was making exceptions of Tehran and Pyongyang because they had defied repeated UN Security Council ultimatums over their nuclear programmes." (Ibid).

US influence has successfully encircled Russia & China

Getting Security Council to vote for this resolution demonstrates US hegemony and leadership; puts to rest speculation about loss of US hegemony
Chossudovsky 2010 (Michel,  UN "Green Light" for a Pre-emptive US-Israel Attack on Iran? Security Council Resolution Transforms Iran into a "Sitting Duck" , Global Research, June 11,  www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?articleId = 19670)
UN "Green Light" for a World War Three Scenario?

Is this latest Security Council resolution "the green light" which Washington has been seeking?

The substance of the Security Council resolution is also directed at Iran allies: China and Russia.

Ironically, while China and Russia failed to exercise their veto power, they are nonetheless the object of veiled US threats. China is surrounded by US military facilities. US missiles in Poland and the Caucasus are pointed towards Russian cities. More recently, the Obama administration has called for the extension of the sanctions regime directed against Russia's ally, Belarus.

Washington has also announced that "The Pentagon is preparing to embark on a mini-building boom in Central Asia, which would include the construction of strategic US facilities military "in all five Central Asian states, including Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan." (See Defense Dollars Building Boom: Pentagon Looks to Construct New Military Bases in Central Asia, Eurasianet, June 6, 2010). These various military cooperation agreements with former Soviet republics are not only intent upon weakening the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) and the CSTO, they are part of the US-NATO strategic encirclement of Russia and China.

What this latest resolution suggests is that Washington and its NATO allies not only control the UN Security Council, they ultimately also call the shots on foreign policy in Moscow and Beijing.

This Security Council resolution should dispel the myth of competing super powers. Both China and Russia are an appendage of the New World Order.

As far as international diplomacy is concerned, both China and Russia are "Paper Tigers", with no teeth. "'Paper Tiger' (zhi laohu)], meaning something that seems as threatening as a tiger, but is really harmless."

Both China and Russia are the victims of their own failed decisions within the United Nations Security Council.

An attack on Iran would immediately lead to military escalation. Syria and Lebanon would also be targeted. The entire Middle East Central Asian region would flare up, a situation which could potentially evolve towards a World War III scenario. In a very real sense, the US-NATO-Israel military adventure threatens the future of humanity.

Justification for current conflicts misguided

The Obama rhetoric uses images of just wars but have religious and imperialism underpinnings consistent with past administrations; challenges still remain

Ruff 2010    (Allen Allen Ruff is a historian, anti-imperialist activist, and staff member at the Rainbow Bookstore Cooperative in Madison.WI. Obama's Imperial Continuity Renewing America's Right to Rule AGAINST THE CURRENT MAY / JUNE http://www.solidarity-us.org/node/2798)
War Is Peace
In Oslo, bypassing the long history of US, interventions on the side of dictator​ship, numerous anti-democratic destabilization efforts across the planet (Iran and Guatemala in the 1950s, Cuba in the 1960s) and various proxy wars (Nicaragua and Afghanistan in the 1980s among them), the Peace Prize Prez stated: "America has never fought a war against democracy and [that] our closest friends are governments that protect the rights of their citizens."
The Korean War and Vietnam, and the nature of the U.S.-sponsored regimes in both, disappeared from memory, as did the present-day close friendships with Saudi Arabia, Egypt and Afghanistan — interesting examples of "governments that protect the rights of their citizens" — and Israel whose 43-year record in the Occupied Palestinian Territories is in constant violation of human and democratic rights.
At the very time when the U.S. military was busy increasing the number of civilian casualties in both Afghanistan and Pakistan, the Commander in Chief could state without flinching, "Where force is necessary, we have a moral and strategic interest in binding ourselves to certain rules of conduct. And even as we confront a vicious adversary that abides by no rules, I believe the United States of America must remain a standard bearer in the conduct of war. That is what makes us different from those whom we fight."

As the Imperial President drew to a close at Oslo, he noted that "...No Holy War can be a just war." He of course was referring to those Islamist elements, among them former allies now defined as "extremists." He failed to address that other "holy war," largely wrapped in the moral​ist secular garb of American mission, that ongoing pursuit and maintenance of U.S. strategic advantage in the "Greater Middle East" and elsewhere, the armed defense of global hege​mony, an old world order now increasingly challenged economically if not militarily.

The world is a different place than during the Cold War. No longer divided between a capitalist "West" and the so-called "really existing socialism" of an "East" the globe has divided into intertwined yet increas​ingly rival economic blocs — an ascendant Chinese growth engine with its East Asia sphere and expanding global reach, the European Union led by a unified Germany, a Russia back on its feet and a develop​ing India — all of serious concern to U.S. capital.
Across the "Global South," in Latin America and elsewhere, various "breakaway republics" no longer fully under superpower sway have slowly moved toward regional partnerships.The Obama administration has successfully eased Honduras back into safe channels, through a military coup and a pseudo-electoral transition to a new regime, keeping the repression and murder of popu​lar activists mostly out of the headlines. Venezuela, Ecuador and Bolivia, however, are harder to bring under control.

Other nations in Africa and the global South, still strapped by the legacies of colo​nial and neocolonial underdevelopment made worse by the recent global downturn and deteriorating environments, remain in a state of abject dependency to the capital​ist centers. New instabilities, conflicts and forms of resistance, at their heart the result of imperial penetration, abound.Therein lie the challenges faced by U.S. ruling circles and their Imperial President as they seek those changes, advantageous for empire, they can believe in. §

Security Strategies by the US perpetuates past Hegemonic intents

Obama’s release of the National Security Strategy document echoes those of the Bush administration

Sidhu  2010.   (W. Pal vice-president of programmes at the EastWest Institute, New York Where actions undercut strategies Jun 13 http://www.livemint.com/Articles/PrintArticle.aspx?artid=8FA41A9C-76FE-11DF-A205-)
Continuing what has become a well-established quadrennial ritual, US President Barack Obama last month released his first National Security Strategy (NSS). The document, which provides the strategic framework for the principles and priorities of the Obama administration, is meant for two audiences: global players—both state and non-state actors—and US domestic actors, particularly the bureaucracy, which takes its cue and guidance from the strategy document. Though the current administration's first NSS is seen as a distinct break from the past and reflects the improved image of the US worldwide, including in India, there is in fact a remarkable degree of continuity with the last NSS document that the George W. Bush government released in 2006. Both, for instance, consider proliferation of nuclear weapons as the greatest threat; both give top priority to waging a global campaign against Al Qaeda and its terrorist affiliates (though Obama's NSS has dropped the oxymoronic phrase "global war on terror"); and both acknowledge that while the US will continue to provide global leadership, it can no longer carry the burden of all global challenges by itself and will build cooperation with other centres of influence, notably members of the Group of 20 (G-20) in general, and Brazil, China, India, Indonesia, Russia and South Africa in particular, to share (or shed) some of Washington's onerous responsibilities. This last assertion reflects an inherent tension between the growing recognition in Washington of the limits of its global leadership and its inability or unwillingness to allow others to provide this essential leadership. This dichotomy is best reflected in the US response to the Brazil-Iran-Turkey nuclear deal. While it is clear that all of the US-led efforts to address the Iranian nuclear challenge have been largely ineffective, Washington is unable and unwilling to accept that other countries might be in a better position to deal with this issue and it should give them a chance to provide this necessary leadership. Instead, it has forced through yet another round of sanctions that are likely to be as effective as a handkerchief to protect against the rain. In addition, there is also a serious disconnect between the actions of the administration which, instead of furthering the NSS objectives, have actually ended up undermining the principles and priorities they were to uphold. For instance, while clearly recognizing and articulating the need to view the Afghan conflict in a regional context and to engage Afghanistan, Pakistan and their neighbours, Washington has been singularly unsuccessful in engaging one of the most critical countries in the region—Iran. In a similar vein, the efforts of the administration to strengthen its alliances have also, ironically, become a poisoned chalice for the very allies they were designed to protect by weakening them politically. The fall of the Yukio Hatoyama government in Japan over the US' insistence to keep its controversial base at Okinawa is illustrative of this unintended consequence. Similar friction is evident with key European allies over Washington's insistence to retain tactical nuclear weapons on their territories as part of the extended deterrence against a threat that no longer exists.

At the same time, there has been little progress in building new partnerships with China and India, despite the launch of the much-heralded "strategic dialogue". This might explain why there has been more dialogue and less strategy in these emerging bilateral relationships.

All of these drawbacks actually underline the salience of the NSS and the need for any administration to align its actions more closely with the guidelines set out in the document. Other aspiring global powers, such as India, might do well to undertake a similar exercise. Then again, you do not need a security strategy to justify New Delhi's masterly inactivity at the global level.
US key to NPT review success in Middle East

Recent NPT Review for Middle East met with success; US in partnership with Egypt key to success of that review

Johnson 2010  (Rebecca NPT: challenging the nuclear powers' fiefdom NPT Review Conference 2010. http://www.opendemocracy.net/5050/rebecca-johnson/npt-cha\\enge-to-nuc\ear-powers-fiefdom Created 06/15/2010)
Summary: The NPT Review provided a bridge between the partial non-proliferation approach of the NPT and the comprehensive abolition objectives of a nuciear weapons convention. It will no longer be possible for governments to dismiss caiis for a comprehensive nuciear abolition treaty Two weeks after the Review Conference of the nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) was proclaimed a success, what does it a\\ signify [1]; The representatives of some 190 governments applauded vigorously when the Conference Chair, Libran Cabactulan, tapped his gavel on adoption of a final document [2]. They had reason to be relieved, as two deadlines for adopting agreed conclusions and recommendations had already been postponed on the last day and time was running out. Once the draft final document [3] had been circulated to the conference participants on the last evening, it was clear that success was in reach. The United States and Egypt had agreed on a package for taking forward the goal of a zone free of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in the Middle East. This redirected the spotlight to the Iranian delegation, which reportedly had instructions to oppose a final document on the stated grounds that it did not contain a commitment to negotiate on time-bound nuciear disarmament. As this is a traditional demand of the non-aligned NPT parties that the nuclear weapon states have biocked for many years, Iran's real motivation was assumed to be avoidance of criticism over its nuclear programme, the subject of an impending UN Security Councii [4] resolution. Having got most of what they wanted on the Middle East, including a regional conference in 2012 and a facliitator to bring all states in the region into a process before and after this conference, Egypt and the Arab states were determined have the final document adopted by consensus. And since Egypt was in the position of coordinating the Non-Aligned Group [5] of 116 NPT parties, Cairo's wishes carried considerabie weight, With time running out and the Iranian government and deiegation divided over the pros and cons of biocking the NPT outcome, Egypt's President Mubarak and senior ministers from severai countries (reportediy Russia, Brazii and Turkey [6], among others) as well as civil society persuaded Tehran to join the consensus 
The adopted document [3] contained a forward looking section on "Conclusions and recommendations for follow-on actions", containing framing principles and objectives and four action plans requiring 64 specific actions on: nuclear disarmament; non-proliferation and safeguards; nuclear energy, safety and security; and the Middle East. This was fully negotiated and agreed, unlike the preceding section, titied "Review of the operation of the Treaty", which assesses progress on aii the treaty's articies since 2000. In view of the determination of the nuciear-weapon states to avoid being criticised, and the heated debates that had taken piace over issues such as the modernisation and repiacing of nuciear weapons systems by Britain and others, together with disagreement over how to characterise the previous "decade of deadiock", when past agreements had been ignored or reneged on, it was decided that this review section of the finai document shouid be adopted under the Chair's "responsibility". There were two main drivers behind the successfui adoption of the final document: a collective desire to support President Obama's initiatives [8] and demonstrate that the non-proliferation regime is still relevant and important; and the breakthrough on the Middle East, in which Irish diplomats brokered a critical deal between the nuclear-weapon states and the Arab League to hold a regionai conference in 2012 and establish a process to pursue the de-nuciearisation of the Middie East. Without these motivations, it is doubtfui whether such a finai document couid have achieved consensus, as the commitments on nuciear disarmament and safeguards were much weaker than most states thought necessary.
Little progress being made in non-proliferation efforts

Major disagreements over the NPT review still exist; countries unwilling to compromise; no major influence by any country exists

Johnson 2010  (Rebecca NPT: challenging the nuclear powers' fiefdom NPT Review Conference 2010. http://www.opendemocracy.net/5050/rebecca-johnson/npt-cha\\enge-to-nuc\ear-powers-fiefdom Created 06/15/2010)
Despite the document's disappointments and weaknesses, however, the NPT outcome is likely to prove very significant - more so, perhaps, than most of the negotiators envisage. This is not only due to the commitment on the Middle East but also because -- for the first time in an NPT context -- a majority of states have explicitly advocated comprehensive negotiations as well as incremental steps, citing the UN Secretary Generals Five Point Pian [15] and its reference to a nuciear weapons convention.
On issues such as strengthening safeguards and controlling nuclear exports, as well as on disarmament steps, the 2010 agreements seldom went beyond what had been adopted ten years ago - and hardiy impiemented. Away from the euphoria of having succeeded against so many odds in adopting a consensus finai document, the conduct of the review conference was actuaiiy indicative of a deeply fractured regime, with states parties still unable to deal with the treaty's compliance and implementation shortcomings, strengthen the regime institutionaiiy or adopt commitments to devaiue nuciear weapons and make the IAEA additionai protocoi a verification standard.
At every NPT PrepCom and Conference since 1994, the same fundamental concerns and demands have been raised again and again, without much getting done. 2010 took place in one of the most constructively conducive international environments for addressing nuclear issues that governments couid wish for. Yet once again the NPT review conference proved incapable of dealing with the tough decisions. Disarmament was not the only issue where images of agreement were considered more important than the substance. The adopted text was unabie to go much beyond reaffirmations, exhortations and ianguage agreed in 1995 or 2000 on universality, strengthened safeguards, the additionai protocoi, export controis, nuciear safety and security. At the same time, pressure from both the major nuclear energy producers and from NAM ieadership, inciuding Egypt, Cuba and Iran resulted in the nuclear energy provisions in Articie IV of the treaty [16] being more heavily promoted than at any previous conference, despite the increased proliferation and environmental risks that this could mean. After almost a decade of debates on disincentives to make withdrawal from the treaty more difficuit and to increase the NPT regime's tools for accountability, compliance and implementation, the ideas could only be recorded, since no agreed recommendations were adopted.
US Military Presence in Japan Increases Hegemony
The US military presence in Japan sustains its hegemony.

Florige 09

(Dennis, Professor @ North Carolina Central University, “The Changing US Hegemony in East Asia”, http://nccur.lib.nccu.edu.tw/bitstream/140.119/37476/7/500807.pdf, June 30, 2010)

Beside those major initiatives to contain the communism, the United States also signed bilateral treaties with some countries in East Asia respectively, such as the Mutual Defense Treaty between the Republic of the Philippines and the United States of America (1951), Security Treaty Between the United States and Japan (1951), Sino-Japanese Mutual Defense Treaty (1954, treaty between the ROC and the United States), Mutual Defense Treaty (1954, created an alliance with South Korea, and established basis of South Korean adherence with U.S consultations on North Korean policy), U.S. and Japan Mutual Defense Treaty (1954, created SEATO mutual defense organization). These treaties are key factors in maintaining the regional order in East Asia as well. Through these organizations and treaties, the United States then has become the most powerful country in the international system. And with its power and influence in Japan, the United States position in Japan thereby has secured and American hegemony has gradually emerged. 

By the end of the 19th century the U.S. surpassed Britain in industrial production. In the WWI the potential to translate U.S. economic power into military force was demonstrated. But the U.S. did not yet have either the will or the ablity to match Britain’s global political network. It was not until the aftermath of WWII, with the British and other European imperial powers either destroyed or exhausted and the U.S. untouched and triumphant did the U.S. seize political, institutional, and ideological hegemony. The U.S. proclaimed a struggle with the Soviet Union, formalizing alliances with Britain, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and the new regimes rising from the European empires. The U.S. foreign policy from World War II up to the present has had one elemental constant – the attempt to sustain American hegemony. That is to say, they have pursued a hegemonic strategy that reserves a special role for the United States as the principal guarantor of the regional order. There are two components to explain why the U.S. has become hegemonic in Japan: its military presence and its economic presence. However, according to Dennis Florig’s analysis, the most fundamental variation in American hegemonic strategy has been an oscillation between policies of confrontation against adversaries and hegemonic engagement of potential challengers to U.S. power.

The U.S. has more than 1.4 million active personnel, and over 369,000 of those are deployed outside the United States and its territories. There are many reasons: the maintaining of the regional order in the aftermath of World War II, the Cold War, in which the U.S. government thought it needed troops around the globe to deal with the threat from the Soviet Union, and the War on Terror. In order to maintain a forward political and military commitment to East Asia of “indefinite duration.” The United States has taken several initiatives, including maintenance of the U.S. largest military command and the stabilization of the U.S. troop presence in the region. The United States also intends to maintain its dominant position in maritime East Asia. Its alliances with Japan and South Korea provided secure access in Northeast Asia. In Southeast Asia, the U.S. Navy relies on “places, not bases.” By the end of the 1990s, The United States had concluded access agreements for naval facilities in Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore, and Brunei, along with a status-of-forces agreement with the Philippines. 
Link: Can’t leave Iraq now

We cannot leave Iraq now because there are too many potential dangers that need to be taken care of before we leave and we will increase our hegemony if we stay because we will monitor those dangers.  

Engelhardt 10 [Engelhardt, Tom. March 11, 2010. He is the author of a highly praised history of American triumphalism in the Cold War,  and of a novel, , as well as a collection of his Tomdispatch interviews. Each spring he is a Teaching Fellow at the Graduate School of Journalism at the University of California, Berkeley.Premature Withdrawal, Washinton’s cult of narcissism and Iraq]
We’ve now been at war with, or in, Iraq for almost 20 years, and intermittently at war in Afghanistan for 30 years.  Think of it as nearly half a century of experience, all bad.  And what is it that Washington seems to have concluded?  In Afghanistan, where one disaster after another has occurred, that we Americans can finally do more of the same, somewhat differently calibrated, and .  In Iraq, where we had, it seemed, decided that enough was enough and we should simply depart, the calls from a familiar crew for us to stay are growing louder by the week.    

The Iraqis, so the argument goes, need us.  After all, who would leave them alone, trusting them not to do what they’ve done best in recent years: cut one another’s throats?    
Modesty in Washington?  Humility?  The ability to draw new lessons from long-term experience?  None of the above is evidently appropriate for “the indispensable nation,” as former Secretary of State Madeleine Albright once  the United States, and to whose leaders she attributed the ability to “see further into the future.”  None of the above is part of the American arsenal, not when Washington’s weapon of choice, repeatedly consigned to the scrapheap of history and repeatedly rescued, remains a deep conviction that nothing is going to go anything but truly, deeply, madly badly without us, even if, as in Iraq, things have for years gone truly, deeply, madly badly with us. An expanding crew of Washington-based opiners are now calling for the Obama administration to alter its plans, negotiated in the last months of the Bush administration, for the departure of all American troops from Iraq by the end of 2011.  They seem to have taken Albright’s belief in American foresight -- even prophesy -- to heart and so are basing their arguments on their ability to divine the future. 
The problem, it seems, is that, whatever may be happening in the present, Iraq’s future prospects are terrifying, making leaving, if not inconceivable, then as massively irresponsible (as former Washington Post correspondent and bestselling author Tom Ricks  in a New York Times op-ed) as invading in the first place.  Without the U.S. military on hand, we’re told, the Iraqis will almost certainly , while devolving into major civil violence and ethnic bloodletting, possibly of the sort that convulsed their country in 2005-2006 when, by the way, the U.S. military was present in force.
The various partial winners of Iraq’s much delayed March 7th election will, we were assured beforehand, jockey for power for  trying to  a functioning national government.  During that period, violence, it's said, will surely escalate, potentially endangering the marginal gains made thanks to the U.S. military “surge” of 2007.  The possibilities remain endless and, according to these doomsayers, none of them are encouraging:  Shiite militias could our withdrawal to stage a violence-filled comeback. Iranian interference in Iraqi affairs is likely to increase and violently so, while al-Qaeda-in-Iraq could move into any post-election power void with its own destructive agenda.

Such predictions are now dribbling out of the world of punditry and  the world of news reporting where the future threatens to become fact long before it makes it onto the scene.  Already it’s reported that the anxious U.S. commander in Iraq, General Ray Odierno, “the prospects for political instability and increased violence,” is talking about “plan B's” to delay the agreed upon withdrawal of all “combat troops” from the country this August.  He has, Ricks  on Foreign Policy's website, officially requested that a combat brigade remain in or near the troubled northern city of Kirkuk after the deadline.

Link Heg Bad: Iraq

While the U.S. may leave Iraq, we will continue to send in diplomatic and development experts to maintain our hegemonic influence on the Middle East.
Strobel 10(Warren P. foreign affairs correspondent, As U.S. prepares to leave after 7 years, Iraq's future uncertain, McClatchy, March 5, 2010, accessed June 29, 2010, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2010/03/05/89934/as-us-prepares-to-leave-after.html)

Even as American combat forces leave, the United States will have to expend more treasure, time and maybe even blood to secure the gains of the last three years. The remaining 50,000 troops will be in Iraq in an advisory capacity, to train and assist Iraqi security forces, but they "are still going to have a combat capability, even if they're not going to be called 'combat brigades,' " O'Hanlon said. The State Department will assume greater powers in Iraq as the Pentagon transfers responsibilities from soldiers to diplomats and development experts."We need to stay heavily and directly engaged," former Ambassador Crocker said. "Iraq is going to need that engagement . . . for quite some time to come."
Link Heg Bad: Iraq

Once the troops leave, work will still be done by contractors to provide security, which means that America will still be able to keep Iraq under hegemonic control.
Kuna 10 ( Kuna, Crowley: US needs are going to change in Iraq after withdrawal,  June 15, 2010,  accessed June 29, 2010, 

http://www.kuna.net.kw/NewsAgenciesPublicSite/ArticleDetails.aspx?Language=en&id=2094879)
WASHINGTON, June 15 (KUNA) -- The United States said on Tuesday that its security requirements are going to change as US troops are preparing to withdraw from Iraq.
"We are in the process or at the cusp of a significant transition in our policy in Iraq. You are going to see, beginning later this year, significant reductions in the presence of US forces in Iraq," said Assistant Secretary of State for public diplomacy Philip Crowley in a press briefing.
"Those forces have certainly helped provide security to the Iraqi people but also to our diplomats who engage Iraqi government and Iraqi people on a daily basis," he added.
Crowley noted that "as we make the transition from our current strategy to a civilian strategy in Iraq, our needs are going to change, as US military forces are expected to leave the country at the end of 2011.
"We are evaluating exactly what we are going to need and to make sure that our personnel are as safe as they can be ... safety and security of our personnel in Iraq is vitally important, just as it is in any diplomatic post around the world," he added.
Crowley said that many aspects of the security requirements "will have to be done by contractors. And we are going through a careful planning process of determining exactly what we need, so that we have the security as we transition from a military to civilian strategy and presence in Iraq." "We are working with the government of Iraq. The government of Iraq will provide some of the basic security to us as well. But to the extent that we will have a continuing ongoing need for years and years to be able to move around the country, to support the various programs that will continue to exist in our relationship between the United States and Iraq," he added.
Crowley noted that "as the situation in Iraq continues to improve, we will adapt our security accordingly. But we have been beneficiaries of a very robust military presence in Iraq going back to 2003. And as the military begins its drawdown, we will still have those many those same security requirements as we maintain our civilian presence in Iraq." Meanwhile, Assistant Secretary Jeffrey Feltman is still visiting Iraq this week to get a firsthand update from Iraqi leaders on how government-formation talks are going, and to get a status report from the embassy and US Forces-Iraq on how the transition to a civilian-led relationship is proceeding, according to Crowley.
Feltman met with Iraqi President Jalal Talabani, Prime Minister Nouri Al-Maliki and other political and religious leaders to "convey our interest in seeing talks make real progress towards informing an inclusive and representative government"
Link – Presence K2 Heg: Asia

American military forces in Asia maintain global American hegemony.

Lind ‘07

(Michael Lind, “Beyond American Hegemony,” New America Foundation, The National Interest, May/June, 2007) http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2007/beyond_american_hegemony_5381
Finally, the global hegemony strategy insists that America’s safety depends not on the absence of a hostile hegemon in Europe, Asia and the Middle East -- the traditional American approach -- but on the permanent presence of the United States itself as the military hegemon of Europe, the military hegemon of Asia and the military hegemon of the Middle East. In each of these areas, the regional powers would consent to perpetual U.S. domination either voluntarily, because the United States assumed their defense burdens (reassurance), or involuntarily, because the superior U.S. military intimidated them into acquiescence (dissuasion).

