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*****Heg Bad*****
***Uniqueness***

Heg Low- Obama

Hegemony low now-Obama

Krauthammer 9 (Charles, Pulitzer Prize–winning syndicated columnist and political expert, “Charles Krauthammer: On the loss of American hegemony,” WSJ, 10/11/9, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703746604574461293823826308.html?mod=djemEditorialPage, KR)
Well, hegemony is out. As Obama said in his General Assembly address, "No one nation can or should try to dominate another nation." (The "can" in that declaration is priceless.) And if hegemony is out, so is balance of power: "No balance of power among nations will hold." The president then denounced the idea of elevating any group of nations above others—which takes care, I suppose, of the Security Council, the G-20, and the Western alliance. And just to make the point unmistakable, he denounced "alignments of nations rooted in the cleavages of a long-gone Cold War" as "making no sense in an interconnected world."  What does that say about NATO? Of our alliances with Japan and South Korea? Or even of the European Union?  Surely this is nonsense. But it is not harmless nonsense. It's nonsense with a point. It reflects a fundamental view that the only legitimate authority in the international system is that which emanates from the "community of nations" as a whole. Which means, I suppose, acting through its most universal organs such as, again I suppose, the U.N. and its various agencies. . . .  To be sure, the idea of the international community acting through the U.N.—a fiction and a farce respectively—as enforcer of norms and maintainer of stability is absurd. . . .  But whatever bizarre form of multilateral or universal structures are envisioned for keeping world order, certainly hegemony—and specifically American hegemony—is to be retired.  
Heg Low

US Heg Declining 

Beattlies 11 (Alan, Writer for the Financial times, published 15/6/11, “The global order fractures as American power declines”,  http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/710032ee-96ae-11e0-baca-00144feab49a.html#axzz1SDds77PB) Ginger

Harold Macmillan, the prime minister who watched US power rise as the British empire crumbled, used to say that Britain would play ancient Greece to America’s Rome. These days it looks as if Rome is declining too. The US finds it increasingly hard to drive forward its vision of international trade and economics over the objections of big emerging-market countries.  The Visigoths and the Vandals who sacked Rome and undermined its empire, though far more cultured and sophisticated than their popular reputation, were unable to replicate the Pax Romana order it had established. European territories previously under Roman rule fractured into an unstable array of weak kingdoms and embattled city-states. Similarly, the vacuum created today by the erosion of US hegemony and the turmoil in the eurozone is resulting in stasis rather than a new direction. Even those trade officials most hermetically sealed in bureaucratic bubbles are finally accepting that the so-called “Doha round” of trade negotiations, which the US pushed to the launch pad 10 years ago, is expiring. New Delhi and Beijing have shown they are perfectly willing to collapse the talks rather than accede to demands from Washington. China, with covering fire from other governments, has repulsed much of the US’s charge to force Beijing to liberalise its currency. Assuming that Christine Lagarde, the French finance minister, takes over the managing directorship of the International Monetary Fund, she will inherit a process of mutual economic assessment at the behest of the G20 to encourage global economic rebalancing. But recent history suggests it will do little to make China hasten the rise of the renminbi.  The potential influence of emerging markets is underlined by the sight of Ms Lagarde beetling round the developing world asking for votes. But those countries either collectively or individually have yet to give a coherent view of what they want in return. Politically, they remain divided. Agustín Carstens, Ms Lagarde’s only challenger, has failed to unite the developing world behind him and seems resigned to setting down a marker for the future. Emerging markets talk in general terms of increasing their power in the fund. Yet votes and executive board seats are already being shifted – admittedly painfully slowly – away from Europe towards middle-income countries. Many emerging markets would prefer to remove the US’s veto power over important decisions by cutting its share of the vote to below 15 per cent but no credible voting formula has been or will be devised to achieve that. China’s diplomatic efforts within the IMF in recent years have largely been negative, trying to get it to pipe down about the renminbi. Doha is dying but the emerging markets at the centre of the talks – India, China and Brazil – have not sketched a replacement. True, the emerging markets will supply more top management in the international financial institutions: Justin Lin, the World Bank’s chief economist, and Zhu Min, adviser to the IMF managing director, are both Chinese. But that does not guarantee a change in policy direction. It is the realities of the world economy, rather than the nationality of management, that drives the ideology and purpose of such organisations. This is evident over the road from the IMF at the World Bank. The US has long had a lock on the bank’s presidency, the counterpart of the traditional European claim on the IMF managing directorship. Back in the 1980s, when the US economy was more dominant and the bank was often the most significant source of finance for many low-income countries, the Reagan administration used it to export an aggressively deregulatory view of economic development. These days, with developing countries able to tap a range of sources of money, particularly China, the bank’s discourse has shifted towards inclusiveness and policy eclecticism rather than privatising anything that moves. It is not clear what the US now gets out of running the World Bank. As one G20 official says of the governance of global trade: “At the moment, the US cannot lead but nothing can happen without the US.” The age of Pax Americana is gradually passing but as yet there is no organised power rising to supplant it.   
Heg Low

China is challenging US heg-  chipping away at it

Schweller and Pu 11 ( Randall and Xiaoyu, Schweller is a Poly Sci professor @ OSU and Xaioyu is a doctorate student, published Summer 2011, “After Unipolarity: China's Visions of International Order in an Era of U.S. Decline”, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v036/36.1.schweller.html) Ginger
Hegemonic orders rest on both material and ideational bases, and weak actors, though unable to confront the hegemon directly, can still delegitimize the ideational foundation of hegemony through everyday resistance and visions of alternative orders. The United States has successfully shaped world politics with some big ideas such as “capitalism is better than socialism” and “democracy is better than dictatorship.”67 Recently, however, the emerging non- Western powers have let it be known that they do not share the United States’ views on these issues.68 As Bruce Jentleson and Steven Weber argue, “Outside the United States, people no longer believe that the alternative to Washingtonled order is chaos. . . . [T]he rest of the world has no fear about experimenting with alternatives.”69 This section analyzes Chinese visions of the current and future international order. Pluralistic in their views on the outside world, Chinese strategists have been passionately debating how Beijing should proceed. 70 Rather than presenting one particular Chinese idea,71 therefore, we present diverse Chinese perspectives, showing consensus where it exists and general trends in Chinese thinking.72 We categorize these visions of global order into three ideal types: a new Chinese order, a modiªed liberal order, and a negotiated order, each challenging U.S. hegemony in different ways.73 These visions of a future order map on to three potential strategies. China might (1) embrace delegitimation, functioning as a spoiler with a competing view for how the world should be structured; (2) emerge as a supporter of the existing system, working within the existing rules of the game and contributing its fair share to global governance; or (3) continue to shirk some of its international commitments and responsibilities, focusing on internal development and consolidation, contributing selectively to global governance, and seeking to implement its vision of global order gradually.74 

Heg Low

Pax Americana is over

Preble 9 (Christopher, Vice President of Defense and Foreign policy studies @ CATO, published 2009, The Power Problem, http://mises.org/misesreview_detail.aspx?control=372) Ginger

America, it is frequently urged, cannot return to its traditional foreign policy of nonintervention. We live in a world that constantly exposes us to danger. Unless America acts as a world policeman, a conflagration far distant from us can soon spread and strike at our essential national interests. The lessons of 9-11 must not be forgotten. Fortunately, America is far and away the most powerful nation in the world. We can, if only we maintain a resolute will, act to promote world order: if we do not, no one else can act in our place. This disastrous line of thought has embroiled us in futile wars in Iraq and Afghanistan; now neoconservatives urge us to take drastic action against Iran, lest that nation secure nuclear weapons. Once more, the contention supporting a strike at Iran is that the United States must act as a hegemonic power to maintain a stable world. Christopher Preble provides an outstanding critical analysis of this dangerous doctrine in what must count as one of the best defenses of a restrained and rational foreign policy since Eric Nordlinger's Isolationism Reconfigured.[1] Even those inclined to give credence to the siren song of a Pax Americana must confront reality. Though America may be the world's mightiest nation, it cannot achieve the grandiose goals of the interventionists. America is strong, but not strong enough. But our military power has come up short in recent years. Although the U.S. military scored decisive victories against those individuals in Afghanistan and Iraq who were foolish enough to stand and fight, it has proved incapable of enforcing a rule of law, or delivering security, in many parts of post-Taliban Afghanistan or post-Saddam Iraq… We know that our men and women in uniform can accomplish remarkable things. But we have also begun to appreciate their limitations, the most important of which being that they cannot be everywhere at once. (pp. 37–8) If the goal of universal peace under American domination is unrealizable, the attempt to achieve it has imposed heavy costs. Most obviously, the wars undertaken to secure this chimerical goal have caused death, destruction, and resentment against the United States by the people subjected to our assault. In Afghanistan, e.g., the use of air power to attack suspected insurgent strongholds has enraged Afghan leaders and the local population causing them to question our intentions. Afghan President Hamid Karzai's "first demand" of Barack Obama was for the President-elect "to put an end to civilian casualties." (pp. 147–48) The financial burdens of hegemony are difficult to overestimate. America spends more on the military than all other industrialized nations combined. Defenders of our current policy counter by saying that our defense spending is no higher than many other countries as a percentage of GDP, and lower than some. Preble dismisses this as irrelevant: There are a very few poor countries that spend a larger percentage of their meager GDP, but that translates to far less military capacity in real terms … what a country spends as a share of its GDP doesn't tells us very much about how much it should spend. (p. 67) Talk of percentages occludes the immense amount of money the hegemonic policy demands. As an example, the Iraq War, according to an estimate by Joseph Stiglitz and Linda Bilmes, will cost between $2.7 trillion in direct costs to the federal treasury, to as much as $5 trillion in terms of the total impact of the war on the U.S. economy… Although critics challenged aspects of the Stiglitz/Bilmes research, two of their central arguments are beyond dispute — and they apply not merely to the Iraq War, but to all wars. First, we spend more money on our military when it is at war than when it is at peace. Second, having waged war, we pay more over the lifetimes of those injured and disabled than we would have paid if they had never fought. (p. 39) Preble's stress on this point continues the pioneering work of Earl Ravenal, a one-time Robert McNamara "whiz kid" who became a resolute foe of interventionism. He too stressed the extraordinary financial costs of American military policy, in such works as Never Again. Leftist critics of American policy often call up visions of the utopia that would result were the government to spend its military budget on social programs. Could we not, absent a crushing military budget, easily provide decent healthcare and education for all, not to mention the drastic reduction of poverty, if not its total eradication? Preble trenchantly points out the fallacy. The problem of the military budget does not lie in its crowding out of other government programs. Rather, it prevents people from spending their money as they wish, owing to the high taxes it requires: Such arguments implicitly assume that money not being spent on a war, or the military more generally, would be spent by the government or on other government programs. That is shortsighted and ultimately counterproductive… [Opportunity] costs apply not just to what the government is spending and where the government might be spending elsewhere, but also [to] what average taxpayers are not able or willing to spend because they are on the hook for paying for an enormous and seemingly permanent military industry, and also for the occasional wars. (pp. 78–9) The pursuit of hegemony has also adversely affected our system of government. Recent presidents have arrogated to themselves the right to commit America to war, in defiance of the Constitution. The Founders of our great nation … worried that wars would give rise to an overgrown military establishment that would upset the delicate balance between the three branches of government, and between the government and the people… A government instituted to preserve liberties could swiftly come to subvert them. A gloomy Jefferson opined, "The natural progress of things is for liberty to yield and government to gain ground." (p. 80) "If the goal of universal peace under American domination is unrealizable, the attempt to achieve it has imposed heavy costs." Defenders of current policy have a counterargument to all that has been said so far. They will reiterate the dangers that a disordered world presents to us. Even if we cannot completely attain a stable world order controlled by America, and even if the attempt to bring this about has heavy costs, we ought to try to come as close as we can to this goal. Otherwise, a conflagration anywhere on the globe can quickly escalate to an existential threat to us. One of the best feature's of Preble's book is the convincing response it offers to this objection. It is unquestionably true that disorder constantly threatens various areas of the world; but why must a single power act to restore order? If America does not act, will not those nations in the vicinity of a crisis have a strong incentive to cope with it? In fact, there is little reason to believe the world will descend down this path [to chaos] if the United States hews to a restrained foreign policy focused on preserving its national security and advancing its vital interests. This is because there are other governments in other countries, pursuing similar policies aimed at preserving their security, and regional — much less global — chaos is hardly in their interests. On the contrary, the primary obligation of government is to defend the citizens from threats, both foreign and domestic. (p. 94)[2] Those anxious to insure that America remains embroiled in the Middle East warn against a particular example of disorder, i.e., the danger to our economy that would result from an interruption in the supply of oil. Must we not act to interdict any threat to this vital resource? Preble points out that this danger is grossly exaggerated: As oil is the principal source of revenue for the Persian Gulf countries, an explicit attempt to withhold this source of wealth from world markets would certainly be more painful for the perpetrators of such a policy than for their intended victims. (p. 111) Even those who reject American hegemony sometimes call for American action to meet "humanitarian catastrophes." Are we to stand idly by when mass murder, e.g., in Rwanda and Darfur, is taking place? Preble has a twofold response to this unfortunately influential doctrine of the "responsibility to protect." First, military interventions often fail to achieve their ostensible humanitarian purpose and [e]ven the best-intended military interventions, those specifically aimed at advancing the cause of peace and justice, can have horrific side-effects, [the] most important of these being the real possibility that innocent bystanders and those the operation seeks to protect may be inadvertently killed or injured.… Those killed leave behind a legacy of bitterness; parents, spouses, children, friends, few of whom may have actively supported the former regime, but all of whom may forget the noble intentions of the invading force and later direct their wrath at those responsible for their misfortune. (pp. 123–24) The second strand of Preble's case against humanitarian intervention appeals to the fundamental insight of his book: the limits of American power. To use the American military for humanitarian missions may strain our resources and interfere with the protection of the American people. The Constitution clearly stipulates the object of the U.S. government is to protect "We the People of the United States." Our government is supposed to act in our common defense, not the defense of others. (p. 131) Preble has constructed an overwhelming case against our current hegemonic policy. The most valuable insight of the book, though, emerges once one accepts this case. This vital insight answers the question, what must be done to achieve a noninterventionist foreign policy? Preble forcefully contends that we will never be able to limit American overreaching so long as the current imbalance in military power persists. Given America's overwhelming military superiority to any opponent, the temptation to use that power is well-nigh irresistible. To cope with this problem, our military forces must be drastically reduced. Preble is no pacifist; but only by making the grasp at hegemony impossible, he argues, can we hope for a more limited and saner policy. As Preble aptly remarks, "Reducing our power and thereby constraining our ability to intervene militarily around the globe will limit our propensity to intervene" (p. 138). 
Heg Low

Dollar Heg Unsustainable-Euro

Robinson 9 (Jerry, economist, Bankruptcy of our Nation, March 9, New Leaf Press, AZ., KR)
Some doubt that the euro is a potential threat to the US dollar. However, there are few convincing arguments that the dollar will not be replaced as the world’s key reserve currency in the next several years. Even former Federal Reserve Chairman Alan Greenspan stated in a September 2008 interview with the German magazine Stern that it is “absolutely conceivable that the euro will replace the dollar as reserve currency, or will be traded as an equally important reserve currency.” Greenspan added that the European Central Bank had “developed into a global economic force to be taken seriously.” Greenspan is obviously not a monetary novice, having run the world’s most powerful central bank for the last two decades. It is clear that the Euro is rapidly moving toward equality with the dollar. As the nations continue to get comfortable with the euro and witness he further breaking down of the dollar, the potential for the euro to eclipse the dollar as the new global reserve currency will become highly plausible in the coming years.

Heg Low

Heg Decline Now-Economy

Dumenil and Levy 9 (Gerard and Dominique, “The Crisis of Neoliberalism and U. S. Hegemony”, February 2009, http://www.beigewum.at/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2009_2_006-13.pdf, KR) 
Given the speed of the decline of the comparative GDP of the country with respect to the rest of the world, there is no future for U. S. international hegemony in the absence of a sharp correction. If the new trends apparent during the decade preceding the crisis are prolonged, the U. S. economy (and Europe) will lose their economic dominance, and the crisis itself will add to this comparative decline. There must be a way out, but it is narrow and at odds with neoliberal class objectives. As in the case of the New Deal and the postwar economy, income and power hierarchies among classes are involved. The new social and economic path to be implemented, if the United States really want to slowdown the decline of their dominance, will hurt the interests of capitalist classes, but also the upper fractions of management, in particular, of a significant fractions of wage-earners within financial institutions. The experience of the New Deal suggests a new containment of financial interests under the leadership of managerial classes, obviously not those that benefited most from neoliberalism, with a prominent role played by government officials (in particular during the first stages of the establishment of the new social order). Whether this will be achieved in alliance with popular classes will depend on the pressure placed by these latter classes on the forthcoming transformations and of the degree of the social confrontation among the fractions of upper classes. Whether a new alliance to the Left, or rather »Center-Left« in the case of the United States, is possible or not, remains undetermined. The history of the interwar years also teaches, however, that government official may seek the support of popular classes in a first phase, as was the case of the Roosevelt Administration, and a new, substantially distinct, compromise found at a later stage, as after World War II. The formation of a new global order is already underway. One can surmise that there will be no substitute for U. S. hegemony during the coming decades, rather the establishment of a more »multipolar« world, with given centers in various regions of the world : Brazil in South America, various »poles« in Asia… In this context, strengthened international institutions are urgently needed, tending toward a form of global governance. (Obviously, these new forms of global government will remain at the image of international hierarchies, dominated by regional hegemonic powers, and subject to the class hierarchies and compromises in each countries or regions of the world.) The example of the Bretton Woods agreements is telling of the type of class and international patterns of power that might prevail in this context. As a »new New Deal« is on the agenda in each country, a »new Bretton Woods« is at issue internationally. Such a framework is required to guarantee a degree of coordination within a post-U. S. hegemonic global order. 
Heg Low
America is on the brink of collapse-any event can trigger catastrophe

Ferguson 10 (Niell, Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University, Complexity and Collapse: Empires on the Edge of Chaos, Foreign Affairs March/April 2010, http://www.signallake.com/innovation/FergusonMar10.pdf , KR)
If empires are complex systems that sooner or later succumb to sudden and catastrophic malfunctions, rather than cycling sedately from Arcadia to Apogee to Armageddon, what are the implications for the United States today? First, debating the stages of decline may be a waste of time -- it is a precipitous and unexpected fall that should most concern policymakers and citizens. Second, most imperial falls are associated with fiscal crises. All the above cases were marked by sharp imbalances between revenues and expenditures, as well as difficulties with financing public debt. Alarm bells should therefore be ringing very loudly, indeed, as the United States contemplates a deficit for 2009 of more than $1.4 trillion -- about 11.2 percent of GDP, the biggest deficit in 60 years -- and another for 2010 that will not be much smaller. Public debt, meanwhile, is set to more than double in the coming decade, from $5.8 trillion in 2008 to $14.3 trillion in 2019. Within the same timeframe, interest payments on that debt are forecast to leap from eight percent of federal revenues to 17 percent. These numbers are bad, but in the realm of political entities, the role of perception is just as crucial, if not more so. In imperial crises, it is not the material underpinnings of power that really matter but expectations about future power. The fiscal numbers cited above cannot erode U.S. strength on their own, but they can work to weaken a long-assumed faith in the United States' ability to weather any crisis. For now, the world still expects the United States to muddle through, eventually confronting its problems when, as Churchill famously said, all the alternatives have been exhausted. Through this lens, past alarms about the deficit seem overblown, and 2080 -- when the U.S. debt may reach staggering proportions -- seems a long way off, leaving plenty of time to plug the fiscal hole. But one day, a seemingly random piece of bad news -- perhaps a negative report by a rating agency -- will make the headlines during an otherwise quiet news cycle. Suddenly, it will be not just a few policy wonks who worry about the sustainability of U.S. fiscal policy but also the public at large, not to mention investors abroad. It is this shift that is crucial: a complex adaptive system is in big trouble when its component parts lose faith in its viability. 
I initially cut this as low now, but it’s more of a brink card.