American military hegemony in Europe, Asia and the Middle East depends on the ability of the U.S. military to threaten and, if necessary, to use military force to defeat any regional challenge-but at a relatively low cost. This is because the American public is not prepared to pay the costs necessary if the United States is to be a "hyperpower."

Given this premise, the obsession with the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons and other Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) makes perfect sense. WMD are defensive weapons that offer poor states a possible defensive shield against the sword of unexcelled U.S. conventional military superiority. The success of the United States in using superior conventional force to defeat Serbia and Iraq (twice) may have accelerated the efforts of India, Pakistan, North Korea and Iran to obtain nuclear deterrents. As an Indian admiral observed after the Gulf War, "The lesson is that you should not go to war with the United States unless you have nuclear weapons." Moreover, it is clear that the United States treats countries that possess WMD quite differently from those that do not.

So proliferation undermines American regional hegemony in two ways. First, it forces the U.S. military to adopt costly and awkward strategies in wartime. Second, it discourages intimidated neighbors of the nuclear state from allowing American bases and military build-ups on its soil.

With this in mind, proponents of the hegemony strategy often advocate a policy of preventive war to keep countries deemed to be hostile to the United States from obtaining nuclear weapons or WMD. Preventive war (as distinguished from pre-emptive attack to avert an impending strike) is not only a violation of international law but also a repudiation of America’s own traditions. Presidents Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson all ruled out preventive wars against the Soviet Union and China to cripple or destroy their nuclear programs, and President Ronald Reagan, along with Britain’s Margaret Thatcher, denounced Israel’s 1981 attack on Iraq’s nuclear reactor at Osirak. Yet, by 2002, a bipartisan majority in the Congress authorized President George W. Bush to wage the first -- and to date the only -- preventive war in American history against Iraq. Although it turned out to be a disaster, it was perfectly consistent with the radical neoconservative variant of U.S. global hegemony strategy.
Link – South Korea Withdrawal Kills Heg

U.S. cooperation and military presence in South Korea maintains stability and allied security in Asia. Without them, we won’t be able to respond to security challenges to the ROK effectively.
Zhenwei & Cheng-Wuei ‘07

(Li Zhenwei; Lee, Cheng-Wuei, “American Hegemony and China in East Asia,” China Studies Graduate Program in English, 2007) http://nccur.lib.nccu.edu.tw/bitstream/140.119/37476/9/500809.pdf
Regarding US-Korea bilateral security relations, both sides maintain that US forces should remain in South Korea as long as Seoul wanted them. Stability in the Korean Peninsula has been maintained because strong Seoul-Washington military cooperation has deterred further aggression However, the consultations on restructuring the Washington-Seoul security relationship held during Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney's February 1990 visit to South Korea, the South Korean accepted in principle the gradual withdrawal of about 5,000 noncombatants from the American force of more than 43,000 soldiers in South Korea. The talks marked the beginning of the change in status of US forces from a leading to a supporting role in the country's defense

But in 2004, the U.S. and Korea concluded the two-year Future of the Alliance  (FOTA) process, with agreements on base relocations - including the return of the Vongsan Garrison - and other U.S. redeployments from the Peninsula . At the same time, the United States set in motion an $ll billion program in force enhancements on the Peninsula and in the region to strengthen U.S. deterrence capability in support of Korea. Major components of the force include the Eighth Army (19.775). the Seventh Air Force (8,815). and US Naval Forces Korea (274). Marines (242)"

With those agreements in place, the two governments have established the US-Korea Security Policy Initiative (SP1) to serve as a mechanism for implementing those agreements and addressing new security issues. One issue that has to be discussed "strategic flexibility." the concept that US forces, wherever they are located — in Korea, elsewhere abroad or m the United States - need to be able to respond flexibly to security challenges, wherever the occur. "Strategic flexibility is not a one-way street." says Evans J.R. "it is also the doctrine that will enable additional U. S forces to come to Korea from anywhere in the world in the event of a contingency and these forces would enable us to honor our treaty commitment to defend the Republic of Korea.""

Link – South Korea Presence K2 Heg

American presence in South Korea checks Chinese ambitions, maintaining American dominance.

Inoguchi and Bacon ‘05

(Takashi Inoguchi and Paul Bacon, “Empire, hierarchy, and hegemony: American grand strategy and the construction of order in the Asia-Pacific,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific. Vol. 5, No. 2, 9/16/05) http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/short/5/2/117?rss=1&ssource=mfc
After the cold war, the United States clearly sought to reinforce its hegemonic strategy in East Asia, seeking a special role for itself as the principal guarantor of regional order. The United States could have withdrawn in order to let a local balance of power emerge and undertaken the role of offshore balancer. It could also have promoted multilateral regional security organizations, or sought to construct a regional balance of power that contained China. However, it did none of these things. Mastanduno argues that the United States will retain its preponderant power status in the coming years but that the task of maintaining and completing US regional hegemony will become more difficult. The two biggest challenges that the United States faces are the global war on terror and the management of the rise of China, as a result of which the longer-term prospects for East Asian order are uncertain and problematic.

There are two key features of US hegemonic strategy in the region. First, the United States has cultivated a set of bilateral relationships with other key states in the region, the most important and enduring of which have been the ties with Japan and South Korea. Furthermore, the United States has reaffirmed its close partnership with Australia and sought to engage rather than contain China. This preference for a primary set of bilateral relationships is referred to as the ‘hub and spokes’ approach. The second institutional feature of US hegemony has been the US forward presence in the region, and the US intention to maintain a substantial political and military commitment to the region for an ‘indefinite duration’.

US hegemonic strategy in the region has contributed to order in several ways. For China, the US presence effectively ‘contains’ Japan, and, similarly, for Japan, the US presence deters China from a bid for regional dominance. The US presence has helped to deter major powers from intensifying dangerous rivalries, and it has, in so doing, reassured smaller states whose security and autonomy would otherwise be threatened by these large states. East Asia is a dangerous neighborhood, in which smaller states must coexist with larger states that have geopolitical ambitions, territorial claims, and a history of enmity. The United States has also worked hard to manage and stabilize regional conflicts that have the potential to develop into local and possibly even systemic wars. In the 1990s, for example, the United States took initiatives in security crises between China and Taiwan, in North Korea, and in the Kashmir conflict. Finally, the United States has striven to discourage nationalist economic competition. It has pushed Japan over domestic economic reform, sought to integrate China into a globalizing world economy, and maintained access to sources of global liquidity and US markets in the wake of the Asian financial crisis.

US hegemonic strategy has, therefore, made a substantial contribution to regional order in East Asia, but it also has its limitations. The United States has not sought to definitively resolve the numerous long-standing conflicts in the region, such as those between China and Taiwan, North and South Korea, Japan and China, or Japan and Korea. Rather, the United States has sought to manage relationships and crises and avoid systemic conflict. US hegemony is also incomplete, in the sense that by no means all states accept or approve of US hegemony in the region. Japan does regard the dominant regional role of the United States as constructive and legitimate, but it is also the case that Japan gains more by cooperating with rather than challenging US hegemony. The most important issue, of course, is China's long-term reaction to the US attempt to dominate the region. At present, China is grateful for the benefits of integration, but in the long run it is likely to develop its own aspirations towards and strategies for the construction of regional order.

Link – Presence K2 Heg: South Korea

US presence in South Korea is the only thing keeping China from establishing itself as a regional hegemon, and is crucial for regional stability and prosperity. Passing the affirmative plan leaves Asia crippled.

Inoguchi and Bacon ‘05

(Takashi Inoguchi and Paul Bacon, “Empire, hierarchy, and hegemony: American grand strategy and the construction of order in the Asia-Pacific,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific. Vol. 5, No. 2, 9/16/05) http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/short/5/2/117?rss=1&ssource=mfc
It is most likely that the United States will retain a substantial military presence in East Asia, given its indispensability to the maintenance of regional peace and security. Japan will maintain and perhaps intensify its alliance with the United States. Japan's ‘normal state’ or ‘ordinary country’ policy line might initially emphasize the use of force, to dramatize the sovereign state status that might be symbolically acquired through a revised constitution. But Japan is likely to assume responsibilities for the new kind of security missions tailored to meet nonconventional and nontraditional threats to global governance. This ordinary power policy line will also be pursued with reference to freedom, human rights, and democracy, together with other Asian states such as India, South Korea, and the Philippines. The ordinary power foreign policy line of Japan in the coming two decades will be different from the normal state foreign policy line that was envisaged at the end of the cold war.

Hyug Baeg Im argues that for the last half-century the US presence in Korea has contributed crucially to peace, prosperity, and democracy. The United States played a key role in building a modern state after the division of the Korean peninsula, rescued South Korea in the Korean War, protected South Korea from possible aggression from North Korea, facilitated compressed industrialization, and promoted democratization. Although there are problems in contemporary ROK–United States relations, Im argues that the alliance should be reinvigorated and strengthened, for a number of reasons.

First, the United States perceives Northeast Asia as the region with the greatest potential for large-scale military conflict and maintains a capability to intervene militarily in the region through the United States–Japan alliance. Growing Chinese military power may necessitate the strengthening of US alliances with Japan, the Philippines, Australia, and South Korea. This ‘revised uni-bilateralism’ initiated by the United States has obstructed the emergence of multilateralism, especially in the regional security sphere. In a geopolitical structure where the national interests of the United States and China could collide, Im argues that South Korea should seek to contain the expansion of Chinese influence in the Korean peninsula, by strengthening its alliance with the United States.

Second, China has been pursuing a ‘two Koreas’ strategy through which it maximizes economic and diplomatic influence over South Korea by preserving the division of the Korean peninsula and using North Korea as leverage. In addition, China makes use of North Korea as a shield against potential US expansionism in Northeast Asia. China also tries to check the massive inflow of refugees from North Korea into Manchuria and worries about the instability in Manchuria caused by potential Korean nationalism. Thus, according to Im, China has a definite stake in ongoing tension in the Korean peninsula and the maintenance of a divided Korea. China is currently actively seeking a peaceful resolution to the North Korean nuclear issue, but in the long run it has conflicting interests with South Korea, which wants to become a hub state in Northeast Asia after Korean unification. Therefore, beyond its conventional role as a deterrent against North Korean threats and aggression, a strong ROK–United States alliance would also give South Korea important leverage against China in economic as well as political matters.

Third, another geopolitical reason why a strong ROK–United States alliance is critical for the South Korean national interest is that the ROK–United States alliance prevents Northeast Asian order from being realigned too clearly along a United States–Japan alliance versus China axis, leaving no space for South Korea. The strengthening of the United States–Japan alliance also allows for the expanding role of the Japanese Self-Defense Force. Considering the extent of historical animosity and rivalry between Japan and China, it is highly possible that a United States–Japan alliance versus China axis will emerge in the near future and that South Korea would be forced to make a choice as to whether to side with the United States and Japan or China. In this eventuality, only a strengthened ROK–United States alliance could deter the threat of Chinese regional hegemony and the threat that could emanate from a rearmed Japan. South Korea should therefore seek to bandwagon with American power rather than seek to become independent from it. There is a danger that a weakened ROK–United States alliance and the withdrawal of American troops could provoke both China and Japan into revealing their territorial ambitions.
Fourth, a strong ROK–United States alliance is also necessary for the pursuit of an effective policy of engagement with North Korea. South Korea needs US cooperation because the United States has the power to guarantee North Korean regime survival and to solicit economic aid for North Korea from the international community. National cooperation between the two Koreas could not be realized without prior cooperation between South Korea and the United States and international cooperation in the matter of restoring peace in the Korean peninsula.

Im concludes that South Korea should therefore respond to the changing security environment by strengthening the ROK–United States alliance. Cooperation with the United States is required for peaceful resolution of the North Korean nuclear issue, the establishment of a durable peace in the Korean peninsula after unification, and the rise of South Korea as a hub of peace and prosperity in Northeast Asia.

Link: Hegemony Good: Afghanistan

American withdrawal from Afghanistan will critically destabilize Pakistan as the Taliban focuses its attacks on Islamabad. This will prevent Pakistan from providing support to the US on the war on terror.

Wall Street Journal 09 (“US Credibility and Pakistan.” The Wall Street Journal. 10/1/09. <http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704471504574443352072071822.html>)
As for the consequences to Pakistan of an American withdrawal, the foreign minister noted that "we will be the immediate effectees of your policy." Among the effects he predicts are "more misery," "more suicide bombings," and a dramatic loss of confidence in the economy, presumably as investors fear that an emboldened Taliban, no longer pressed by coalition forces in Afghanistan, would soon turn its sights again on Islamabad.
Mr. Qureshi's arguments carry all the more weight now that Pakistan's army is waging an often bloody struggle to clear areas previously held by the Taliban and their allies. Pakistan has also furnished much of the crucial intelligence needed to kill top Taliban and al Qaeda leaders in U.S. drone strikes. But that kind of cooperation will be harder to come by if the U.S. withdraws from Afghanistan and Islamabad feels obliged to protect itself in the near term by striking deals with various jihadist groups, as it has in the past.

Pakistanis have long viewed the U.S. through the lens of a relationship that has oscillated between periods of close cooperation—as during the war against the Soviets in Afghanistan in the 1980s—and periods of tension and even sanctions—as after Pakistan's test of a nuclear device in 1998. Pakistan's democratic government has taken major risks to increase its assistance to the U.S. against al Qaeda and the Taliban. Mr. Qureshi is warning, in so many words, that a U.S. retreat from Afghanistan would make it far more difficult for Pakistan to help against al Qaeda.
Link - Overstretch Afghanistan

As a result of our presence in Afghanistan, the United States is overstretched.  Reducing presence reduces overstretch.

Engelhardt 10 (Tom, Author of The American Way of War, April 4, Imperial Overstretch in Afghanistan, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/04/04 )
Many times in the years to come.  Think about that and fasten your seatbelt.  The U.S. evidently isn't about to leave Afghanistan anytime soon.  The president seems to have set his watch to the Pentagon's clock, which means that, in terrible financial times, he is going to continue investing staggering sums of our money long-term in a perilous war in a distant land with terrible supply lines and no infrastructure.  This represents a perfect Paul-Kennedy-style working definition of "imperial overstretch."  Contrast this with the China-on-the-move that Michael Klare, TomDispatch regular and author of Rising Powers, Shrinking Planet, describes in his latest piece, "China's Global Shopping Spree."  If the word "folly" doesn't come to mind, what does?

Link - Overstretch

Because we are overstretched, our hegemony is actually decreasing.  Reducing military presence would reduce how overstretched we are, and would increase our hegemony.

Pape 9 (Robert, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, January 22, Empire Falls, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484 )
AMERICA IS in unprecedented decline. The self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq War, growing government debt, increasingly negative current-account balances and other internal economic weaknesses have cost the United States real power in today’s world of rapidly spreading knowledge and technology. If present trends continue, we will look back at the Bush administration years as the death knell for American hegemony.

Since the cold war, the United States has maintained a vast array of overseas commitments, seeking to ensure peace and stability not just in its own neighborhood—the Americas—but also in Europe and Asia, along with the oil-rich Persian Gulf (as well as other parts of the world). Simply maintaining these commitments requires enormous resources, but in recent years American leaders have pursued far more ambitious goals than merely maintaining the status quo. The Bush administration has not just continued America’s traditional grand strategy, but pursued ambitious objectives in all three major regions at the same time—waging wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, seeking to denuclearize North Korea and expanding America’s military allies in Europe up to the borders of Russia itself.

HegemonyGood: Link: Afghanistan

By pulling out, US credibility and hegemony will suffer greatly as the Taliban take back and claim victory. This loss of face will be seen both on the international and the domestic scale, and America cannot afford to lose its power to influence world politics at this time.

Thier, Afghanistan and Pakistan Director at US Institute of Peace 09 (J. Alexander, “Without Question the US Should Keep up the Fight in Afghanistan.” Foreign Policy. 11/30/09. 
<http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/30/afghanistan_is_still_worth_the_fight?page=full>)
The final argument that compels continued U.S. engagement in Afghanistan is perhaps the most difficult for Obama to make: failure in Afghanistan will have broad and unpredictable implications for the U.S. role in the world.
The United States and NATO would suffer a credibility crisis if the Taliban and al Qaeda can claim a full military victory in Afghanistan. On the heels of the disastrous U.S. experience in Iraq, the United States risks appearing feckless, unable to accomplish its highest priority national security objectives and perhaps unable to even define them. Where will its allies be willing to follow the United States next? If NATO is similarly unable to sustain commitment to its first-ever declaration of collective action in defense of a member, how will it respond to other challenges in the future?

This is not a question of "saving face"-- the lifespan of al Qaeda and Talibanism will be determined by the perceptions of the region's populations about the strength and righteousness of the militants. In 2001, the Taliban were not just weakened, but discredited. In 2009, will the Taliban be seen as Afghanistan's (and Pakistan's) future?

This malaise is likely to hit the United States at home, as well. Americans will grow increasingly skeptical of their ability to act effectively in the world, to deliver aid, to keep a difficult peace. Whatever happens in Afghanistan, U.S. engagement in the unstable corners of our world will remain an essential element of our security and prosperity in the next century. 

Afghanistan cannot achieve stability unless the US maintains its military commitment.
Thier, Afghanistan and Pakistan Director at US Institute of Peace 09 (J. Alexander, “Without Question the US Should Keep up the Fight in Afghanistan.” Foreign Policy. 11/30/09. 
<http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/30/afghanistan_is_still_worth_the_fight?page=full>)

Afghan stability will not be accomplished through a strategy whose principle objective is to exit. The way out of Afghanistan is to tamp down some of the key drivers of conflict while building a sustainable Afghan institutional basis for long-term stability. The United States and its allies also need to create an enabling environment in the region -- all the neighboring countries and regional powers need to feel invested in Afghan stability.

This will ultimately require a sense of long-term U.S. commitment to the region, shared by all actors. Such an approach does not mean an open-ended military combat commitment, but it does mean civilian aid, training and equipping of local security forces, and political engagement for some time. It also means a strong bipartisan effort to elevate and reinforce the U.S. commitment.

Iraq/Afghanistan Link – Withdraw Maintains Soft Power
Withdrawing presence from Afghanistan would increase soft power.
Grossman 10 (Jerome, Harvard Graduate and former executive director of the Council for a Livable World, February 27, America’s Soft Power http://relentlessliberal.blogspot.com/2010/02/americas-soft-power.html)
As the world’s only remaining superpower, America has the ability to affect the behavior of other nations through coercion, economic strength and the power of attraction. Hard power relies on coercion and raw economic power. Soft power influences others through public diplomacy, broadcasting, exchange programs, development assistance, disaster relief, exchange of ideas and culture - everything from Hollywood to Shakespeare to orchestras. In his inaugural address, President Barack Obama informed all countries, friendly and unfriendly, that there was a new attitude in the White House. He advised those countries “on the wrong side of history” that the United States “will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist”. During his first year in office, Obama followed through by launching negotiations with Iran and North Korea on their nuclear programs, searching for common ground with Russia on arms control and missile defense, and softening economic sanctions against Cuba. The jury is still out on whether the Obama initiatives will bear fruit, but it is a start and a welcome improvement from the George W. Bush reliance on hard power. But much more must be done to translate Obama’s effective rhetoric into a softening of policy, a softening more likely to increase the security of America and the rest of the world. If President Obama were to withdraw American troops from Iraq and Afghanistan, then reduce the enormous US military budget, close some of the 761 US military bases in 147 countries, he would set the stage for America to inspire and lead the world by using the panoply of its soft power.
Iraq Link – Hegemony Incites Terrorism

U.S. presence is the main reason for terrorism in Iraq.

 Layne, chair of intelligence and national security at Texas A&M, 2009 (Christopher D., Ph. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for oﬀshore balancing has arrived,” Review of International Studies 35, 5-25)

For sure, there are Islamic radicals who, indeed, do hate the US for cultural, religious, and ideological reasons. But that is not why the US is a target for Islamic terrorists. 9/11 represented a violent counterreaction to America’s policies in the Middle East – especially its drive to dominate the region both geopolitically and culturally. As Michael Schuerer – who headed the CIA analytical team monitoring Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda – says, it is dangerous for the US to base its strategy for combating terrorism on the belief ‘that Muslims hate and attack us for what we are and think rather than for what we do’.41 In a similar vein, Richard K. Betts observed following the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center that, ‘It is hardly likely that Middle Eastern radicals would be hatching schemes like the destruction of the World Trade Center if the US had not been identified so long as the mainstay of Israel, the Shah of Iran, and conservative Arab regimes and the source of a cultural assault on Islam’.42 It is the US’ attempt to impose its primacy and preferences on the Middle East that fuels groups like Al-Qaeda and fans Islamic fundamentalism. Terrorism is a form of ‘blowback’ against America’s preponderant role in international affairs. Despicable and brutal though it was, the 9/11 attack was undertaken with cool calculation to achieve well-defined geopolitical objectives. Underscoring this point, Scheurer observes that, ‘In the context of ideas bin Laden shares with his brethren, the military actions of Al-Qaeda and its allies are acts of war, not terrorism . . . meant to advance bin Laden’s clear, focused, limited, and widely popular foreign policy goals . . .’.43 Specifically, Al-Qaeda wants to compel the US to remove its military presence from the Persian Gulf, and force Washington to alter its stance on the Israeli–Palestinian conflict. Al-Qaeda’s leaders also apparently hoped that the September 11 attacks would provoke a US overreaction, and thereby trigger an upsurge of popular discontent in the Islamic world that would lead to the overthrow of the Saudi monarchy and other pro-American regimes in the Middle East (Egypt, Pakistan, and Jordan, for example) and their replacement by fundamentalist Islamic governments.45 In other words, Al-Qaeda seeks to undermine US primacy, and thereby compel changes in America’s Middle Eastern grand strategy. The US presence on the ground in the Middle East also incites terrorists to attack American interests. In his study of suicide terrorist groups, Pape has found that ‘what nearly all suicide terrorist attacks have in common is a specific secular and strategic goal: to compel modern democracies to withdraw military forces from territory that the terrorists consider to be their homeland’.46 Al-Qaeda fits this pattern, and one of its principal objectives ‘is the expulsion of American troops from the Persian Gulf and the reduction of Washington’s power in the region’.47 Here, the Bush administration’s inflexible determination to maintain a long-term American military presence in Iraq is exactly the wrong policy to reduce terrorism. 

Iraq Link – US Presence Increases Terrorism

U.S. presence in Iraq has lead to increased terrorism Carpenter, Vice President, Defense and 
Foreign Policy Studies Cato Institute 2007(Ted G.“Escaping the Trap: Why the United States Must Leave Iraq” January 11, 2007, accessed June 30, 2010, http://www.cato.org/testimony/ct-tgc01112007.html)
Even the September 2006 National Intelligence Estimate on Iraq conceded that the U.S. occupation of Iraq had served as a focal point and inspiration for Muslim extremists. Equally worrisome, it had also served as a training arena for such militants to hone their military and terrorist skills. An Al Qaeda letter intercepted by the U.S. military indicates that the organization itself regards a continued U.S. military presence and, consequently, a long war in Iraq as a boon to its cause.

A December 2006 Zogby poll of populations in five Arab nations reveals just how much anti-U.S. sentiment has increased throughout that region. Opinions of the United States, which were already rather negative, have grown significantly worse in the past year.