Heg Not Sustainable

Blumenthal has it wrong we are spending ourselves into Unipolar Oblivion

Steyn 5/22 (Mark Steyn, conservative-leaning political commentator, and cultural critic, Unipolar Delusions, March 22nd 2011, http://www.nationalreview.com/corner/262803/unipolar-delusions-mark-steyn EL)
Over at the American Enterprise Institute, Dan Blumenthal offers an odd little essay called “Why It’s Still A Unipolar Era“:  The current fashion in foreign policy argumentation is to explain that America is in decline, particularly relative to Asia… The new declinists have a point—the raw numbers are impressive. But power is about much more than raw numbers. It is the most elusive concept in politics. It usually cannot be measured accurately until it is used.  The recent example of the West’s decision to use force against Libyan leader Muammar Qaddafi is a case in point. The United States was supposed to be entering a new era of constraints, perhaps even decline, bound by a severe financial debt crisis and an unwillingness to properly fund our military forces . . .  After all the hand-wringing, President Obama understood two things: the world order Washington needs demands that Qaddafi be stopped, and only America could stop him… The United Kingdom and France admirably made a strong moral and strategic case for intervention, but could not act without U.S. leadership.  What about China and India, countries that the new declinists identify as the future guardians of world order? The best that could be said is they did not get in the way.  Etc.  I don’t think even hardcore Sinophiles argue that Beijing is interested in being “the future guardian of world order,” do they? In America Alone, I wrote that, in a post-American world, “the danger we face is not a Chinese superpower,” but “a world without order.” Neither Beijing nor Delhi want to be “guardians of world order,” in part because they think it’s a mug’s game. In 2009, America was responsible for 43 per cent of global military spending: The Pentagon has effectively assumed the defense costs of the entire planet. Britain and France are supposedly major players, too, with the third and fourth biggest military budgets in the world, but they’re apparently incapable of bombing into submission a third-rate dictator 20 minutes from St. Tropez without American muscle. If you define “power,” as Mr Rosenthal seems to do, as the willingness to absolve some of the wealthiest nations in history from responsibility for their own defense, then certainly Washington is extremely unipolar. If you think, as China does, that this is an outmoded and unsustainable Truman-era model of “superpower,” then all you have to do is sit back and watch America spend itself into unipolar oblivion.  Indeed, Beijing and Delhi seem to have calculated that they can cut themselves a piece of the Euro-action, too: Let America take care of “global order” while China and India get on with getting rich, just like the Germans and Belgians did. Iran? America’s problem. Libya? America’s problem. Yemen? Hey, who needs multiple choice answers in a unipolar world?  Consider this most insouciant of Mr. Blumenthal’s assertions:  The world order Washington needs demands that Qaddafi be stopped, and only America could stop him.  Or to put it another way: America picks up the tab for maintaining a global order that enables the rest of the planet to get rich selling stuff to Americans that Americans buy with borrowed money. Within a half-decade or so, American taxpayers will be spending more in interest payments on the U.S. debt than on the Pentagon. And the portion of those interest payments that goes to Beijing will cover the entire cost of the Chinese military. Meanwhile, the Commies use the dough to buy up every useful bit of Africa plus resource-rich parts of Canada, Jamaica, Australia, etc.  From the ChiComs’ point of view, if this is a unipolar world, what’s not to like? The question is: What does America get from it? 
***Isolationism***
Isolationism Now
America headed towards isolationism

Astor 10 (William J. Astor, staff writer for The Nation, The New American Isolationism, November 1st 2010, http://www.thenation.com/article/155725/new-american-isolationism EL)
A new isolationism is metastasizing in the American body politic.  At its heart lies not an urge to avoid war, but an urge to avoid contemplating the costs and realities of war.  It sees war as having analgesic qualities—as lessening a collective feeling of impotence, a collective sense of fear and terror.  Making war in the name of reducing terror serves this state of mind and helps to preserve it.  Marked by a calculated estrangement from war’s horrific realities and mercenary purposes, the new isolationism magically turns an historic term on its head, for it keeps us in wars, rather than out of them. Old-style American isolationism had everything to do with avoiding “entangling alliances” and conflicts abroad.  It was tied to America’s historic tradition of rejecting a large standing army—a tradition in which many Americans took pride.  Yes, we signed on to World War I in 1917, but only after we had been “too proud to fight.”  Even when we joined, we did so as a non-aligned power with the goal of ending major wars altogether.  Before Pearl Harbor in December 1941, Americans again resisted the call to arms, looking upon Hitler’s rise and other unnerving events in Europe and Asia with alarm, but with little eagerness to send American boys into yet another global bloodbath. 
Isolationism Now

American Isolationism

Nichols 6/13 (Christopher Mcknight, Fellow in U.S. History, University of Pennsylvania, America's New Isolationism, June 13th 2011, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/christopher-mcknight-nichols/americas-new-isolationism_b_875829.html EL)
Americans are becoming more isolationist. Two years ago, for the first time since the Vietnam War, almost half of all Americans polled by the Pew Research Center stated they would rather "mind [their] own business internationally and let other countries get along the best they can on their own." Those reporting similar sentiments remain relatively constant today with marked increases in "isolationist sentiment among Republicans," according to a Pew poll released on June 10th.   A recent Quinnipiac University poll underscores how deep this isolationist sentiment runs, particularly regarding U.S. involvement in Libya. 54 percent of those polled said the U.S. "should not be involved" there. A mere 33 percent agreed that the U.S. was "doing the right thing" in Libya. While many Americans report that they support "the mission" in Afghanistan they also endorse a troop pull back there and from global military engagement more broadly.  
Isolationism Now

US public pro-isolationism 

Seib, 9 (Gerald, WSJ staff writer, Timetable Reflects Isolationist Surge, The Wall Street Journal, 12/4/09, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB125987857235175481.html?mod=WSJ_hps_RIGHTTopCarousel, BM)

That picture -- of a recession-battered American public turning inward -- emerged Thursday in a broad new survey of American attitudes conducted by the Pew Research Center and the Council on Foreign Relations. Pew and the council found, as have other recent polls, that support for bulking up the force in Afghanistan is low; only a third favored adding troops. Broader and more striking is the discovery of a marked rise in isolationist sentiment, which by some measures stands at a four-decade high. When Americans were asked whether the U.S. should "mind its own business internationally," 49% said they agreed with that sentiment. That is up sharply from 30% in 2002, when memories of the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks were fresh, and is the highest reading found since the Gallup Survey first asked the question in 1964. And here is one detail that has to be of concern to the White House: More than half of Mr. Obama's Democrats -- 53% -- share the "mind our own business" sentiment, compared with 43% of Republicans. A corollary of that isolationist sentiment is a feeling that, when the U.S. does travel abroad, it should do so on its own. Pew and the council found that 44% agreed that because the U.S. "is the most powerful nation in the world, we should go our own way in international matters, not worrying about whether other countries agree with us or not." That also is the highest reading on that question since it was first asked in 1964. The silver lining for Mr. Obama as he undertakes his new Afghan policy is that foreign-policy elites -- that is, Council of Foreign Relations members, who were surveyed separately -- are considerably more supportive of the Afghan surge and far less inclined toward pulling in America's horns. The broader reality, though, is that the president is asking the country to support an expanded military effort abroad, along with allied nations, at a time when the country is less inclined to expand efforts abroad, and less inclined to do so in partnership with other countries.To some extent this isn't surprising, nor is it entirely unexpected at the White House. In that luncheon conversation with columnists, Mr. Obama said it was "painfully clear" that the troop surge in Afghanistan wasn't politically popular. "Not only is this not popular," he said, "but it's least popular in our own party." Isolationist sentiment grows naturally in America when the country is battered economically, which is precisely what happened after the Great Depression. The trend is especially acute when an economic drubbing occurs after the country already has been made weary by foreign conflicts. The combination of the Vietnam War, an oil shock and stagflation in the 1970s produced a similar rise in public doubts about whether America could or should be a world leader.

Isolationism Now
the us has already isolated itself- obama troop withdrawl proves

The Washington post, 11 http://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/obamas-plan-to-leave-afghanistan/2011/06/23/AGFAYPhH_story.html
For the past couple of weeks, we have been debating whether the GOP presidential field, with its talk of withdrawal from Afghanistan, was slipping into isolationism. Wednesday night, President Obama made clear that if his Republican challengers want the “come home America” vote, they’ll have to wrest it from him. Listen to the president’s words: “Over the last decade, we have spent a trillion dollars on war, at a time of rising debt and hard economic times.” “Let us responsibly end these wars, and reclaim the American Dream.” “Take comfort in knowing that the tide of war is receding.” “America, it is time to focus on nation building here at home.” Not a word about “victory” in Afghanistan or even “success.
***International Security***
Heg Bad- International Security

American hegemony destabilizes international security

Van Der Linden, 2009 (Harry, Professor of Philosophy, Butler University, “Questioning the Resort to U.S. Hegemonic Military Force” Butler University Libraries

http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1075&context=facsch_papers) HC

An important consequence of the increased interventionist disposition within the United States is a reduction of international security. Many states perceive the United States as a threat and doubt its intentions. This distrust weakens international cooperation. What has added to the destabilization is that the United States has almost in routine  fashion violated national sovereignty without any formal war declaration by using cruise  missiles against countries viewed as supporting terrorism. The further development of  Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV), such as the Predator, will only add to the propensity and  the ability to engage in such limited strikes, as will the development of weapons located in  space.  It may be objected that American military hegemony does not lead to diminished global  security, especially in the long run, because the United States uses its military force only to  promote liberty and democracy, not to pursue narrow national self-interest. This objection  reflects the deeply ingrained belief of most American citizens that their country is a “force  for the good,” which is another major factor behind their support of American military  hegemony. Military planning documents tend to be more realistic in this regard, linking  America’s global economic interests and its military hegemony, while political statements  on defense policies, partly aimed at the broader public, tend to gloss over the link and  speak of using U.S. military force only for promoting liberty and democracy everywhere. At  any rate, the historical record does not support this notion of America’s global goodness,  and it is a belief that contributes to international destabilization because it facilitates the  U.S. political leadership resorting to armed force unilaterally and even preventatively  without generating widespread protest among its citizens. But even if we grant that the  belief is largely true, the argument that U.S. military hegemony has a destabilizing impact  still holds. One reason is that other countries may try to catch up somewhat with America’s relentless  military spending. So even though the United States has been the greatest contributor to  the large increases in global military expenditures over the past few years, China and India,  for example, have also seen significant increases. A scenario that links global influence  and prestige with military strength is a scenario of destabilization. Another reason is that  “good intentions” are not always transparent and may sincerely be misunderstood by other  countries. More importantly, acts of aggression, on the one hand, and promoting  democracy and liberty, on the other hand, are not mutually exclusive. After all, promoting  democracy and liberty does not constitute a just cause for the resort to war and countries  have a right to refuse this “good,” both according to international law and just war theory.  The “good” may also be reasonably questioned, especially in light of how the political  establishment in the United States in fact defines it. In the triumphal language of the  opening sentence of National Security Strategy of 2002, the defeat of “totalitarianism” has  shown that there is only “a single sustainable model of national success: freedom,  democracy, and free enterprise.” Surely, countries may reasonably define their “good” as  excluding American corporate investment and the consumerist lifestyle it promotes. 

Heg Bad- Asymmetry Ext.
Hegemony provokes asymmetric response
Van Der Linden, 2009 (Harry, Professor of Philosophy, Butler University, “Questioning the Resort to U.S. Hegemonic Military Force” Butler University Libraries

http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1075&context=facsch_papers) HC

Another option of responding to hegemonic aggression is to meet it (after surrender or  conventional military defeat) with asymmetric warfare in the form of an insurgency, or  what has perhaps more instructively been called “Fourth Generation Warfare” (4GW). The  United States has proven itself to be superior in winning Third Generation Warfare (3GW)  conflicts, involving centralized battles with tanks, planes, etc., but as the Vietnam War,  which had elements of 3GW and 4GW, and the ongoing conflict in Iraq suggest, the United  States is much less equipped for dealing with insurgency warfare. This type of warfare  has several features that together provide a 4GW force with a fighting chance against the  United States. The 4GW fighters operate in decentralized fashion, often among civilians,  and so they reduce America’s high-tech military advantages and draw its soldiers into more  close-range battles with greater casualty risks for the American soldiers. Still, military  defeat of the United States is not plausible, but this is also not the aim of 4GW insurgents.  Rather, they seek to raise the economic, human, and moral costs of occupation so as to  force withdrawal or political compromise, involving a defeat or weakening of the will of the  occupier. Crucial components of achieving success along this line are the existence of  asymmetries of will and patience: 4GW fighters are prepared to bear great costs and  sacrifices and may think of their struggle in terms of years or even decades, while  Americans are much more casualty averse and seek a quick victory. 

 Heg Bad- Asymmetry 
Hegemony encourages nukes and asymmetric fights

Van Der Linden, 2009 (Harry, Professor of Philosophy, Butler University, “Questioning the Resort to U.S. Hegemonic Military Force” Butler University Libraries

http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1075&context=facsch_papers) HC

However, even when the United States has a clear and strong just cause for resorting to  armed force, the global security costs of its military hegemony might weight heavily against  its use of armed force and even make it wrong. A successful war is bound to further  strengthen American military hegemony and so increase the long-term global security  costs of this hegemony. In a word, new weapons might be tested and new bases may be  established. Fear of U.S. military hegemony might increase and so may nuclear proliferation  and support of asymmetric fights against this hegemony. The American public’s embrace of  U.S. military hegemony may be further strengthened and its preparedness to support  American wars, including wars that the public fails to see as acts of aggression, may  increase. Last, the U.S. political leadership may feel further bolstered not to play by the  rules of international conduct and law if the demands of military hegemony or national  self-interest require it. 
***Prolif***
Heg Bad- Prolif

I/L- US heg leads to prolif

Lindin 9 (Harry van der Linden,  Professor of Philosophy at Butler University, 1-1-09, http://digitalcommons.butler.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1195&context=facsch_papers&sei-redir=1#search=%22From%20Hiroshima%20Baghdad%3A%20Military%20Hegemony%20versus%20Just%20Military%20Preparedness%22 EL)
Schultz, Kissinger, Perry, and Nunn make in synoptic fashion a strong case for the abolition of nuclear weapons and offer valuable proposals toward its implementation. What is lacking in their statement, though, is the realization that what they see as a serious setback for the United States—having to deal with a much greater number of nuclear powers in the world—might be perceived as a gain by countries opposed to U.S. military hegemony. In other words, what they fail to see (or acknowledge) is that U.S. military hegemony is a cause of nuclear proliferation and that ending this hegemony might be a necessary condition for halting this proliferation in its tracks. Skeptics may even see their plea for the abolition of nuclear weapons as an attempt to prevent that the spread of nuclear weapons among some countries in the South will restrain U.S. military hegemony.13 At any rate, what must be added to their proposals of how to move toward a nuclear-free world are proposals concerning how to end U.S. military hegemony.14 

Impact- Prolif causes conflict escalation and nuclear war – deterrence doesn’t check

Muller 2008 (Harald Muller, Executive Director, Head of Research Department (RD) Peace Research Institute of Frankfurt, “The Future of Nuclear Weapons in an Interdependent World” The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2008, http://www.twq.com/08spring/docs/08spring_muller.pdf EL)
A world populated by many nuclear-weapon states poses grave dangers. Regional conflicts could escalate to the nuclear level. The optimistic expectation of a universal law according to which nuclear deterrence prevents all wars rests on scant historical evidence and is dangerously naive. Nuclear uses in one part of the world could trigger “catalytic war” between greater powers, drawing them into smaller regional conflicts, particularly if tensions are high. This was always a fear during the Cold War, and it motivated nonproliferation policy in the first place. Moreover, the more states that possess nuclear weapons and related facilities, the more points of access are available to terrorists. 

Heg Bad- Prolif Ext.

I/L- US heg leads to nuclear Prolif

TOU 6/13 (The Open University, from social sciences article, The USA, power and international order: Foreign policy under Obama, June 13th 2011, http://openlearn.open.ac.uk/mod/oucontent/view.php?id=403656&section=5.2 EL)
For the United States the strategic logic is clear – small states’ possession of nuclear weapons acts as a counter to US military unipolarity and has the potential to frustrate its deployment of conventional forces in regional theatres. And although some analysts argue that a generalisation of nuclear weapons could stabilise the international system by generalising the principle of deterrence, such a scenario does not account for the instability inherent in the very process of diffusion, nor the increased prospects for nuclear mistakes and miscalculation. Nevertheless, both China and Russia have countervailing policy aims that serve to limit the extent to which they support US policy in this area. For both China and Russia, the strategic choices are finely balanced. Neither power can hope to attain global leadership on a par with the United States in the near future, yet both can and do aspire to regional great power status. The possession by allies of nuclear weapons (Iran in Russia’s case, Iran, North Korea and Pakistan in the case of China) is tempting precisely because it will limit the potential for the USA to use military force in ‘their’ regional spheres of influence. In addition, for Russia, strong commercial ties, particularly with respect to the export of civilian nuclear energy technology and expertise, have counted against support for stronger sanctions and UN condemnation of Iran’s nuclear power programme. On the other hand, both Russia and the USA also share a genuine concern over the potential for political instability and state collapse to leave nuclear material in the hands of non-state actors. Domestic political strife in nuclear-armed Pakistan shows that this is far from an idle concern. 

Heg Bad- Prolif Ext.

Unipolarity causes proliferation

Walt 9 (Stephen M. Walt, Professor of international affairs at Harvard University. “Alliances in a Unipolar World,” January 2009, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/world_politics/v061/61.1.walt.html EL)

Another and perhaps related feature of the current system that accompanies the current unipolarity but is not a necessary part of such a system is the rise of nonstate actors. This important area is still lacking in satisfactory theories, and they may not even be possible given the diverse nature of the phenomena, which include Amnesty International and Hezbollah. The relationship between nonstate actors and the state system is complex, with the former largely depending on the latter and strengthening its members in some ways while weakening them in others. Nonstate actors increased before the emergence of unipolarity but may now assume a greater role, or at least a higher public profile, because unipolarity decreases the prominence of other state challengers. Nonstate actors are also likely to focus attention on the unipole, both criticizing and seeking to influence it, which could have the unintended consequence of underlining rather than undermining the unipole’s position.  The nonstate actors that have had the most impact recently have been terrorists. Even if many people exaggerate the magnitude of the threat,32 it has shaped the current world yet is not a defining characteristic of unipolarity. The rise of terrorism is not entirely divorced from it, however. The enormous power in the hands of the unipole encourages terrorism in part by taking so many weapons out of others’ hands, in [End Page 203] part by making it the target of discontent almost anywhere, and in part by its intrusive presence throughout the world.33 But it would be going too far to say that terrorism is an automatic concomitant of this kind of system. Instead, it is largely the product of the particular circumstances of the current world, and indeed is a significant menace only because it coexists with modern technologies, especially wmd. 

Heg Bad- Prolif Ext.