Outside the Arab world, there also has been a hardening of attitudes toward the United States. Even among long-standing friends and allies (in such places as Europe and East Asia), the United States is viewed in a significantly more negative light. The longer we stay in Iraq, the worse those problems will become.
General Link – Hegemony Causes Instability

American hegemony pushes liberal democracy onto cultures that are resistant to it, causing regional instability and increasing anti-American sentiment and the likelihood of terrorist attacks. It also reduces America’s international image because in maintaining hegemony, the US has broken many international laws.
Noble, Asrudian Center, 08 (Allan, “US Hegemony, Global (In)stability, and IR Theory.” The Asrudian Center. 11/26/08. < http://asrudiancenter.wordpress.com/2008/11/26/us-hegemony-global-instability-and-ir-theory-2/>)
Neorealists have also advanced hegemonic stability arguments to legitimate a strong role for the United States abroad, as the unipolar power, in accordance with American national strategic interests (e.g. Brooks & Wohlforth 2002; Wohlforth 1999, esp. p. 23 n. 35). With the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the end of the bipolar era of the Cold War, neorealists found themselves collectively at a loss as to what the United States should do in the circumstances of its newly-found hegemonic power. Some urged forbearance, since, they warned, the ‘unipolar moment’ would not last: other major powers, such as Japan, Germany, or China, would soon come to resent American primacy, and would emerge as challengers to it, ending in multipolarity (Waltz 1993; Waltz2000; Layne 1993). Other neorealists saw unipolarity as more durable, and so long as the United States actively engaged the other major powers to reassure them of its benign intentions, hegemony could be prolonged (Mastanduno 1997). Yet still others regarded United States predominance as virtually unassailable—an unprecedented position in world history—and a unique opportunity to project American power and interests globally (Krauthammer 1990-1991; 2002; Wohlforth 1999).
            At first, under the Presidents George H.W. Bush and Bill Clinton, it seemed that the second option was the preferred one. Although, in 1992, a leaked Defense Planning Guidance policy document had asserted a strategy that sought vigorously to preserve unipolarity (or in Layne’s words, a grand strategy of ‘preponderance’), it was soon redrafted at the direction from the White House (Tyler 1992; Layne 1993, pp. 5-7). The United States appeared generally hesitant to intervene overseas; when it did so, as in Iraq (1991), Somalia (1992-1995), Bosnia (1992-1995), and Kosovo (1999), it was under the umbrella of multilateral organizations, such as the United Nations and NATO, and with broad international support. However, this all changed with the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington, on September 11, 2001.
            With the advent of 9/11, and the new challenges of transnational terrorism, the traditional neorealist paradigm seemed somewhat archaic and unsuitable. Nor was President George W. Bush predisposed towards traditional neoliberalism. What emerged was the last neorealist position listed above, wedded with a peculiar form of liberal internationalism—that is, ‘neoconservatism’ (e.g. Krauthammer 1990-1991; cf. Krauthammer 2004; see also:Fukuyama 2004, p. 1). Given official substance in the National Security Strategy, of 2002, which proclaimed that the “best defense is a good offense,” neoconservatism aimed aggressively to promote liberal democratic values abroad (The White House 2002). Such a grand strategy was not entirely new. President Jimmy Carter had also sought to project American values globally to the extent that, arguably, he sometimes forced national security interests into second place (Deibel 1992, pp. 95-96). The Ronald Reagan administration, which followed, increasingly came to adopt this approach, but also added to it radical neoliberal economic policies (ibid. pp. 96-97), the effects of which have already been discussed. Nevertheless, both the Carter and Reagan administrations were constrained by the context of the Cold War; the United States was not yet the unipolar power.
No such considerations, however, inhibited neoconservatism after 9/11, since the United States was now undeniably the global hegemon. The ongoing legacy of neoconservatism has been war and global instability. The United States has, since 9/11, violated several international laws—not least of all, the unsanctioned preventative war on Iraq. The neoconservative strategy of exporting liberal democracy to the Middle East has also caused increasing regional destabilization. Moreover, these policies have harmed the national security interests of the United States, by increasing the risks of further terrorist attacks, and by inciting anti-American resentment around the world.
Link – Iraq – US Stabilizes
The Iraqis want us out,  but U.S. troops are essential to protecting the people of Iraq and Iraq itself. Protecting Iraq is more important then their foolish desires
Public Radio International 09 [Pri’s “The Takeaway”. June 30th, 2009. { http://www.pri.org/world/middle-east/us-troop-withdraw-iraq-stability1458.html
}]

Four U.S. soldiers died last night in Baghdad, following a series of bombing last week that killed nearly 160 people. Despite Iraqi President Nouri al-Maliki’s insistence that Iraqi security forces are up to the challenge, many believe that Iraq's urban areas may destabilize without U.S. support. 
On "The Takeaway" to discuss the US troop pullout are Nazar Janabi, former Director General for defense policy in the Iraqi Ministry of Defense; and Professor Gary Solis, a retired U.S. Marine with 26 years experience who teaches military law at Georgetown University, and who also formerly taught at West Point.

Janabi explains the celebration by the people of Iraq: "It's very understandable that Iraqis feel very jubilant today because they have regained ... their control over their country. It has been several years now -- since the beginning of the invasion in 2003 -- and Iraqis have felt that they did not have any control over their fate. And incrementally they have increased their control over their destiny, and since [President] Maliki's government took over, we have noticed that trend of ... how Iraqis are independent, how the Iraq decision is for Iraqis only ... this was not something that could not even be discussed two years ago. Iraqis did not have the power or the confidence in their capabilities to discuss this with the Americans, and now ... Iraqis feel that they have taken control over the fate of their country."

The mission for Iraqi security forces is to take over for the Americans and keep the levels of violence at minimum, says Janabi: "Although everyone is celebrating, everyone also is ... being extremely careful of what is going to happen next. How are the terrorist, how are the extremist groups going to react to the withdrawal of American forces?"  Solis describes the mission for the US at this point: "I think it's a unique mission -- any time you have a counterinsurgency, the population is the prize, the objective. And so as Mr. Janabi indicated, security is the primary mission. So American forces are in effect, I believe, going to prove to be the 911 force for Iraqi security forces -- if they get into a firefight, or a situation in which they can't control the outcome, they're going to call for American reinforcements and air support. So, our mission is to provide backup, to provide additional firepower to the Iraqi forces, whose mission is to provide security for the population." Both Solis and Janabi believe that violence will flare up in Iraq in the short term after the withdrawal. Solis: "We're already seeing it of course, a spike in the bombings, a spike in the deaths -- four US [killed in action] last night -- so I think it's inevitable that we're going to see an increase in violence. But much of it is not effective -- it's for the press primarily. The question is: will we approach some tipping point in which violence flares in which the Iraqi populace looks to sectarian forces to provide security. If that happens, we can be in very serious trouble. 
"Both sides have such a grave stake in the success of the Iraqi forces in providing security that we're going to do everything we can to help the Iraqis. And I think we will find that US forces aren't entirely out of the picture as much as the newspapers may be indicating right now." Janabi: "There will definitely be attempts from extremist groups to flare up the violence. The question is, how capable are Iraqi forces to respond to these? The Iraqi forces lack some of the ... logistical support, the intelligence ... I'm hopeful that after the Americans have moved out of the cities, they have passed on this information to the Iraqis so they could follow up on the intelligence on the neighborhoods that were occupied by the Americans."

Link -- Increase Hegemony – US-Turkey Relations

Removing tactical nuclear weapons increases US-Turkey relationships, therefore increasing hegemony.

Lamond and Ingram 2009 (Claudine and Paul. January 23. “Politics around US tactical nuclear weapons in European host states.” BASIC. No 11. http://www.atlantic-community.org/app/webroot/files/articlepdf/CLamondTNWinNATO.pdf)

There is a rising sentiment amongst the population for the removal of US nuclear weapons from Turkish territory. In a recent survey,20 more than half the respondents stated that they are against nuclear weapons being stationed in Turkey. Almost 60% of the Turkish population would support a government request to remove the nuclear weapons from their country, and 72% said they would support an initiative to make Turkey a nuclear-free zone.21 There may be several causes behind this sentiment, including the Iraq War, Turkish relations with neighboring states, budget expenditure and the moral concern over nuclear weapons. The historic precedence of Greece, a NATO member and Turkey’s historic rival, ending its commitment to nuclear sharing in NATO may have further strengthened this tendency.

Link -- Russia Relations

By withdrawing nuclear weapons from Turkey, we improve relations with Russia. This helps our role in the world.

Hans Kristensen, March 2006, Federation of American Scientists, "U.S. Nuclear Weapons in Europe: Current Posture and Policy Implications," http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_ citation/1/0/0/9/1/pages100915/p100915-1.php
Such nuclear bickering between U.S. and Russian government officials was common during the Cold War. The fact that it occurs today – more than a decade and a half after the Cold War ended and nearly three years after the 2001 NPR declared an end to nuclear animosity with Russia – illustrates the danger of continuing the status quo and how easy is for nuclear leftovers to suddenly rise to the top of the problem agenda. It shows that the forward deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons in Europe is an important irritant to improved relations between Russia and NATO, far out of proportion to the vague and unspecific benefits these weapons allegedly contribute to NATO’s security interests. The nuclear weapons in Europe undercut improved relations with Russia because they underscore that the relationship continues to be threat-based.

Link – Iraq – Leaving Does Nothing to Hegemony
While troops are leaving Iraq, the U.S. is replacing them with contractors, still proving U.S. hegemonic control over Iraq 

Byrne 09(John, publisher and founder of Rawstory.com, The Raw Story, September 9, 2009, accessed June 29, 2010, http://rawstory.com/blog/2009/09/us-replacing-iraq-troops-with-private-contractors/
)
US forces are not withdrawing from Iraq.

Well, its soldiers are. But not civilian contractors. Despite President Barack Obama’s pledge to withdraw US troops from the war-torn country, the US is planning to award contracts to protect US installations at a cost to taxpayers that could near $1 billion.

In fact, the Multi-National Force-Iraq just awarded $485 million in contracts just last week, while Congress enjoyed its summer recess. Five firms will handle private security deals to provide security for US bases. It’s a neat rhetorical loophole that will allow US officials to say that the country has withdrawn from Iraq, while its contractors remain.
“Under a similar contract with five security contractors that began in September 2007, the MNF-I spent $253 million through March 2009, with needs growing over that 18-month period,” the Washington Post’s Walter Pincus wrote in Wednesday editions. “That contract, which was to run three years, had a spending limit of $450 million.

Pincus cites an Inspector General’s report, whose fine print notes that these contracts could swell to a whopping $935 million. An earlier IG report documented manifold allegations of fraud and government waste (PDF here).

Victory Base Camp, one of the US’ largest installations, will likely require “approximately 2,600 security personnel,” the report said — just by itself.

The Pentagon’s “quarterly report on contracting showed a 19 percent increase from the three previous months in the number of security guards in Iraq hired by the Defense Department. The Central Command attributed the increase, from 10,743 at the end of March to 13,232 at the end of June, mainly to “an increased need for PSCs [private security companies] to provide security as the military begins to draw down forces.”

Private guards replaced soldiers at 19 locations. Are taxpayers getting their money’s worth by awarding contracts to more efficient private firms?

Nope: security companies are billing the US for more people to do what the military is able to do with less.

“Camp Bucca, primarily a detention facility, called for ‘417 personnel to free up approximately 350 soldiers for combat operations,’” Pincus notes. “At Forward Operating Base Hammer, the task order called for 124 private guards to allow 102 soldiers to take on combat activities.”

At another installation, Camp Taji, about 900 private contractors replaced 400 soldiers.

________________

***Internal Link***
Although flawed, unipolarity is best option

US will make mistakes; however, maintaining unipolarity is better than other options

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 

http ://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html downloaded 6/30/2010)
Predominance is not the same thing as omnipotence. Just because the United States has more power than everyone else does not mean it can impose its will on everyone else. American predominance in the early years after the Second World War did not prevent the North Korean invasion of the South, a communist victory in China, the Soviet acquisition of the hydrogen bomb, or the consolidation of the Soviet empire in Eastern Europe -- all far greater strategic setbacks than anything the United States has yet suffered or is likely to suffer in Iraq and Afghanistan. Nor does predominance mean the United States will succeed in all its endeavors, any more than it did six decades ago.
By the same token, foreign policy failures do not necessarily undermine predominance. Some have suggested that failure in Iraq would mean the end of predominance and unipolarity. But a superpower can lose a war -- in Vietnam or in Iraq -- without ceasing to be a superpower if the fundamental international conditions continue to support its predominance. So long as the United States remains at the center of the international economy and the predominant military power, so long as the American public continues to support American predominance as it has consistently for six decades, and so long as potential challengers inspire more fear than sympathy among their neighbors, the structure of the international system should remain as the Chinese describe it: one superpower and many great powers.

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world 's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value.

American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.

Challenges to US Hegemony: China & Japan

Other countries/entities are competing for regional and world dominance; China and Japan have aspirations to control East Asia; South Korea could get caught in the middle

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 

http ://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html downloaded 6/30/2010)
The return of great powers and great games

If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other.

National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passe; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation.

Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past.

Challenges to US Hegemony: Russia
Other countries are competing for regional and world dominance; Russia is one

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 

http ://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html downloaded 6/30/2010)
Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult.

Challenges to US Hegemony: India, the EU & others
Other countries/entities are competing for regional and world dominance; India, the EU and others need to be considered 

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 

http ://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html downloaded 6/30/2010)
One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States.

Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role.

Challenges to US Hegemony: Islamic fundamentalism
Other countries are competing for regional and world dominance; Islamic fundamentalism is a concern

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 
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Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst.

Internal Link – Soft Power = Hegemony
Trading hard power for soft power would increase U.S. hegemony.
Nye 6 (Joseph, Ph.D in Political Science from Harvard, October 27, Soft Power, Hard Power, and Leadership, http://www.hks.harvard.edu/netgov/files/talks/docs/11_06_06_seminar_Nye_HP_SP_Leadership.pdf)

Hard and soft power sometimes reinforce and sometimes interfere with each other. Almost every leader needs a certain degree of soft power. As David Hume pointed out more than two centuries ago, no individual is alone strong enough to coerce everyone else. A dictator must attract or induce an inner circle of henchmen to impose his coercion. Even Hitler, Stalin and Mao had such a circle of acolytes. But except for some religious leaders such as the Dalai Lama, soft power is rarely sufficient. And a leader who only courts popularity may be reluctant to exercise hard power when he should. Alternatively, leaders who throw their weight around without regard to the effects on their soft power may find others placing obstacles in the way of their hard power. Machiavelli may be correct that it is better for a prince to be feared than to be loved, but we sometimes forget that the opposite of love is not fear, but hatred. And Machiavelli made it clear that hatred is something a prince should carefully avoid. When the exercise of hard power undercuts soft power, it makes leadership more difficult – as the United States is finding out in its struggle against jihadist terrorism. The ability to combine hard and soft power fruitfully is “smart power.”

US views itself as the reluctant superpower necessary to maintain peace 

The US relishes its role as the sole superpower; empirically, the US is more than willing to play that role

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 
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Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe.

Russia and China will not cooperate with the West

Autocratic regimes will compete with others against the spread of democracy; Russia and China will continue to have influence

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 
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Neither Russia nor China has any interest in assisting liberal nations in their crusade against autocracies around the world. Moreover, they can see their comparative advantage over the West when it comes to gaining influence with African, Asian, or Latin American governments that can provide access to oil and other vital natural resources or that, in the case of Burma, are strategically located. Moscow knows it can have more influence with governments in Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan because, unlike the liberal West, it can unreservedly support their regimes. And the more autocracies there are in the world, the less isolated Beijing and Moscow will be in international forums such as the United Nations. The more dictatorships there are, the more global resistance they will offer against the liberal West 's efforts to place limits on sovereignty in the interest of advancing liberalism.

The general effect of the rise of these two large autocratic powers, therefore, will be to increase the likelihood that autocracy will spread in some parts of the world. This is not because Russia and China are evangelists for autocracy or want to set off a worldwide autocratic revolution. It is not the Cold War redux. It is more like the nineteenth century redux. Then, the absolutist rulers of Russia and Austria shored up fellow autocracies -- in France, for instance -- and used force to suppress liberal movements in Germany, Italy, Poland, and Spain. China and Russia may not go that far, at least not yet. But Ukraine has already been a battleground between forces supported by the liberal West and forces supported by Russia. The great-power autocracies will inevitably offer support and friendship to those who feel besieged by the United States and other liberal nations. This in itself will strengthen the hand of autocracy in the world. Autocrats and would-be autocrats will know they can again find powerful allies and patrons, something that was not as true in the 1990s.

Moreover, China and (to a much lesser extent) Russia provide a model for successful autocracy, a way to create wealth and stability without political liberalization. This is hardly novel, of course. Hugo Chavez did not need China to show him the possibilities of successful autocracy, least of all in Latin America. In the 1970s, autocratic regimes such as Pinochet's Chile, the shah's Iran, and Suharto's Indonesia also demonstrated that economic success could come without political liberalization. But through the 1980s and 1990s the autocratic model seemed less attractive as dictatorships of both right and left fell before the liberal tide. That tide has not yet turned in the other direction, but the future may bring a return to a global competition between different forms of government, with the world 's great powers on opposite sides.

US has responsibility to be world leader
The late ‘90’s seemed to encourage a trend to end US dominance; changes since require the US to maintain role as world hegemon; only means by which to avoid future conflicts

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 
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The end of grand expectations

When the Cold War ended, it was possible to imagine that the world had been utterly changed: the end of international competition, the end of geopolitics, the end of history. When in the first decade after the Cold War people began describing the new era of "globalization," the common expectation was that the phenomenon of instantaneous global communications, the free flow of goods and services, the rapid transmission of ideas and information, and the intermingling and blending of cultures would further knit together a world that had already just patched up the great ideological and geopolitical tears of the previous century. "Globalization" was to the late twentieth century what "sweet commerce" was to the late eighteenth -- an anticipated balm for a war-weary world.

In the 1990s serious thinkers predicted the end of wars and military confrontations among great powers. European "postmodernism" seemed to be the future: the abandonment of power politics in favor of international institutions capable of managing the disagreements among nations. Even today, there are those who believe the world is moving along the same path as the European Union. John Ikenberry recently described the post-Cold War era, the decade of the 1990s, as a liberal paradise:

NAFTA, APEC, and the WTO signaled a strengthening of the rules and institutions of the world economy. NATO was expanded and the U.S.-Japan alliance was renewed. Russia became a quasi-member of the West and China was a "strategic partner" with Washington. Clinton's grand strategy of building post-Cold War order around expanding markets, democracy, and institutions was the triumphant embodiment of the liberal vision of international order. 22

Perhaps it was these grand expectations of a new era for humankind that helped spur the anger and outrage at American policies of the past decade. It is not that those policies are in themselves so different, or in any way out of character for the United States. It is that to many people in Europe and even in the United States, they have seemed jarringly out of place in a world that was supposed to have moved on.

As we now know, however, both nationalism and ideology were already making their comeback in the 1990s. Russia had ceased to be and no longer desired to be a "quasi-member" of the West, and partly because of NATO enlargement. China was already on its present trajectory and had already determined that American hegemony was a threat to its ambitions. The forces of radical Islam had already begun their jihad, globalization had already caused a backlash around the world, and the juggernaut of democracy had already stalled and begun to tip precariously.
After the Second World War, another moment in history when hopes for a new kind of international order were rampant, Hans Morgenthau warned idealists against imagining that at some point "the final curtain would fall and the game of power politics would no longer be played. " But the world struggle continued then, and it continues today. Six decades ago American leaders believed the United States had the unique ability and the unique responsibility to use its power to prevent a slide back to the circumstances that produced two world wars and innumerable national calamities. Although much has changed since then, America 's responsibility has not.

Internal link: Afghanistan Withdraw Increase Terrorism, Threatens India

A withdrawal of American troops allows parts of Afghanistan to fall into the hands of the Taliban, vastly increasing the morale and the confidence of insurgent groups and diverting India’s energy from developing the economic and military might necessary to pose a threat to China.
Kaplan 09 (Robert, “Beijing’s Afghan Gamble.” The New York Times. 10/6/09. < http://www.nytimes.com/2009/10/07/opinion/07kaplan.html?_r=2&hp=&adxnnl=1&adxnnlx=1254922024-DtWtE47N281yEQSnYLmKyQ>)
 But what if America decides to leave, or to drastically reduce its footprint to a counterterrorism strategy focused mainly on the Afghanistan-Pakistan border? Then another scenario might play out. Kandahar and other areas will most likely fall to the Taliban, creating a truly lawless realm that wrecks China’s plans for an energy and commodities passageway through South Asia. It would also, of course, be a momentous moral victory achieved by radical Muslims who, having first defeated the Soviet Union in Afghanistan, will then have triumphed over another superpower.

And the calculations get more complicated still: a withdrawal of any kind from Afghanistan before a stable government is in place would also hurt India, a critical if undeclared American ally, and increasingly a rival of China. Were the Taliban to retake Afghanistan, India would face a radical Islamistan stretching from its border with Pakistan deep into Central Asia. With the Taliban triumphant on Pakistan’s western border, jihadists there could direct their energies to the eastern border with India.

India would defeat Pakistan in a war, conventional or nuclear. But having to do so, or simply needing to face down a significantly greater jihadist threat next door, would divert India’s national energies away from further developing its economy and its navy, a development China would quietly welcome.
Internal Link – U.S. Presence Causes Terrorism

U.S. presence is the main reason for terrorism in Iraq  
Layne, chair of intelligence and national security at Texas A&M, 2009 (Christopher D., Ph. “America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for oﬀshore balancing has arrived,” Review of International Studies 35, 5-25)

For sure, there are Islamic radicals who, indeed, do hate the US for cultural, religious, and ideological reasons. But that is not why the US is a target for Islamic terrorists. 9/11 represented a violent counterreaction to America’s policies in the Middle East – especially its drive to dominate the region both geopolitically and culturally. As Michael Schuerer – who headed the CIA analytical team monitoring Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda – says, it is dangerous for the US to base its strategy for combating terrorism on the belief ‘that Muslims hate and attack us for what we are and think rather than for what we do’.41 In a similar vein, Richard K. Betts observed following the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center that, ‘It is hardly likely that Middle Eastern radicals would be hatching schemes like the destruction of the World Trade Center if the US had not been identified so long as the mainstay of Israel, the Shah of Iran, and conservative Arab regimes and the source of a cultural assault on Islam’.42 It is the US’ attempt to impose its primacy and preferences on the Middle East that fuels groups like Al-Qaeda and fans Islamic fundamentalism. Terrorism is a form of ‘blowback’ against America’s preponderant role in international affairs. Despicable and brutal though it was, the 9/11 attack was undertaken with cool calculation to achieve well-defined geopolitical objectives. Underscoring this point, Scheurer observes that, ‘In the context of ideas bin Laden shares with his brethren, the military actions of Al-Qaeda and its allies are acts of war, not terrorism . . . meant to advance bin Laden’s clear, focused, limited, and widely popular foreign policy goals . . .’.43 Specifically, Al-Qaeda wants to compel the US to remove its military presence from the Persian Gulf, and force Washington to alter its stance on the Israeli–Palestinian conflict.44 Al-Qaeda’s leaders also apparently hoped that the September 11 attacks would provoke a US overreaction, and thereby trigger an upsurge of popular discontent in the Islamic world that would lead to the overthrow of the Saudi monarchy and other pro-American regimes in the Middle East (Egypt, Pakistan, and Jordan, for example) and their replacement by fundamentalist Islamic governments.45 In other words, Al-Qaeda seeks to undermine US primacy, and thereby compel changes in America’s Middle Eastern grand strategy. The US presence on the ground in the Middle East also incites terrorists to attack American interests. In his study of suicide terrorist groups, Pape has found that ‘what nearly all suicide terrorist attacks have in common is a specific secular and strategic goal: to compel modern democracies to withdraw military forces from territory that the terrorists consider to be their homeland’.46 Al-Qaeda fits this pattern, and one of its principal objectives ‘is the expulsion of American troops from the Persian Gulf and the reduction of Washington’s power in the region’.47 Here, the Bush administration’s inflexible determination to maintain a long-term American military presence in Iraq is exactly the wrong policy to reduce terrorism. 

Internal Link – North Korea War

North Korea has made it clear that it will not hesitate to declare war with nuclear weapons. Any instability could set them off.

Guardian ‘09

(“North Korea warns Seoul of nuclear war following UN sanctions,” The Guardian, 6/14/09) http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/jun/14/north-korea-un-nuclear-war
North Korea has warned of a nuclear war on the Korean peninsula while vowing to step up its atomic weapons programme in defiance of new UN sanctions.
Today's Rodong Sinmun, a state-run North Korean newspaper, claimed the US has 1,000 nuclear weapons in South Korea. Another state-run publication claimed that America had been deploying nuclear weapons in Japan as well.

North Korea "is completely within the range of US nuclear attack and the Korean peninsula is becoming an area where the chances of a nuclear war are the highest in the world", the Tongil Sinbo said.

A spokesman at the US military command in Seoul dismissed the claims as "baseless", saying Washington had no nuclear bombs in South Korea. US tactical nuclear weapons were removed from the country in 1991 following the cold war.

Yesterday, Pyongyang threatened war on any country that dared to stop its ships under the new sanctions approved by the UN security council on Friday.

Pyongyang's sabre-rattling presents a growing diplomatic headache for Barack Obama as he prepares for talks on Tuesday with his South Korean counterpart on the North's missile and nuclear programmes.

President Lee Myung-bak told security ministers at an unscheduled meeting today to "resolutely and squarely" cope with the North's latest threat, his office said. He leaves for the US tomorrow morning.

South Korea's unification ministry today demanded that the North stop stoking tension, abandon its nuclear weapons and returned to dialogue with the South.

It is unclear whether North Korea's statements are simply rhetoric. But they are a setback for international attempts to rein in the country's nuclear ambitions following its second nuclear test on 25 May.

In yesterday's statement, Pyongyang said it has been enriching uranium to provide fuel for its light-water reactor. It was the first public acknowledgment that the North is running such a programme in addition to its known plutonium one.