Nuclear proliferation sparks multipolar arms racing, creating multiple scenarios for nuclear war and drawing in the United States 

Rosen 2006 (Stephen Rosrn, After Proliferation, Foreign Affairs, 2006, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61912/stephen-peter-rosen/after-proliferation-what-to-do-if-more-states-go-nuclear EL)
During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union engaged in an intense arms race and built up vast nuclear arsenals. Other binary nuclear competitions, however, such as that between India and Pakistan, have been free of such behavior. Those states' arsenals have remained fairly small and relatively unsophisticated. Nuclear-armed countries in the Middle East would be unlikely to display such restraint. Iran and Iraq would be much too suspicious of each other, as would Saudi Arabia and Iran, Turkey and Iraq, and so forth. And then there is Israel. Wariness would create the classic conditions for a multipolar arms race, with Israel arming against all possible enemies and the Islamic states arming against Israel and one another. Historical evidence suggests that arms races sometimes precipitate wars because governments come to see conflict as preferable to financial exhaustion or believe they can gain a temporary military advantage through war. Arguably, a nuclear war would be so destructive that its prospect might well dissuade states from escalating conflicts. But energetic arms races would still produce larger arsenals, making it harder to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons. Nuclear arms races might emerge in regions other than the Middle East as well. Asia features many countries with major territorial or political disputes, including five with nuclear weapons (China, India, North Korea, Pakistan, and Russia). Japan and Taiwan could join the list. Most of these countries would have the resources to increase the size and quality of their nuclear arsenals indefinitely if they so chose. They also seem to be nationalist in a way that western European countries no longer are: they are particularly mindful of their sovereignty, relatively uninterested in international organizations, sensitive to slights, and wary about changes in the regional balance of military power. Were the United States to stop serving as guarantor of the current order, Asia might well be, in the words of the Princeton political science professor Aaron Friedberg, "ripe for rivalry"--including nuclear rivalry. In that case, the region would raise problems similar to those that would be posed by a nuclear Middle East. The United States has not been strategically affected by the peacetime arms races of other countries since the global competition for naval power and the European bomber contests of the 1920s and 1930s. Were such rivalries to emerge now, it is unclear how Washington would, or should, respond. During the Cold War, U.S. and Soviet strategists worried not only about how to protect their own countries from nuclear attack but also about how to protect their allies. Questions about the credibility of such "extended deterrence" were never fully resolved, but their urgency was lessened, in the United States at least, by Washington's decision to bind itself tightly to its NATO partners (going so far as to station U.S. nuclear missiles in West Germany and Turkey). Similar questions will inevitably return if proliferation continues. In a future confrontation between Iran and Kuwait, for example, a nuclear-armed Tehran might well try to coerce its opponent while treating Washington's protests and threats as a bluff. Would heading off such challenges require the formation of a new set of tight alliances, explicit security guarantees, and integrated defense structures?
Heg Bad- Prolif Ext.
Preventive nuclear war more likely among new proliferants
Sagan 2003 (Scott Sagan, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, with Kenneth Waltz, W.W. Norton and Company, http://www.smcl.org/en/catalog/record/1153347 EL)
An organizational perspective, however, leads to a more pessimistic assessment of the likelihood of preventive nuclear wars, because it draws attention to military biases that could encourage such attacks. Waltz has dismissed this argument since he believes that military leaders are not more likely than civilians to recommend the use of military force during crises. Although this may be true with respect to cases of military intervention in general, there are five strong reasons to expect that military officers are predisposed to view preventive war in particular in a much more favorable light than are civilian authorities. First, military officers, because of self-selection into the profession and socialization afterwards, are more inclined than the rest of the population to see war as likely in the near term and inevitable in the long run. The professional focus of attention on warfare makes military officers skeptical of nonmilitary alternatives to war, while civilian leaders often place stronger hopes on diplomatic and economic methods of long-term conflict resolution. Such beliefs make military officers particularly susceptible to “better now than later” logic. Second, officers are trained to focus on pure military logic, and are given strict operational goals to meet, when addressing security problems. “Victory” means defeating the enemy in a narrow military sense, but does not necessarily mean achieving broader political goals in war, which would include reducing the costs of war to acceptable levels. For military officers, diplomatic, moral, or domestic political costs of preventive war are also less likely to be influential than would the case for civilian officials. Third, military officers display strong biases in favor of offensive doctrines and decisive operations. Offensive doctrines enable military organizations to take the initiative, utilizing their standard plans under conditions they control, while forcing adversaries to react to their favored strategies. Decisive operations utilize the principle of mass, may reduce casualties, and are more likely to lead to a military decision rather than a political settlement. Preventive war would clearly have these desired characteristics. Fourth, the military, like most organizations, tends to plan incrementally, leading it to focus on immediate plans for war and not on the subsequent problems of managing the postwar world. Fifth, military officers, like most members of large organizations, focus on their narrow job. Managing the postwar world is the politician’ job, not part of military officers’ operational responsibility, and officers are therefore likely to be short-sighted, not examining the long-term political and diplomatic consequences of preventive war. In theory, these five related factors should often make military officers strong advocates of preventive war. 
***Terrorism***
Heg Bad – Terrorism 

Power projection causes terrorism

Herman and Peterson 8 (Edward and David, Professor Emeritus of Finance at the Wharton School; University of Pennsylvania; an economist; media analyst and independent journalist; researcher, “There Is No “War on Terror””, globalresearch.ca, 1/21, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=7859, JK) 
If Al Qaeda didn’t exist the United States would have had to create it, and of course it did create it back in the 1980s, as a means of destabilizing the Soviet Union. Al Qaeda’s more recent role is a classic case of “blowback.”  It is also a case of resistance to power-projection, as Al Qaeda's terrorist activities switched from combating a Soviet occupation, to combating U.S. intervention in Saudi Arabia, Palestine and elsewhere.  It was also spurred by lagged resentment at being used by the United States for its Soviet destabilization purposes and then abandoned.[26]     While U.S. interventionism gave Al Qaeda a strong start, and while it continues today to facilitate Al Qaeda recruitment, it has also provoked resistance far beyond Al Qaeda, as in Iraq, where most of the resistance has nothing to do with Al Qaeda and in fact has widely turned against it. If as the United States projects power across the globe this produces resistance, and if this resistance can be labeled “terrorists,” then U.S. aggression and wholesale terror are home-free!  Any country that is willing to align with the United States can get its dissidents and resistance condemned as "terrorists," with or without links to Al Qaeda, and get U.S. military aid. The war on terror is a war of superpower power-projection, which is to say, an imperialist war on a global scale. 
Heg Bad- Terrorism 

Terrorism causes investor uncertainty, counter-terrorism costs, loss of industry, and reductions to capital stock

Abadie and Gardeazabal (Alberto and Javier, Professor of Public Policy at Harvard and Professor at University of the Basque Country, “Terrorism and the World Economy”, pg. 2, August, http://www.hks.harvard.edu/fs/aabadie/twe.pdf, JK)

This paper analyzes the effects of terrorism in an integrated world economy. From an economic standpoint, terrorism has been described to have four main effects (see, e.g., US Congress, Joint Economic Committee, 2002). First, the capital stock (human and physical) of a country is reduced as a result of terrorist attacks. Second, the terrorist threat induces higher levels of uncertainty. Third, terrorism promotes increases in counter-terrorism expenditures, drawing resources from productive sectors for use in security. Fourth, terrorism is known to affect negatively specific industries such as tourism.1 However, this classification does not include the potential effects of increased terrorist threats in an open economy. In this article, we use a stylized macroeconomic model of the world economy and inter- national data on terrorism and the stock of foreign direct investment (FDI) assets and liabilities to study the economic effects of terrorism in an integrated world economy.

Heg Bad- Terrorism Ext.
Occupation drives terrorists

Muzaffar 07 (Chandra, Political scientist and President of the International Movement for a Just World, “HEGEMONY, TERRORISM, AND WAR—IS DEMOCRACY THE ANTIDOTE?”, 10/9, http://static7.userland.com/ulvs1-j/gems/wlr/08muzaffar.pdf, JK)

It may be appropriate at this point to ask: if American hegemony comes to an end, will al-Qaeda terrorism also cease to exist? Without American hegemony, al-Qaeda will lose much of its constituency. That segment of the Muslim population that applauds Osama because he is prepared to stand up to the arrogance of hegemonic power will disappear immediately. Besides, it will be more difficult for al-Qaeda to recruit its operatives. In this regard, it is the U.S. led occupation of Iraq—more than any other event—that has accelerated al-Qaeda’s recruitment drive! Having said that, we must nonetheless concede that even without U.S. hegemony, al-Qaeda may still be around. It nurses a foolish dream of establishing a global Islamic Caliphate based upon its doctrinaire Wahabist ideology—an ideology that dichotomizes the world into pure Muslims and impure infidels, deprives women of their dignity, subscribes to a bigoted, punitive concept of law, and has no qualms about employing violence in pursuit of its atavistic goals.4
***China War***
Heg Bad-China War

If the US tries to maintain hegemony, Sino-American conflict is certain

Layne 8 (Christopher, PhD, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, International Relations Theorist, “China’s Challenge to US Hegemony”, Current History pg. 13-18, January, http://acme.highpoint.edu/~msetzler/IR/IRreadingsbank/chinauscontain.ch08.6.pdf YS)
China’s rise affects the United States because  of what international relations scholars call the  “power transition” effect: Throughout the history  of the modern international state system, ascending  powers have always challenged the position of the  dominant (hegemonic) power in the international  system—and these challenges have usually culminated in war. Notwithstanding Beijing’s talk about a  “peaceful rise,” an ascending China inevitably will  challenge the geopolitical equilibrium in East Asia.  The doctrine of peaceful rise thus is a reassurance  strategy employed by Beijing in an attempt to allay  others’ fears of growing Chinese power and to forestall the United States from acting preventively during the dangerous transition period when China is  catching up to the United States. Does this mean that the United States and China  are on a collision course that will lead to a war in  the next decade or two? Not necessarily. What happens in Sino-American relations largely depends  on what strategy Washington chooses to adopt  toward China. If the United States tries to maintain  its current dominance in East Asia, Sino-American  conflict is virtually certain, because US grand strategy has incorporated the logic of anticipatory violence as an instrument for maintaining American  primacy. For a declining hegemon, “strangling the  baby in the crib” by attacking a rising challenger  preventively—that is, while the hegemon still  holds the upper hand militarily—has always been  a tempting strategic option 
Heg Bad- China War

US primacy will lead to China-US War

Mearsheimer 10 (John, “The Gathering Storm: China’s Challenge to US power in Asia”, The chinese Journal of International Politics 2010, Vol. 3, 381-396 YS)
The most important question that flows from this discussion is whether China can rise peacefully. It is clear from the Defence White Paper—which is tasked with assessing Australia’s strategic situation out to the year 2030— that policymakers in Canberra are worried about the changing balance of power in the Asia-Pacific region. Consider these comments from that document: ‘As other powers rise, and the primacy of the United States is increasingly tested, power relations will inevitably change. When this happens there will be the possibility of miscalculation. There is a small but still concerning possibility of growing confrontation between some of these powers’.3 At another point in the White Paper, we read that, ‘Risks resulting from escalating strategic competition could emerge quite unpredictably, and is a factor to be considered in our defence planning’.4 In short, the Australian government seems to sense that the shifting balance of power between China and the United States may not be good for peace in the neighborhood. Australians should be worried about China’s rise because it is likely to lead to an intense security competition between China and the United States, with considerable potential for war. Moreover, most of China’s neighbors, to include India, Japan, Singapore, South Korea, Russia, Vietnam—and Australia—will join with the United States to contain China’s power. To put it bluntly: China cannot rise peacefully. 
Heg Bad- China War
China has pursued military weapons because of US military hegemony- space arms race

Zhang 11 [Baohui,  Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011), pp. 311-332, http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311 YS) 
China’s military space program and its strategies for space warfare have caused rising concerns in the United States. In fact, China’s military intentions in outer space have emerged as one of the central security issues between the two countries. In November 2009, after the commander of the Chinese Air Force called the militarization of space “a historical inevitability,” General Kevin Chilton, head of the U.S. Strategic Command, urged China to explain the objectives of its rapidly advancing military space program.1 Indeed, in the wake of China’s January 2007 anti-satellite (ASAT) test, many U.S. experts have attempted to identify China’s motives. One driver of China’s military space program is its perception of a forthcoming revolution  in military affairs. The People’s Liberation Army (PLA) sees space as a new and critical dimension of future warfare. The comment by the commander of the Chinese Air Force captures this perception of the PLA.2 In addition, China’s military space program is seen as part of a broad asymmetric strategy designed to offset conventional U.S. military advantages. For example, as observed by Ashley J. Tellis in 2007, “China’s pursuit of counterspace capabilities is not driven fundamentally by a desire to protest American space policies, and those of the George W. Bush administration in particular, but is part of a considered strategy designed to counter the overall military capabilities of the United States.”3 Richard J. Adams and Martin E. France, U.S. Air Force officers, contend that “Chinese interests in space weapons do not hinge on winning a potential U.S.-Chinese ASAT battle or participating in a space arms race.” Instead, they argue, China’s military space program is driven by a desire to “counter the space-enabled advantage of U.S. conventional forces.”4 This perspective implies that given the predicted U.S. superiority in conventional warfare, China feels compelled to continue its offensive military space program. Inevitably, this perspective sees China as the main instigator of a possible space arms race, whether implicitly or explicitly.  China’s interpretation of the revolution in military affairs and its quest for asymmetric warfare capabilities are important for understanding the 2007 ASAT test. This article suggests that the Chinese military space program is also influenced by the security dilemma in international relations. Due to the anarchic nature of the world order, “the search for security on the part of state A leads to insecurity for state B which therefore takes steps to increase its security leading in its turn to increased insecurity for state A and so on.”5 The military space relationship between China and the U.S. clearly embodies the tragedy of a security dilemma. In many ways, the current Chinese thinking on space warfare reflects China’s response to the perceived U.S. threat to its national security. This response, in turn, has triggered American suspicion about China’s military intentions in outer space. Thus, the security dilemma  in the U.S.-China space relationship has inevitably led to measures and countermeasures. As Joan Johnson-Freese, a scholar at the Naval War College, observed after the January 2007 ASAT test, China and the U.S. “have been engaged in a dangerous spiral of action-reaction space planning and/or activity.”6 
Heg Bad- China War
US space dominance leads to land, air, and sea battles with China

Zhang 11 [Baohui,  Associate Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for Asia Pacific Studies at Lingnan University, “The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship”, Vol. 51, No. 2 (March/April 2011), pp. 311-332, http://www.jstor.org/stable/10.1525/AS.2011.51.2.311 YS) 
Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.” Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.”20 One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT weapons.”21 Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire space-based weapons to attack targets on earth: The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability, and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target anywhere on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform global combat in the 21st century.22 This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop similar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result, space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doctrines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement: In future wars, merely possessing air superiority will no longer be sufficient for seizing the initiative of battles. In significant ways, only obtaining space superiority could ensure controlling the initiative of war. The contest in outer space has become the contest for the new commanding heights. Seizing control of space will mean control of the global commanding heights, which will in turn enable dominance in air, land, and sea battles. Thus, it is impossible to achieve national security without obtaining space security. 
Heg Bad- China War
US ECONOMIC DEPENDENCE- MAKES CHINA WAR CATASTROPHIC 
Chinadaily, 11 http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2011-07/07/content_12854822.htm (JC AKA. HB)
The United States should prevent war with a rising China, for any military conflicts would be catastrophic for both sides and the entire world economy, said US Navy Lieutenant Commander Matthew Harper in the latest Proceedings magazine of the US Navy Institute. According to Harper, as China's growing strength gains greater global attention, more time, energy, and money will be spent asking how the United States will counter an increasingly capable Chinese military. But he warned that fear of China's perceived military intentions is "both overblown and unproductive for the United States and its military" and "focusing solely on Chinese military capabilities clouds the critical challenge of preventing a catastrophic Sino-American conflict". The US' immense reliance on China means that a military conflict would have dire effects noted Harper. As few people fully understand the immensity of that reliance, Harper quoted a list by James Fallows who gives a partial run-down of what China produces. From computers, telecom equipment, medical devices, to sporting goods and exercise equipment, anything you can think of is labeled with "Made in China". Actually, any announcement of military activities would set off a downward spiral in the international stock markets, said Harper. Both Apple and Wal-Mart would see their stock prices plummet. As approximately 50 percent of the US population owns stocks, the resulting dive in the stock market would make Americans acutely aware of just how connected their financial well being is linked to China. Meanwhile, the impact to the world economy would be instantaneous, warned Harper. Apple, along with other technology firms that rely on China, would face disaster and Wal-Mart would fare little better. "It only would be a few days before the United States would start seeing eerily empty shelves, not only at Wal-Mart but at other stores across the country. Companies in the Dow Jones Industrial Average that are dependent on sales and growth in China—including Alcoa, Caterpillar, General Electric, McDonald's, and Boeing, to name a few—would see huge losses. The technology-heavy NASDAQ companies would lose even more of their stock-market value." As China becomes more of a potential military rival, said Harper, US strategic thinking needs to evolve beyond the age-old question of "How do we counter?" to the real question, which is "How do we prevent any type of military conflict with China?"
Heg Bad- China War

US- CHINA WAR DEVASTES US ASSETS- COLLAPSES HEGEMONY
SMITH, CHARLES 01 NATIONAL RADICAL SOCIAL ACTIVIST FOR INTERANTIONAL PEACE, B.A IN COMPARATIVE PHILOSOPHY @ UNIVERSITY MONOIA, HAWAII, PUBLISHED WRITTER IN US INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, 

http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2001/8/14/174213.shtml (JC AKA. HB)

On the first day of World War III, the United States lost two-thirds of its military and nearly half its population, yielding superiority to communist China. U.S. orders of the day were of high alert, and there is simply no evading the fact that we were not ready. The Chinese rain of missiles on U.S. installations and homeland cities was a military masterpiece. The People's Liberation Army Second Artillery Corp achieved complete surprise, armed only with a small force of more than 300 tactical and 10 strategic missiles. Defenseless against the attack, U.S. forces in Hawaii, Alaska, South Korea and Japan were quickly overwhelmed by the guided warheads of the Chinese missiles. The bombs plunged out of the inky blackness of space, striking within seconds of each other. The rain of death fell swiftly upon a sleeping America with precise and devastating accuracy. In a span of little more than 30 minutes, China wiped out Los Angeles, San Francisco, Seattle, San Diego, Chicago, Washington, Boston, New York, Hawaii, Manila, Seoul, Taipei and Tokyo. China sank five U.S. carriers, seven Ohio class submarines, vaporized more than 200 MX and Minuteman missiles and destroyed more than 800 combat aircraft including 15 B-2 strategic bombers. The strikes also killed more than 100 million people without the loss of a single PLA soldier. The Second Artillery succeeded by striking key U.S. bases, warships and air fields with a swift and bold attack. The attack left China with 10 remaining strategic missiles and nearly 300 tactical missiles, holding the devastated U.S. homeland hostage to another strike. Despite the calls to retaliate, sending the scattered remains of U.S. nuclear forces against China would not stop another attack on America, nor would it stop the PLA Generals who ordered the first. There is no question that the U.S. strategic missiles could devastate the Chinese homeland. However, killing hundreds of millions of innocent Chinese citizens would do little to deter the warlords in Beijing from launching the second wave of 10 missiles while remaining hidden inside bombproof tunnels. China's sudden and brutal attack forced America to surrender on Beijing's terms. In little more than 48 hours, China won World War III.
***Rogue Nations***
Heg bad—Rouge Nations
US heg—as bad as rogue states

D’Amato ’11 (David, Lawyer in International Law and Business, “Libya and G8 Hypocrisy: the State Must Go” The Daily Iowan, 6/14/11, http://www.dailyiowan.com/2011/06/14/Opinions/23674.html, CCM)
At its May meeting, the G8 issued an appropriately preachy statement saying, among other things, “[Gaddafi] has no future in a free, democratic Libya. He must go.”That statement comes after another odious international group, the U.N. Security Council, released a resolution that uses the language “excluding a foreign occupation force” to green-light a foreign occupation force. This is Orwellian political euphemism at its most unabashed.For the G8 and the United Nations, self-determination always allows plenty of room for bellicose interventionism. When a country no longer fits comfortably into the openly dissolute web of compromises and pacts used to enslave the world to state capitalism, the kingpins make a change.This time, the bosses felt that Libya was ripe for the West’s creeping paternalism. Bare hypocrisy characterizes the G8’s — particularly the United States’ — admonitions toward Gaddafi, their rebukes incorporating all the usual denunciations of “rogue nations.” But like the state’s uses of the words “terrorist” and “criminal,” the meaning of “rogue nation” is conspicuously inapplicable to the hegemonic empire responsible for the world’s worst malfeasance. Broadsides against Gaddafi’s Libya are, whatever their merits, difficult to take seriously when they emanate from the United States, with its numerous wars raging on without end. Not only do the United States and its co-conspirators enjoy immunity when they butcher innocents, they’re actually applauded for their “humanitarian interventions” to the point that the president of the United States receives the Nobel Peace Prize. A quick look at regimes that the United States has both propped up and toppled reveals no trend with respect to “legitimacy.” Indeed, U.S. foreign-policy decisions would appear nearly random absent the panoply of interests underlying its strategic conquests. Vague notions of “legitimacy,” arbitrarily defined by the dominant cultural force of a given age, have always lent the requisite rationales to aggression and conquest. From the Eternal City’s outward march against barbarians to the maritime powers of the Age of Exploration capturing the Occident with the permission of the Church, empire has forever been built under moral pretexts. For the United States and the rest of the West, “democracy” — long a hollow invocation — has been the rallying cry for expansion. As international-law expert Anne Orford observed, “a ‘largely economic’ enterprise of imperialism continues” today, even after the “era of decolonization.” This new colonialism, defined by the exportation of Western, corporate capitalism versus old-fashioned claims of territorial sovereignty, lies at the heart of every supposedly “humanitarian” war. Anarchists understand that the G8 is right about one thing: Gaddafi must go. So too, though, must every apparent “leader” of every state the world over. Consortiums of criminal bands such as the United Nations and the G8 sanctify a corporate imperial order foisted on the globe by its most powerful states. Just as empires impose foreign systems on their outposts, the state itself forces every individual into an existence defined by servitude to a ruling class. If the G8 has the moral authority to declare that Gaddafi must go, then every free, sovereign individual certainly has the same authority to announce to the state that it is no longer welcome in society.
Heg Bad- Rogue Nations

Rogue nations lead to east Asia nuclear war

Wikileaks ’10 (Wikileaks, primary source of classified materials, “tension in the Middle East and Asia has 'direct potential' to lead to nuclear war” The Telegraph, 7/16/11, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/wikileaks/8298427/WikiLeaks-tension-in-the-Middle-East-and-Asia-has-direct-potential-to-lead-to-nuclear-war.html, CCM)
States such as North Korea, Syria and Iran are developing long-range missiles capable of hitting targets outside the region, records of top-level security briefings obtained by WikiLeaks show. Long-running hostilities between India and Pakistan – which both have nuclear weapons capabilities – are at the root of fears of a nuclear conflict in the region. A classified Pentagon study estimated in 2002 that a nuclear war between the two countries could result in 12 million deaths. Secret records of a US security briefing at an international non-proliferation summit in 2008 stated that “a nuclear and missile arms race [in South Asia] has the direct potential to lead to nuclear war in the world's most densely populated area and a region of increasing global economic significance ”.The same briefing gave warning that development of cruise and ballistic missiles in the Middle East and Asia could enable rogue states to fire weapons of mass destruction into neighboring regions.
Heg Bad- Rogue Nations

Any nuclear exchange, regardless of size, would lead to extinction

Chossudovsky, ’10 (Michel, Consultant for WHO, president of the International People’s Health Council, and Professor of economics, “Nuclear Winter: Nuclear War would be an Unprecedented Human Catastrophe” Centre for Research on Globalization, 4/9/10, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=21840, CCM)
Except for fools and madmen, everyone knows that nuclear war would he an unprecedented human catastrophe. A more or less typical strategic warhead has a yield of 2 megatons, the explosive equivalent of 2 million tons of TNT. But 2 million tons of TNT is about the same as all the bombs exploded in World War II -- a single bomb with the explosive power of the entire Second World War but compressed into a few seconds of time and an area 30 or 40 miles across …   In a 2-megaton explosion over a fairly large city, buildings would be vaporized, people reduced to atoms and shadows, outlying structures blown down like matchsticks and raging fires ignited. And if the bomb were exploded on the ground, an enormous crater, like those that can be seen through a telescope on the surface of the Moon, would be all that remained where midtown once had been. There are now more than 50,000 nuclear weapons, more than 13,000 megatons of yield, deployed in the arsenals of the United States and the Soviet Union -- enough to obliterate a million Hiroshimas.   But there are fewer than 3000 cities on the Earth with populations of 100,000 or more. You cannot find anything like a million Hiroshimas to obliterate. Prime military and industrial targets that are far from cities are comparatively rare. Thus, there are vastly more nuclear weapons than are needed for any plausible deterrence of a potential adversary.   Nobody knows, of course, how many megatons would be exploded in a real nuclear war. There are some who think that a nuclear war can be "contained," bottled up before it runs away to involve much of the world's arsenals. But a number of detailed analyses, war games run by the U.S. Department of Defense, and official Soviet pronouncements all indicate that this containment may be too much to hope for: Once the bombs begin exploding, communications failures, disorganization, fear, the necessity of making in minutes decisions affecting the fates of millions, and the immense psychological burden of knowing that your own loved ones may already have been destroyed are likely to result in a nuclear paroxysm. Many investigations, including a number of studies for the U.S. government, envision the explosion of 5,000 to 10,000 megatons -- the detonation of tens of thousands of nuclear weapons that now sit quietly, inconspicuously, in missile silos, submarines and long-range bombers, faithful servants awaiting orders.   The World Health Organization, in a recent detailed study chaired by Sune K. Bergstrom (the 1982 Nobel laureate in physiology and medicine), concludes that 1.1 billion people would be killed outright in such a nuclear war, mainly in the United States, the Soviet Union, Europe, China and Japan. An additional 1.1 billion people would suffer serious injufles and radiation sickness, for which medical help would be unavailable. It thus seems possible that more than 2 billion people-almost half of all the humans on Earth-would be destroyed in the immediate aftermath of a global thermonuclear war. This would represent by far the greatest disaster in the history of the human species and, with no other adverse effects, would probably be enough to reduce at least the Northern Hemisphere to a state of prolonged agony and barbarism. Unfortunately, the real situation would be much worse. In technical studies of the consequences of nuclear weapons explosions, there has been a dangerous tendency to underestimate the results. This is partly due to a tradition of conservatism which generally works well in science but which is of more dubious applicability when the lives of billions of people are at stake. In the Bravo test of March 1, 1954, a 15-megaton thermonuclear bomb was exploded on Bikini Atoll. It had about double the yield expected, and there was an unanticipated last-minute shift in the wind direction. As a result, deadly radioactive fallout came down on Rongelap in the Marshall Islands, more than 200 kilometers away. Most all the children on Rongelap subsequently developed thyroid nodules and lesions, and other long-term medical problems, due to the radioactive fallout.   Likewise, in 1973, it was discovered that high-yield airbursts will chemically burn the nitrogen in the upper air, converting it into oxides of nitrogen; these, in turn, combine with and destroy the protective ozone in the Earth's stratosphere. The surface of the Earth is shielded from deadly solar ultraviolet radiation by a layer of ozone so tenuous that, were it brought down to sea level, it would be only 3 millimeters thick. Partial destruction of this ozone layer can have serious consequences for the biology of the entire planet.   These discoveries, and others like them, were made by chance. They were largely unexpected. And now another consequence -- by far the most dire -- has been uncovered, again more or less by accident.   The U.S. Mariner 9 spacecraft, the first vehicle to orbit another planet, arrived at Mars in late 1971. The planet was enveloped in a global dust storm. As the fine particles slowly fell out, we were able to measure temperature changes in the atmosphere and on the surface. Soon it became clear what had happened:   The dust, lofted by high winds off the desert into the upper Martian atmosphere, had absorbed the incoming sunlight and prevented much of it from reaching the ground. Heated by the sunlight, the dust warmed the adjacent air. But the surface, enveloped in partial darkness, became much chillier than usual. Months later, after the dust fell out of the atmosphere, the upper air cooled and the surface warmed, both returning to their normal conditions. We were able to calculate accurately, from how much dust there was in the atmosphere, how cool the Martian surface ought to have been.   Afterwards, I and my colleagues, James B. Pollack and Brian Toon of NASA's Ames Research Center, were eager to apply these insights to the Earth. In a volcanic explosion, dust aerosols are lofted into the high atmosphere. We calculated by how much the Earth's global temperature should decline after a major volcanic explosion and found that our results (generally a fraction of a degree) were in good accor4 with actual measurements. Joining forces with Richard Turco, who has studied the effects of nuclear weapons for many years, we then began to turn our attention to the climatic effects of nuclear war. [The scientific paper, "Global Atmospheric Consequences of Nuclear War," was written by R. P. Turco, 0. B. Toon, T. P. Ackerman, J. B. Pollack and Carl Sagan. From the last names of the authors, this work is generally referred to as "TTAPS."]   We knew that nuclear explosions, particularly groundbursts, would lift an enormous quantity of fine soil particles into the atmosphere (more than 100,000 tons of fine dust for every megaton exploded in a surface burst). Our work was further spurred by Paul Crutzen of the Max Planck Institute for Chemistry in Mainz, West Germany, and by John Birks of the University of Colorado, who pointed out that huge quantities of smoke would be generated in the burning of cities and forests following a nuclear war.   Croundburst -- at hardened missile silos, for example -- generate fine dust. Airbursts -- over cities and unhardened military installations -- make fires and therefore smoke. The amount of dust and soot generated depends on the conduct of the war, the yields of the weapons employed and the ratio of groundbursts to airbursts. So we ran computer models for several dozen different nuclear war scenarios. Our baseline case, as in many other studies, was a 5000-megaton war with only a modest fraction of the yield (20 percent) expended on urban or industrial targets. Our job, for each case, was to follow the dust and smoke generated, see how much sunlight was absorbed and by how much the temperatures changed, figure out how the particles spread in longitude and latitude, and calculate how long before it all fell out in the air back onto the surface. Since the radioactivity would be attached to these same fine particles, our calculations also revealed the extent and timing of the subsequent radioactive fallout.   Some of what I am about to describe is horrifying. I know, because it horrifies me. There is a tendency -- psychiatrists call it "denial" -- to put it out of our minds, not to think about it. But if we are to deal intelligently, wisely, with the nuclear arms race, then we must steel ourselves to contemplate the horrors of nuclear war.   The results of our calculations astonished us. In the baseline case, the amount of sunlight at the ground was reduced to a few percent of normal-much darker, in daylight, than in a heavy overcast and too dark for plants to make a living from photosynthesis. At least in the Northern Hemisphere, where the great preponderance of strategic targets lies, an unbroken and deadly gloom would persist for weeks.   Even more unexpected were the temperatures calculated. In the baseline case, land temperatures, except for narrow strips of coastline, dropped to minus 25 Celsius (minus 13 degrees Fahrenheit) and stayed below freezing for months -- even for a summer war. (Because the atmospheric structure becomes much more stable as the upper atmosphere is heated and the low air is cooled, we may have severely underestimated how long the cold and the dark would last.) The oceans, a significant heat reservoir, would not freeze, however, and a major ice age would probably not be triggered. But because the temperatures would drop so catastrophically, virtually all crops and farm animals, at least in the Northern Hemisphere, would be destroyed, as would most varieties of uncultivated or domesticated food supplies. Most of the human survivors would starve.   In addition, the amount of radioactive fallout is much more than expected. Many previous calculations simply ignored the intermediate time-scale fallout. That is, calculations were made for the prompt fallout -- the plumes of radioactive debris blown downwind from each target-and for the long-term fallout, the fine radioactive particles lofted into the stratosphere that would descend about a year later, after most of the radioactivity had decayed. However, the radioactivity carried into the upper atmosphere (but not as high as the stratosphere) seems to have been largely forgotten. We found for the baseline case that roughly 30 percent of the land at northern midlatitudes could receive a radioactive dose greater than 250 rads, and that about 50 percent of northern midlatitudes could receive a dose greater than 100 rads. A 100-rad dose is the equivalent of about 1000 medical X-rays. A 400-rad dose will, more likely than not, kill you.   The cold, the dark and the intense radioactivity, together lasting for months, represent a severe assault on our civilization and our species. Civil and sanitary services would be wiped out. Medical facilities, drugs, the most rudimentary means for relieving the vast human suffering, would be unavailable. Any but the most elaborate shelters would be useless, quite apart from the question of what good it might be to emerge a few months later. Synthetics burned in the destruction of the cities would produce a wide variety of toxic gases, including carbon monoxide, cyanides, dioxins and furans. After the dust and soot settled out, the solar ultraviolet flux would be much larger than its present value. Immunity to disease would decline. Epidemics and pandemics would be rampant, especially after the billion or so unburied bodies began to thaw. Moreover, the combined influence of these severe and simultaneous stresses on life are likely to produce even more adverse consequences -- biologists call them synergisms -- that we are not yet wise enough to foresee.   So far, we have talked only of the Northern Hemisphere. But it now seems - unlike the case of a single nuclear weapons test -- that in a real nuclear war, the heating of the vast quantities of atmospheric dust and soot in northern midlatitudes will transport these fine particles toward and across the Equator. We see just this happening in Martian dust storms. The Southern Hemisphere would experience effects that, while less severe than in the Northern Hemisphere, are nevertheless extremely ominous. The illusion with which some people in the Northern Hemisphere reassure themselves -- catching an Air New Zealand flight in a time of serious international crisis, or the like -- is now much less tenable, even on the narrow issue of personal survival for those with the price of a ticket.   But what if nuclear wars can be contained, and much less than 5000 megatons is detonated? Perhaps the greatest surprise in our work was that even small nuclear wars can have devastating climatic effects. We considered a war in which a mere 100 megatons were exploded, less than one percent of the world arsenals, and only in low-yield airbursts over cities. This scenario, we found, would ignite thousands of fires, and the smoke from these fires alone would be enough to generate an epoch of cold and dark almost as severe as in the 5000 megaton case. The threshold for what Richard Turco has called The Nuclear Winter is very low.   Could we have overlooked some important effect? The carrying of dust and soot from the Northern to the Southern Hemisphere (as well as more local atmospheric circulation) will certainly thin the clouds out over the Northern Hemisphere. But, in many cases, this thinning would be insufficient to render the climatic consequences tolerable -- and every time it got better in the Northern Hemisphere, it would get worse in the Southern.   Our results have been carefully scrutinized by more than 100 scientists in the United States, Europe and the Soviet Union. There are still arguments on points of detail. But the overall conclusion seems to be agreed upon: There are severe and previously unanticipated global consequences of nuclear war-subfreezing temperatures in a twilit radioactive gloom lasting for months or longer. Scientists initially underestimated the effects of fallout, were amazed that nuclear explosions in space disabled distant satellites, had no idea that the fireballs from high-yield thermonuclear explosions could deplete the ozone layer and missed altogether the possible climatic effects of nuclear dust and smoke. What else have we overlooked?   Nuclear war is a problem that can be treated only theoretically. It is not amenable to experimentation. Conceivably, we have left something important out of our analysis, and the effects are more modest than we calculate. On the other hand, it is also possible-and, from previous experience, even likely-that there are further adverse effects that no one has yet been wise enough to recognize. With billions of lives at stake, where does conservatism lie-in assuming that the results will be better than we calculate, or worse?   Many biologists, considering the nuclear winter that these calculations describe, believe they carry somber implications for life on Earth. Many species of plants and animals would become extinct. Vast numbers of surviving humans would starve to death. The delicate ecological relations that bind together organisms on Earth in a fabric of mutual dependency would be torn, perhaps irreparably. There is little question that our global civilization would be destroyed. The human population would be reduced to prehistoric levels, or less. Life for any survivors would be extremely hard. And there seems to be a real possibility of the extinction of the human species.
Heg bad—Rouge Nations
US heg bad—causes rogue states—does not solve either

Leverett and Leverett, ’10 (Flynt and Hillary, senior fellow at the New America Foundation in Washington, D.C. and professor at Pennsylvania State University, “US quest for global hegemony” Iran Review, 12/22/10, http://www.iranreview.org/content/Documents/US_Quest_for_Global_Hegemony.htm, CCM)
The United States has also been unable to solve three other major foreign-policy problems.  Washington has worked overtime—with no success—to shut down Iran’s uranium-enrichment capability for fear that it might lead to Tehran acquiring nuclear weapons.  And the United States, unable to prevent North Korea from acquiring nuclear weapons in the first place, now seems incapable of compelling Pyongyang to give them up.  Finally, every post–Cold War administration has tried and failed to settle the Israeli-Palestinian conflict; all indicators are that this problem will deteriorate further as the West Bank and Gaza are incorporated into a Greater Israel. The unpleasant truth is that the United States is in a world of trouble today on the foreign-policy front, and this state of affairs is only likely to get worse in the next few years, as Afghanistan and Iraq unravel and the blame game escalates to poisonous levels.”  John is equally clear when it comes to diagnosing the source of America’s “world of trouble” on the foreign-policy front:“ The root cause of America’s troubles is that it adopted a flawed grand strategy after the Cold War.  From the Clinton administration on, the United States rejected [various strategic alternatives], instead pursuing global dominance, or what might alternatively be called global hegemony, which was not just doomed to fail, but likely to backfire in dangerous ways if it relied too heavily on military force to achieve its ambitious agenda. Global dominance has two broad objectives: maintaining American primacy, which means making sure that the United States remains the most powerful state in the international system; and spreading democracy across the globe, in effect, making the world over in America’s image.  The underlying belief is that new liberal democracies will be peacefully inclined and pro-American, so the more the better.  Of course, this means that Washington must care a lot about every country’s politics.  With global dominance, no serious attempt is made to prioritize U.S. interests, because they are virtually limitless.This grand strategy is ‘imperial’ at its core; its proponents believe that the United States has the right as well as the responsibility to interfere in the politics of other countries.  One would think that such arrogance might alienate other states, but most American policy makers of the early nineties and beyond were confident that would not happen, instead believing that other countries—save for so-called rogue states like Iran and North Korea—would see the United States as a benign hegemon serving their own interests.”  

Heg bad—Rouge Nations
US heg bad—leads to rogue states and other threats

Leverett and Leverett, ‘10 (Flynt and Hillary, senior fellow at the New America Foundation in Washington, D.C. and professor at Pennsylvania State University, “US quest for global hegemony” Iran Review, 12/22/10, http://www.iranreview.org/content/Documents/US_Quest_for_Global_Hegemony.htm, CCM)
Offshore balancing costs considerably less money than does global dominance, allowing America to better prepare for the true threats it faces. This is in good part because this strategy avoids occupying and governing countries in the developing world and therefore does not require large armies trained for counterinsurgency. Global dominators naturally think that the United States is destined to fight more wars like Afghanistan and Iraq, making it essential that we do counterinsurgency right the next time. This is foolish thinking, as both of those undertakings were unnecessary and unwinnable. Washington should go to great lengths to avoid similar future conflicts, which would allow for sharp reductions in the size of the army and marine corps. Instead, future budgets should privilege the air force and especially the navy, because they are the key services for dealing with a rising China. The overarching goal, however, should be to take a big slice out of the defense budget to help reduce our soaring deficit and pay for important domestic programs. Offshore balancing is simply the best grand strategy for dealing with al-Qaeda, nuclear proliferators like North Korea and the potential threat from China. Perhaps most importantly, moving toward a strategy of offshore balancing would help us tame our fearsome national-security state, which has grown alarmingly powerful since 9/11. Core civil liberties are now under threat on the home front and the United States routinely engages in unlawful behavior abroad. Civilian control of the military is becoming increasingly problematic as well. These worrisome trends should not surprise us; they are precisely what one expects when a country engages in a broadly defined and endless global war against terror and more generally commits itself to worldwide hegemony. Never-ending militarization invariably leads to militarism and the demise of cherished liberal values. It is time for the United States to show greater restraint and deal with the threats it faces in smarter and more discerning ways. That means putting an end to America’s pursuit of global dominance and going back to the time-honored strategy of offshore balancing.