Today, Seoul's Yonhap news agency reported that South Korea and the US have mobilised spy satellites, reconnaissance aircraft and human intelligence networks to obtain evidence of the programme.

North Korea says its nuclear programme is a deterrent against the US, which it routinely accuses of plotting to topple its regime. Washington, which has 28,500 US troops stationed in South Korea, has repeatedly said it has no such intention.

The latest UN sanctions are aimed at depriving Pyongyang of the financing necessary for its nuclear programme. The UN also authorised searches of North Korean ships suspected of transporting illicit ballistic missile and nuclear materials. The new sanctions 

The UN penalties provided the necessary tools to help check North Korea's pursuit of nuclear weapons, said the US secretary of state, Hillary Clinton yesterday.

They show that "North Korea's pursuit of nuclear weapons and the capacity to deliver those weapons through missiles is not going to be accepted by the neighbours as well as the greater international community", she said.

Internal Link – Nuclear Taiwan War

China will use nuclear weapons in a war over Taiwan, leading to global nuclear war.

Kahn ‘05

(Joseph Kahn, “Chinese General Threatens Use of A-Bombs if U.S. Intrudes,” The New York Times, 7/15/05) http://www.nytimes.com/2005/07/15/international/asia/15china.html
China should use nuclear weapons against the United States if the American military intervenes in any conflict over Taiwan, a senior Chinese military official said Thursday.
"If the Americans draw their missiles and position-guided ammunition on to the target zone on China's territory, I think we will have to respond with nuclear weapons," the official, Maj. Gen. Zhu Chenghu, said at an official briefing.

General Zhu, considered a hawk, stressed that his comments reflected his personal views and not official policy. Beijing has long insisted that it will not initiate the use of nuclear weapons in any conflict.

But in extensive comments to a visiting delegation of correspondents based in Hong Kong, General Zhu said he believed that the Chinese government was under internal pressure to change its "no first use" policy and to make clear that it would employ the most powerful weapons at its disposal to defend its claim over Taiwan.

"War logic" dictates that a weaker power needs to use maximum efforts to defeat a stronger rival, he said, speaking in fluent English. "We have no capability to fight a conventional war against the United States," General Zhu said. "We can't win this kind of war."

Whether or not the comments signal a shift in Chinese policy, they come at a sensitive time in relations between China and the United States.

The Pentagon is preparing the release of a long-delayed report on the Chinese military that some experts say will warn that China could emerge as a strategic rival to the United States. National security concerns have also been a major issue in the $18.5 billion bid by Cnooc Ltd., a major Chinese oil and gas company, to purchase the Unocal Corporation, the American energy concern.

China has had atomic bombs since 1964 and currently has a small arsenal of land- and sea-based nuclear-tipped missiles that can reach the United States, according to most Western intelligence estimates. Some Pentagon officials have argued that China has been expanding the size and sophistication of its nuclear bombs and delivery systems, while others argue that Beijing has done little more than maintain a minimal but credible deterrent against a nuclear attack.

Beijing has said repeatedly that it would use military force to prevent Taiwan from becoming a formally independent country. President Bush has made clear that the United States would defend Taiwan.
Many military analysts have assumed that any battle over Taiwan would be localized, with both China and the United States taking care to ensure that it would not expand into a general war between the two powers.

But the comments by General Zhu suggest that at least some elements of the military are prepared to widen the conflict, perhaps to persuade the United States that it could no more successfully fight a limited war against China than it could against the former Soviet Union.

"If the Americans are determined to interfere, then we will be determined to respond," he said. "We Chinese will prepare ourselves for the destruction of all the cities east of Xian. Of course the Americans will have to be prepared that hundreds of cities will be destroyed by the Chinese."

General Zhu's threat is not the first of its kind from a senior Chinese military official. In 1995, Xiong Guangkai, who is now the deputy chief of the general staff of the People's Liberation Army, told Chas W. Freeman, a former Pentagon official, that China would consider using nuclear weapons in a Taiwan conflict. Mr. Freeman quoted Mr. Xiong as saying that Americans should worry more about Los Angeles than Taipei.

____________

***Impact***

Impact – Loss of Hegemony Increases Instability

A loss of hegemony is like apolarity, which causes massive war and terrorism.

Ferguson 04 (Professor at NYU and Senior Fellow at Hoover Institution of Stanford University. “A World without Power.” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=2579&page=0) 


So what is left? Waning empires. Religious revivals. Incipient anarchy. A coming retreat into fortified cities. These are the Dark Age experiences that a world without a hyperpower might quickly find itself reliving. The trouble is, of course, that this Dark Age would be an altogether more dangerous one than the Dark Age of the ninth century. For the world is much more populous-roughly 20 times more--so friction between the world's disparate "tribes" is bound to be more frequent. Technology has transformed production; now human societies depend not merely on freshwater and the harvest but also on supplies of fossil fuels that are known to be finite. Technology has upgraded destruction, too, so it is now possible not just to sack a city but to obliterate it. For more than two decades, globalization--the integration of world markets for commodities, labor, and capital--has raised living standards throughout the world, except where countries have shut themselves off from the process through tyranny or civil war. The reversal of globalization--which a new Dark Age would produce--would certainly lead to economic stagnation and even depression. As the United States sought to protect itself after a second September 11 devastates, say, Houston or Chicago, it would inevitably become a less open society, less hospitable for foreigners seeking to work, visit, or do business. Meanwhile, as Europe's Muslim enclaves grew, Islamist extremists' infiltration of the EU would become irreversible, increasing trans-Atlantic tensions over the Middle East to the breaking point. An economic meltdown in China would plunge the Communist system into crisis, unleashing the centrifugal forces that undermined previous Chinese empires. Western investors would lose out and conclude that lower returns at home are preferable to the risks of default abroad. The worst effects of the new Dark Age would be felt on the edges of the waning great powers. The wealthiest ports of the global economy--from New York to Rotterdam to Shanghai--would become the targets of plunderers and pirates. With ease, terrorists could disrupt the freedom of the seas, targeting oil tankers, aircraft carriers, and cruise liners, while Western nations frantically concentrated on making their airports secure. Meanwhile, limited nuclear wars could devastate numerous regions, beginning in the Korean peninsula and Kashmir, perhaps ending catastrophically in the Middle East. In Latin America, wretchedly poor citizens would seek solace in Evangelical Christianity imported by U.S. religious orders. In Africa, the great plagues of aids and malaria would continue their deadly work. The few remaining solvent airlines would simply suspend services to many cities in these continents; who would wish to leave their privately guarded safe havens to go there? For all these reasons, the prospect of an apolar world should frighten us today a great deal more than it frightened the heirs of Charlemagne. If the United States retreats from global hegemony--its fragile self-image dented by minor setbacks on the imperial frontier--its critics at home and abroad must not pretend that they are ushering in a new era of multipolar harmony, or even a return to the good old balance of power. Be careful what you wish for. The alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be apolarity--a global vacuum of power. And far more dangerous forces than rival great powers would benefit from such a not-so-new world disorder.
Consequences of multipolarity would be disastrous
Current climate is being driven by nationalism; without US hegemony, regional conflicts would erupt into destructive wars
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The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.

It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.

Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.
People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.
Conflicts will exist between liberalism and autocracy

Conflicts don’t exist between various forms of economic practices; the conflict is between the forms that governments should and ought to take
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Liberalism and autocracy

Complicating the equation and adding to the stakes is that the return to the international competition of ambitious nations has been accompanied by a return to global ideological competition. More precisely, the two-centuries-old struggle between political liberalism and autocracy has reemerged as a third defining characteristic of the present era.

The Cold War may have caused us to forget that the more enduring ideological conflict since the Enlightenment has not been between capitalism and communism but between liberalism and autocracy. That was the issue that divided the United States from much of Europe in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and it divided Europe itself through much of the nineteenth century and into the twentieth. The assumption that the death of communism would bring an end to disagreements about the proper form of government and society seemed more plausible in the 1990s, when both Russia and China were thought to be moving toward political as well as economic liberalism. Such a development would have produced a remarkable ideological convergence among all the great powers of the world and heralded a genuinely new era in human development.

But those expectations have proved misplaced. China has not liberalized but has shored up its autocratic government. Russia has turned away from imperfect liberalism decisively toward autocracy. Of the world’s  great powers today, therefore, two of the largest, with over a billion and a half people, have governments that are committed to autocratic rule and seem to have the ability to sustain themselves in power for the foreseeable future with apparent popular approval.

Many assume that Russian and Chinese leaders do not believe in anything, and therefore they cannot be said to represent an ideology, but that is mistaken. The rulers of China and Russia do have a set of beliefs that guide them in both domestic and foreign policy. They believe autocracy is better for their nations than democracy. They believe it offers order and stability and the possibility of prosperity. They believe that for their large, fractious nations, a strong government is essential to prevent chaos and collapse. They believe democracy is not the answer and that they are serving the best interests of their peoples by holding and wielding power the way they do. This is not a novel or, from a historical perspective, even a disreputable idea. The European monarchies of the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centuries were thoroughly convinced of the superiority of their form of government. They disdained democracy as the rule of the licentious and greedy mob. Only in the past half-century has liberalism gained widespread popularity around the world, and even today some American thinkers exalt "liberal autocracy" over what they, too, disdain as "illiberal democracy." If two of the world's largest powers share a common commitment to autocratic government, autocracy is not dead as an ideology. The autocratic tradition has a long and distinguished past, and it is not as obvious as it once seemed that it has no future.

The foreign policies of such states necessarily reflect the nature and interests of their governments. In the age of monarchy, foreign policy served the interests of the monarchy. In the age of religious conflict, it served the interests of the church. In the modern era, democracies have pursued foreign policies to make the world safe for democracy. And autocracies pursue foreign policies aimed at making the world safe, if not for all autocracies, at least for their own continued rule. Today the competition between them, along with the struggle of radical Islamists to make the world safe for their vision of Islamic theocracy, has become a defining feature of the international scene.
Russia & China have alternative view of the world in conflict with US goals
Russian & Chinese autocracies clash with more liberal European and US views of government; empirically, has manifested itself in other conflicts; 
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The differences between the two camps appear on many issues of lesser strategic importance -- China's willingness to provide economic and political support to certain African dictatorships that liberal governments in Europe and the United States find odious, for instance. But they are also shaping international relations at a more fundamental level. Contrary to expectations at the end of the Cold War, the question of "regime" or "polity" is once again becoming a main subject of international relations. The world looks very different from Moscow and Beijing than it does from Washington, London, Berlin, and Paris. In Europe and the United States, the liberal world cheered on the "color revolutions" in Ukraine, Georgia, and Kyrgyzstan and saw in them the natural unfolding of humanity 's proper political evolution. In Russia and China, these events were viewed as Western-funded, CIA-inspired coups that furthered the geopolitical hegemony of America and its (subservient) European allies. The two autocratic powers responded similarly to NATO's intervention in Kosovo in 1999, and not only because China's embassy was bombed by an American warplane and Russia's slavic orthodox allies in Serbia were on the receiving end of the NATO onslaught. What the liberal "West" considered a moral act, a "humanitarian" intervention, leaders and analysts in Moscow and Beijing saw as unlawful and self-interested aggression. Indeed, since they do not share the liberal West 's liberalism, how could they have seen it any other way? What is more, the allied intervention in Kosovo was unlawful, at least according to centuries of international law and the UN Charter. It was undertaken without authorization by the UN Security Council and against a sovereign nation that had committed no act of aggression beyond its borders. Americans and Europeans went to war in service of what they regarded as a "higher law" of liberal morality. For those who do not share this liberal morality, however, such acts are merely lawless, destructive of the traditional safeguards of national sovereignty. Of course, it is precisely toward a less rigid conception of national sovereignty that the liberal world of Europe and the United States would like to go. It is their conception of progress and a beneficial evolution of international legal principles. Ideas that are becoming common currency in Europe and the United States -- limited sovereignty, "the responsibility to protect," a "voluntary sovereignty waiver" -​all aim to provide liberal nations the right to intervene in the affairs of nonliberal nations. The Chinese and Russians and the leaders of other autocracies cannot welcome this kind of progress. Nor is it surprising that China and Russia have become the world 's leading defenders of the Westphalian order of states, with its insistence upon the inviolable sovereign equality of all nations. This is more than a dispute over the niceties of international law. It concerns the fundamental legitimacy of governments, which at the end of the day is a matter of life and death. Autocrats can hardly be expected to aid in legitimizing an evolution in the international system toward "limited sovereignty" and "the responsibility to protect." For even if the people and governments pushing this evolution do not believe they are establishing the predicate for international interventions against Russia and China, the leaders of those nations have no choice but to contemplate the possibility and to try to shield themselves. China, after all, has been a victim of international sanctions imposed by the U.S.-led liberal world, and for killing far fewer people than the governments of Sudan or Zimbabwe. Nor do China 's rulers forget that if the liberal world had had its way in 1989, they would now be out of office, probably imprisoned, possibly dead. Because autocratic governments have a vital interest in disputing liberal principles of interventionism, they will often resist efforts by the liberal international community to put pressure on other autocracies around the world. Many in the United States and Europe have begun to complain about Chinese policies that provide unfettered aid to dictatorships in Africa and Asia, thereby undermining American and European efforts to press for reforms in countries such as Zimbabwe and Burma. To ask one dictatorship to aid in the undermining of another dictatorship, however, is asking a great deal. Chinese leaders will always be extremely reluctant to impose sanctions on autocrats when they themselves remain subject to sanctions for their own autocratic behavior. They may bend occasionally so as to avoid too-close association with what the West calls "rogue regimes." But the thrust of their foreign policy will be to support an international order that places a high value on national sovereignty.
US Hegemony solves multiple scenarios of conflict 1/2
Only US hegemony is keeping some regions under control; loss of US influence would undermine stability in these regions
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The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world 's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.

Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.

In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances.

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

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, 
US hegemony solves multiple scenarios of conflict 2/2
to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

US foreign policy needs to adapt to lack of cooperation from autocracies
The US shouldn’t worry about building an international community; the focus should be on building democracies through a commitment to democratic ideals
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Today there is little sense of shared morality and common political principle among the great powers. Quite the contrary: There is suspicion, growing hostility, and the well-grounded view on the part of the autocracies that the democracies, whatever they say, would welcome their overthrow. Any concert among them would be built on a shaky foundation likely to collapse at the first serious test. American foreign policy should be attuned to these ideological distinctions and recognize their relevance to the most important strategic questions. It is folly to expect China to help undermine a brutal regime in Khartoum or to be surprised if Russia rattles its saber at pro-Western democratic governments near its borders. There will be a tendency toward solidarity among the world 's autocracies, as well as among the world's democracies. For all these reasons, the United States should pursue policies designed both to promote democracy and to strengthen cooperation among the democracies. It should join with other democracies to erect new international institutions that both reflect and enhance their shared principles and goals. One possibility might be to establish a global concert or league of democratic states, perhaps informally at first but with the aim of holding regular meetings and consultations on the issues of the day. Such an institution could bring together Asian nations such as Japan, Australia, and India with the European nations -- two sets of democracies that have comparatively little to do with each other outside the realms of trade and finance. The institution would complement, not replace, the United Nations, the G-8, and other global forums. But it would at the very least signal a commitment to the democratic idea, and in time it could become a means of pooling the resources of democratic nations to address a number of issues that cannot be addressed at the United Nations. If successful, it could come to be an organization capable of bestowing legitimacy on actions that liberal nations deem necessary but autocratic nations refuse to countenance -​ as NATO conferred legitimacy on the conflict in Kosovo even though Russia was opposed. Some will claim that such an organization will only create divisions in the world. But those divisions are already there. The question now is whether there is any way to pursue American interests and liberal democratic ends despite them. Others will worry that European democracies are either unwilling or unable to share the burden in pursuing common goals with the United States. That may be true. But there is still reason to hope that an effort to reinvigorate democratic solidarity may increase European willingness to take on such burdens, especially when it coincides with the increasingly autocratic and belligerent behavior of Russia and the continuing rise of autocratic China.
In such an international environment the United States should continue, as it has in the past, to prefer democracy over autocracy and to use its influence to promote the former when opportunities arise. This is more than just a matter of moral preference, although Americans often cannot avoid expressing and acting on that preference. But in a world where autocracies increasingly look for allies in fellow autocracies, the democracies will want to do the same. The United States should discourage moves toward autocracy in democratic nations, both by punishing steps that undo democratic institutions and by providing support to those institutions and individuals who favor democratic principles. It should isolate autocratic governments when possible while encouraging internal pressure for democratic reform. History suggests that external influences, especially by the global superpower, have a positive if not determinative influence on the political course nations take. The United States should express support for democracy in word and deed without expecting immediate success. It should support the development of liberal institutions and practices, understanding that elections alone do not guarantee a steady liberal democratic course. But neither should Americans lose sight of the centrality of free and fair elections for both democracy and true liberalism.

Democracy promotion best way to combat Russia and China
China and Russia are fragile; exposure to democracy exposes the weaknesses of autocratic regimes; US must know when those opportunities arise
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The United States need not engage in a blind crusade on behalf of democracy everywhere at all times, nor need it seek a violent confrontation with the autocratic powers. For one thing, all the world 's great powers share some important common interests, especially in the economic realm. Nor can an intelligent foreign policy ever be guided solely by one set of principles. Promoting democracy cannot and should not be the only goal of American foreign policy, any more than can producing wealth, fighting terrorism, preventing the spread of nuclear weapons, or any other national goal or ambition. There will be times when promoting democracy will have to take a back seat to other objectives. The job of statesmen is to determine when. But democracy should be as highly valued as the others, for it is, like them, of strategic importance. As the hard-headed Dean Acheson put it, Americans "are children of freedom" and "cannot be safe except in an environment of freedom." 19 The emphasis on democracy, liberalism, and human rights has strategic relevance in part because it plays to American strengths and exposes the weaknesses of the autocratic powers. It is easy to look at China and Russia today and believe they are simply getting stronger and stronger. But one should not overlook their fragility. These autocratic regimes may be stronger than they were in the past in terms of wealth and global influence. But they do still live in a predominantly liberal era. That means they face an unavoidable problem of legitimacy. They are not like the autocracies of nineteenth-century Europe, which still enjoyed a historical legitimacy derived partly from the fact that the world had known nothing but autocracy for centuries. To be an autocrat today is to be constantly concerned that the powerful forces of liberalism, backed by a collection of rich, advanced nations, including the world 's only superpower, will erode or undermine the controls necessary to stay in power. Today 's autocracies struggle to create a new kind of legitimacy, and it is no easy task. The Chinese leaders race forward with their economy in fear that any slowing will be their undoing. They fitfully stamp out signs of political opposition partly because they live in fear of repeating the Soviet experience. Having watched the Soviet Union succumb to the liberal West, thanks to what they regard as Mikhail Gorbachev's weakness and mistakes, they are determined neither to show weakness nor to make the same mistakes. Vladimir Putin shares both their contempt for Gorbachev and their commitment to the lessons learned from his downfall. In a nice historical irony, the Russian leader, in order to avoid a Russian denouement, is trying to adopt a Chinese model of modern autocracy, using oil and gas wealth instead of entrepreneurship to buy off the Russian elite as he consolidates power in the name of stability and nationalism. In both countries, the renewed international competition among ambitious nations is helpful in this respect. It allows the governments to charge dissidents and would-be democrats as fifth-columnists for American hegemony. In Russia 's case, it has been easy for Putin to tarnish liberal democrats by associating them in the popular mind with past policies of accommodation and even subservience to the United States and the West. Nevertheless, the Chinese are not just pretending when they claim their deep internal problems make them hesitant to pursue a more adventurous foreign policy. Leaders in Beijing rightly fear they are riding a tiger at home, and they fear external support for a political opposition more than they fear foreign invasion. Even promoting nationalism as a means of enhancing legitimacy is a dangerous business, since in Chinese history nationalist movements have evolved into revolutionary movements. The Russian regime is also vulnerable to pressures from within and without, for unlike China, Russia still maintains the trappings of democracy. It would not be easy for a Russian leader simply to abandon all pretense and assume the role of tsar. Elections must still be held, even if they are unfair or are merely referendums on the selection of the leadership. This provides an opportunity for dissidents within and liberals on the outside to preserve the possibility of a return to democratic governance in Russia. It certainly would be a strategic error to allow Putin and any possible successor to strengthen their grip on power without outside pressures for reform, for the consolidation of autocracy at home will free the Russian leadership to pursue greater nationalist ambitions abroad. In these and other autocracies, including Iran, promoting democracy and human rights exacerbates internal political contradictions and can have the effect of blunting external ambitions as leaders tend to more dangerous threats from within.
US only power willing to confront Islamic fundamentalism
US and others should continue to promote globalization and modernization; this is a war on terror and its ramifications; US must be willing to fight and prevent acquisition of WMD’s
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If retreat is impossible, perhaps the best course is to advance. Of the many bad options in confronting this immensely dangerous problem, the best may be to hasten the process of modernization in the Islamic world: more modernization, more globalization, faster. This would require greater efforts to support and expand capitalism and the free market in Arab countries, as many have already recommended, as well as efforts to increase public access to the modern world through television and the internet. Nor should it be considered a setback if these modern communication tools are also used to organize radical extremism. That is unavoidable so long as the radical Islamist backlash persists, which it will for some time.

Finally, the liberal world should continue to promote political modernization and liberalization; support human rights, including the rights of women; and use its influence to support repeated elections that may, if nothing else, continually shift power from the few to the many. This, too, will produce setbacks. It will provide a channel for popular resentments to express themselves and for radical Islamism itself to take power. But perhaps this phase is as unavoidable as the present conflict. Perhaps the sooner it is begun, the sooner a new phase can take its place.  Throughout all these efforts, whose success is by no means guaranteed and certainly not any time soon, the United States and others will have to persist in fighting what is, in fact, quite accurately called "the war on terrorism." Now and probably for the coming decades, organized terrorist groups will seek to strike at the United States, and at modernity itself, when and where they can. This war will not and cannot be the totality of America 's worldwide strategy. It can be only a piece of it. But given the high stakes, it must be prosecuted ruthlessly, effectively, and for as long as the threat persists. This will sometimes require military interventions when, as in Afghanistan, states either cannot or will not deny the terrorists a base. That aspect of the "war on terror" is certainly not going away. One need only contemplate the American popular response should a terrorist group explode a nuclear weapon on American soil. No president of any party or ideological coloration will be able to resist the demands of the American people for retaliation and revenge, and not only against the terrorists but against any nation that aided or harbored them. Nor, one suspects, will the American people disapprove when a president takes preemptive action to forestall such a possibility -- assuming the action is not bungled.
The United States will not have many eager partners in this fight. For although in the struggle between modernization and tradition, the United States, Russia, China, Europe, and the other great powers are roughly on the same side, the things that divide them from each other -- the competing national ambitions and ideological differences -- will inevitably blunt their ability or their willingness to cooperate in the military aspects of a fight against radical Islamic terrorism. Europeans have been and will continue to be less than enthusiastic about what they emphatically do not call "the war on terror." And it will be tempting for Russian and Chinese leaders to enjoy the spectacle of the United States bogged down in a fight with al Qaeda and other violent Islamist groups in the Middle East, just as it is tempting to let American power in that region be checked by a nuclear-armed Iran. Unfortunately, the willingness of the autocrats in Moscow and Beijing to run interference for their fellow autocrats in Pyongyang, Tehran, and Khartoum increases the chance that the connection between terrorists and nuclear weapons will eventually be made.

US has no choice but to promote democracy in the Middle East
Middle East doesn’t seem to be amenable to democracy promotion; however, when given alternatives, US has no choice but to promote democracy
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In most of the world today -- in Asia, Europe, Latin America, and even Africa -- the idea of supporting democracy against autocracy is not very controversial, though there are heated debates over precisely how to do it. The issue becomes more complicated when one turns to the Middle East, where some observers believe the Arab people are simply not ready for democracy and where the prospect of electoral victories by Islamist movements seems to some the worst possible outcome. Should the United States and others promote democracy in the Middle East too?

Part of the answer comes if one turns the question around and asks: Should the United States support autocracy in the Middle East? That is the only other choice, after all. There is no neutral stance on such matters. The United States is either supporting an autocracy, through aid, recognition, amicable diplomatic relations, and regular economic intercourse, or it is using its manifold influence in varying degrees to push for democratic reform. The number of American thinkers who believe that the United States should simply support Middle Eastern autocrats and not push for change at all is small, and the number of policymakers and politicians who support that view is even smaller. After September 11, 2001, most observers agreed that American support for autocratic regimes in Egypt and Saudi Arabia was the "principal source of resentment" of the terrorists who launched the attack on the United States and that, therefore, a policy of simply supporting autocrats in those and other Middle Eastern countries would be a mistake. 20

The main questions, then, are really a matter of tactics and timing. But no matter whether one prefers faster or slower, harder or softer, there will always be the risk that pressure of any kind will produce a victory for radical Islamists. Is that a risk worth taking? A similar question arose constantly during the Cold War, when American liberals called on the United States to stop supporting Third World dictators and American conservatives and neoconservatives warned that the dictators would be replaced by pro-Soviet communists. Sometimes this proved true. But other times such efforts produced moderate democratic governments that were pro-American. The lesson of the Reagan years, when pro-American and reasonably democratic governments replaced right-wing dictatorships in El Salvador, Guatemala, the Philippines, and South Korea, to name just a few, was that the risk was, on balance, worth taking.
It may be worth taking again in the Middle East, and not only as a strategy of democracy promotion but as part of a larger effort to address the issue of Islamic radicalism by accelerating and intensifying its confrontation with the modern, globalized world.

Hegemony Sustainable + Good
Even in harsh times, U.S. hegemony is sustainable because of the structure of the international system and no one can take our place.

 Kagan 2006, (Robert. a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, writes a monthly column for The Post. The Washington Post, Pub.  January 15,]
There are also structural reasons why American indispensability can survive even the unpopularity of recent years. The political scientist William Wohlforth argued a decade ago that the American unipolar era is durable not because of any love for the United States but because of the basic structure of the international system. The problem for any nation attempting to balance American power, even in that power's own region, is that long before it becomes strong enough to balance the United States, it may frighten its neighbors into balancing against it. Europe would be the exception to this rule were it increasing its power, but it is not. Both Russia and China face this problem as they attempt to exert greater influence even in their traditional spheres of influence.It remains the case, too, that in many crises and potential crises around the world, local actors and traditional allies still look primarily to Washington for solutions, not to Beijing, Moscow or even Brussels. The United States is the key player in the Taiwan Strait. It would be the chief intermediary between India and Pakistan in any crisis. As for Iran, everyone on both sides of the Atlantic knows that, for all the efforts of British, French and German negotiators, any diplomatic or military resolution will ultimately depend on Washington.Even in the Middle East, where hostility to the United States is highest, American influence remains remarkably high. Most still regard the United States as the indispensable player in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. The Bush administration's push for democracy, though erratic and inconsistent, has unmistakably affected the course of events in Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Lebanon -- never mind Iraq. Contrary to predictions at the time of the Iraq war, Arab hostility has not made it impossible for both leaders and their political opponents to cooperate with the United States.This does not mean the United States has not suffered a relative decline in that intangible but important commodity: legitimacy. A combination of shifting geopolitical realities, difficult circumstances and some inept policy has certainly damaged America's standing in the world. Yet, despite everything, the American position in the world has not deteriorated as much as people think. America still "stands alone as the world's indispensable nation," as Clinton so humbly put it in 1997. It can resume an effective leadership role in the world in fairly short order, even during the present administration and certainly after the 2008 election, regardless of which party wins. That is a good thing, because given the growing dangers in the world, the intelligent and effective exercise of America's benevolent global hegemony is as important as ever.
Unnoticed amid the wailing about "broken government," a broad bipartisan consensus is emerging in one unlikely area: foreign policy. On Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran   the most expensive and potentially dangerous foreign challenges facing the United States -- little separates the Obama administration from most Republican leaders in and out of Congress. A substantial majority of Republicans has supported President Obama's troop surge in Afghanistan. Both the administration and the Republican opposition are committed to a stable, increasingly democratic Iraq. On Iran, differences have narrowed as engagement gives way to pressure on what Secretary of State Hillary Clinton calls the "military dictatorship" in Tehran. And Republicans have to admit that Obama's prolonged effort at engagement accomplished what George W. Bush never could: convincing most of the world, including most Democrats, that Iran does not want any deal that threatens its nuclear weapons program. Partisan divisiveness will return only if the administration backs down from its own stated objectives.

Perfect bipartisanship on foreign and defense policy is a lot to ask in an election year, and Republicans have a right, even an obligation, to be critical of policies they regard as dangerous. But there is more agreement today than usual. Never mind the divisive decades of the Bush and Clinton administrations. Democrats who look back fondly to the days of George H.W. Bush forget that they voted overwhelmingly against the Persian Gulf War and attacked that administration for paying too much attention to foreign policy. Today, by contrast, the administration and opposition largely agree on some of the most pressing issues. By historical standards, foreign policy is one area where the government is working.

How to explain the surprising comity? Partly it is because the Democrats have changed in power. Being in opposition for many years tends to breed irresponsibility, as both parties have shown over the past two decades. Obama's team took office assuming that it should do the opposite of whatever Bush did or said, and the policy of "un-Bush" dominated the first months, just as "un-Clinton" shaped the early Bush years. But "un-" policies are no substitute for serious thinking. On most issues the Obama administration is now pursuing approaches closer to those of both Clinton and Bush than those favored by the virulently anti-Bush partisans. This is not surprising, since neither American interests nor the interests of other nations change with the American electoral cycle.

There are larger forces at work, too, above all Sept. 11's lingering effects on the American psyche. Obama officials at first celebrated their abandonment of the "war on terror," seeing it as a Bush-era mistake and, rhetorically at least, placed more emphasis on righting legal wrongs done to captured terrorism suspects than on stopping terrorist attacks. The irony is that Obama has been fighting the war on terror at least as vigorously as his predecessor. He escalated the war in Afghanistan and greatly increased drone attacks on suspected terrorists in Pakistan.
The fact is, no president can allow himself to be perceived as trading any degree of American security to better protect the rights of suspected terrorists. Woodrow Wilson and Franklin D. Roosevelt countenanced far more egregious violations of individual rights when security interests were perceived to be at stake. It was predictable that whatever Candidate Obama promised, President Obama would be compelled to take a tough line on terrorism. So Guantanamo remains open and may stay open for the remainder of Obama's presidency. Khalid Sheik Mohammed will probably not be tried in New York. After the Christmas Day bomber was taken into custody, more people have been put on watch lists. The USA Patriot Act has been renewed. Obama has probably learned not to provide Republicans new opportunities to exploit his weakness in these areas.
Impact: HegemonyGood; Afghanistan
US commitment in Afghanistan critical for keeping the Taliban out of Afghanistan; premature departure leads to Taliban return from Pakistan
Thier, Afghanistan and Pakistan Director at US Institute of Peace 09 (J. Alexander, “Without Question the US Should Keep up the Fight in Afghanistan.” Foreign Policy. 11/30/09. 
<http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2009/11/30/afghanistan_is_still_worth_the_fight?page=full>)
 So what does this have to do with Afghanistan? Pakistan's stability is directly affected by Afghanistan's stability. The Afghanistan-Pakistan border (also known as the Durand Line) is 1,600 miles long. For long stretches, it cuts through territory in the Pashtun tribal belt where many of the local residents, and certainly the militants, don't recognize the border at all. Until October 2001, al Qaeda and the Taliban were primarily in Afghanistan, until the U.S. invasion drove them across the border into Pakistan. The failure of Pakistan to deal with those groups then allowed them to metastasize, fomenting the creation of the Pakistani Taliban. If the United States were to leave or cede territory in Afghanistan, these groups would undoubtedly flow back across the border again, providing a sanctuary for Pakistan militants and al Qaeda, just as Pakistan has provided a sanctuary for the Afghan Taliban and al Qaeda since 2001.
Concern about Pakistani stability does not require, as some have suggested, that we should do less in Afghanistan so that we can do more in Pakistan. The reality is that the United States has a much greater capacity to act in Afghanistan, including ground forces, intelligence assets, and a partnership with the Afghan government. We are far more constrained in Pakistan, and U.S. efforts there are viewed with much greater suspicion. Thus, one of the greatest impacts we can have on Pakistani stability is to enhance Afghan stability.

Hegemony Bad Impact – Proliferation
In a unipolar world, many nations feel the need to go nuclear.

Weber et. all 07 (Stephen, Professor of Political Science at UC Berkeley, January/February How Globalization Went Bad, http://iis.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/how_globalization_went_bad.pdf )

Axiom 3 is a story about the preferred strategies of the weak. It’s a basic insight of international relations

that states try to balance power. They protect themselves by joining groups that can hold a hegemonic threat at bay. But what if there is no viable group to join? In today’s unipolar world, every nation from Venezuela to North Korea is looking for a way to constrain American power. But in the unipolar world, it’s harder for states to join together to do that. So they turn to other means. They play a different game. Hamas, Iran, Somalia, North Korea, and Venezuela are not going to become allies anytime soon. Each is better off finding other ways to make life more difficult for Washington. Going nuclear is one way. Counterfeiting U.S. currency is another. Raising uncertainty about oil supplies is perhaps the most obvious method of all. Here’s the important downside of unipolar globalization. In a world with multiple great powers, many of these threats would be less troublesome. The relatively weak states would have a choice among potential partners with which to ally, enhancing their influence. Without that more attractive choice, facilitating the dark side of globalization becomes the most effective means of constraining American power.
The world is paying a heavy price for the instability created by the combination of globalization and unipolarity, and the United States is bearing most of the burden. Consider the case of nuclear proliferation. There’s effectively a market out there for proliferation, with its own supply (states willing to share nuclear technology) and demand (states that badly want a nuclear weapon). The overlap of unipolarity with globalization ratchets up both the supply and demand, to the detriment of U.S. national security.
Hegemony Bad Impact – Proliferation = Nuclear War
Mass proliferation will lead to a nuclear strike, which will likely escalate.
Utgoff 02 (Victor, Expert at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University, 'Proliferation, missile defence and American ambitions', Survival, 44:2, 85-102 http://iis.berkeley.edu/sites/default/files/how_globalization_went_bad.pdf )

Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants beforehand.8 Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible.

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
Hegemony Prevents War

US Hegemony prevents the outbreak of nuclear war.

Lovelace 09

(Douglass, Director at SSI, January 20, 2009, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB902.pdf. , June 30, 2010)

A sustainable national security strategy is feasible only when directed by a sustainable national security policy. In the absence of policy guidance, strategy has to be meaningless. The only policy that meets both the mandates of American culture and the challenges of the outside world is one that seeks to promote the necessary mission of guarding and advancing world order. Dr. Colin Gray considers and rejects a policy that would encourage the emergence of a multipolar structure for global politics. He argues that multipolarity not only would fail to maintain order, it would also promote conflict among the inevitably rival great powers. In addition, he suggests that Americans culturally are not comfortable with balance-of-power politics and certainly would not choose to promote the return of such a system. The monograph identifies the various “pieces of the puzzle” most relevant to national security strategy; surfaces the leading assumptions held by American policymakers and strategists; considers alternative national security policies; and specifies the necessary components of a sustainable national security strategy. Dr. Gray concludes that America has much less choice over its policy and strategy than the public debate suggests. He warns that the country’s dominant leadership role in global security certainly will be challenged before the century is old.
Impact – Hegemony Keeps the Peace

The U.S. can sustain its hegemony because a world without our presence will be violent and chaotic.

Kagan 98 [Kagan, Robert. Benevolent Empire by Robert Kagan Pub. 1998]
www.people.cas.sc.edu/rosati/a.kaplan.benevolentempire.fp.sum98.pdf
And neither of them, one suspects, is very seriously intended. For the tnlth about America's dominant role in the world is known to most clear-eyed international observers. And the truth is that the benevolent hegemony exercised by the United States is good for a vast portion of the world's population. It is certainly a better international arrangement than all realistic alternatives. To under- mine it would cost many others around the world far more than it would cost Americans--and far sooner. As Samuel Huntington wrote five years ago, before he joined the plethora of scholars disturbed by the "arrogance" of American hegemony: "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 shaping global affairs." The unique qualities of American global dominance have never been a mystery, but these days they are more and more forgotten or, for con- venience' sake, ignored. There was a time when the world clearly saw how different the American superpower was from all the previous aspir- ing hegemons. The difference layin the exercise of power. The strength acquired by the United States in the aftermath of World War II was far greater than any single nation had ever possessed, at least since the Roman Empire. America's share of the world economy, the overwhelm- ing superiority of its military capacity--augmented for a time by a monopoly of nuclear weapons and the capacity to deliver them--gave it the choice of pursuing any number of global ambitions. That the Amer- ican people "might have set the crown of world empire on their brows," as one British statesman put it in 1951, but chose not to, was a decision of singular importance in world history and recognized as such. America's self-abnegation was unusual, and its uniqueness was not lost on peo- ples who had just suffered the horrors of wars brought on by powerful nationswithoverweeningambitionstoempireofthemostcoercivetype. Nor was it lost on those who saw what the Soviet Union planned to do with its newfound power after World War II.

The uniqueness persisted. During the Cold War, America's style of hegemony reflected its democratic form of government as much as Soviet hegemony reflected Stalin's approach to govemance. The "habits of democracy," as Cold War historian John Lewis Gaddis has noted, made compromise and mutual accommodation the norm in U.S.-AUied relations. This approach to international affairs was not an example of selfless behavior. The Americans had an instinctive sense, based on their own experience growing up in a uniquely open system of democratic capitalism, that their power and influence would be enhanced by allowing subordinate allies a great measure of internal and even external freedom of maneuver. But in practice, as Gaddis points out, "Americans so often deferred to the wishes of allies during the early Cold War that some historians have seen the Europeans especially the British--as having managed them."

Beyond the style of American hegemony, which, even if unevenly applied, undoubtedly did more to attract than repel other peoples and nations, American grand strategy in the Cold War consistently entailed providing far more to friends and allies than was expected from them in return. Thus, it was American strategy to raise up from the ruim power- ful economic competitors in Europe and Asia, a strategy so successful that by the 1980s the United States was thought to be in a state of irre- versible "relative" economic decline--relative, that is, to those very nations whose economies it had restored after World War II.
Heg Good Impact – Hegemony = Peace
U.S. leadership is essential to maintaining global peace 

Khalilzad 95  Defense Analyst at RAND, (Zalmay, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War” The Washington Quarterly, RETHINKING GRAND STRATEGY; Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 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. 

Heg Impact Good – Hegemony Solves
US hegemony is the silver bullet solution to solving the world’s problems

Thayer 06 Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University [Bradley, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, December (lexis)]

http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_86/ai_n27065796/pg_3/ 

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)."  Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.3 So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States.  Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such an effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy.  Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive.  Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.4 As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. 
Impact: Hegemony Prevents NW

Decrease in U.S. hegemony will lead to nuclear war 

Diamond 95(Larry, staff, “Promoting Democracy in the 1990’s”, Oct, p. online: http://www.carnegie.org/sub/pubs/deadly/dia95_01.html lexis)

This hardly exhausts the lists of threats to our security and well-being in the coming years and decades. In the former Yugoslavia nationalist aggression tears at the stability of Europe and could easily spread. The flow of illegal drugs intensifies through increasingly powerful international crime syndicates that have made common cause with authoritarian regimes and have utterly corrupted the institutions of tenuous, democratic ones. Nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons continue to proliferate. The very source of life on Earth, the global ecosystem, appears increasingly endangered. Most of these new and unconventional threats to security are associated with or aggravated by the weakness or absence of democracy, with its provisions for legality, accountability, popular sovereignty, and openness. 

LESSONS OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY 

The experience of this century offers important lessons. Countries that govern themselves in a truly democratic fashion do not go to war with one another. They do not aggress against their neighbors to aggrandize themselves or glorify their leaders. Democratic governments do not ethnically "cleanse" their own populations, and they are much less likely to face ethnic insurgency. Democracies do not sponsor terrorism against one another. They do not build weapons of mass destruction to use on or to threaten one another. Democratic countries form more reliable, open, and enduring trading partnerships. In the long run they offer better and more stable climates for invmenestment. They are more environmentally responsible because they must answer to their own citizens, who organize to protest the destruction of their environments. They are better bets to honor international treaties since they value legal obligations and because their openness makes it much more difficult to breach agreets in secret. Precisely because, within their own borders, they respect competition, civil liberties, property rights, and the rule of law, democracies are the only reliable foundation on which a new world order of international security and prosperity can be built.

Impact: Hegemony Prevents Econ Collapse

Decrease in U.S. Hegemony leads to economic collapse 

Starobin 06.  (Paul, writer at national journal,  “Beyond Hegemony.”  National Journal.  12/1/06. http://nationaljournal.com/about/njweekly/stories/2006/1201nj1.htm.)
In his 2005 book "The Case for Goliath," Mandelbaum's core thesis is that America acts not as a kind of empire, bullying lesser subjects purely for its own selfish ends, but as a world government for the society of nations, providing necessary "public goods." The most important such good is security. Mandelbaum is not arguing that America is motivated by altruism -- he is saying that America, in following its own global interests, is benefiting everyone. He offers this analogy:

"The owner of a large, expensive, lavishly furnished mansion surrounded by more-modest homes may pay to have security guards patrolling his street, and their presence will serve to protect the neighboring houses as well, even though their owners contribute nothing to the costs of the guards. That is what the United States does in the world of the 21st century."

Mandelbaum does not dwell on what an American withdrawal from this role would mean for the world, except to say, "The world would become a messier, more dangerous, and less prosperous place," perhaps yielding "a repetition of the great global economic failure and the bloody international conflicts the world experienced in the 1930s and 1940s." Whatever the "life span" of America's role as the world's government, he writes in the book's last sentence, other countries "will miss it when it is gone."

Economic collapse leads to the next world war 
Mead, 9 ( Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations

(Walter Russell, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, 2/4/09,

http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) 

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.

Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?

The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Impact: Hegemony Solves Prolif

Only U.S. hegemony can solve for proliferation 

Thayer Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies @ MSU  06 (Bradley A.,  “In Defense of Primacy.,” National Interest; Nov/Dec2006 Issue 86, p32-37, accessed July 1, 2010, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_86/ai_n27065796/pg_2/?tag=content;col1]

Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America--their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements--and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this country, or any country, had so many allies.

U.S. primacy--and the bandwagoning effect--has also given us extensive influence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to create coalitions of like-minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the UN, where it can be stymied by opponents. American-led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effectiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation.

Impact – Hegemony Causes Peace
United States hegemonic unipolarity causes peace throughout the world.

Sieff 10 (Adam S. Political Theory and International Politics Columbia University. “The Delusion of a Unipolar Peace: Casual Mechanisms for Conflict under Unipolarity.” http://www.publiuscu.org/storage/Sieff%2014-29.pdf)

Arguments like Wohlforth’s seem to find unipolarity desirable for three reasons. First, unipolarity, by definition, voids the possibility of hegemonic rivalry.3 Great-power war is thus necessarily nullified in a definitively unipolar system. Second, as hegemonic power comes to be concentrated within a single state, disagreements about relative power positions become less likely and lesser states are thought to have little choice but bandwagon with the unipole and orient their policies to avoid its enmity. Consequently, asymmetric wars fought between a great and a lesser power are thought to become unlikely. Third, because of the possibility that a unipole will intervene, it is predicted that “conflict prone rivalries for security or prestige” will be substantially reduced among minor states for which power disparities are less clear.4 Minor wars are thus also predicted to decrease under conditions of unipolarity. In sum, because of clarified power calculations, cheerleaders of unipolarity observe a positive correlation between international peace and the extent, and degree, to which the international system is unipolar. It is unsurprising that these unipolar enthusiasts are also the most optimistic about the prospects for peace in America’s current “unipolar moment.”

Impact – Terrorism = Nuclear War

Terrorism leads to nuclear war 

Alexander, 03 (Yonah, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, 8/28, Washington Times) 
Last week's brutal suicide bombings in Baghdad and Jerusalem have once again illustrated dramatically that the international community failed, thus far at least, to understand the magnitude and implications of the terrorist threats to the very survival of civilization itself. Even the United States and Israel have for decades tended to regard terrorism as a mere tactical nuisance or irritant rather than a critical strategic challenge to their national security concerns. It is not surprising, therefore, that on September 11, 2001, Americans were stunned by the unprecedented tragedy of 19 al Qaeda terrorists striking a devastating blow at the center of the nation's commercial and military powers. Likewise, Israel and its citizens, despite the collapse of the Oslo Agreements of 1993 and numerous acts of terrorism triggered by the second intifada that began almost three years ago, are still "shocked" by each suicide attack at a time of intensive diplomatic efforts to revive the moribund peace process through the now revoked cease-fire arrangements (hudna). Why are the United States and Israel, as well as scores of other countries affected by the universal nightmare of modern terrorism surprised by new terrorist "surprises"? There are many reasons, including misunderstanding of the manifold specific factors that contribute to terrorism's expansion, such as lack of a universal definition of terrorism, the religionization of politics, double standards of morality, weak punishment of terrorists, and the exploitation of the media by terrorist propaganda and psychological warfare. Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism (e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber) with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed (e.g., strengthening international cooperation). The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts -- political, social and economic -- are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements (e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad) and secular entities (such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades)) wish not only to resolve national grievances (such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem) but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure (leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control) will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab -- a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem -- disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."

Impact – Terrorism = Prolif and Nuclear War

Terrorism leads to nuclear war and massive prolif leading to a global nuclear war

 Speice, J.D. Candidate at Marshall-Wythe School of Law at William & Marry, ‘6 (Patrick, “Negligence And Nuclear Nonproliferation: Eliminating The Current Liability Barrier To Bilateral U.S.-Russian Nonproliferation Assistance Programs,” William & Marry Law Review, February, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427)
Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." (40) Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. (41) Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. (42) Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. (43) Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. (44)

Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. (45) This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. (46) Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, (47) raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. (48)

The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. (49) Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. (50) In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. (51) This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states, (52) as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. (53)

Impact – Nuclear Terrorism 

Even a minor nuclear attack by terrorists could result in upwards of 20 million instantaneous deaths and global climate shifts that could kill many more.

 ABC News ‘06

(“Even a Small Nuclear War Could Change the World,” ABC News, 12/12/06) 

http://abcnews.go.com/Technology/story?id=2720173

The decline of the Soviet Union may have left many Americans feeling safer from nuclear war, but a disturbing new study argues that an attack by terrorists sponsored by a small nuclear state could be just as lethal. Such an attack "could generate casualties comparable to those once predicted for a full-scale nuclear exchange in a superpower conflict," says the report, presented Monday during the fall meeting of the American Geophysical Union in San Francisco. Furthermore, Americans should not think of themselves as isolated from potential small-scale, regional nuclear conflicts in such distant areas as the Middle East or Asia. The impact of such an encounter would be global, probably plunging the planet into a "nuclear winter" and blanketing wide areas of the world with radioactive fallout. The report, which cautions that there are many uncertainties in its own conclusions, was produced by a team of scientists who have been long active in studying the consequences of nuclear war. The study assumes that weapons used by terrorists, or smaller states, would be much smaller than those available to the superpowers, probably on the scale of those dropped on Japan during World War II. But the results would be catastrophic because the weapons would most likely be targeted at major cities. "The current combination of nuclear proliferation, political instability, and urban demographics forms perhaps the greatest danger to the stability of society since the dawn of humanity," Brian Toon of the University of Colorado in Boulder told a press conference prior to the presentation.

The number of countries known to have nuclear weapons has grown to eight, but as many as 40 have some fissionable material and could produce bombs fairly quickly, the scientists said, basing their conclusions partly on studies by the National Academy of Sciences, the Department of Defense, and their own years-long research. Toon said Japan, for example, has enough nuclear material on hand to produce 20,000 weapons, and "most think they could do it in weeks." Many of the conclusions are based on the consequences of two nations, each with 50 bombs, delivering their full complement of weapons on each other. That's not a hypothetical figure, they suggested, because both India and Pakistan are believed to have at least that many weapons.

So what would happen if they had at it?

About 20 million persons in that area would die, the scientists concluded. But the weapons would send up such a plume of smoke that the upper atmosphere would become opaque, blocking out so much solar radiation that temperatures around the world would plummet. "You would have a global climate change unprecedented in human history," said Alan Robock, associated director of the Center for Environmental Prediction at Rutgers Cook College and a member of the research team. "It would instantaneously be colder than the little ice age." There would be shorter growing seasons, less rain, less sun, and starvation around the world. Richard Turco, the founding director of the Institute of the Environment at the University of California, Los Angeles, said the results would be about 10 times worse than the historic eruption of Tambora in Indonesia in 1815, which sent killing frosts across North America. That year became known as "the year without a summer." The scientists concede there are "many uncertainties" in their findings, partly because it's impossible to predict just who is likely to go to war with whom, and how those wars will be fought. But they point out, as astronomer Carl Sagan did years ago, that during World War II the United States had only two nuclear bombs, and it dropped both of them on Japanese cities. So it's not unprecedented that other countries would also likely attack major cities.