Heg bad—Rouge Nations

A2 US heg good—can solve rogue states—China makes efforts pointless

Friedberg, ’11 (Aaron, professor of politics and international affairs at the Woodrow Wilson School at Princeton University, “A Contest for Supremacy: China, America, and the Struggle for Mastery in Asia” Norton and company, August 2011, http://nationalinterest.org/article/hegemony-chinese-characteristics-5439?page=3, CCM)
As China emerges onto the world stage it is becoming a source of inspiration and material support for embattled authoritarians in the Middle East, Africa and Latin America as well as Asia—antidemocratic holdouts who looked to be headed for the garbage heap of history after the collapse of the Soviet Union. Americans may have long believed that growth requires freedom of choice in the economic realm (which is presumed to lead ineluctably to the expansion of political liberties), but, at least for now, the mainland has successfully blended authoritarian rule with market-driven economics. If it comes to be seen as offering an alternative model for development, China’s continued growth under authoritarian rule could complicate and slow America’s long-standing efforts to promote the spread of liberal political institutions around the world. Fear that the United States has regime change on the brain is also playing an increasing role in the crafting of China’s policies toward countries in other parts of the world. If the United States can pressure and perhaps depose the current leaders of Venezuela, Zimbabwe and Iran, it may be emboldened in its efforts to do something similar to China. By helping those regimes survive, Beijing wins friends and allies for future struggles, weakens the perception that democracy is on the march and deflects some of America’s prodigious energies away from itself. Washington’s efforts to isolate, coerce and possibly undermine dictatorial “rogue” states (such as Iran and North Korea) have already been complicated, if not defeated, by Beijing’s willingness to engage with them. At the same time, of course, China’s actions also heighten concern in Washington about its motivations and intentions, thereby adding more fuel to the competitive fire.

Heg bad—Rouge Nations
Heg bad—Combating US heg key goal of rogue nations—US heg creates sympathy

Asfrasiabi ’10 (Kaveh, PhD,  “sympathy for Iran spawns new world order” Asia times, 10/26/10, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Middle_East/LJ26Ak04.html, CCM)
Chavez's support for President Mahmud Ahmadinejad was  expressed not only in terms of assisting Iran's on-going battle against foreign-imposed economic isolation but also in the broader issue of seeking a post-hegemonic world order, based on horizontal relations and equality among nations, instead of the current ossified, hierarchical structure that allows Western powers to act as "kings of the world", to paraphrase Chavez in his Damascus visit that preceded a two-day stop in Tehran. In today's post-cold war context of global politics evincing proofs of a descent to a unipolar world order dominated by the West, challengers of the status quo such as Iran and Venezuela represent "heroic societies" as torch bearers of an alternative global counter-system determined to resist the seductions of western hegemony. 
***International Cooperation***
Heg Bad- International Cooperation
Hegemony prevents multilateral cooperation

Castells 10 (Manuel, University Professor and Wallis Annenberg Chair of Communication Technology and Society, Annenberg School for Communication and Journalism, “The Information Age: Economy, Society, and Culture Volume II The Power of Identity,” Blackwell Publishing Ltd. http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=_Fku1IXZ3_cC&oi=fnd&pg=PR7&dq=%22united+states%22+unilateralism+conflicts+power+wars+middle+east+&ots=3zxR9aRl4n&sig=9beG24Op_cwqdXWZM2W2-W1hjnM#v=onepage&q=unilateralism&f=false YT)
The main challenge to multilateralism comes from the United States, particularly in the aftermath of September 11 because the United States is the only military superpower, as well as the second largest economic area in the world, and still the main center of knowledge production and technological innovation. American unilateralism, manifested in environmental policy, in trade negotiations, and, above all, in war making, introduces a fundamental contradiction in the international system. While the issues are interdependent, their management is disrupted by the deliberate continuation of US unilateralism, imposing its “hard power” even at the price of depleting its “soft power” (made up of cultural influence), and ultimately destabilizing the multilateral interactions on which the equilibrium of the world depends. As this is a key question for our analysis of the transformation of the state in the context of globalization, I will discuss it below, after reviewing some additional factors that are essential components of the transformation of inter-state relationships.
***International Resentment***
Heg Bad- International Resentment

International Resentment against U.S. hegemony 
Prato 09 (Marine Corps University, “The Need For American Hegemony”, February 20th, 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) NA   
Unfortunately, Americans begin to “take the fruits of their hegemonic power for granted” as lengthy prosperity turns into complacency.  This results in American ignorance towards growing international resentment of U.S. dominance.  It also facilitates the rise of liberal internationalist fantasies of a multipolar world “characterized by a balance among relative equals. 
Heg Bad- International Resentment 

Resentment leads to terrorism 

CNN 11 (Tom Watkins, cites Andrew Bacevich – professor in international relations at Boston university and retired career with U.S. Army, “Bin Laden’s death may have little impact on war, terror threat”, 4/05/11, http://www.diligence.com/news-article/items/bin-ladens-death-may-have-little-impact-on-war-terror-threat.html) NA 

Andrew Bacevich Sr., a professor of international relations at Boston University and a retired career with the U.S. Army, said the raid on bin Laden’s residence could have impact on the conduct of the war in Afghanistan. “I don’t think this means anything like a rush to the exits in Afghanistan, but I think there is an argument brewing about whether or not the tactics being employed in Afghanistan are working or not, and this might arm the people in the camp that think that large –scale troop presence ends up being counterproductive, “he said. But over the long term, “I think his death is irrelevant,” Bacevich said. What we call terrorism is an expression of resentment by Muslims directed at Western intervention, presence and meddling in the Islamic world, Bin Laden made himself the principal manifestation of that resentment and launched the most successful attack, but the conditions giving rise to that resentment don’t go away just because he’s going away. 

Heg Bad- International Resentment 

Terrorism leads to extinction 

Sid – Ahmed 04 (Mohammed Sid Ahmed, political analyst for the “Al-Ahram” newspaper, “Extinction!”, 9/1/04, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm) NA 

A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagazaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody. So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.   

Resentment causes war 
Washington Quarterly 03 (Steven Metz, Ph.D. in political science, BA in philosophies, MA in international studies, “Insurgency and Counterinsurgency in Iraq”, 11/17/03, http://www.twq.com/04winter/docs/04winter_metz.pdf) NA 
U.S. strategists and political leaders also underestimated how long it would take before resentment of the occupation would spark violence. They assumed that as long as they provided basic services and evidence of economic and political progress, the Iraqis would tolerate coalition forces. This has not proven true. Even in areas where services have been restored to prewar levels, resentment at outside occupation is escalating to the point of violence. The honeymoon period of universal welcome for coalition forces lasted only a few weeks after the overthrow of Saddam’s regime. 
Heg Bad- International Resentment
Resentment in South Korea jeopardizes alliance 

Washington Quarterly 03 (Seung-Hwan Kim, Senior associate with CSIS International Security Program, international professor, political scientist, “Anti-Americanism in Korea”, 4/16/03, http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kim.pdf) NA 

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

Resentment in South Korea risks alliance 

Washington Quarterly 03 (Seung-Hwan Kim, Senior associate with CSIS International Security Program, international professor, political scientist, “Anti-Americanism in Korea”, 4/16/03, http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kim.pdf) NA 
U.S. policy toward the North after September 11 and the South’s “sunshine policy” engaging the North complicate the U.S.- ROK relationship because of Bush’s and ROK president Kim Dae-jung’s diametrically opposed views on North Korea. Kim Dae-jung has a positive view of the leadership of the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK). He believes that the DPRK is changing to ensure the survival of its regime and that South Korea’s engagement policy will eventually bear fruit. Washington’s hard-line approach toward North Korea attempts to prevent Pyongyang from assisting terrorists and developing weapons of mass destruction (WMD), including missiles, nuclear weapons, and chemical and biochemical weapons. North Korea is presently included on the U.S. Department of State’s list of states that sponsor terrorism and has a record of exporting missile technology and military equipment to rogue states, including Iraq, Iran, and Syria. Bush questions the wisdom of negotiating with North Korean leader Kim Jong-il, whom he perceives as a dictator and an unreliable leader who starves his country’s people yet earns millions from selling weapons to rogue states. Bush’s new policy, however, was a major blow to Kim Dae-jung, who has been pursuing engagement with North Korea since entering office. Bush’s harsh rhetoric toward the North and the disastrous U.S.-ROK summit in March 2001 gave rise to the widespread perception in Seoul of the Bush administration’s disapproval of Kim Dae-jung and his engagement policy. 
***Middle East Instability***

Heg Bad- ME Instability

US heg causes ME instability, global spillover

Hinnebusch 2 (Raymond, Professor of International Relations and Middle East Studies, “The Foreign Policies of Middle East States,” http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=OOGTyh675JYC&oi=fnd&pg=PP9&dq=US+hegemon+middle+east+instability&ots=i59gBhggox&sig=1OdLH3JCUFBMqtYIpKKPq9nTkwc#v=onepage&q=middle%20east%20instability&f=false YT) 
Moreover, the Middle East’s instability and insecurity cannot be confined to the region. The September 11, 2001, attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon only reaffirm what the Gulf War a decade prior made clear: at least once per decade unresolved regional crisis spills over into a world crisis. In the latest case, the particular character of the crisis is shaped by the dominant features of the current global configuration, namely U.S. hegemony and globalization. On the one hand, the grievances expressed by Osama bin Laden and his following of “Arab Afghans” are a reaction against the unprecedented scale of post-Cold War U.S. penetration of an impact on the Middle East. This includes the U.S. presence in Saudi Arabia, site of Islam’s holy places, its ongoing campaign against Iraq, and its perceived support of Israel’s denial of Palestinian statehood. On the other hand, the resulting Middle East ferment seems increasingly likely to take the form, not just of state-to-state conflict, but to spill out of the region via transnational terrorist networks such as al-Qaida. One unforeseen consequence of the acceleration of transnational communications and transportation in an age of globalization is that, more than ever before, Middle East insecurity spells global insecurity. 

Heg Bad- Econ

Hegemony causes economic collapse – war empiricism proves
Eland 09  (Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on peace and Liberty at the Independent Institute, Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, B.A. Iowa State University, M.B.A. in Economics and Ph.D. in Public Policy from George Washington University, Ivan, The Independent Institute, “How the U.S. Empire Contributed to the Economic Crisis”, May 11th, http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=2498) 

A few—and only a few—prescient commentators have questioned whether the U.S. can sustain its informal global empire in the wake of the most severe economic crisis since World War II. And the simultaneous quagmires in Iraq and Afghanistan are leading more and more opinion leaders and taxpayers to this question. But the U.S. Empire helped cause the meltdown in the first place. War has a history of causing financial and economic calamities. It does so directly by almost always causing inflation—that is, too much money chasing too few goods. During wartime, governments usually commandeer resources from the private sector into the government realm to fund the fighting. This action leaves shortages of resources to make consumer goods and their components, therefore pushing prices up. Making things worse, governments often times print money to fund the war, thus adding to the amount of money chasing the smaller number of consumer goods. Such “make-believe” wealth has funded many U.S. wars. For example, the War of 1812 had two negative effects on the U.S. financial system. First, in 1814, the federal government allowed state-chartered banks to suspend payment in gold and silver to their depositors. In other words, according Tom J. DiLorenzo in Hamilton’s Curse, the banks did not have to hold sufficient gold and silver reserves to cover their loans. This policy allowed the banks to loan the federal government more money to fight the war. The result was an annual inflation rate of 55 percent in some U.S. cities. The government took this route of expanding credit during wartime because no U.S. central bank existed at the time. Congress, correctly questioning The Bank of the United States’ constitutionality, had not renewed its charter upon expiration in 1811. But the financial turmoil caused by the war led to a second pernicious effect on the financial system—the resurrection of the bank in 1817 in the form of the Second Bank of the United States. Like the first bank and all other government central banks in the future, the second bank flooded the market with new credit. In 1818, this led to excessive real estate speculation and a consequent bubble. The bubble burst during the Panic of 1819, which was the first recession in the nation’s history. Sound familiar? Although President Andrew Jackson got rid of the second bank in the 1830s and the U.S. economy generally flourished with a freer banking system until 1913, at that time yet another central bank—this time the Federal Reserve System—rose from the ashes. We have seen that war ultimately causes the creation of both economic problems and nefarious government financial institutions that cause those difficulties. And of course, the modern day U.S. Empire also creates such economic maladies and wars that allow institutions to wreak havoc on the economy. The Fed caused the current collapse in the real estate credit market, which has led to a more general global financial and economic meltdown, by earlier flooding the market with excess credit. That money went into real estate, thus creating an artificial bubble that eventually came crashing down in 2008. But what caused the Fed to vastly expand credit? To prevent a potential economic calamity after 9/11 and soothe jitters surrounding the risky and unneeded U.S. invasion of Iraq, Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan began a series of interest rate cuts that vastly increased the money supply. According to Thomas E. Woods, Jr. in Meltdown, the interest rate cuts culminated in the extraordinary policy of lowering the federal funds rate (the rate at which banks lend to one another overnight, which usually determines other interest rates) to only one percent for an entire year (from June 2003 to June 2004). Woods notes that more money was created between 2000 and 2007 than in the rest of U.S. history. Much of this excess money ended up creating the real estate bubble that eventually caused the meltdown. Ben Bernanke, then a Fed governor, was an ardent advocate of this easy money policy, which as Fed Chairman he has continued as his solution to an economic crisis he helped create using the same measures. Of course, according to Osama bin Laden, the primary reasons for the 9/11 attacks were U.S. occupation of Muslim lands and U.S. propping up of corrupt dictators there. And the invasion of Iraq was totally unnecessary because there was never any connection between al Qaeda or the 9/11 attacks and Saddam Hussein, and even if Saddam had had biological, chemical, or even nuclear weapons, the massive U.S. nuclear arsenal would have likely deterred him from using them on the United States. So the causal arrow goes from these imperial behaviors—and blowback there from—to increases in the money supply to prevent related economic slowdown, which in turn caused even worse eventual financial and economic calamities. These may be indirect effects of empire, but they cannot be ignored. Get rid of the overseas empire because we can no longer afford it, especially when it is partly responsible for the economic distress that is making us poorer.
Heg Bad- Econ

Econ decline turns hegemony

Chicago Tribune, 09 (“Realities and Obama's diplomacy” By Robert A. Pape) http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/nationworld/chi-perspec0308diplomacymar08,0,4785661.story

For nearly two decades, the U.S. has been viewed as a global hegemon—vastly more powerful than any major country in the world. Since 2000, however, our global dominance has fallen dramatically. During the Bush administration, the self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq war, growing government debt, increasingly negative current account balances and other internal economic weaknesses cost the U.S. real power in a world of rapidly spreading knowledge and technology. Simply put, the main legacy of the Bush years has been to leave the U.S. as a declining power.  From Rome to the United States today, the rise and fall of great nations have been driven primarily by economic strength. At any given moment, a state's power depends on the size and quality of its military forces and other power assets. Over time, however, power is a result of economic strength—the prerequisite for building and modernizing military forces. And so the size of the economy relative to potential rivals ultimately determines the limits of power in international politics. The power position of the U.S. is crucial to the foreign policy aims that it can achieve. Since the Cold War, America has maintained a vast array of overseas commitments, seeking to ensure peace and stability not just in its own neighborhood, the Western hemisphere, but also in Europe, Asia and the oil-rich Persian Gulf. Maintaining these commitments requires enormous resources, but American leaders in recent years chose to pursue far more ambitious goals than merely maintaining the status quo. 
***Counterbalancing***
Counterbalancing-China

China could act as a counterbalance to the US- military power

NPR 6/20 (delivers breaking national and world news, “China’s Growing Military Muscle: A Looming Threat?”, NPR ideastream.org, 2011,  http://www.ideastream.org/news/npr/136901727 YS)
"China's become stronger and stronger. Everybody feels proud to face to this fact," says another spectator, Teresa Lee, beaming with pride. Indeed, Beijing's new military hardware has caught U.S. defense intelligence off guard, as Defense Secretary Robert Gates openly admitted in January. As if to make that clear, China performed the first test flight of its new J-20 stealth fighter jet during Gates' January visit to Beijing. Now China has almost finished refurbishing its first aircraft carrier — an old Ukrainian model, the Varyag, which the Xinhua news agency has described as "on the verge of setting out." Last week, PLA general Chen Bingde officially confirmed the existence of the carrier for the first time, saying, "The carrier is now being built. It's not completed." "They change Varyag day by day, hour by hour," says Andrei Chang from Kanwa Asian Defense, who's been tracking the work. "We've seen they've installed most of electronic warfare, radio antennas — everything is done." He believes it will mainly be used for training purposes as China prepares to build its own carriers. Chinese aircraft carriers could ultimately change the balance of military power, threatening U.S. power projection in the Pacific. A Chinese survey in May indicated that most Chinese support the aircraft carrier, with 81.3 percent of respondents believing a carrier would "shore up China's overall military power," and 50.9 percent saying it would serve as a counterbalance to the U.S. But Chang says that this is just one weapon in China's arsenal. "Compared with Russia and U.S., only China simultaneously is building aircraft carriers, strategic ballistic missile submarines, stealth fighters, nuclear attack submarines, GPS satellite — everything simultaneously," Chang says. Add to that growing nationalism and growing self-confidence. This could mark the end of the era of "hide and bide" — hide your capabilities and bide your time, as advocated by earlier Chinese leaders. Beijing has shown new assertiveness, publicizing military drills and taking a stronger stance in the East and South China seas. 
Counterbalancing

Countries have been soft balancing US heg since the Cold War

Ferguson 3/28 (Chaka, Ph.D. in International Relations at Florida International University, “Soft Power as the New Nrom: How the Chinese-Russian Strategic Partnership (Soft) Balances American Hegemony in an Era of Unipolarity”, Florida International University Digital Commons, 2011, http://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1449&context=etd YS)

Soft balancing theorists describe that strategy as the adoption of indirect tactics to  counterbalance U.S. interests. Robert Pape, a leading soft balance theorist, defines it as:  “Actions that do not directly challenge U.S. military preponderance but that use  nonmilitary tools to delay, frustrate, and undermine aggressive unilateral U.S. military policies.” 153  This can be through international institutions, economic statecraft and  diplomatic arrangements. T.V. Paul offers a similar description, concluding that “in the  post-Cold War era, second-tier major power states have been increasingly resorting to  soft balancing strategies to counter the growing military might and unilateral tendencies  of the United States without harming their economic ties to it.” 154  Regionalism is a major  component of the soft balancing concepts laid out by Pape, Paul and Robert Art, each of  whom argues that soft balancing encompasses regional security concerns great powers  face from the power projection capabilities of an off-shore hegemonic power. 1   
Counterbalancing-Russia
Russia is counterbalancing the US through the CSTO and Islamabad

Wagner and Costa 5/27 (Daniel and Luca, National Center on Adult Literacy. Professor, University of Pennsylvania, “Recalibrating Relations Between the U.S. and Central Asia”, Foreign Policy Journal, 2011, http://www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2011/05/27/recalibrating-relations-between-the-u-s-and-central-asia/ YS)

As a result of its location and history, it could be argued that the country that potentially stands to gain the most as a result of this dislocation is Russia in the near term. Indeed, Russia is in the process of reasserting its regional influence, its primary objective being to re-establish its role as guarantor of regional security, which it is seeking to do through membership in the Collective Security Treaty Organization—a Moscow-led alliance which seeks military and political integration among Central Asia’s countries (with the exception of Turkmenistan). The CSTO is an attempt by Russia to create a regional counterbalance to U.S./NATO presence and influence in the region, and is consistent with other initiatives Russia is undertaking to re-establish its ability to influence other parts of the world. A contrast to Washington’s deteriorating relations with Islamabad is Moscow’s strengthening ties with Islamabad. Pakistan will soon join the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (formerly known as the Shanghai Five group) for which Moscow’s backing is a crucial prerequisite, and it is evident that through Russia, Islamabad seeks improved ties to Central Asia (the idea being that stronger ties with Moscow will open the door to the same in Central Asia). Moscow’s initiatives are being led by growing economic cooperation, specifically in the energy, mining, and infrastructure sectors. DuringPresident Zardari’s recent visit to Russia, preliminary agreement was reached for a $540 million Russian loan for the modernization of a Pakistani steel plant. Zardari was quoted as referencing Russia’s long-held ambition of gaining access to the southern seas—a reminder that economic integration andmilitary cooperation also come with a price: Moscow seeks access to the Arabian Sea. 