And that's one reason the scientists are so alarmed. Urbanization has swept the planet, and today there are many cities with more than 10 million inhabitants, many of them in areas where the political climate is unstable and hostile. Even one nuclear weapon, they concluded, could kill more people than some countries have lost through war during their entire history. That lead Turco to conclude that "human society is extremely vulnerable at this time," a modest statement considering these conclusions in the report:

 "Thirty-two countries that do not now have nuclear weapons possess sufficient fissionable nuclear materials to construct weapons, some in a relatively short period of time."

 In some cases, the casualties could "rival previous estimates for a limited strategic war between the superpowers involving thousands of weapons carrying several thousand megatons of yield," partly because more people live in concentrated areas, surrounded by more and more volatile materials.

 "An individual in possession of one of the thousands of existing lightweight nuclear weapons could kill or injure a million people in a terrorist attack."

 "Many nuclear weapons are small in size and light in weight and could easily be transported in a car or van." Some tactical nuclear weapons in the U.S. arsenal, for example, weigh only about 300 pounds.

The scientists admit that the lethality of a weapon is subject to many variables, even such things as local wind and whether it's raining, so their numbers should not be taken as absolutes.

But they insist that while many Americans may think the world is growing safer and the nuclear threat is easing, the opposite is true.

"We're on a trend toward a buildup (in nuclear weapons) around the world," Toon said.

And it wouldn't take a huge arsenal, or many weapons, to produce catastrophe. "Even a single surface nuclear explosion, or an air burst in rainy conditions, in a city center is likely to cause the entire metropolitan area to be abandoned at least for decades owing to infrastructure damage and radioactive contamination," the scientists say in the conclusion of their report. It would also leave at least a million dead, and a million more injured.

The danger from nuclear weapons is not less today than when two superpowers threatened each other just a few years ago. It is more, they said repeatedly. Much more.

Impact – Nuclear War

Even localized nuclear conflicts can result in serious worldwide consequences

Toon et. al. ‘07

(Owen B. Toon, Alan Robock, Richard P. Turco, Charles Bardeen, Luke Oman, Georgiy L. Stenchikov, “Consequences of Regional-Scale Nuclear Conflicts,” Science, 3/2/07) 

http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/sci;315/5816/1224?maxtoshow=&hits=10&RESULTFORMAT=&fulltext=limited+nuclear+war&searchid=1&FIRSTINDEX=0&resourcetype=HWCIT
The world may no longer face a serious threat of global nuclear warfare, but regional conflicts continue. Within this millennium, acquiring nuclear weapons has been considered a potent political, military, and social tool (1-3). National ownership of nuclear weapons offers perceived international status and insurance against aggression at a modest financial cost. Against this backdrop, we provide a quantitative assessment of the potential for casualties in a regional-scale nuclear conflict, or a terrorist attack, and the associated environmental impacts (4, 5).

Eight nations are known to have nuclear weapons. In addition, North Korea may have a small, but growing, arsenal. Iran appears to be seeking nuclear weapons capability, but it probably needs several years to obtain enough fissionable material. Of great concern, 32 other nations--including Brazil, Argentina, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan--have sufficient fissionable materials to produce weapons (1, 6).

A de facto nuclear arms race has emerged in Asia between China, India, and Pakistan, which could expand to include North Korea, South Korea, Taiwan, and Japan (1). In the Middle East, a nuclear confrontation between Israel and Iran would be fearful. Saudi Arabia and Egypt could also seek nuclear weapons to balance Iran and Israel.

Nuclear arms programs in South America, notably in Brazil and Argentina, were ended by several treaties in the 1990s (6). We can hope that these agreements will hold and will serve as a model for other regions, despite Brazil's new, large uranium enrichment facilities.

Nuclear arsenals containing 50 or more weapons of low yield [15 kilotons (kt), equivalent to the Hiroshima bomb] are relatively easy to build (1, 6). India and Pakistan, the smallest nuclear powers, probably have such arsenals, although no nuclear state has ever disclosed its inventory of warheads (7). 

Modern weapons are compact and lightweight and are readily transported (by car, truck, missile, plane, or boat) (8). The basic concepts of weapons design can be found on of the Internet. The only serious obstacle to constructing a bomb is the limited availability of purified fissionable fuels.

There are many political, economic, and social factors that could trigger a regional-scale nuclear conflict, plus many scenarios for the conduct of the ensuing war. We assumed (4) that the densest population centers in each country--usually in megacities--are attacked. We did not evaluate specific military targets and related casualties. We considered a nuclear exchange involving 100 weapons of 15-kt yield each, that is, ~0.3% of the total number of existing weapons (4). India and Pakistan, for instance, have previously tested nuclear weapons and are now thought to have between 109 and 172 weapons of unknown yield (9). Fatalities predicted due to immediate radiation, blast, and fire damage from an attack using 50 nuclear weapons with 15-kt yield on various countries. Airbursts were assumed. Estimates for ground bursts, including early radioactive fallout, are about 25% less (4). Fatalities were estimated by means of a standard population database for a number of countries that might be targeted in a regional conflict (see figure, above) [snipped - non-text].

For instance, such an exchange between India and Pakistan (10) could produce about 21 million fatalities--about half as many as occurred globally during World War II. The direct effects of thermal radiation and nuclear blasts, as well as gamma-ray and neutron radiation within the first few minutes of the blast, would cause most casualties.

Extensive damage to infrastructure, contamination by long-lived radionuclides, and psychological trauma would likely result in the indefinite abandonment of large areas leading to severe economic and social repercussions.

Fires ignited by nuclear bursts would release copious amounts of light-absorbing smoke into the upper atmosphere. If 100 small nuclear weapons were detonated within cities, they could generate 1 to 5 million tons of carbonaceous smoke particles (4), darkening the sky and affecting the atmosphere more than major volcanic eruptions like Mt. Pinatubo (1991) or Tambora (1815) (5).

Carbonaceous smoke particles are transported by winds throughout the atmosphere but also induce circulations in response to solar heating. Simulations (5) predict that such radiative-dynamical interactions would loft and stabilize the smoke aerosol, which would allow it to persist in the middle and upper atmosphere for a decade.

Smoke emissions of 100 low-yield urban explosions in a regional nuclear conflict would generate substantial global-scale climate anomalies, although not as large as in previous "nuclear winter" scenarios for a full-scale war (11, 12).

However, indirect effects on surface land temperatures, precipitation rates, and growing season lengths (see figure, below) would be likely to degrade agricultural productivity to an extent that historically has led to famines in Africa, India, and Japan after the 1783-1784 Laki eruption (13) or in the northeastern United States and Europe after the Tambora eruption of 1815 (5). [figure snipped] Climatic anomalies could persist for a decade or more because of smoke stabilization, far longer than in previous nuclear winter calculations or after volcanic eruptions.

Studies of the consequences of full-scale nuclear war show that indirect effects of the war could cause more casualties than direct ones, perhaps eliminating the majority of the world's population (11, 12). Indirect effects such as damage to transportation, energy, medical, political, and social infrastructure could be limited to the combatant nations in a regional war. However, climate anomalies would threaten the world outside the combat zone. The predicted smoke emissions and fatalities per kiloton of explosive yield are roughly 100 times those expected from estimates for full-scale nuclear attacks with high-yield weapons (4). Change in growing season (period with freeze-free days) in the first year after smoke release from 100 15-kt nuclear explosions [modified from figure 11 in (5)]. 
​
_____________

***General***
A2 China Uniqueness – China Supports U.S. Heg

China’s economic success actually stabilizes the United States hegemony instead of challenging it.

Yiwei ’07
 (Wang, Center for American studies at Fudan University, Harvard International Review Volume 29 Issue 1 Spring 2007, http://www.irchina.org/en/news/view.asp?id=415 )

One of the consequences of globalization has been that countries such as China, which depend on exporting to US markets, have accumulated large dollar reserves. This has been unavoidable for these countries, as they must purchase dollars in order to keep the dollar strong and thus avoid massive losses. Thus, the United States is bound to bear a trade deficit, and moreover, this deficit is inextricably tied to the dollar’s hegemony in today’s markets. The artificially high dollar and the US economy at large depend in a very real sense on China’s investment in the dollar. Low US inflation and interest rates similarly depend on the thousands of "Made in China" labels distributed across the United States. As Paul Krugman wrote in The New York Times, the situation is comparable to one in which "the American sells the house but the money to buy the house comes from China." Former US treasury secretary Lawrence Summers even affirms that China and the United States may be in a kind of imprudent "balance of financial terror." Today, the US trade deficit with China is US$200 billion. China holds over US$1 trillion in foreign exchange reserves and US$350 billion in US bonds. Together, the Chinese and US economies account for half of global economic growth. Thus, a fantastic situation has arisen: China’s rise is actually supporting US hegemony. Taking US hegemony and Western preeminence as the starting point, many have concluded that the rise of China presents a threat. The premise of this logic is that the international system predicated on US hegemony and Western preeminence would be destabilized by the rise of a second major power. But this view is inconsistent with the phenomenon of one-way globalization. The so-called process of one-way globalization can more truly be called Westernization. Today’s globalization is still in large part driven by the West, inasmuch as it is tinged by Western unilateralism and entails the dissemination of essentially Western standards and ideology. For example, Coca Cola has become a Chinese cultural icon, Louis Vuitton stores crowd high-end shopping districts in Shanghai, and, as gender equality progresses, Chinese women look to Western women for inspiration. In contrast, Haier, the best-known Chinese brand in the United States, is still relatively unknown, and Wang Fei, who is widely regarded in China as the pop star who was able to make it in the United States, has less name-recognition there than a first-round American Idol cut. 
This sort of globalization must change; otherwise it will be replaced by a system marked by a number of autonomous, regional free trade areas. Regionalization, which is encouraged by cultural diversity and political ambitions in addition to economic reasons, is more efficient than globalization in coming to agreements and improving international competitiveness. Nascent free trade areas have already been established and have also promoted regional security integration goals. The effect of this has been that after the Cold War a once-united world has parted to follow separate paths. The World Social Forum’s slogan "Another World Is Possible" has been taken up by some Latin American countries such as Venezuela, Cuba, and Bolivia. Bolivia has proposed the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA) in opposition to the American Free Trade Zone. Thus, regionalization is a prominent trend in the post-Cold War world.
The perception of globalization as a one-way process has generated a great deal of resistance, which has found an outlet in the creation of regional free trade areas and blocs. Because of this, global hegemony is becoming less and less feasible. If this trend of regionalization continues, the United States, while it will remain the preeminent North American power, will begin to have an increasingly less influential voice in world politics. The "concert of democracies," NATO, or a trans-Atlantic free trade association (TAFTA) cannot fundamentally reverse this trend.
 Thus, for the United States to remain powerful on a global scale, a more traditional international system must be preserved, as opposed to a system that emphasizes regional alternatives. China, because it is providing an additional focal point to the West in a globalizing world, is assuaging disgruntled anti-globalizationalists and thus, rather paradoxically, supporting the traditional international order of a globally interconnected world and market, rather than a system of autonomous regional blocs. In this way, China is providing, rather than destabilizing, the foundations of US hegemony.
9/11 has driven grand strategy of unipolarity
9/11 changed everything about our strategy; bipartisan consensus about the need for US primacy exists
Mc Donough 09  (David S. doctoral student in Political Science and a Doctoral Fellow at the Centre for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University. “Beyond Primacy: Hegemony and 'Security Addiction' in U.S. Grand Strategy”  Orbis 53, 1 (Winter 2009) , p. 6-22)
After 9/11, the Bush administration embraced a particularly expansive and ambitious approach to strategic affairs. Unprecedented financial and military resources were allocated to all areas of national security. An aggressive counter-terrorist and counter-proliferation campaign was initiated to eliminate global terrorist organizations, intimidate rogue states, and impose democracy in the Middle East. Countries such as Russia and China (and implicitly even trusted allies like Japan and Germany) would be dissuaded from strategic competition. American decision-makers have rarely felt such acute vulnerability, nor devoted so much attention to issues of strategy and doctrine in this Long War.

President George W. Bush came into office initially dismissive of his predecessor's cautious, reticent, and seemingly undisciplined strategy. Ambi​tious neoconservative strategists like Paul Wolfowitz were restrained by more pragmatic officials who advocated a mixture of unilateralism and selectivity. In the post-9/11 period, however, the vision of unrestrained strategic dominance would no longer be dismissed as infeasible. Strategic vulnerability necessitated an expansive definition of national interest, a dramatic infusion of resources into the national security apparatus and an ambitious international security policy to pacify the strategic landscape and transform the ''unipolar moment'' into an indefinite era.
Yet the two costly interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan have stretched the country's resources and raised the specter of ''imperial overstretch.'' Many critics expect that the growing quagmire in Iraq has made the current approach unsustainable. ''Primacy'' appears destined to be remembered as a temporary grand strategy aberration. However, these critics will be disappointed. The 9/11 attacks reinforced the long-standing American concern over its societal vulnerability and created a political support base for essentially ''primacist'' grand strategies. A bi-partisan consensus has emerged on the overall direction, if not the particular modalities, of grand strategy. The unpopularity of the current administration and recent expenditures in blood and treasure are unlikely to lead to American retrenchment or strategic restraint.
9/11 attacks have forever changed US strategy for more multilateral action
Iraq will not dissuade either political party from unilateral actions; security will always come first
Mc Donough 09  (David S. doctoral student in Political Science and a Doctoral Fellow at the Centre for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University. “Beyond Primacy: Hegemony and 'Security Addiction' in U.S. Grand Strategy”  Orbis 53, 1 (Winter 2009) , p. 6-22)
The 9/11 attacks will continue to shape the debate on American strategic options long after the Iraq reconstruction project has come to an end. The need to achieve the elusive goal of ''perfect security,'' which is perhaps the most prominent symptom of security addiction, will only lead to ever more expansive and costly grand strategies. Unfortunately, the United States seems to be particularly predisposed to such a condition. As John Thompson has noted, ''The exaggeration of American vulnerability. . .has been a recurring feature of debates over American foreign and defense policy for at least a hundred years.''47
The new reality of globalized terror and violence has heightened the natural sense of American vulnerability, and made it even more difficult for any administration to fully satisfy the public's high expectations of security. Indeed, both major political parties appear destined to endlessly debate the merits of their respective strategies of primacy in an effort to secure the public's trust on issues of national security. Security addiction has facilitated the bi-partisan consensus on the need to preserve American strategic primacy. Despite the current imbroglio in Iraq, American decision-makers are unlikely to be swayed by even the most convincing calls for more restrained-and perhaps sensible-strategic choices.
Terror threats will continue to drive US actions
Grand strategy will be configured to deal with terrorist threats; both political parties will try to capture that ground
Mc Donough 09  (David S. doctoral student in Political Science and a Doctoral Fellow at the Centre for Foreign Policy Studies at Dalhousie University. “Beyond Primacy: Hegemony and 'Security Addiction' in U.S. Grand Strategy”  Orbis 53, 1 (Winter 2009) , p. 6-22)
The reason that the current debate is currently mired in second-order issues of multilateral versus unilateral legitimacy can be attributed to the post-9/11 security environment. A grand strategy is, after all, ''a state's theory about how it can best cause security for itself.''35 It would be prudent to examine why the neoconservative ''theory'' proved to be so attractive to American decision-makers after the 9/11 attacks, and why the Democrats have begun to rely on an equally primacist ''theory'' of their own. As Charles Kupchan has demonstrated, a sense of vulnerability is often directly associated with dramatic shifts in a state's grand strategy. Kupchan is, of course, largely concerned with vulnerability to changes in the global distribution of power.36 Even so, the 9/11 terrorist attacks have dramatically increased the U.S. sense of strategic vulnerability to both global terrorist organizations like Al Qaeda and even to more traditional threats that are seen, as Donald Rumsfeld said, ''in a dramatic new light-through the prism of our experience on 9/11.''37
Perhaps more than any previous terrorist action, these attacks demon​strated the potential influence of non-state terrorist groups like Al Qaeda. U.S. strategic primacy makes conventional responses unattractive and ultimately futile to potential adversaries. The country s societal vulnerability to terrorist attacks will likewise lead to extremely costly defensive reactions against otherwise limited attacks. For both the United States and its asymmetrical adversaries, the advantage clearly favors the offense over the defense. With the innumerable list of potential targets, ''preemptive and preventive attacks will accomplish more against. . .[terrorists or their support structures], dollar for dollar, than the investment in passive defenses. 38 As former Undersecretary of Defense for Policy Douglas Feith has argued, a primary reliance on defense requires instrusive security measures that would inevitably endanger American civil liberties and curtail its free and open society.39

Strategic preponderance ensures that the United States will continue to face adversaries eager to implement asymmetrical tactics, even as it offers the very resources necessary to implement both offensive and less effective defensive measures. Unfortunately, terrorist groups with strategic reach (i.e., capable of influencing the actions of states) will likely increase in the coming years due to a combination of factors, including the ''democractization of technology, the ''privatization of war and the ''miniaturization of weap​onry. As more groups are imbued with sophisticated technological capabil​ities and are able to employ increasingly lethal weapons, the United States will be forced to rely even further on its unprecedented global military capabilities to eliminate this threat. The global war on terror, even with tactical successes against al Qaeda, will likely result in an inconclusive ending marked by the fragmentation and proliferation of terrorist spoiler groups. The ''Israelization'' of the United States, in which ''security trumps everything,'' will be no temporary phenomenon.

Realism provides an insufficient means for understanding the current post-9/11 strategic threat environment and underestimates the potential impact of the terrorist threat on the American sense of vulnerability. Globa​lized terrorism must be confronted by proactive measures to reduce the domestic vulnerability to attack and to eliminate these organizations in their external sanctuaries. Even then, these measures will never be able to ensure ''perfect security.'' As a result, significant public pressure for expanded security measures will arise after any attack. The United States will be consumed with what Frank Harvey has termed security addiction: ''As expectations for acceptable levels of pain decrease, billions of dollars will continue to be spent by both parties in a never-ending competition to convince the American public that their party's programs are different and more likely to succeed.''
Lack of international community stifles problem solving
Conflicts between various governments stifles international action on world issues; goes beyond the functioning of the UN

Kagan 2007   (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 

http ://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html downloaded 6/30/2010)

This has implications for international institutions and for American foreign policy. It is no longer possible to speak of an "international community." The term suggests agreement on international norms of behavior, an international morality, even an international conscience. The idea of such a community took hold in the 1990s, at a time when the general assumption was that the movement of Russia and China toward western liberalism was producing a global commonality of thinking about human affairs. But by the late 1990s it was already clear that the international community lacked a foundation of common understanding. This was exposed most blatantly in the war over Kosovo, which divided the liberal West from both Russia and China and from many other non-European nations. Today it is apparent on the issue of Sudan and Darfur. In the future, incidents that expose the hollowness of the term "international community" will likely proliferate.

As for the United Nations Security Council, after a brief awakening from the Cold War coma, it has fallen back to its former condition of near-paralysis. The agile diplomacy of France and the tactical caution of China have at times obscured the fact that the Security Council on most major issues is clearly divided between the autocracies and the democracies, with the latter systematically pressing for sanctions and other punitive actions against Iran, North Korea, Sudan, and other autocracies and the former just as systematically resisting and attempting to weaken the effect of such actions. This is a rut that is likely to deepen in the coming years. It will hinder, as it has already hindered, international efforts to provide assistance in humanitarian crises such as Darfur. It will also obstruct American and allied efforts to impose pressure and punishments on nations seeking nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, as it has already done in the cases of Iran and North Korea.

The problem goes beyond the Security Council. Efforts to achieve any international consensus in any forum are going to be more and more difficult because of the widening gap between liberal and autocratic governments. The current divisions between the United States and its European allies that have garnered so much attention in recent years are going to be overtaken by more fundamental ideological divisions, and especially by growing tensions between the democratic transatlantic alliance and Russia.

The divisions will be all the sharper where ideological fault lines coincide with those caused by competitive national ambitions. It may be largely accidental that two of the world 's more nationalistic powers are also the two leading autocracies, but this fact will have immense geopolitical significance.

Under these circumstances, calls for a new "concert" of nations in which Russia, China, the United States, Europe, and other great powers operate under some kind of international condominium are unlikely to succeed. The early nineteenth-century "Concert of Europe" operated under the umbrella of a common morality and shared principles of government. It aimed not only at the preservation of a European peace but also, and more importantly, at the maintenance of a monarchical and aristocratic order against the liberal and radical challenges presented by the French and American revolutions and their echoes elsewhere in Europe. The concert gradually broke down under the strains of popular nationalism, fueled in part by the rise of liberalism.

Current foreign policy gaining bipartisan support 

Republicans have found areas of agreement with Obama; Obama has continued past administrations’ actions in various areas, especially in the Middle East; 

Kagan 2010  (Robert,  CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE  “On Foreign Policy, Obama and the GOP Find Room for Agreement” THE WASHINGTON POST, MARCH 05, www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40298 accessed 6/30/2010)
Unnoticed amid the wailing about "broken government," a broad bipartisan consensus is emerging in one unlikely area: foreign policy. On Afghanistan, Iraq and Iran   the most expensive and potentially dangerous foreign challenges facing the United States -- little separates the Obama administration from most Republican leaders in and out of Congress. A substantial majority of Republicans has supported President Obama's troop surge in Afghanistan. Both the administration and the Republican opposition are committed to a stable, increasingly democratic Iraq. On Iran, differences have narrowed as engagement gives way to pressure on what Secretary of State Hillary Clinton calls the "military dictatorship" in Tehran. And Republicans have to admit that Obama's prolonged effort at engagement accomplished what George W. Bush never could: convincing most of the world, including most Democrats, that Iran does not want any deal that threatens its nuclear weapons program. Partisan divisiveness will return only if the administration backs down from its own stated objectives.

Perfect bipartisanship on foreign and defense policy is a lot to ask in an election year, and Republicans have a right, even an obligation, to be critical of policies they regard as dangerous. But there is more agreement today than usual. Never mind the divisive decades of the Bush and Clinton administrations. Democrats who look back fondly to the days of George H.W. Bush forget that they voted overwhelmingly against the Persian Gulf War and attacked that administration for paying too much attention to foreign policy. Today, by contrast, the administration and opposition largely agree on some of the most pressing issues. By historical standards, foreign policy is one area where the government is working.

How to explain the surprising comity? Partly it is because the Democrats have changed in power. Being in opposition for many years tends to breed irresponsibility, as both parties have shown over the past two decades. Obama's team took office assuming that it should do the opposite of whatever Bush did or said, and the policy of "un-Bush" dominated the first months, just as "un-Clinton" shaped the early Bush years. But "un-" policies are no substitute for serious thinking. On most issues the Obama administration is now pursuing approaches closer to those of both Clinton and Bush than those favored by the virulently anti-Bush partisans. This is not surprising, since neither American interests nor the interests of other nations change with the American electoral cycle.

There are larger forces at work, too, above all Sept. 11's lingering effects on the American psyche. Obama officials at first celebrated their abandonment of the "war on terror," seeing it as a Bush-era mistake and, rhetorically at least, placed more emphasis on righting legal wrongs done to captured terrorism suspects than on stopping terrorist attacks. The irony is that Obama has been fighting the war on terror at least as vigorously as his predecessor. He escalated the war in Afghanistan and greatly increased drone attacks on suspected terrorists in Pakistan.
The fact is, no president can allow himself to be perceived as trading any degree of American security to better protect the rights of suspected terrorists. Woodrow Wilson and Franklin D. Roosevelt countenanced far more egregious violations of individual rights when security interests were perceived to be at stake. It was predictable that whatever Candidate Obama promised, President Obama would be compelled to take a tough line on terrorism. So Guantanamo remains open and may stay open for the remainder of Obama's presidency. Khalid Sheik Mohammed will probably not be tried in New York. After the Christmas Day bomber was taken into custody, more people have been put on watch lists. The USA Patriot Act has been renewed. Obama has probably learned not to provide Republicans new opportunities to exploit his weakness in these areas.

Atmosphere is good for bipartisan support of foreign policy

Past coalitions are re-emerging on foreign policy; Obama could capitalize and continue to build US leadership; key time is now

Kagan 2010  (Robert,  CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT FOR INTERNATIONAL PEACE  “On Foreign Policy, Obama and the GOP Find Room for Agreement” THE WASHINGTON POST, MARCH 05, www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=40298 accessed 6/30/2010)
For Republicans, meanwhile, the ongoing effect of Sept. 11 has been to check isolationist tendencies that have periodically flared in the party since the 1920s. Most Republicans today don't believe there is safety to be found in a Fortress America and reject even more modest calls for a retrenchment of U.S. involvement overseas.

As a result, we may be seeing the reestablishment of the informal and unspoken alliance between liberal interventionist Democrats and hawkish internationalist Republicans that provided working majorities throughout much of the Cold War and again during the Clinton years. In the 1990s, Joseph Biden was a card-carrying member of this coalition, which supported Clinton's policies in the Balkans, NATO expansion and the strategy of "democratic enlargement." The coalition exploded over its support for the Iraq war, but Biden's willingness to take ownership of Iraq today may be a signal that the pendulum is swinging back again.