Counterbalancing- Russia and China 

Russia and China have used the SCO to counterbalance the US

Ferguson 3/28 (Chaka, Ph.D. in International Relations at Florida International University, “Soft Power as the New Nrom: How the Chinese-Russian Strategic Partnership (Soft) Balances American Hegemony in an Era of Unipolarity”, Florida International University Digital Commons, 2011, http://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1449&context=etd YS)

Rajan Menon’s recent report on Sino-Russo relations, for example, is indicative  of such analyses. Menon, a specialist in Russian regional policy in Central Asia, argues  that viewing strategic partnership as a reaction to “the new Cold War” amounts to  sophistry and rejects “the erroneous belief that that Russia and China have formed a de  facto anti-American alliance.” 43  Yet further in the report, Menon writes that Russia and  China have used the SCO to oppose U.S. intervention in Central Asia and have joined  forces to oppose NATO expansion. More importantly, however, is Russia and China’s  security predicament in a unipolar world. “The appropriate response to such a challenge  in Moscow and Beijing’s view is for other governments to organize a multipolar order, in  which new centers of power counterbalance the lone superpower, or ‘hegemon’  [emphasis added],” 4 
Counterbalancing- Russia and China 

China and Russia use the SCO to gain interest of other Asian countries- counterbalances the US

Ferguson 3/28 (Chaka, Ph.D. in International Relations at Florida International University, “Soft Power as the New Nrom: How the Chinese-Russian Strategic Partnership (Soft) Balances American Hegemony in an Era of Unipolarity”, Florida International University Digital Commons, 2011, http://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1449&context=etd YS)

This chapter demonstrates the role of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization in  soft balancing the United States. It argues that China and Russia have attempted to use  the SCO as a buffer to American hegemony in Central Asia. Drawing on neoclassical  realism and regional security complex theory, it demonstrates the interplay between the  domestic and international forces that shape Chinese and Russian foreign policy in the  region and the role the organization plays in Moscow and Beijing’s calculus of strategic  denial. Furthermore, it highlights the roles norms play in great power politics.  China and  Russia recognize that they cannot counter U.S. influence simply through denunciations of  American “hegominism” alone. By offering alternative means of legitimation and strongly supporting state  sovereignty, the SCO can provide another pole of power around which smaller and  midsize powers might gravitate. Attracting the small, autocratic Central Asian republics  and middle powers such as Iran to the Beijing-Moscow axis will not alter the strategic  balance of power, but it could undermine U.S. hegemony and in some cases restrain  American unilateralism. Nevertheless, it has become “a kind of center of attraction, or an  object of interest for a whole number of Asian countries. Having obtained the observer  status in the SCO, Mongolia, India, Pakistan and Iran have not only contributed to the  broadening of the potential area of the organization, but also demonstrated the real  possibility of the SCO to directly influence the institutionalized structure of the interstate  units, and the international relations of Asia as a whole.”
Counterbalancing- Russia and China

China and Russia counterbalance the US by energy matters

Ferguson 3/28 (Chaka, Ph.D. in International Relations at Florida International University, “Soft Power as the New Nrom: How the Chinese-Russian Strategic Partnership (Soft) Balances American Hegemony in an Era of Unipolarity”, Florida International University Digital Commons, 2011, http://digitalcommons.fiu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1449&context=etd YS)

Although a soft balancing strategy utilizes non-confrontational means to  counteract hegemonic power, the goal is to achieve tangible outcomes. 196  Unlike hard  balancing, soft balancing is not adopted by great powers seeking security from  hegemonic attack; for them the United States is not an existential threat. Strategically,  however, soft balancing alignments are formed to create more favorable conditions for  great powers to obtain interests at odds with the reigning hegemon. For example,  removing American political influence and military forces from Central Asia could help  China and Russia obtain major geopolitical and geostrategic interests in the region. A  significant strategic objective for Russia is to limit any American role in deciding the  routes of gas and natural oil pipelines through Central Asia and the Caucuses. The United  States prefers pipeline routes to Western allies bypass Russia and attempts to bolster the  independence of the smaller republics from Moscow to increase American leverage in the  region. 197  Such an outcome could severely reduce Russian revenues from energy rents  and weaken the Russian economy and defense sectors. Energy security, too, is a longterm concern to the Chinese defense sector and economy, and procuring adequate  supplies from Central Asia is a strategic priority. 198  To be sure, China and Russia approach Central Asian energy resources from different perspectives – China as an  importer and Russia as an exporter – yet they share a common interest in  counterbalancing U.S. influence in the region and cooperating on energy matters. 
Counterbalancing-China

China’s military is assertive and trying to counterbalance the US

IndianExpress.com 4/13 (“Pentagon and US senators concerned at China’s military might”, Indianexpress.com, 2011, http://www.indianexpress.com/news/pentagon-and-us-senators-concerned-at-china/775593/ YS)

Expressing concern over the increasing military might of China in the Asia Pacific region, a top Pentagon commander and several senators have favoured the demand for more counter-balancing US efforts in the region. "As China was exerting its influence last year in a very assertive way, we were receiving general appeals across the Asia-Pacific from among our partners with regard to a desire for more US influence in the region," Admiral Robert Willard, Commander, US Pacific Command (PACOM) said.

Counterbalancing-China
Russia and China can counterbalance the US- Eurasian empirical example

Daeukeev 2/23 (Bakhtiyar, Bachelor of Arts in International Relations, Institute of Oriental Studies, “Shanghai Cooperation Organization As A Counterbalance To The United States, Wright State University, 2011, http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Dauekeev%20Bakhtiyar%20T.pdf?wright1301611496 YS)
According to the balance of power concept, nations tend to unite for opposing a  hegemon with equal force. Therefore, for the leading position of the US and its ability to  project power globally, there should be an opposite and equal reaction from the other  emerging power centers.  From world history, we know that a number of major Eurasian powers used to  change allies numerous times in order to prevent the hegemony of one state, and the  weaker states attempted to create a coalition against the strongest. During the cold war,  the might of the United States was balanced by the Soviet Union. Since the collapse of  the USSR, the hegemonic position of the United States has been unchallenged. However,  there is a possibility that it might be counterbalanced in the future by the growing  political influence of emerging powers like Russia and China, which have already  succeeded in countering the US influence in some parts of Eurasia through the  mechanism known as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) 
Counterbalancing- China 

China will surpass U.S. 

Nye 10 (Joseph Samuel Nye, University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University, Ph.D in political science from Harvard, “The Future of American Power: Dominance and Decline in Perspective”, December 2010, http://1431731ontario.net/Current/Articles/TheFutureOfAmericanPower_DominanceAndDeclineInPerspective.pdf) NA 
For more than a decade, many have viewed China as the most likely contender to  balance U.S. power or surpass it.  Some draw analogies to the challenge that  imperial Germany posed to the United Kingdom at the beginning of the last century.   A recent book (by Martin Jacques) is even titled When China Rules the World:  The  End of the Western World and the Birth of a New Global Order.  Goldman Sachs has  projected that the total size of China’s economy will surpass that of the United  States in 2027 

Counterbalancing- China
China is combatting US influence in Asia-Pacific region

Mearsheimer 10 (John, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science and the co-director of the Program on International Security Policy at the University of Chicago, “The Gathering Storm: China’s Challenge to US Power in Asia” http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/content/3/4/381.full YT) 
The United States has been the most powerful state on the planet for many decades and has deployed robust military forces in the Asia-Pacific region since the early years of the Second World War. The American presence has had significant consequences for Australia and for the wider region. This is how the Australian government sees it, at least according to the 2009 Defence White Paper: ‘Australia has been a very secure country for many decades, in large measure because the wider Asia-Pacific region has enjoyed an unprecedented era of peace and stability underwritten by US strategic primacy’.1 The United States, in other words, has acted as a pacifier in this part of the world.  However, according to the very next sentence in the White Paper, ‘That order is being transformed as economic changes start to bring about changes in the distribution of strategic power’. The argument here, of course, is that the rise of China is having a significant effect on the global balance of power. In particular, the power gap between China and the United States is shrinking and in all likelihood ‘US strategic primacy’ in this region will be no more. This is not to say that the United States will disappear; in fact, its presence is likely to grow in response to China’s rise. But the United States will no longer be the preponderant power in the Asia-Pacific region, as it has been since 1945.   

Counterbalancing- China

China counterbalancing causes instability

Mearsheimer 10 (John, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science and the co-director of the Program on International Security Policy at the University of Chicago, “The Gathering Storm: China’s Challenge to US Power in Asia” http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/content/3/4/381.full YT) 
The most important question that flows from this discussion is whether China can rise peacefully. It is clear from the Defence White Paper—which is tasked with assessing Australia’s strategic situation out to the year 2030—that policymakers in Canberra are worried about the changing balance of power in the Asia-Pacific region. Consider these comments from that document: ‘As other powers rise, and the primacy of the United States is increasingly tested, power relations will inevitably change. When this happens there will be the possibility of miscalculation. There is a small but still concerning possibility of growing confrontation between some of these powers’. At another point in the White Paper, we read that, ‘Risks resulting from escalating strategic competition could emerge quite unpredictably, and is a factor to be considered in our defence planning’.4 In short, the Australian government seems to sense that the shifting balance of power between China and the United States may not be good for peace in the neighborhood.
Counterbalancing- China

China’s counterbalancing leads to Asia-US war

Mearsheimer 10 (John, R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science and the co-director of the Program on International Security Policy at the University of Chicago, “The Gathering Storm: China’s Challenge to US Power in Asia” http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/content/3/4/381.full YT) 
Australians should be worried about China’s rise because it is likely to lead to an intense security competition between China and the United States, with considerable potential for war. Moreover, most of China’s neighbors, to include India, Japan, Singapore, South Korea, Russia, Vietnam—and Australia—will join with the United States to contain China’s power. To put it bluntly: China cannot rise peacefully. 
Counterbalancing- China
China is gaining influence vis-a-vis the United States - economy growth proves

Art 10 (Robert, Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University, “The United States and the Rise of China: Implications for the Long Run,” http://docserver.ingentaconnect.com/deliver/connect/taps/00323195/v125n3/s1.pdf?expires=1310615161&id=63561306&titleid=4375&accname=Gonzaga+University&checksum=962062EC2F653D8D6E82729F9E8C725F YT)
The country best positioned to challenge America’s preeminence, first in East Asia, and then perhaps later globally, is China. If China’s economy continues to grow for two more decades at anything close to the rate of the last two decades, then it will eventually rival and even surpass the United States in the size of its gross domestic product (GDP-measured in purchasing power parity terms, not in constant dollar terms), althought not in per capita GDP. Even if its economy never catches up to America’s, China’s remarkable economic growth has already given it significant political influence in East Asia, and that influence will only grow as China’s economy continues to grow. Moreover, having emerged as the low-cost manufacturing platform of the world, China’s economic influence extends well beyond East Asian and affects not only the rich great powers but also the struggling smaller developing ones, because of both its competitive prices for low-cost goods and voracious appetite for raw materials. China is determined to climb up the technological ladder and may well give the United States a run for its money. China is already the dominant military power on the East Asian mainland, and it has made significant strides in creating pockets of excellence in its armed forces. If it continues to channel a healthy portion of its GDP into its military forces over several more decades, and if it makes a determined naval and air power projection effort, China might be able to deploy a maritime force that could contest America’s supremacy at sea in East Asia, much as the German fleet built by Alfred von Tirpitz in the decade before World War I posed a severe threat to the British fleet in the North Sea.

Counterbalancing- China
China will challenge US unilateralism-causes GPW

Art 10 (Robert, Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University, “The United States and the Rise of China: Implications for the Long Run,” http://docserver.ingentaconnect.com/deliver/connect/taps/00323195/v125n3/s1.pdf?expires=1310615161&id=63561306&titleid=4375&accname=Gonzaga+University&checksum=962062EC2F653D8D6E82729F9E8C725F YT)
Historically, the rise of one great power at the expense of the dominant one has nearly always led to conflictual relations between the two, and more often than not, eventually to a war between them that has dragged in other great powers. Is the history of rising versus dominant great-power competitions, including great-power-war, the future for U.S.-China relations? Clearly, there will be political and economic conflicts and friction between the United States and China as China’s economic and military power in East Asia and its global economic and political reach continue to expand. Clearly, there will also be some arms racing between China and the United States as each jockeys for advantage over the other, as each is driven by its respective military necessities of intimidating and defending Taiwan, and as the United States responds to China’s growing power projection capabilities. Historically, dominant powers have not readily given up their position of number one to rising challengers, and rising challengers have always demanded the fruits to which they believe their growing power entitles them. There is no reason to expect that things will be different in this regard with China and the United States. Thus they will not be able to avoid a certain level of conflictual relations and political friction over the next several decades.

Counterbalancing- China

China growth and competition suggest its intent to counterbalance the US

Strobel 11 (Warren, former foreign affairs correspondent, White House correspondent, “Obama, China’s Hu will try to smooth rocky relations,” January 14, 2011, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2011/01/14/106842/obama-chinas-hu-will-try-to-smooth.html, YS)

"China presents enormous economic opportunities for the United States and for the world, but its size, the speed of its ascent and its policies are a growing source of concern in the United States and in many other countries," Geithner said. China held $907 billion in U.S. Treasury debt as of October, the latest month for which data are available, and it voices concerns about federal budget deficits. Nowhere are the misgivings deeper than in the two countries' military competition. "I would be the first to admit that distrust lingers on both sides," Clinton said. "The United States and the international community have watched China's efforts to modernize and expand its military, and we have sought to clarify its intentions." Recent Chinese weapon developments, such as work on a missile designed to target aircraft carriers and the test of a stealth jet fighter during Defense Secretary Robert Gates' recent visit to Beijing, may not be as alarming as headlines suggest. Both systems appear to be years from deployment, and are of unknown quality. Yet to some, they suggest that China is looking not only to reinforce its dominance in the long-standing dispute about Taiwan but also to counterbalance the U.S. presence in the East China and South China seas. Many observers suspect that these developments are motivated partially by worries from China's leadership, particularly in the military, that the United States is trying to hem in China's rise by strengthening ties with neighbors such as Japan and South Korea, and by emphasizing American naval superiority. 
Counterbalancing- Asia
Russia, China, and Central Asian countries show their non-reliance on the West – are more prone to counterbalance the hegemon
Dauekeev 11 (Bakhtiyar, MA International and Comparative Politics MA Program, Wright State University, “Shanghai Cooperation Organization as a Counterbalance to the United States,” February 23, 2011, http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Dauekeev%20Bakhtiyar%20T.pdf?wright1301611496, YS)

According to the balance of power concept, nations tend to unite for opposing a  hegemon with equal force. Therefore, for the leading position of the US and its ability to  project power globally, there should be an opposite and equal reaction from the other  emerging power centers.  From world history, we know that a number of major Eurasian powers used to  change allies numerous times in order to prevent the hegemony of one state, and the  weaker states attempted to create a coalition against the strongest. During the cold war,  the might of the United States was balanced by the Soviet Union. Since the collapse of  the USSR, the hegemonic position of the United States has been unchallenged. However,  there is a possibility that it might be counterbalanced in the future by the growing  political influence of emerging powers like Russia and China, which have already  succeeded in countering the US influence in some parts of Eurasia through the  mechanism known as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) Thus, the main question of this thesis research is whether the SCO can emerge as  a counterbalance to the hegemony of the United States. The SCO was initially established as “Shanghai Five”, which was, first of all, a  structure for solving the problems of the regional security. The willingness of Russia,  China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, and Tajikistan to resolve territorial disputes and to  strengthen regional stability and mutual trust led to the establishment of the “Shanghai  Five” in April 1996, which was later renamed as Shanghai Cooperation Organization  when Uzbekistan was granted membership. The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) is a regional intergovernmental  organization that includes six states: Russia, China, Uzbekistan, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan  and Tajikistan. The total size of the territory of the SCO states constitutes approximately  61% of the territory of Eurasia. The population of the member-states is almost ¼ of the  world population, and the organization includes two key players: Russia and China.  The organization was founded first in 1996 as the ‘Shanghai Five’, whose main  purpose was to resolve the common border issues between its members, to promote cooperation in the sphere of security, and to establish a mechanism that would allow  Russia, China and Central Asian states to reach a consensus on disputed issues. Since  then, the agenda of the SCO has been expanding to cooperation in the sphere of  economy, foreign policy, energy, transportation, ecology, and cultural and scientific  exchange. The emphasis on the resolution of territorial disputes later shifted towards the  struggle against the so called “three evils”--terrorism, extremism, and separatism. The SCO includes two possible future superpowers, Russia and China, and the  states of Central Asia, a region that has been acquiring strategic significance since the  collapse of the Soviet Union. Some analysts tend to view the current situation in Central  Asia as a new round of the famous ‘Great Game’. The interests of the most influential  power centers intersect in this region.  The security problems in Central Asia have attracted the attention of the  international community. Such international organizations as UN, EU, NATO, OSCE,  SCO, and others are operating in Central Asia. But one of the organizations that is of  concern for the political elites of Central Asia is the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. For the Central Asian states, the willingness to cooperate through the SCO  mechanism is determined by several factors. First of all, the Central Asian region is vulnerable to such common sources of  tension as international terrorism, extremism in all its forms, drug and arms trafficking,  transnational organized crime, illegal migration, and ethnic separatism.   Second, the possibility of crucial situations and political instability caused by the  competition between various power centers for influence in the region might become a  serious threat to the countries of Central Asia. Besides that, the possibility of a sharp conflict among the Central Asian states still remains.  This category of problems includes  the unresolved issues with interstate borders, water consumption, and hydro-energetic  problems. Scholars, politicians, and journalists are debating the future prospects of this  organization. So are the citizens of Central Asia. They would like to know how the SCO  can contribute to the social-economic and political development of their region.  Therefore, there is no doubt in the relevance and topicality of this thesis. Within a short term of its existence, the SCO was able to demonstrate its serious  potential. Although its capability was observed more in declarations, official statements  and intents than in actual deeds, the SCO is demonstrating that a common political will of  all of its members can resolve almost any economic, political, or security issue without  the assistance of the Western world. 
Counterbalancing- China, Russia, Iran

China-Russia-Iran collaboration is currently counterbalancing the US
Lin 10 (Christina, PhD, researcher with Jane’s Chemical, Biological, Radiological and Nuclear Intelligence Centre, former director for China affairs in policy planning at the DoD, “China, Iran, and North Korea: A Triangular Strategic Alliance,” March 5, 2010, http://www.gloria-center.org/meria/2010/03/lin.html, YS)
There is a paucity of research on Sino-Iran relations in the international security literature, yet this relationship has important implications for East Asia and Middle East regional security. Historically, Sino-Iran relations span back thousands of years, and their modern partnership began in the 1970s, first with the Shah and then continuing with the Islamic Republic of Iran. The Sino-Soviet split in the 1960s, coupled with the Shah’s fear of Soviet misadventures in Iran and the Gulf, paved way for Sino-Iran rapprochement. This was further reinforced by their shared sense of history as great ancient empires that were humiliated by the West. From 1858 to 1860, Russia seized large swaths of Siberia from China, while throughout the 1800s, European powers carved up China and Iran. Currently, on a pragmatic level, China is paving a new energy silk road with Iran to meet its energy security-driven foreign policy goals and to hedge against U.S. domination over their energy supply in the Persian Gulf.  China’s Persian Gulf Strategy  In 1993, China became a net importer of oil and is now the second biggest energy consumer in the world, after the United States. However, China’s peer competitor, the United States, with its formidable naval power, controls sea lanes of communications (SLOC) for oil supplies that may be cut off over a potential Taiwan clash. As such, in 2000 a Chinese article in the influential Strategy and Management Journal recommended that China’s strategy in the Persian Gulf should be to align with Iran. In the article, the author posits that since the United States already controls the west bank of the oil-rich Persian Gulf via its pro-American proxies (e.g., Saudi Arabia and the smaller Gulf states), the Gulf is in effect an “internal sea” for the United States, and challenges to that position are likely to fail. However, if China and Russia expand relations with Iran, they could maintain a “minimum balance” to thwart U.S. moves. Since securing oil imports from the Gulf requires both the U.S.-controlled west bank and the China/Russia-supported Iranian east bank, this axis would block U.S. efforts to impose oil embargoes against other countries. Should the United States and China ever have a military clash over Taiwan, the United States would not shut off China’s Gulf oil supplies since China, Russia, and Iran control the Gulf’s east bank. Indeed, in 2001, China followed this strategic vision and formed the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO) with a Sino-Russia-Iran axis to counterbalance perceived U.S. hegemony.
Counterbalancing-Russia, Japan

US facing possible counterbalances

Brzezinski 9 (Zbigniew, former United States National Security Advisor, “Major Foreign Policy Challenges for the next US President,” 13 Jan 2009, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-2346.2009.00780.x/pdf YT)
The second pertains to yet another fundamental change: a shift in the distribution of global power from the West to the East. The 500-year-long domination of the world by the Atlantic powers-Portugal Spain, France, the Netherlands, Britain and, more recently, the United States-is coming to an end with the new political and global pre-eminence of both China and Japan (the latter already the number two economic power in the world). Waiting in the wings are India and perhaps a recovered Russia, though the latter is still restless and unsure of its identity, ambivalent about its recent past and very insecure about its place in the world. 