Obama has a chance to place himself at the head of this broad spectrum of opinion, and he would serve both himself and the country well by doing so. Today's consensus can be expanded beyond fighting terrorism and confronting Iran. There is strong bipartisan support for a firmer stand toward China, for closer ties to India, a more balanced approach to Russia, and a firmer commitment to democratic allies in Eastern and Central Europe. Nothing would do more to cement bipartisan support for Obama's foreign policies than a return to the old American tradition of making the world safer for democracy.
At a time when America's ability to lead is questioned at home and abroad, bipartisan unity on these major issues can strengthen America in its dealing with friends and with adversaries. Despite what our declinists believe, and thanks in part to the election of Obama, more and more people around the world are looking to the United States to play that leadership role again.

Conflicts with Islamic fundamentalism inevitable 
Conflicts with radical Islamists is inevitable; engaging and offering informed choices for persons in the Middle East allows greater chance of success

Kagan 2007 (Robert senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund End of Dreams, Return of History July 19, 

http ://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html downloaded 6/30/2010)

Modernization, globalization, Islam, and their discontents

The Islamists' struggle against the powerful and often impersonal forces of modernization, capitalism, and globalization is another significant fact of life in the world today. Much of this fight has been peaceful, but some of it has been violent and now, oddly, poses by far the greatest threat of a catastrophic attack on the mainland of the United States.

It is odd because the struggle between modernization and globalization, on the one hand, and traditionalism, on the other, is largely a sideshow on the international stage. The future is more likely to be dominated by the struggle among the great powers and between the great ideologies of liberalism and autocracy than by the effort of some radical Islamists to restore an imagined past of piety. But of course that struggle has taken on a new and frightening dimension. Normally, when old and less technologically advanced civilizations have confronted more advanced civilizations, their inadequate weapons have reflected their backwardness. Today, the radical proponents of Islamic traditionalism, though they abhor the modern world, are nevertheless not only using the ancient methods of assassination and suicidal attacks, but also have deployed the weapons of the modern world against it. Modernization and globalization inflamed their rebellion and also armed them for the fight.

It is a lonely and ultimately desperate fight, for in the struggle between tradition and modernization, tradition cannot win -- though traditional forces armed with modern technology can put up a good fight. All the world's rich and powerful nations have more or less embraced the economic, technological, and even social aspects of modernization and globalization. All have embraced, albeit with varying degrees of complaint and resistance, the free flow of goods, finances, and services, and the intermingling of cultures and lifestyles that characterize the modern world. Increasingly, their people watch the same television shows, listen to the same music, and go to the same movies. And along with this dominant modern culture they have accepted, even as they may also deplore, the essential characteristics of a modern morality and aesthetics: the sexual as well as political and economic liberation of women, the weakening of church authority and the strengthening of secularism, the existence of what used to be called the counterculture, free expression in the arts (if not in politics), which includes the freedom to commit blasphemy and to lampoon symbols of faith, authority, and morality -- these and all the countless effects of liberalism and capitalism unleashed and unchecked by the constraining hand of tradition, a powerful church, or a moralistic and domineering government. The Chinese have learned that while it is possible to have capitalism without political liberalization, it is much harder to have capitalism without cultural liberalization.

Today radical Islamists are the last holdout against these powerful forces of globalization and modernization. They seek to carve out a part of the world where they can be left alone, shielded from what they regard as the soul-destroying licentiousness of unchecked liberalism and capitalism. The tragedy for them is that their goal is impossible to achieve. Neither the United States nor the other great powers will turn over control of the Middle East to these fundamentalist forces, if only because the region is of such vital strategic importance to the rest of the world. The outside powers have strong internal allies as well, including the majority of the populations of the Middle East who have been willing and even eager to make peace with modernity. Nor is it conceivable in this modern world that a people can wall themselves off from modernity even if the majority wanted to. Could the great Islamic theocracy that al Qaeda and others hope to erect ever completely block out the sights and sounds of the rest of the world and thereby shield their people from the temptations of modernity? The mullahs have not even succeeded at doing that in Iran. The project is fantastic. The world is thus faced with the prospect of a protracted struggle in which the goals of the extreme Islamists can never be satisfied because neither the United States nor anyone else has the ability to give them what they want. The West is quite simply not capable of retreating as far as the Islamic extremists require.

US maintains power through religiously based Manifest Destiny principles 1/2
Dissonance exists between US model and the actions it takes; these differences drive US hegemony

Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
A Coherent Model?

Do these factors sum up to a coherent polity model, which Europeans can emulate? It appears so. The revolutionary beginning of the United States was founded on a commitment to human rights, which helped equip the ensuing American nationalism with a universal orientation. This became wedded with a communal sense of purpose or even telos through the notion of Manifest Destiny. The eventual status of the United States as a so-called hyperpower has equipped it with the military-political and even economic means of power to propound its values — without having to tie itself down in multilateral or other bounds. These factors speak to an apparent mutually reinforcing combination of moti​vation, moral justification, and physical ability to carry out the tasks.

But when considered more closely we shall see that these elements are not as mutually reinforcing as they might appear. Further, the reality of the EU is quite far from any one of them. First, the core principles that inform the US revolutionary constitution are universal. One core normative issue is whether these principles can be properly entrenched in the state form. Another is how they sit with nationalism. Further, US power is sustained by the US state (some label it a warrior state: see Smith, 2004), whose raison d'etre is as much that of self-preservation and autonomy, as human rights and democracy. America's domestic and even more so international pursuit of the universal constitutional principles is affected by an American national identity with a distinctly religious — Christian — tenor, which infringes on their universal orientation.
Second, manifest destiny understood as a particular fusion of religion and nationalism is not merely a cultural and ideational phenomenon; it has also become deeply institutionalized. It has oddly enough a constitutional basis, entrenched as it has become in the very separation of state and church. In some opposition to Europe, in the US the separation of state and church was under​stood to protect religion from state power. This has been reinforced by another feature of the US Constitution: it protects individuals against the state but offers limited protection of the damage inflicted on individuals by other societal actors, hence placing obstacles in the way of public social protection. Claus Offe has noted that:

The suspicion of any social service provided by the state is nourished by the consti​tutional order and is constantly renewed in its virulence; and it means that, from the beginning and still today, political elites have felt obliged to represent the identity of the American nation as a community of free communities in 'God's own country', by means of official symbols ('God bless America', 'In God we trust', 'City on the Hill') and gestures of deference towards the religious life. (2005: 36)

America's institutional-constitutional structure helps to sustain the religious dimension; it also contributes to crowd out alternative, entirely secular, sources of allegiance. By virtually prohibiting the development of an American welfare state, which could serve as a source of social solidarity, it renders policy stances highly susceptible to influence by organized religion.27

Third, if US power is to serve as a viable instrument for propounding core constitutional principles, there has to be a coherent line in US foreign policy. Instead of one coherent line, Mead notes that US foreign policy has been marked by a centuries-old struggle among four different schools, labeled as Madisonians, Jeffersonians, Wilsonians and Jacksonians (Mead, 2002). A somewhat different reading of the past would claim that the cyclical changes between deep inter​national engagement and isolationism that run through the centuries of American foreign policy still resonate with the notion of Manifest Destiny, as they reflect a tension between a dominant impulse to serve as 'an exemplary state separate from the corrupt and fallen world 
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and a countervailing desire to push the world along by means of regenerative intervention' (Stephanson, 1995: xii). This latter position would speak to a closer relationship between the two latter attractions (Manifest Destiny and World Power), but without any obvious connection to the basic principles informing the first, constitutional, one. Use of power then easily ends up becoming simply a self-serving act.
The different attractions reside in different conceptions of polity model. There is greater tension than what might initially have been expected between the kind of polity model that we can discern from the core American principles, on the one hand, and how the US operates, on the other.

Europeans would adopt “Manifest Destiny” as their own 

Religious underpinnings of “Manifest Destiny” and the desire to be the central focus of world concerns is appealing to the EU

Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
This links up with the next attraction, which I refer to as the 'city on the hill'. The 'City on the Hill' Description of the phenomenon This notion relates to the US propensity — from the very outset — to portray itself as exceptional from a moral point of view. There are two dimensions to American exceptionalism which are particularly relevant here. The first is the Puritan roots which go back especially to English Protes​tantism. The Puritans who went to America broke with English Protestantism because they found it deficient — infected by Catholicism. They saw America as offering the prospect of a new beginning (Stephanson, 1995). It was the special responsibility that came with this that John Winthrop expressed in his famous sermon, the Arbella Covenant (1630), where he said that 'for we must consider that we shall be as a city upon a hill, the eyes of all people are upon us'.20 This was later interpreted as instantiating the notion of Manifest Destiny. The US should carry on God's mission and set a shining example for the rest of the world. This Puritan theme has resonated throughout American history.21 Second, American exceptionalism represents a particular fusion between Puri​tanism and nationalism (which is such a central concept to Europe):22 Visions of the United States as a sacred space providentially selected for divine purposes found a counterpart in the secular idea of the new nation of liberty as a privileged 'stage' . . . for the exhibition of a new world order, a great 'experiment' for the benefit of humankind as a whole. (Stephanson,1995: 5) Richard Hofstadter has noted that 'It has been our fate as a nation not to have ideologies, but to be one' (cited in Lipset, 1996: 18). Lipset also refers to Abraham Lincoln who spoke of his country's political religion. In that sense to become an American is 'a religious, that is, ideological act' (Lipset, 1996: 18). Americans have come to see themselves as singled out for greater tasks, not only domestically but also internationally — to propound the central principles of their political system to the rest of the world, in the service of God. To many Americans, the image of the US as 'The city on the hill' was one that should also inform US foreign policy and the role of the US in the world. The US had a — special — obligation to ensure democracy and human rights worldwide. This is the hallmark of the Wilsonian school of American foreign policy (Mead, 2002). But even Wilson's civilizational project had a strong religious tenor, as to him Christianity was a vital component of civilization. Justification for why Europeans would see this as relevant to the EU For integra​tion-friendly Europeans, to inject into the Union a spirit similar to the US notion of 'City on the Hill' and Manifest Destiny, would rectify one of the Union's main deficiencies, its lack of a clear telos (Weiler, 1999, 2001). A Union imbued with a sense of Manifest Destiny would lend a sense of inspiration and direction, as well as a deeper justification for the entire integration project. It could then also help to restore the centuries-old image of Europe as the centre of the world and as the source of modern civilization.23 Such a vision of Europe's past was apparent in the preamble of the defunct Constitutional Treaty which stated that 'DRAWING INSPIRATION from the cultural, religious and humanist inheri​tance of Europe, have developed the universal values of the inviolable and in​alienable rights of the human person, freedom, democracy, equality and the rule of law.' If we take the notion that these values emerged in Europe literally, then the US notion of manifest destiny represents an appropriation of these values by the US to serve its own aims (a notion that would be greatly amplified through American unilateralism). Only by instilling a similar sense of purpose would Europe then be able to retake its rightful moral leadership. There are thus both reasons pertaining to the Union's internal and external dimension that could entice Europeans to Manifest Destiny. The internal speaks to a common purpose and justification for the still highly contested integration project; the external speaks to Europe's restoration of its centuries-long and — it is widely held: rightful — role as the center of the world.24 But to do so it would also require the neces​sary means. Those the US might possess. Emulating the US in this respect consti​tutes the third part of the 'European dream'.

Middle East War inevitable
Despite best efforts by US and others, conflicts in the Middle East will escalate; nothing anyone can do to stop them
Ben-Ami, 2010  (Shlomo a former Israeli foreign minister who now serves as vice president of the Toledo International Centre for Peace, is the author of "Scars of War, Wounds of Peace: The Israeli-Arab Tragedy". America's desperate efforts might not be enough to avert Middle East war ,  March 9, The Nation (Thailand), lexis)
Across the Middle East, a fatalistic conventional wisdom is taking hold: war is unavoidable. Some see war as a way of resolving an increasingly deadlocked situation, shaking up a dysfunctional regional order whose main actors are not only at loggerheads but are also incapable of resolving the legitimacy deficits of their respective regimes. A volley of incendiary remarks between Israel and both Syria and Hezbollah has fuelled anxieties about the possibility of war on Israel's northern border.  The level of sensitivity is such that the latest tension was initiated by the Syrians, who misinterpreted as a threat Israeli Defence Minister Ehud Barak's call to start peace negotiations precisely in order to prevent "an all-out regional war". Hezbollah's leader, Hassan Nasrallah, for the first time explicitly warned the Israelis that a new round of conflict would no longer be confined to an Israeli-Lebanese showdown, but would involve the entire regional "axis of confrontation" Syria, Iran, Hezbollah and Hamas. This would also be the case if Israel unleashed its Air Force against Iran's nuclear installations. Moreover, Nasrallah made it clear that Israel's "Dahyia Doctrine" of total devastation of Lebanon in case of war would be answered in kind. The prospect of a Middle East conflagration has prompted an airlift of senior American officials to Israel to warn of the devastating consequences that an Israeli attack on Iran might have. Indeed, the Obama administration's main challenge these days is not peacemaking, but regional conflict management and pre-emption. CIA director Leon Panetta and chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen have already come and gone, with Vice President Joe Biden and a high-level delegation of the State Department and the National Security Council currently in Jerusalem on a week-long visit. But preventing war will not be easy, because Barack Obama's mystique has worn off in the Arab world. The expectation that he would allow the Arabs, particularly the Syrians and the Palestinians, to recover their land without resorting to arms has been proved, by his own admission, to be unrealistic. Nor has he been able to rein in Iran's relentless drive for regional hegemony, or convince it to abandon its quest for nuclear arms. Israel will most likely listen to America's advice and consider a pre-emptive attack on Iran only after all diplomatic means have been exhausted, and after whatever sanctions are agreed upon fail to cut short Iran's march toward possessing the bomb. No matter how unjustified Israel's traditional military behaviour seems in the eyes of its enemies and critics, it has always aspired to base its military actions on grounds that can be justified. This would seem to be particularly true when it comes to an attack on Iran's nuclear installations. Israel would not like to be seen as the spoiler of a diplomatic solution to a dispute that in any case cannot be resolved by military means alone. Wars in the Middle East, it should be recalled, have started even when the parties did not really want them. The 1967 war is one example. Today's anxieties, too, are fed by perceptions and fears, by real and imagined concerns. The Iranian challenge to Israel's strategic hegemony is presented as a Holocaust-style existential threat, and Israel's other enemies,  Hezbollah, which believes that it can bring about "the end of the Zionist entity", and Syria, which publicly boasts of its ballistic missiles' capacity to destroy Israel's main urban centres are similarly viewed as irrational actors. A covert war between Israel and Iran has been going on for some time now. The assassinations allegedly by Israel of Imad Mughniyah, Hezbollah's military chief and Iran's closest ally in the organisation, two years ago, and more recently of Mahmoud al-Mahbouh, Hamas's liaison officer with the Al-Quds force of Iran's Revolutionary Guards, suggest that an unplanned chain of events could trigger a real war. The Lebanese front may ignite if Hezbollah seeks to avenge Mughniyah's death, or simply as a result of a knee-jerk reaction to a provocation, as in 2006. If Iran and Syria then decide to back Hezbollah, a direct Israeli-Iranian showdown could follow. What Israel planned as a pre-emptive attack on Iran might then be presented as an act of self-defence . General James Jones, President Obama's national security adviser, recently put forward a different, albeit equally ominous, prediction. Iran's response to the mounting international pressure might be, he said, to launch an attack on Israel through its proxies, Hezbollah and Hamas. Such attacks might trigger a wider regional conflagration. War threats in the Middle East should never be dismissed as hollow. Prophecies of war, moreover, have too frequently proven themselves to be self-fulfilling. But America's extraordinary efforts to rein in Israel might not be enough to avert a calamity. The days of Pax Americana in the region are over, which means that avoiding a regional explosion will require mobilising the major international actors that favour diplomatic solutions for the Arab-Israeli conflict and for Iran's quest to become a legitimate partner in a new regional system.
US may not be best model for the EU

Organizational structure of the EU would preclude it from using the US model

Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
The US played a central role in the forging of the EU. It has also offloaded the EU through the security guarantee within the NATO framework. European policy-making has also drawn heavily on the US.12 There are thus important empirical grounds for students of the EU to direct attention to the US. This is, if anything, amplified by the dominant role American scholars played in analyzing, and thus also affecting, European integration.13 All these and numerous other factors speak to what amounts to a particularly strong contemporary European exposure to, familiarity with, and influence by America and Ameri​cans — standards, ideas and experiences.

Nevertheless, despite this strong exposure, it is not as obvious that Europeans should draw on the US as the model for the EU's own development. The EU, after all, has its roots in an international organization and is formed on top of states, each of which has sought to emulate the US in one way or the other, but where the EU itself does not share many institutional or other traits with the US.14 The EU is neither a state nor is it a nation; hence any 'natural' propensity on the part of Europeans to draw on the US needs further explaining. I have singled out three features of the US that I believe appeal to Europeans. These appear to mutually reinforce one another to form a coherent polity model.

Europeans attracted to US constitution as model for EU 1/2
EU could use US Constitution as model for governance; would invoke best of democracy; US influences the governance of the union
Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
A New Beginning: the US as Polity Model

Brief description of the phenomenon The US as independent state was born through revolution. This was a revolution in a political, as well as in a constitu​tional sense. The revolutionary beginning of the United States has made an indelible mark on it (Lipset, 1979, 1990, 1996; Stephanson, 1995). Politically, through the revolution it sought to free itself from oppressive British rule and colonialism. The founding of the US thus entailed the act of severing the link to its European origin: to be free and independent, Americans had to rid them​selves of the shackles of their oppressive European past. This was done through two steps: emigration and the Declaration of Independence — and revolutionary war. This revolutionary beginning has become an intrinsic part of the US founding rationale. The American Revolution was justified by universal prin​ciples — many of those very same normative ideals that subsequently came to inform the French Revolution. The American Revolution also heralded in a new revolutionary constitutional tradition (Ackerman, 1991, Mollers, 2004; Brunkhorst, 2004). The Constitu​tion founded a new political order, and thus instituted a rupture or a break with the past. 'With this, constitution becomes an exclusive concept: it is striking that certain forms of order are now no longer labeled as faulty or wrong constitutions; rather, their claim to be constitutions at all is denied' (Mollers, 2004: 130). The American Constitution thus helped establish a set of benchmarks for what counts as a constitution in the first place. The critical component here was not its formal and written character. Rather, what was critical was the focus on individual freedom, which underpinned its democratic character. The new political system was equipped with an institutional structure that entrenched democracy and thus differed from its contemporaries. America re​invented federalism, in such a way as to turn statism on its head. Whereas Bodinian statism presupposed a single sovereign in a highly centralized state striving for homogeneity and self-sufficiency . . . American federalism, by contrast vested sovereignty in the people to prevent the development of a centralized, reified state by making all governments no more than governments of delegated powers whose scope the people could define and change as they pleased through a constitutional system. (Elazar, 2001: 34) This political system permitted the forging of a new nation: one based on the embrace of democratic egalitarianism, achievement, and the explicit abolition of European status hierarchies.15 Over time, what was forged was a new kind of and sense of community: the inclusive nation or the melting-pot. Justification for why Europeans would see this as relevant to the EU The revolution​ary democratic beginning of the United States attracts Europeans. The American Revolution was seen not only as a rejection of the oppressive and destructive aspects of the European past; the commitment to democracy also promised to herald in a new and unique opportunity. Tocqueville's project was to draw lessons for Europe from the American idea of and experience with democratic equality. His aim was precisely to probe the notion of the US as a democratic polity model: 'I admit that I saw in America more than America; it was the shape of democ​racy itself which I sought, its inclinations, character, prejudices and passions' (Tocqueville, 1969: 19).

The European integration process entices Europeans to invoke the same spirit of breaking with the shackles of their European past, which is one of aggressive nationalism in a Europe divided into distinctive national entities. There are some obvious parallels here between Europe and the US that feed the attractiveness. First, the forgers of the EU could argue that it represented a rejection of Europe's war-prone past, a past which was extremely destructive, oppressive and divisive, precisely because Europe's past was based on national sovereignty and not federalism.16 Second, they could use the EU to embark on a new 
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future of all-European democracy. Third, they could join the Americans in justifying their actions in those very same universal values that had been used to justify the American (and French) Revolutions.17 For these
and other reasons, the initial movers and shakers of European integration sought to replicate American feder​alism in Europe through a 'United States of Europe', a European federation following the American model (Elazar, 2001: 36).18
Many saw the recent process of constitution-making in Europe as the new chance of re-launching the EU on a course more similar to the US. The very use of the term Convention evoked images of the Philadelphia Convention, and explicit parallels were drawn between the two, even by the Convention Chair, Valery Giscard d'Estaing.19

From a polity model perspective, the US was a pioneer in that it appealed to universal principles and was the first to entrench such in explicit constitutional form. There is thus a great attraction in linking up to this aspect of the American experience. Given the strong normative-conceptual status of the American Con​stitution, that is, as a benchmark for what counts as a democratic constitution, evoking this standard can lend great credence and legitimacy to the European undertaking.

As is even acknowledged by skeptics, there appears to be a kind of unavoidability here. This could be summed up as follows: in a modern democratic context, once you embark on the constitutional exercise, to establish a formal, democ​ratic constitution, you are almost by nature compelled to go down the American path. Is there really a viable alternative/alternative way to go than precisely that of the US?

Europeans would model the EU after the US
Formation of the EU needs a model to follow; Europeans support the US model; US serves as best example of the nation state governance model
Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
In recent years (pre-Obama) we have seen deep transatlantic rifts. But the presence of rifts should not deceive us into ignoring the great attraction that the United States has exerted, and continues to exert, on Europeans. There are deep ideational and historical bonds between Europeans and Americans; these are sustained and reinforced through immigration and close contact; given direct social-institutional and even constitutional sustenance (consider America's central role in Europe's postwar reconstruction, and the transfer of central features of its constitutional model to Germany); and maintained by a whole host of transatlantic links.

Europeans have not only been influenced by America, as a kind of external presence or force, but the American presence is also deeply embedded in Euro​peans' own self-perceptions. To many Europeans, Americans are not 'they', but 'us' — reinforced by the commonalities embedded in the notion of 'the West'.1

Europeans even set the US up as a mirror of themselves: 'Observation of the American social experiment has always been a cause of reflection and self-interpretation concerning European identity'(Offe, 2005: 4). European scholars have discussed the potentials and pitfalls of 'American exceptionalism',2 and have discussed what is more likely and preferable: the Americanization of Europe or the Europeanization of America (Offe, 2005).

Given this historical propensity for Europeans to discuss the US as a possible model for Europe, it would only be logical that Europeans — now steeped in their greatest ever peaceful experiment in fashioning a continent-wide system of governance — were to look closely at how Americans first managed to set up a continent-wide system and subsequently extend its influence to near-global proportions.

How prominently does the US then figure as a model for the European Union? The US certainly serves as a key comparative reference for students of the EU.3 The US may even be the most widely cited state that people want the EU to emulate. Simply consider the frequent invocation of the notion of 'United States of Europe'.4 Such pleas for emulation also appear quite unidirectional: There are few on either side of the Atlantic that urge the US to emulate the EU.5 Many of those that underline that there is a deep gap between the EU and the US, insist that the gap can best be bridged by the EU becoming similar to the US (Kagan, 2003).

The European Union is often thought of as an experiment — in governance and polity terms. Europe, once the cradle of the states system, is today held up as the place where the nation-state as organizational form and mode of commu​nity is experiencing its greatest transformation.6 The EU re-ignites and gives added weight to the question of the normative viability and empirical salience of the states system as the key structuring legal-political meta-frame. This system has framed our thinking on political organization and mode of community for centuries.7 Through the core concepts, the normative principles and the attendant institutional-constitutional arrangements, this system has offered a ready-made set of interpretations, conceptions of appropriate organizational arrangements and systems of meaning to make sense of and structure a complex and dynamic political reality. As the most powerful state today, the US serves not only as the embodiment of core traits of this meta-frame,8 but through situational defini​tions and actions it also sustains this frame.9 The issue is therefore whether the EU will conform to this frame or whether the EU might become a — stable and normatively viable — alternative to it.