Counterbalancing- Russia, China, EU, India

Russia, China, EU, and India counterbalancing against the US

Hachigian 8 (Nina, Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress, “The United States, Pivotal Powers, and the new Global Reality: A Report of the Stanley Foundation Working Group on Major Powers, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=YRfEp2pG9GoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA2&dq=russia+rising+power+threaten+%22united+states%22+leadership&ots=EVhGtZ3JUW&sig=vlu7zmNvysn69LhCb5_dZG5OnU4#v=onepage&q=russia&f=false) 
Creating a hub-and-spokes model will require persuading the pivotal powers not to gang up against the United States. Theorists argue, and centuries of European history show, that balancing against the dominant power is far more common than bandwagoning with it. Today, nascent arrangements between Russia and China, China and India, and the EU and China, among others, are never openly, but always implicitly, aimed at the United States.

Counterbalancing-SCO, Iran

The SCO serves as a counterbalancing force to the US – Iranian involvement proves
Associated Press 11 (The Guardian, “Ahmandiinejad calls for regional security alliance to counter US influence,” June 15, 2011, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2011/jun/15/ahmadinejad-sco-united-front-against-us, YS)
Iran's president, Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, has called for a security alliance of several former Soviet nations and China to form a united front against the west. Ahmadinejad's address to heads of state at the summit of the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO), in Kazakhstan could deepen suspicions that the bloc is intended as a counterbalance to US influence across the region. In a summit declaration signed by all the member states, the organisation also attacked missile defence programmes. "The one-sided and unlimited development of missile defence systems by one government, or a narrow group of governments, could cause damage to strategic stability and international security," the document says. Much of Ahmadinejad's speech was devoted to an exhaustive series of thinly veiled accusations against unnamed western countries, which he described as "enslavers, colonialists [and] invaders". Opening his address, he said: "Which one of our countries [has played a role] in the black era of slavery, or in the destruction of hundreds of millions of human beings?" The SCO was formed in Shanghai in 2001 by China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan, to address religious extremism and border security in central Asia. In recent years it has attracted interest in full membership from Iran, India, Pakistan and Afghanistan. Its scope has since broadened to economic issues. Iran's entry into the SCO has been resisted by the existing members, who worry that its membership would lend the group a more explicitly anti-American quality, a concern that Ahmadinejad was seemingly unwilling to allay. Russia has been an active opponent of US-backed plans to create a missile shield in Europe and might have been behind harsh comments against the proposal in the summit declaration. Moscow sees the US missile defence plans as a potential threat to security. It has agreed to consider Nato's proposal to cooperate on the missile shield but insists the system is run jointly. Afghanistan's president, Hamid Karzai, who is also participating in the summit, the SCO's 10th, renewed calls for the US to respect his country's sovereignty. In recent months the president has become increasingly strident in his criticism of Nato air strikes affecting Afghan civilians, describing the western-led alliance as being at risk of becoming an "occupying force". 

Counterbalancing- SCO

US Counter Balancing Happening Now—SCO 

Dauekeev, ‘11 (Bahktihar, Masters in international and comparative politics, “Shanghai Cooperation Organization as a Counterbalance against the United States” Wright University, April 2011, http://etd.ohiolink.edu/view.cgi/Dauekeev%20Bakhtiyar%20T.pdf?wright1301611496, CCM)
According to the balance of power concept, nations tend to unite for opposing a hegemon with an equal force. Therefore, for the leading position of the US and its ability to project power globally, there should be an opposite and equal reaction from the other emerging power centers. Since the collapse of the USSR, the hegemonic position of the United States has been unchallenged. However, there is a possibility that it might be counterbalanced in future by the growing political influence of emerging powers like Russia and China, which have already succeeded in countering the US influence in some parts of Eurasia through the mechanism known as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO). This study analyzes whether the SCO is an alliance directed against the United States and whether it has a potential to become a counterweight to the hegemony of the US. The results of this thesis research will show that the SCO is a regional alliance intended to restrain the political and economic influence of the United States in the post-soviet space. In other words, this study will demonstrate that the SCO exists as a form of “soft” counterbalance against the US on a regional level.
Counterbalancing- EU

Counterbalancing against the US exists – specifically the EU

McNamara 11 (Sally, Senior Policy Analyst in European Affairs at The Heritage Foundation, former Director of IR for the American Legislative Exchange Council, The Heritage Foundation, “How President Obama’s EU Policy Undercuts U.S. Interests,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/02/How-President-Obamas-EU-Policy-Undercuts-US-Interests, YS)
Abstract: The European Union has not been working with the United States as a partner, but against the U.S. as a global counterbalance. One of the main features of the EU’s counter-strategy is its advancement of a non-NATO defense identity, the Common Security and Defense Policy (CSDP). The CSDP is not strengthening the transatlantic alliance, instead shifting resources from NATO to the EU, making it a rival military system. However, the Obama Administration continues to praise this and other integrationist policies as alliance-builders and historic milestones. While anti-NATO developments on the part of the EU are certainly milestones, they do not foster greater stability or security. Heritage Foundation European affairs and transatlantic security expert Sally McNamara explains how the Administration’s current EU policy undercuts U.S. interests—and how it can change course.
Counterbalancing- Europe

Europe counter balancing US heg now--empirics

Wong ‘11(Daniel, Professor of international relations, “Counterbalancing US Hegemony” 11/07/06, http://www.danwong.us/files/gov181.pdf, CCM)
Europe, particularly Germany and France, recognize the danger of the American hegemon more than any other state, and that is why they are at the forefront of the process of counterbalancing. “America’s power, and its willingness to exercise that power—unilaterally if necessary—represents a threat to Europe’s new sense of mission…Its mission is to oppose power; it is merely to rein in and ‘multilateralize’ the United States” (Kagan 2002, p. 18-21). However, due to the difference in hard-power between the United States and the rest of the world, states began “join[ing] forces in subtler ways, with the explicit aim of checking U.S. power…[through] ‘soft-balancing’: coordinating…diplomatic positions to oppose U.S. policy and obtain more influence together,” as in when “France, Germany, and Russia pursued a unified strategy that helped prevent the United States from obtaining UN Security Council authorization for the invasion of Iraq” (Walt 2005, p. 5).  

Counterbalancing- Europe

Europe Counter Balancing American Heg Now

Lieber, ’04 (Robert, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, “The European Union and the United States: Threats, Interests, and Values” Georgetown University, 2004, http://aei.pitt.edu/9577/, CCM)
Europe’s relationship with America is intimate and yet troubled. Some have predicted that the expanded European Union (EU) of twenty-five countries, reaching from the Atlantic to the Russian border and with a population of 460 million people, a common currency and aspirations for a common foreign and defense policy will emerge as a powerful competitor to the United States. European resentment of American political, economic and military predominance is real, and disputes have multiplied over a wide range of issues, from Iraq to the International Criminal Court to genetically modified foods. Many foreign journalists, authors and politicians offer strident criticism of American policy and it is by no means excessive to ask whether the United States and Europe may now be on the verge of a divorce in which their alliance of more than a half century collapses or they even become great power rivals. A number of European leaders have proclaimed their vision of an EU comparable to the United States and – in the view of some – one that can act to counterbalance America. The former head of the European Commission, Romano Prodi, observed that one of the EU's chief goals is to create “a superpower on the European continent that stands equal to the United States.” For his part, French President Jacques Chirac, has said that “we need a means to struggle against American hegemony.”[1] Germany and France, in cooperation with Russia, not only opposed the U.S. on the use of force against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, but Chirac and his Foreign Minister, Dominique de Villepin, took the lead at the United Nations in opposing the American policy and in organizing an international coalition against it.
Counterbalancing- Iran

Arab Spring has boosted Iranian influence- they can combat Western influence

Slackman 11(Michael, Staff writer@ New York Times, published 23/2/11, “ Arab Unrest Propels Iran as Saudi influence declines”, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/02/24/world/middleeast/24saudis.html)
The popular revolts shaking the Arab world have begun to shift the balance of power in the region, bolstering Iran’s position while weakening and unnerving its rival, Saudi Arabia, regional experts said.  While it is far too soon to write the final chapter on the uprisings’ impact, Iran has already benefited from the ouster or undermining of Arab leaders who were its strong adversaries and has begun to project its growing influence, the analysts said. This week Iran sent two warships through the Suez Canal for the first time since its revolution in 1979, and Egypt’s new military leaders allowed them to pass.  Saudi Arabia, an American ally and a Sunni nation that jousts with Shiite Iran for regional influence, has been shaken. King Abdullah on Wednesday signaled his concern by announcing a $10 billion increase in welfare spending to help young people marry, buy homes and open businesses, a gesture seen as trying to head off the kind of unrest that fueled protests around the region.  King Abdullah then met with the king of Bahrain, Hamad bin Isa al-Khalifa, to discuss ways to contain the political uprising by the Shiite majority there. The Sunni leaders in Saudi Arabia and Bahrain accuse their Shiite populations of loyalty to Iran, a charge rejected by Shiites who say it is intended to stoke sectarian tensions and justify opposition to democracy.  The uprisings are driven by domestic concerns. But they have already shredded a regional paradigm in which a trio of states aligned with the West supported engaging Israel and containing Israel’s enemies, including Hamas and Hezbollah, experts said. The pro-engagement camp of Egypt, Jordan and Saudi Arabia is now in tatters. Hosni Mubarak of Egypt has been forced to resign, King Abdullah of Jordan is struggling to control discontent in his kingdom and Saudi Arabia has been left alone to face a rising challenge to its regional role.  “I think the Saudis are worried that they’re encircled — Iraq, Syria, Lebanon; Yemen is unstable; Bahrain is very uncertain,” said Alireza Nader, an expert in international affairs with the RAND Corporation. “They worry that the region is ripe for Iranian exploitation. Iran has shown that it is very capable of taking advantage of regional instability.”  “Iran is the big winner here,” said a regional adviser to the United States government who spoke on the condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to speak to reporters.  Iran’s circumstances could change, experts cautioned, if it overplayed its hand or if popular Arab movements came to resent Iranian interference in the region. And it is by no means assured that pro-Iranian groups would dominate politics in Egypt, Tunisia or elsewhere.  For now, Iran and Syria are emboldened. Qatar and Oman are tilting toward Iran, and Egypt, Tunisia, Bahrain and Yemen are in play.  “If these ‘pro-American’ Arab political orders currently being challenged by significant protest movements become at all more representative of their populations, they will for sure become less enthusiastic about strategic cooperation with the United States,” Flynt Leverett and Hillary Mann Leverett, former National Security Council staff members, wrote in an e-mail.  They added that at the moment, Iran’s leaders saw that “the regional balance is shifting, in potentially decisive ways, against their American adversary and in favor of the Islamic Republic.” Iran’s standing is stronger in spite of its challenges at home, with a troubled economy, high unemployment and a determined political opposition.  The United States may also face challenges in pressing its case against Iran’s nuclear programs, some experts asserted.  “Recent events have also taken the focus away from Iran’s nuclear program and may make regional and international consensus on sanctions even harder to achieve,” Mr. Nader said. Iran’s growing confidence is based on a gradual realignment that began with the aftershocks of the Sept. 11 attacks. By ousting the Taliban in Afghanistan, and then Saddam Hussein in Iraq, the United States removed two of Iran’s regional enemies who worked to contain its ambitions. Today, Iran is a major player in both nations, an unintended consequence.  Iran demonstrated its emboldened attitude this year in Lebanon when its ally, Hezbollah, forced the collapse of the pro-Western government of Saad Hariri. Mr. Hariri was replaced with a prime minister backed by Hezbollah, a bold move that analysts say was undertaken with Iran’s support.  “Iraq and Lebanon are now in Iran’s sphere of influence with groups that have been supported by the hard-liners for decades,” said Muhammad Sahimi, an Iran expert in Los Angeles who frequently writes about Iranian politics. “Iran is a major player in Afghanistan. Any regime that eventually emerges in Egypt will not be as hostile to Hamas as Mubarak was, and Hamas has been supported by Iran. That may help Iran to increase its influence there even more.”  Iran could also benefit from the growing assertiveness of Shiites in general. Shiism is hardly monolithic, and Iran does not speak on behalf of all Shiites. But members of that sect are linked by faith and by their strong sense that they have been victims of discrimination by the Sunni majority. Events in Bahrain illustrate that connection well.  Bahrain has about 500,000 citizens, 70 percent of them Shiite. The nation has been ruled by a Sunni family since it was captured from the Persians in the 18th century. The Shiites have long argued that they are discriminated against in work, education and politics. Last week, they began a public uprising calling for democracy, which would bring them power. The government at first used lethal force to try to stop the opposition, killing seven. It is now calling for a dialogue while the protesters, turning out in huge numbers, are demanding the government’s resignation.  But demonstrators have maintained their loyalty to Bahrain. The head of the largest Shiite party, Al Wefaq, said that the party rejected Iran’s type of Islamic government. On Tuesday, a leading member of the party, Khalil Ebrahim al-Marzooq, said he was afraid that the king was trying to transform the political dispute into a sectarian one. He said there were rumors the king would open the border with Saudi Arabia and let Sunni extremists into the country to attack the demonstrators.  “The moment that any border opens by the government, means the other borders will open,” he said. “You don’t expect people will see their similar sect being killed and not interfere. We will not call them.”   

Counterbalancing- Iran

Power in the Middle East has tilted- Iran is looking victorious

Blomfield 11 (Adrian, Correspondent in the Middle East for the Telegram,  published 9/5/11, “Iran’s push for regional domination gets Arab Spring boost”, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/middleeast/iran/8503300/Irans-push-for-regional-domination-gets-Arab-Spring-boost.html)
Ali Akbar Salehi, the Iranian foreign minister, announced that one of his deputies would visit Cairo "in the near future" and said that he would hold talks with his Egyptian counterpart, Nabil al-Arabi, in the Indonesian resort of Bali at the end of the month.  It comes as the two states prepare for the full-scale resumption of diplomatic relations in more than 30 years, a development that some observers believe could tilt balance of power in the Middle East in Iran's favour.  Mr Salehi boasted of a flurry of communications between the two capitals as they work towards an exchange of ambassadors, a breakthrough that has alarmed Israel, dismayed Saudi Arabia, Iran's long-standing rival for influence in the Arab world, and caused unease in Washington.  "Currently, many oral and written messages and phone calls are being exchanged between officials of the two sides," Mr Salehi said.  Under Hosni Mubarak, the former Egyptian president ousted in a popular revolution three months ago, relations with Iran were deeply antagonistic.  Egypt was the only Arab country not to maintain an embassy in Tehran, the result of a souring of ties in the aftermath of Iran's Islamist revolution in 1979 and Cairo's recognition of Israel that same year.  But Egypt's new military-led government, sitting until elections are held in the autumn, has signalled its willingness to pursue closer ties with Iran, and will take a more assertive line with Israel.  By establishing a foothold in Egypt, Iran hopes to advance its long-cherished ambitions of countering Saudi influence in the Middle East.  Shia Iran and Sunni Saudi Arabia have long competed for domination over the region in a Cold-War style power struggle that has, until now, seen Cairo align itself with Riyadh.  But while Iran will revel in what one western diplomat called "giving Saudi Arabia a poke in the eye," the regime's Islamist leaders may struggle to capitalise.  "In the short term it will be a diplomatic boost for Iran to have an embassy in Egypt," said Meir Javedanfar, a leading analyst on Iran.  "But in the long term they will find that, rather than having influence over it, Egypt will be a competitor."  Egypt has said its decision to resume diplomatic ties only brings it in line with the rest of the Arab world, and that it will view Iran as neither friend nor foe.  While Tehran voiced its support for popular protests elsewhere in the region, it has given Syria "technical assistance" in the bloody suppression of pro-democracy demonstrations, leading to accusations of hypocrisy from many ordinary Arabs.  Its attempts to present itself as the champion of Bahrain's Shia majority, which have engaged in protests against the Sunni monarchy, have proved stillborn after Saudi Arabia and other Gulf states sent troops, with tacit western support, to crush the uprising.  
Counterbalancing- Iran