EU might be best served by looking elsewhere for constitutional model
The EU constitutional process is different from that of the US; those difference would not make the process a good model for the formation of the EU constitution
Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
The European Union/Constitution-Making European-Style

The European Union is based on many of the same universal principles that inform the model conception of the democratic constitutional state, as well as the actual US Constitution.28 But the European constitutional situation is very different from that of the US. Some would argue that the main difference is that the US has a constitution, whereas the EU does not. But this is only partly true, as the EU has a constitutional arrangement, which predates the Laeken reform failures. It does not qualify as a formal but rather as a material constitution,29 and it lacks explicit democratic sanction. Thus, it does not qualify as a democratic constitution on a par with the US Constitution. This does not preclude the Union's constitutional arrangement from acquiring democratic sanction at a future point in time. The EU has been involved in constitution making for decades already, and this is a process that is distinctly different from US constitution-making. The forging of the EU's material constitutional construct has taken place in a setting of already constitutionalized entities (Fossum and Menendez, 2005). This process, to be legitimate, had to relate to the already justified norms that were embedded in the national constitutional orders. The European process could not replicate the revolutionary impetus of its American counterpart; neither could it obtain the same democratic dignity. Thus, its greatest constitutional dignity would come not from its novelty, but from the extent to which it would succeed in forging a viable synthesis of the constitutional traditions common to the member states (Menendez, 2008). Despite the difference in process, then, if this thrust can be sustained, it will channel European constitution-making in a state-based constitutional direction. But how far that could go is not easy to tell, because of other distinct features of EU constitution-making, the most notable among which would be the presence of multiple constitutional publics. This is directly reflected in the formal procedure for treaty change, which is conducted by the heads of state and government and where each member state enjoys veto. The European process thus cannot be reduced to the image of the constitutional moment in which the will of a pre-constituted people is enshrined in one stroke into the law.

The diversity of the European constitutional setting requires an alternative conception of constitution-making. Precisely because every effort to forge a formal democratic constitution for Europe will have to run up against 27 national veto points, the threshold for striking a constitutional accord is very high. One possi​bility is to think of European constitution-making not foremost as a process that ends up in a contractual arrangement that is established or given at a particular point in time but rather as an ongoing process (Chambers, 1998). This could also have implications for the very conception of constitution. It would neither be a mere contractual arrangement nor a founding pact between the citizens, but a set of procedures and rights that could accommodate an ongoing process of discursive validation of the structure in place. Reflexive constitution-making might be an apt term to designate this (Bohman, 2004). The upshot is that the European constitution-making experience has so many distinctive traits that set it apart from the American one that our effort is best expended on clarifying the distinctive character of the European exercise or through looking for more apt contemporary examples.

Europe will reject “Manifest Destiny” because too nationalistic 
EU constitution based on diversity; best reason to reject nationalism found in images of “Manifest Destiny”; recent administrative actions seen as nationalistic rather than upholding principle of US democracy
Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
Not the City for Europe

Europeans early on picked up on the American notion of City on the Hill and Manifest Destiny, but even then far from all endorsed it.30 Today many Euro​peans are more likely to see City on the Hill and Manifest Destiny as justifica​tions for American expansionism and aggrandizement than as vehicles to foster democracy and liberty.

Nevertheless, there is no doubt that part of the European integration process is a search for a normative telos. But this search takes place in a setting of deeply entrenched, national communities. This has largely prevented the quest for a unifying telos from espousing and entrenching a distinctive European commu​nity identity. This has not prevented efforts from being made to entrench a thicker sense of community, even with a religious imprint. During the Laeken constitutional process, for instance, the Pope, member states, political parties and other organizations sought to insert a Christian reference into the Constitutional Treaty. Their efforts were successfully rejected by a strong secularist front, with France in the lead. This has served to clarify that the Union is a secular organ​ization and one that cannot draw on religious imagery in its search for a common purpose. The Union is officially justified with reference to: (a) general principles such as democracy, human rights and respect for the rule of law; and (b) respect for difference and diversity. The projected mode of allegiance that we can discern from the Treaties is not only thinner than nationalism; it is also often presented as an explicit rejection of nationalism.

The American approach to the fostering of community could draw on the City on the Hill image to justify the so-called melting-pot model. Europeans recognized from the EU's very beginnings the problems in transposing the US notion of melting-pot to Europe: they rejected both its assimilationist assump​tions and its foundation in nationalism. Some analysts have referred to the Union as based on constitutional tolerance; others have highlighted the EU as a Union of Deep Diversity.31

Many Europeans have also been deeply critical of the manner in which notably the Bush administration has pursued democracy and American values abroad. The US appeared not as a cosmopolitan guarantor of democracy and human rights, but as a national defender of sovereignty — in classical Westphalian fashion (albeit a nation-state that is not prepared to respect the sovereignty of other states). In sum, the American notion of City on the Hill (and Manifest Destiny), is not the bridge to the future that Europeans have yearned for. Its nationalist and religious orientation might rather serve to remind Europeans of what they have sought to leave behind.
EU strength is in diplomatic rather than military means to resolve disputes 
The EU relies on NATO for most of military strength; prefers to use diplomatic means for disputes
Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
The 'Power of Words'

The European Union has very limited recourse to military power. Military and security matters are still decided by the Member States and/or under the aegis of NATO. Nevertheless, the EU's external presence has increased in the last decades, as the EU has taken on an increasingly important role in conflict prevention, including the establishment of a new European Defence Agency and Battle Groups.32 With this have come renewed efforts to define, explain and justify the EU's role in the world.

The prevailing image of the EU has been one of a Civilian Power Union (Duchene, 1972, 1973), which was long on economic and short on military power; relied on diplomacy in the handling of international conflicts and problems; and was willing to submit to legally-binding supranational institutions. Ian Manners, in recent work, has labelled the EU a normative power: 'the central component of normative power Europe is that it exists as being different to pre-existing poli​tical forms, and that this particular difference predisposes it to act in a norma​tive way' (Manners, 2002: 242; 2006). To Manners, this normative propensity stems from the particular historical context within which it was forged, which highlighted the need to entrench peace and move beyond aggressive nationalism; the EU's hybrid and less bounded and more permeable post-Westphalian form; and its legal constitution, which highlights human rights. The presumption is that the EU is an organization as such set up as to be able to change norms in the international system. Further, it implies that it actually also acts to change such; and finally that it should act in this manner.
The notion of normative power Europe is contested (Sjursen, 2007). However, whatever designation is chosen, it is quite clear that the EU places far more onus on legally binding international cooperation than does the US (certainly the Bush administration). This, combined with its very limited military capacity, makes the Union rely on 'the power of words', not the words of power in its external dealings.

To sum up thus far, the EU is a case not of new revolutionary beginnings but of polity formation within a setting of established democracies. The challenge facing the European Union is to establish a type of polity that is able to resolve those problems and challenges that each state cannot do on its own; based on a set of institutions that are in compliance with established normative principles; foster a sense of solidarity and belonging strong enough to sustain the entity; and simultaneously not so strong as to raise doubts about the entity's respect for relevant forms of difference and diversity. The US has faced some of these chal​lenges but did so in a different period, at a time when the state system was still deeply entrenched. The European Union is trying to grapple with these chal​lenges at a point in time when the Westphalian state system is undergoing pro​found changes.

EU cannot emulate the US
US Constitution is not a good model for the EU; it must transcend nationalism
Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
Conclusion

This article has discussed the polity model we can discern from the US and briefly considered it in relation to the reality of the European Union. When we disentangle the components of the US understood as polity model, we find a significant tension between moral universalism and ethical-religious and national difference/distinctness. The American Constitution enjoys unique status as the pioneering edifice of the modern democratic state, but this democratic Consti​tution was framed when the state system was consolidating and framed to suit the spirit of nationalism. The strong religious influence on American politics has variously given license to international institution-building (the Wilsonian tradi​tion) and to the recent American unilateralism.

Europe of today cannot echo the American constitutional process. European constitution-making takes place within a setting of already constitutionalized entities. These have all been inspired by the basic principles that inform the US Constitution and now also feed into the European constitutional edifice; hence there appears to be no need for Europe to abandon the normative standards that the US Constitution played such a central role to propagate. But today's chal​lenge is nevertheless different, namely properly to entrench these principles in a post-Westphalian political entity. To this the other two components that I singled out as attractive about the US do not offer much instruction, as they come with strong national and even religious overtones. A similar tension is seen in the US's global role: the US was essential in establishing components of cosmopolitan law (Habermas, 2004), yet notably in the Bush II years, it has veered from cosmo​politan self-bind to moralistic unilateralism in defiance of those very rules. In this sense, the US, steeped as it still is within a Westphalian frame, is hardly the most suitable polity for the EU to emulate — partly because it is too much of a state (in its external role) and partly because it is too little of a state (in its internal, social role). The EU represents the most explicit attempt thus far to break out of the nationalist mould and to foster a different — post-national — sense of allegiance within a structure that is more permeable and reflexive than any nation-state. The question is whether this sets the EU apart from the rest of the world, as an idiosyncrasy and reflection of unique European patterns, or whether European developments resonate with developments elsewhere. Obviously, if we talk about the prospects for changes in constitutive frames then isolated developments in one corner of the world need not amount to much. In this article I looked at the other of North America as a possible parallel to the EU. Somewhat paradoxically, given the inability to reach agreement on a made-in-Canada Constitution, Canada's commitment to the rule of law both in its internal and in its external orientations speaks to a more 'cosmopolitanized state'. Such a state seeks to uphold core democratic principles, both internally and externally; has lower thresholds between its internal and external orientations; and seeks to foster a post-national and thinner-than-nationalism mode of allegiance. Such an internationally permeable state holds traits in common with the EU. Canada and the EU share certain promising features in terms of fostering new constitutive frames. The really important challenge is to find out if these traits are more than isolated components. It would be to overstate the case to argue that Canada fills Europe's American Dream. But Canada should figure here. Europeans might usefully set up Canada as a mirror of themselves, as Canada is the state that comes closest to the EU in several critical respects. Canada might be a useful mirror also because it speaks to how far we can 'stretch' the state form in diversity accommodation terms. If Canada can demonstrate that the state form is so flexible and so accommodating of difference, and still manages to retain a fundamental commitment to rights and democracy, then this suggests that the state form of political organization could still work for Europe. Then a further and equally demanding challenge could be addressed, whether a cosmopolitanized state could uphold law's sanctioning force, internally and externally. What matters today, it seems, is to establish how we might wed the great ideals espoused by the American Revolution with the experiences and efforts that Canada and the EU go through.

Past examples (Britain & Rome) not applicable to US Hegemony

Historians compare current US situation to past empires; the comparisons are not accurate and are misleading; US still a strong hegemon

BRENDON. 2010  (Piers a fellow of Churchill College, Cambridge, is the author of ''The Decline and Fall of the British Empire.'' “Like Rome Before the Fall? Not Yet” February 25, The New York Times, lexis)
All too often, however, students of the past succumb to the temptation to foretell the future. For reasons best known to himself, for example, the eminent British historian A. J. P. Taylor predicted that the Second World War would reach its climax in the Spanish port of Vigo. Equally preposterous in its way was Francis Fukuyama's claim that the conclusion of the cold war marked the end of ideological evolution, ''the end of history.'' When indulging his own penchant for prophecy, Paul Kennedy too proved sadly fallible. In his book, he wrote that Japan would not stagnate and that Russia, clinging to Communism, would not boom economically by the early 21st century. Of course, Professor Kennedy did not base his forecasts on runes or entrails or stars. He weighed the available evidence and extrapolated from existing trends. He studied form, entered suitable caveats and hedged his bets. In short, he relied on sophisticated guesswork. However, the past is a map, not a compass. It charts human experience, stops at the present and gives no clear sense of direction. History does not repeat itself nor, as Arnold Toynbee would have it, does it proceed in rhythms or cycles. Events buck trends. Everything, as Gibbon said, is subject to ''the vicissitudes of fortune.'' Still, history is our only guide. It is natural to seek instruction from it about the trajectory of earlier great powers, especially at a time when the weary American Titan seems to be staggering under ''the too vast orb of its fate.'' This phrase (loosely taken from Matthew Arnold) was used by the British politician Joseph Chamberlain to depict the plight of his nation in 1902. The country had indeed suffered a severe setback during its South African war and its global supremacy was under threat from mighty rivals in the United States and Germany. Yet the British Empire was at its apogee. Paradoxically, the larger great powers grow, the more they worry about their vulnerability. Rudyard Kipling wrote this elegy to the empire, of which he was unofficial poet laureate, to mark its most spectacular pageant, Queen Victoria's Diamond Jubilee in 1897. Far-called, our navies melt away;  On dunes and headlands sinks the fire; Lo, all our pomp of yesterday  Is one with Nineveh and Tyre!  Aptly quoting these lines exactly a century later, when Britain gave up its last major colony, Hong Kong, this newspaper's editorial page noted that the queen's empire had been relegated to the history books; the United States had become the heir to Rome. Now doom-mongers conjure with Roman and British analogies in order to trace the decay of American hegemony. In so doing they ignore Gibbon's warning about the danger of comparing epochs remote from one another. It is obviously possible to find striking similarities between the predicament of Rome and that of Washington (itself modeled on classical lines, incidentally, because it aspired to be the capital of a mighty empire). Overstretch is common to both, for example: Rome defended frontiers on the Tigris, the Danube and the Rhine; America's informal empire, controlled diplomatically, commercially and militarily, girdles the globe. But the differences are palpable. The Roman economy depended on agriculture whereas the United States has an enormous industrial base, producing nearly a quarter of the world's manufactured goods, and dominates the relatively new invention of the service economy. 
  Rome was prone to internecine strife whereas America is constitutionally stable. Rome was overwhelmed by barbarians whereas America's armed forces are so powerful as to prompt dreams of what is known in military doctrine as ''full spectrum dominance.'' Even in an age of terrorism and nuclear proliferation, it is hard to visualize an attack on America as devastating as that inflicted by Vandals, Goths and Huns on Rome. Similarly, the British Empire was a weak empire. It was acquired thanks to certain temporary advantages, and run on a shoestring. It governed the multitudes of India with 1,250 civil servants,  and garrisoned its African colonies with a thousand policemen and soldiers, not one above the rank of colonel. The thin white line often broke under pressure. Then Britain lost a whole generation of empire-builders during the First World War, and was virtually bankrupted by the Second. It was bailed out by the United States, which briefly sustained the British Empire as an auxiliary in the cold war. But its status as no more than a client was amply demonstrated in 1956, when President Dwight D. Eisenhower cracked the whip and stopped the Anglo-French invasion of Suez. The empire was quickly dismembered, its ghost surviving as the Commonwealth. Stemming from a tiny island, the British Empire was once described as an oak tree in a plant pot. American dominion, by contrast, is rooted in a bountiful continent. But does not the organic metaphor imply that states, like other living things, will inevitably deteriorate and die? This suggestion was convincingly denied by Lord Palmerston, the champion of the Victorian ''gunboat diplomacy'' that brought China to its knees. To compare that country to a sick man or an old tree was an ''utterly unphilosophical mistake,'' he said, since a nation could adopt mechanical means of self-renovation. This, needless to say, China has done.  Despite its grave problems, there are some relatively simple steps America could take to recover its position. It could bring its military commitments into line with its resources, rely more on the ''soft power'' of diplomacy and economic engagement and, as George Washington said, take advantage of its geographically detached situation to ''defy material injury from external annoyance.'' Such a policy would permit more investment in productive enterprise and pay for butter as well as guns, thus vindicating Joe Biden's faith in the recuperative capacities of the Great Republic.  On the other hand, Paul Kennedy may well be right to predict that the United States will shrink relatively in wealth, and therefore power, as its Asian and European rivals grow. Such contractions can be traumatic, as suggested by the experience of Britain, which, as Adlai Stevenson said, lost an empire without finding a role. 

  However, the British now tend to echo the historian Lord Macaulay, who said that the end of their physical empire would be the proudest day in their history if they left behind ''the imperishable empire'' of their arts and their morals, their literature and their laws. In other words, national self-esteem should not stem from global might but from cultural values and achievements. Faced by the prospect of decline, Americans could hardly do better than to cling to the noblest traditions of their own civilization. 
The EU seeks to compete with the US for influence 

Organization of the EU would help them compete with US for hegemonic influence; EU must overcome current US power to do so

Fossum 2009  (John Erik professor at the ARENA Centre for European Studies, University of Oslo. Europe's 'American Dream' European Journal of Social Theory 2009; 12; 483 http://est.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/12/4/483 Downloaded from http://est.sagepub.com at UNIV CALIFORNIA BERKELEY LIB on June 26, 2010)
The 'Words of Power'

Description of the phenomenon 
After the end of the Cold War, the US ascended to the role of sole global superpower. 'The United States possesses unprecedented — unequalled — strength and influence in the world.'25 At the turn of the millen​nium, it was deemed to be so powerful that former French foreign minister Hubert Vedrine no longer found the notion of superpower adequate; hence he coined a new term: hyperpower (Boniface, 2000: 6). Other analysts also con​sidered US power 'systemic' in the sense that the US, whereas formally a state, would no longer as any other state be reined in by the constraints built into the system of states, or international institutions for that matter (hence the frequent references to empire and hegemony): The peculiarity of the United States is that, because of its global presence and power, it is able to demand a kind of external sovereignty and monopoly of decision-making, which, in cases of conflict, are not seriously hampered by the restrictions of supranational regulations and factual constraints that apply to all other states. (Offe, 2005: 98)

According to the Reagan and Bush administrations (I and II), US might and democratic conviction enabled it to stand up to and eventually win the global value-battle against Soviet Communism (Reagan's Evil Empire). Its power has given it a degree of freedom to act that is quite unprecedented. This freedom it is claimed has been used in the global fight against evil (and now also terrorism), a fight wherein the US actively propounds its values, culture, and sense of community.
Justification for why Europeans would see this as relevant to the EU The obvious attraction inheres in the unique ability that the US has acquired to pursue its values and convictions over and beyond international institutional and state systemic constraints. The attraction is two-fold: the first is for the EU to equip itself with the necessary tools to fulfill Europe's destiny in the world, in a way similar to that of the US. Power then serves to ensure that Europe be able to operate as another 'City on the Hill'. Note that this has a significant restorative dimension: to recover Europe's previous role as the centre of the world. Here is of course also an explicit 'realist' side, in the sense that it presumes that ideas do not succeed unless backed by power: it evokes the all-too-familiar notion that only through might can we be sure that we will be able to pursue our convic​tions and fulfill our objectives.

When stripped of its idealist overtones, the second facet is for Europe to match US hegemony and power.26 This can be given a cooperative and a competitive twist. On the former, Tony Blair noted that 'a single-power world is inherently unstable. I mean, that's the rationale for Europe to unite. When we work together, the European Union can stand on par as a superpower and a partner with the

U.S.' (Reid, 2004: 4).

On the latter, the US can also be seen as representing a potential threat and obstacle to European ambitions. The Bush administration saw military might as an intrinsic part of Manifest Destiny. Many Europeans therefore also argued that this set the US on a dangerous course and that the EU should amass strength so as to stymie such US ambitions.

NPT Review negotiations difficult without US direction

Compromises on NPT review were difficult; countries used Obama rhetoric to reach more acceptable agreements

Johnson 2010  (Rebecca NPT: challenging the nuclear powers' fiefdom NPT Review Conference 2010. http://www.opendemocracy.net/5050/rebecca-johnson/npt-cha\\enge-to-nuc\ear-powers-fiefdom Created 06/15/2010)
Iran had apparently been banking on some of the weapons states obstructing agreement. Notably, the United States held out a long time against naming Israel as the only country in the region with a nuclear programme outside the NPT. In the end, Alison Kelly the skilled Irish diplomat tasked with coordinating the Middle East package, persuaded Washington to accept language that the Clinton administration had adopted ten years ago. Hence, the 2010 document recalled that the 2000 NPT Review Conference had agreed the importance of Israel placing all its nuclear facilities under IAEA safeguards - which would mean closing down the Israeli nuclear weapons programme - and acceding to the NPT. In view of the complexity of the US position with regard to Israel, there were concerns that this fragile deal couid collapse if there was any attempt to tinker with or reopen the text.

For Egypt, the deal on the Middle East constituted an important step forward, consolidating several of its regional, poiitical and leadership objectives. The significance of the 2010 Review Conference, however, lies not in the outcome document's text as written, but rather in the underlying direction and politics of the debates and proposals. The various committees and subsidiary bodies had held very substantial discussions, but had failed to reach agreement on a host of the most important issues, particuiariy reiating to disarmament, the IAEA Additional Protocol, and strengthening the non-proliferation regime. While media eyes were on what Egypt and the United States would agree on the Middie East, Conference president Cabactulan convened a special group of around 16 key delegations [9] to hammer out consensus language on the other outstanding issues in the last week. This President's Group included the five nuclear-weapon states (Britain, China, France, Russia and the United States) pius Germany, Spain (representing the European Union), Japan, Norway, Indonesia, Mexico, Egypt, Cuba, Iran, Brazil, and South Africa. Others, inciuding the deegations of Ukraine, Zimbabwe, Austria, Ireiand and Uruguay that chaired the various committees and subsidiary bodies, aiso contributed as necessary while continuing to facilitate on-going negotiations in the wider conference.

During the conference, Austria's Ambassador, Aiexander Marschik, had coordinated negotiations on future disarmament steps, coming up with an action pian [10] that captured the concrete proposais drawn from the most wideiy-supported statements and working papers. Opposition from the nuclear weapon states [11] to many proposais supported by all or most of the non-nuclear countries resulted in several successive drafts being circulated, each one weaker than the previous, and in the end the May 24th version of the disarmament draft [12] was handed to the President's Group to forge agreement. The negotiations went through two nights and were reportediy very tough, with the nuclear powers behaving as if the NPT was their fiefdom and they didn't have to accept anyone else's proposals or target dates for when and how they should compiy with the treaty's disarmament obligations. They therefore dug their heels in and fought hard to cut or water down many proposals supported by the vast majority of non-nuciear weapons parties, especiaily relating to devaluing nuclear weapons, nuclear doctrines and use, nuclear sharing, and eliminating tactical nuclear weapons.

Confronted with intransigent nuciear-weapon states and a tight deadline, the only way to save many of these proposals was to make them appear aspirational, framed in terms of Obama's Prague call for the peace and security of a world free of nuciear weapons, which had been endorsed in September 2009's UN Security Councii Resoiution 1887 [13], and the NPT 2000 [14] "unequivocai undertaking by the nuciear-weapon states to accomplish the totai elimination of their nuciear weapons". Though Obama's more positive attitude to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, which the US and China have yet to ratify, made it possible to include several supportive paragraphs on the CTBT, China opposed all mention of the moratorium undertaken by the other four nuciear powers on the production of fissile materials for weapons purposes.
2010 NPT Review important first step in disarmament efforts
2010 established guidelines for disarmament that the nuclear powers need to follow; governments willing to follow rhetorical lead established by Obama
Johnson 2010  (Rebecca NPT: challenging the nuclear powers' fiefdom NPT Review Conference 2010. http://www.opendemocracy.net/5050/rebecca-johnson/npt-cha\\enge-to-nuc\ear-powers-fiefdom Created 06/15/2010)
Though some were clearly unhappy with the outcome, governments were prepared to accept some lowest common denominator language in the text on the grounds that a political show of unity was important to bolster the nuclear arms reduction initiatives undertaken in some of the weapon states, and strengthen the hand of ieaders such as Presidents Obama and Medvedev against their domestic critics, thereby reinforcing the non-proliferation regime and creating the conditions for further progress.

Though the struggles between Egypt and the United States over the Middle East agreement and between Iran and the nuclear powers over sanctions dominated the news, an equally important but under-reported story concerned the conflicts between the nuclear and non-nuclear states over the need to de-nuclearise deterrence and work towards a nuclear weapons convention. The 2010 NPT Review Conference was a modest success on paper. Its long term significance is likeiy to rest on the growing recognition that getting rid of nuclear threats requires not only concrete disarmament steps but the establishment of what paragraph I B iii [17]of the final document [2] described as 'the necessary framework to achieve and maintain a world without nuclear weapons'.

Though shorn of any target dates, time-lines or commitments to negotiate, the concept of a nuclear weapons convention is set as a framing objective in the consensus action plan on disarmament, providing an important bridge between the partial non-proliferation approach of the NPT and the comprehensive abolition objectives of a nuclear weapons convention. It will no longer be possibie for governments to dismiss calls to consider a nuclear abolition treaty on grounds that this is either premature or would undermine the current non-proliferation regime, since the 2010 outcome has recommended it as a usefui approach for fuifiiiing and strengthening the purposes of the NPT.
For far too long the nuclear powers have treated the NPT as if it gave them special privileges to make and deploy nuclear weapons while others were required to do without. The 2010 Review Conference put this attitude on trial. The inability of the NPT machinery to deal with non-compliance and to strengthen its own verification and implementation processes are likely to add impetus to efforts reflected in the disarmament action plan to initiate a process leading to negotiations on a nuclear weapons convention that will comprehensiveiy ban nuciear weapons for everyone, reinforce what is best in the non-proliferation regime and establish stronger verification and safeguards mechanisms to prevent nuclear proliferation.
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