Iran undermining US efforts in the Middle East now

Kiani 11 (Mohammad Reza, doctorate student @ Islamic Azad University Tehran, published 5/6/11, “The Arab Spring and the Future of US-Iranian Relations”, http://www.e-ir.info/?p=9159)
Since Mahmoud Ahmadinejad’s victory in the 2005 presidential elections, there has been a dramatic change in Iranian foreign policy behavior in the Middle East and beyond. In speeches and policies made by Iranian elites, one can detect a pervading impression that Iran is a resurgent power. According to one interpretation,. everything that has happened since the US-led invasion of Iraq in 2003 has led to the empowerment of Iran The removal of Taliban from power in 2001 and unrelenting demise of pre-invasion Iraq made Iran more influential as Iraq could no longer offer a counter-balance to Iranian power in the Persian Gulf. Furthermore, the Hamas victory in the Palestinian elections of 2006 and relative successes of Hezbollah over Israel in the July war of 2006 provided Iran with real opportunities within the region, gave it a resonant voice beyond its military capabilities and beyond its territories. (1) However, the US presence and influence in Iran’s neighborhood following 9/11 raised deep concerns among Iranian hardliners who harbor a general perception that Iran is now surrounded by an American-controlled Iraq to the west and an American-controlled Afghanistan to the east; thereby posing significant challenges to Iranian security and territorial integrity. Given these changes, after the 2005 Iranian presidential election and the victory of Ahmadinejad, Iran tried to seek hegemony over its Arab neighbors and a position of greater power vis-a-vis the US and its allies in the Middle East by increasing its multifaceted activities in Iraq, Afghanistan, Lebanon as well as Syria. Placed in such a context, the Arab revolts and the resultant unprecedented transformations in the Middle East will most probably fan the flames of serious conflict, and exert a negative impact on mutual (non-)relations between America and Iran – which have already deteriorated following the ascendancy of Ahmadinejad and his neo-conservative coterie in the Islamic Republic – as it now harbors hopes of utilizing the Arab Spring to secure a heightened regional role. (2) New developments in the region as a result of the Arab Spring provide Iran with new opportunities and new challenges. The collapse of Mubarak as a consequence of Egyptian protests was a miraculous blessing for Iran, as since the Iranian Revolution of 1979, Iran-Egypt relations have been on a collision course. When the Shah fell, Egypt fell out of favor in Tehran, as Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini’s anti-Israel mantra sat at odds with the peace treaty Egypt had signed with Israel at Camp David in 1978. Additionally, Anwar Sadat, then Egyptian president, infuriated the new Iranian establishment by welcoming Mohammad Reza Pahlavi, the exiled Shah of Iran, for a short but indefinite stay in 1979 resulting in Iran officially cutting all ties with Egypt. (3) Since then, mutual efforts for normalization of relations have found no willing audience and have not been able to come into fruition. The general perception among Egyptian authorities under the Hosni Mubarak regime was that Iran was a long-term challenge facing Egypt, and such suspicions as fears that the Iranian regime was running agents inside Egypt in an effort to subvert the regime reinforced Egyptian reticence. (4)  After recent protests in Egypt led to a populist revolution, Iran was quick to respond as the Islamic Republic’s leaders watched the incident with unconcealed delight. Iran embraced the protests, proclaiming that an Islamic awakening was underway, and thus have moved to characterize the turmoil as a serious defeat for the United States and Israel, both strategic allies of the deposed Mubarak. Recently, the Iranian foreign ministry confirmed that it has taken measures to appoint Iran’s first ambassador to Cairo since 1980. “We are ready to take steps” the foreign ministry spokesman, Ramin Mehmanparast, said, adding “we believe that developing relations between Iran and Egypt are in the interest of both countries and the region.” Similarly, the new Egyptian foreign ministry spokeswoman, Menha Bakhoum, has stated that, “[w]e are prepared to take a different view of Iran. The former regime used to see Iran as an enemy, but we don’t.” Egypt and Iran are preparing to resume diplomatic relations and appoint ambassadors to end 30 years of hostility.(5) This will spark further tension between the Islamic Republic and the US as the Obama administration seeks to limit Iran’s power and influence in the Middle East and sees the newly unfolding Iranian-Egyptian scenario as an important facilitator of Tehran’s regional ambitions.  Regarding popular protests in Bahrain, Iran strives to increase its influence in the Persian Gulf country as it has strongly condemned and criticized the crackdown of Shiite demonstrators by Bahrain’s ruling al-Khalifa family. This goes back in part to the fact that the Islamic Republic tries to present itself as a regional heavyweight that should act as a protector of fellow Shiites in the embattled country. (6) Along these lines, Ayatollah Ahmad Jannati, head of Iran’s ultra-conservative Guardian Council, proclaimed that, “[a]ll Islamic intellectuals are now called upon to act. All Islamic countries, as long as they’re not themselves involved in the crime, bear responsibility to support the Bahrainis in their fight.” In a similar vein, the Foreign Policy and National Security Commission of the Iranian Parliament (Majlis) issued a statement in support of the Bahraini protestors, holding the US accountable and calling on its regional allies, Saudi Arabia and United Arab Emirates, to leave Bahrain immediately. The document read; “The oppressed people of Bahrain are a part of the Islamic world and the Islamic Republic of Iran feels obligated to support them”. (7) The king of Bahrain, Hamad ibn Isa Al Khalifa, has blamed a foreign plot for his nation’s unrest, using veiled language to accuse Iran of fomenting an uprising by the Shiite majority in the Sunni-ruled island kingdom.(8) For its part, the United States has condemned Iran’s subversive interference in Bahrain and voiced concerns about its potentially material and logistical support of revolutionaries. Unlike Egypt and Bahrain, Iran is viewing the increasing turmoil in Syria with significant alarm. Syria’s president Bashar al-Assad has been Iran’s closest Arab friend, providing a gateway for Iran into the Arab world, and promoting the Islamic Republic’s crucial ties with Lebanese Hizbullah and Palestinian groups. The spread of the unrest to Syria, Iran’s strategic ally, highlights the risks presented by the new regional situation. According to Iranian officials, any change in Syria poses significant challenges to Iran’s national security and is at odd with it interests. As one Arab official said, “[i]f the regime of Bashar al-Assad [Syria’s president] falls, any successor will … be less accommodating to Iran.” (9) Some conservative media outlets in Tehran now claim that western countries and Saudi Arabia are behind a plot to overthrow Assad. The US has charged that the Revolutionary Guards are involved in the repression of dissidents in Syria, an allegation denied by Damascus and Tehran. With respect to recent changes in the Middle East and North Africa, little has changed regarding the deep American-Iranian distrust that lies at the heart of their relationship, and has done for decades. With respect to the former, the resultant transformations will most probably exacerbate areas of conflicting interests between Iran and the US, as the regional designs and aspirations of both nations are deeply antithetical. When adding Iran’s controversial nuclear program and the grave threat perception of Israel to this amalgam, one may argue that the prospect of a violent conflict is looming large on the horizon.  

***Multilateralism Good***

Multilateralism- Laundry List
Multilateral cooperation key to prevent disastrous consequences

Woods, ’08 (Ngaire, professor of International Political Economy, “Governing the Global Economy: Strengthening Multilateral Institutions”, International Peace Institute, http://courses.essex.ac.uk/ec/ec245/lecture_presentations/woods_economy.pdf, LH) 
The rationale for international public institutions (i.e., multilateral or intergovernmental organizations) is a straightforward one which mirrors the  need for public institutions at the national level.  Institutions are necessary for managing market failures at the global level and producing global public goods. International cooperation facilitated by institutions permits collective action among states. Without institutions and without cooperation, states will pursue individually-rational goals which lead to disastrous consequences for all, such as global warming, the rapid spread of conflict, the inadequate containment of infectious diseases, or  the deepening and broadening of financial crises.  Historically this is what occurred in an earlier era of “globalization”—the decades of exuberant expansion of global trade and investment in the late nineteenth century. The crash of the 1930s took place in large part because international  institutions were neither strong nor developed  enough to facilitate effective cooperation among  states dealing with economic shocks magnified by  political fears.  That said, some would argue that in the modern global economy different kinds of institutions are required. A decade ago it was argued that modern globalization was fashioning a world in which intergovernmental cooperation and regulation were less relevant. The diffusion of power away from nationstates meant we should look to alternative forms of global governance.  Several years later, however, there are powerful countervailing shifts occurring. In emerging economies such as China, Russia, the Gulf States, India, and Brazil, the state is playing a powerful role, and at the same time, these countries have acquired a more powerful global position. Their national oil companies have become major players in energy markets. Their sovereign wealth funds have become major investors, controlling at least double the resources of hedge funds. As these countries amass foreign exchange reserves, they acquire a nuclear-like (mutually assured destruction) capability to create havoc in the global monetary system. This shift in power is heightening political anxieties and risks in the industrialized countries including fears  that Russia and China will use their newfound  economic power to pursue geostrategic goals.  International forums within which new and old powers can discuss and negotiate these issues are  vital. In sum, multilateral institutions are necessary both to deal with new global challenges  as well as to adapt to a power shift in global  politics. That said, a powerful caveat is in order.  National and local government is mostly far more effective and accountable than global governance.  The rationale for global action has to be that of collective action, i.e., that only when states act collectively can they achieve mutually-held goals. 

Multilateralism- Public Support

American public supports multilateral actions

Fang, ’08 (Songying, assistant professor at the University of Minnesota, “The Informational Role of International Institutions and Domestic Politics”, University of Minnesota, http://www.owlnet.rice.edu/~sf5/Fang/Assistant_Professor_files/AJPS_version.pdf, LH)

Most recent studies on U.S. public opinion find that there is considerable stability in public opinion on foreign policy issues, and Americans have a strong preference for multilateralism over “going it alone,” especially when it comes to use of force (Eichenberg 2005; Holsti 2004; Kull and Destler 1999; Sobel 2001). Such a preference interacts with specific circumstances and may allow leaders to have more or less freedom in choosing unilateral actions. Sobel (2001, 230) finds that the four administrations since Vietnam showed intermittent reluctance to cooperate with UN efforts, but public attitudes lessened the likelihood of unilateral military actions because “more cooperative policies tended to have stronger support from the American people.” In line with Proposition 4, a plausible explanation of the observed pattern in U.S. use of force is that compared with the post–Cold War era, in which the United States has been the dominant power, the American public was more willing to give benefit of the doubt to presidents for unilateral actions during the Cold War when there was a significant security threat from the Soviet Union. After the Cold War, however, with the threat to the nation’s survival removed, presidents are subject to greater influence of public opinion, which has been consistently in favor of multilateralism. This is perhaps most clearly demonstrated in the Bosnia crisis. 

Multilateralism- Good Behavior

Multilateralism encourages good behavior- even without punishment, governments seek approval

Chapman, ’11 (Terrence, assistant professor of government at the University of Texas at Austin, “Securing Approval: Domestic Politics and Multilateral Authorization for War”, University of Chicago Press, http://books.google.com/books?id=quGRldgYiasC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH)

The UN Security Council is the largest and most prominent of multilateral, consultative security organizations, but regional organizations have fulfilled this role in a number of ways. At least since the writing of Immanuel Kant, philosophers, scholars, and policymakers have argued that international organizations and international law can act as a force for peace. International organizations are thought to socialize members to norms of “good behavior” and facilitate meditations and conflict resolution between states, all reasons for states to involve them in their disputes. But there are several reasons why approval seeking behavior is puzzling. First, despite arguments from advocates of strong international law, there is no clear legal obligation for states to “get a second opinion” or subject their foreign policies to scrutiny prior to action. Second, the organizations in question are frequently derided for lacking direct and robust enforcement power. States routinely act without the formal approval of an international organization but are rarely if ever punished, and the compliance with multilateral security organization dictates and rules is very imperfect. Yet governments continue to behave as if getting approval is important and invest considerable effort to garner it. 

Multilateralism- Democracy

Multilateralism enhances democracy

Keohane et al, ‘08 (Robert, Professor of International Affairs at Princeton University, Stephen Macedo, director for the Center for Human Values at Princeton University, Andrew Moravcsik, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, “Democracy-Enhancing Multilateralism”, International Organization, http://www.princeton.edu/~rkeohane/publications/DEMfinal.pdf, LH)

We do so by arguing that participation in multilateral institutions- defined broadly to include international organizations, regimes, and networks governed by formal international agreements- can enhance the quality of domestic democracy. To be sure, some instances of multilateralism have undemocratic implications, but multilateralism can also enhance domestic democracy in a number of important ways. Involvement with multilateral institutions often helps domestic democratic institutions restrict the power of special interest factions, protect individual rights, and improve the quality of democratic deliberation, while also increasing capacities to achieve important public purposes. Under some plausible circumstances international cooperation can thus enhance the quality of democracy even in reasonably well-functioning democratic politics.

Multilateralism- Nuclear War

Multilateralism key to preventing nuclear war

Dyer, ’04 (Gwynne, military historian and lecturer on international affairs, “The End of War”, Toronto Star, 12/30/2004, http://www.commondreams.org/views04/1230-05.htm, LH)

War is deeply embedded in our history and our culture, probably since before we were even fully human, but weaning ourselves away from it should not be a bigger mountain to climb than some of the other changes we have already made in the way we live, given the right incentives. And we have certainly been given the right incentives: The holiday from history that we have enjoyed since the early '90s may be drawing to an end, and another great-power war, fought next time with nuclear weapons, may be lurking in our future. The "firebreak" against nuclear weapons use that we began building after Hiroshima and Nagasaki has held for well over half a century now. But the proliferation of nuclear weapons to new powers is a major challenge to the stability of the system. So are the coming crises, mostly environmental in origin, which will hit some countries much harder than others, and may drive some to desperation. Add in the huge impending shifts in the great-power system as China and India grow to rival the United States in GDP over the next 30 or 40 years and it will be hard to keep things from spinning out of control. With good luck and good management, we may be able to ride out the next half-century without the first-magnitude catastrophe of a global nuclear war, but the potential certainly exists for a major die-back of human population. We cannot command the good luck, but good management is something we can choose to provide. It depends, above all, on preserving and extending the multilateral system that we have been building since the end of World War II. The rising powers must be absorbed into a system that emphasizes co-operation and makes room for them, rather than one that deals in confrontation and raw military power. If they are obliged to play the traditional great-power game of winners and losers, then history will repeat itself and everybody loses. Our hopes for mitigating the severity of the coming environmental crises also depend on early and concerted global action of a sort that can only happen in a basically co-operative international system. When the great powers are locked into a military confrontation, there is simply not enough spare attention, let alone enough trust, to make deals on those issues, so the highest priority at the moment is to keep the multilateral approach alive and avoid a drift back into alliance systems and arms races. And there is no point in dreaming that we can leap straight into some never-land of universal brotherhood; we will have to confront these challenges and solve the problem of war within the context of the existing state system. 

Multipolarity key to dealing with world problems
Jervis, ’09 (Robert, professor of International Affairs at Columbia University, “Unipolarity A Structural Perspective”, Project MUSE, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/world_politics/v061/61.1.jervis.html, LH)

Against terrorism, force is ineffective without excellent intelligence. Given the international nature of the threat and the difficulties of gaining information about it, international cooperation is the only route to success. The maintenance of international prosperity also requires joint efforts, even leaving aside the danger that other countries could trigger a run on the dollar by cashing in their holdings. Despite its lack of political unity, ,Europe is in many respects an economic unit, and one with a greater GDP than that of the U.S. Especially because of the growing Chinese economy, economic power is spread around the world much more equally than is military power, and the open economic system could easily disintegrate despite continued unipolarity. In parallel, on a whole host of problems such as AIDS, poverty, and international crime (even when leaving aside climate change), the unipole can lead and exert pressure but cannot dictate. Joint actions may be necessary to apply sanctions to various unpleasant and recalcitrant regimes; proliferation can be stopped only if all the major states (and many minor ones) work to this end; unipolarity did not automatically enable the U.S. to maintain the coalition against Iraq after the first Gulf War; close ties within the West are needed to reduce the ability of China, Russia, and other states to play one Western country off against the others.

Multilateral Cooperation- World’s Problems

Multilateral Cooperation key to solving the world’s problems

Diehl and Frederking, ’10 (Paul, Henning Larsen Professor of Political Science at the University of Illinois, Ph.D. professor of Political Science at McKendree University, “The Politics of Global Governance: International Organizations in an Interdependent World”, Lynne Rienner Publishers, https://www.rienner.com/uploads/4c067bd496db3.pdf, LH)

International organizations are worth studying because the most important issues in world politics today- poverty, terrorism, weapons proliferation, disease, regional conflict, economic stability, climate change, and many others- cannot be solved without multilateral cooperation. World politics is characterized by “security interdependence”: no one state, not even the most powerful state, can manage these problems alone. Today’s world requires both states and nonstate actors to coordinate action through international organizations to address these issues. Security interdependence, in short, requires global governance, and international organizations are a central component of global governance. This volume addresses the role of international organizations in contemporary global governance. 

Multilateral Cooperation- Planetary Crisis

Multilateral cooperation key to solving a planetary crisis

Grevi, ’09 (Giovanni, Senior researcher at Fride- a think tank for global action, “The interpolar world: a new scenario”, FRIDE, 6/2009, http://ftp.infoeuropa.eurocid.pt/database/000042001-000043000/000042445.pdf, LH) 

Interdependence no longer mainly concerns trade and investment but involves issues that are central to the basic well-being and even the survival of large parts of the world population. In conjunction with other security and development challenges, economic interdependence is evolving into existential interdependence. Looking at the ongoing financial crisis and at the envisaged planetary crisis, Stern makes the crucial point that both stem from a system that neglects the long-term risks produced by its own intrinsic functioning, focusing instead on immediate gains. While the impact of the financial crisis is very serious, however, the impact of the planetary crisis would be disastrous and irreversible. Meeting the challenges of existential interdependence through multilateral cooperation is therefore the overriding priority of the years ahead.   

Multilateralism Good – Democracy 

Multilateralism provides for global democracy

Powell, 2003 (Lindsey, Yale Graduate “In Defense of Multilateralism”Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy. http://www.yale.edu/gegdialogue/docs/dialogue/oct03/papers/Powell.pdf)

On the other hand, however, multilateralism is the  most egalitarian form of international  cooperation and decision-making, and multilateral institutions are among the very few forums in  which developing countries can potentially have an equal voice.  Because developing countries  greatly outnumber developed countries in a one-country-one-vote framework, such  nations  are  given the opportunity (at least in theory) to exert an influence as great, if not greater, than their  developed counterparts.  Multilateralism in general, and multilateral institutions in particular, thus  provide  a more democratic means of determining which global issues should be addressed and  how states should address them. 14   Critics are correct in noting that multilateralism threatens to,  and often does, leave developing countries  underrepresented at the bargaining table.  But this  misses the point, for even under-representation is significantly preferable to the complete lack of  representation that developing counties would enjoy under international arrangements that were  not even egalitarian in theory.   The more democratic processes generally involved in arriving at multilateral arrangements can be  used by developing countries to avoid the aforementioned  risks.  Rather  than  establishing  regulatory levels  or criteria that are applied equally to countries at all levels of development,  agreements can be negotiated in such a way as  to maximize long-term benefits for all parties  involved.  In exchange for concessions on resource regulation, for example, developed countries  can provide less developed countries with aid, in  one form or another.  Aid in the form of  technology transfer has the potential to be doubly beneficial,  as  the  introduction  and  implementation of cleaner, more efficient technologies will not only encourage economic growth  but greener industrial practices as well. Through  such exchanges, the North  can  potentially accelerate the development of the South while simultaneously acting to  secure  resources  for its  future generations. 

Multilateralism – Environment 

Powell, 2003 (Lindsey, Yale Graduate “In Defense of Multilateralism”Yale Center for Environmental Law and Policy. http://www.yale.edu/gegdialogue/docs/dialogue/oct03/papers/Powell.pdf)

What I hope to have demonstrated in this  paper is that multilateralism offers both a short-term utilitarian value insofar as it provides developing  states with a greater voice in  international  matters, enables developed states to synchronize implementation of new environmental  and  economic policies, and facilitates  mutually beneficial trade-offs between developed and  developing  states.  More important than these short-term benefits, however, is the promise of  multilateralism to provide the most tempered, egalitarian,  and sustainable future.  As Forman  succinctly states, “in this age  of  accelerated  globalization, multilateralism offers the most  effective means to realize common goals and contain common threats.” 24    The  issues  raised by critics can all be answered.  Questions of bureaucracy and global  government can be resolved through thoughtful  design  and careful monitoring of multilateral  organizations.  The introduction of centralized bodies to international negotiations is not intended  to challenge the sovereign power of states, but rather to achieve through cooperation those things  that no state can achieve on its own.  Multilateral institutions do not need to interfere with market  operation, but can rather introduce mechanisms that make that operation better reflect the costs  involved and thus make it more efficient.     The transboundary nature of current global environmental issues makes them the  concern,  whether recognized or not, of every single nation on the planet.  The contribution of the United  States to the creation of such issues is too great for any group of nations to successfully address  without US cooperation.  We are at a critical point in our dealings with these problems, as, with  the implementation of cleaner technology and adjustments in levels and types of consumption, we  could  likely repair much of the damage already inflicted and prevent much future damage.  However, as long as these issues are not effectively addressed, the quality of the air we breathe  will continue to deteriorate, fisheries will become depleted,  once rich fields will lie barren and  salinated,  and old growth forests will disappear.  Multilateralism not only represents the most  efficient, most effective, and most egalitarian approach to addressing global environmental issues,  it is quite simply the only approach that brings with it the  authority, legitimacy,  and  resources  required to tackle so vast and complex a problem.  

Multilaterialism – Prolif 

Multilateralism curbs proliferation

Roul, 2003 (Aminesh, Executive Director (Research) of the Society for the Study of Peace and Conflict, New Delhi “Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI): a multilateral Effort towards Preventing WMD Proliferation” Nuclear Articles
http://www.ipcs.org/article/nuclear/proliferation-security-initiative-psi-a-multilateral-effort-towards-preventing-wmd-1120.html
Weapons of mass destruction (WMD) have become a buzzword after 9/11 and, are arguably posing the most serious threat to international security. By WMD we generally mean nuclear, biological and chemical weapons and their delivery systems.  While there are some international regulations and norms to curb proliferation of these weapons, a coordinated effort is imperative to check their ‘horizontal’ spread and prevent terrorist groups from acquiring these weapons.

Multilateralism helps solve proliferation

Van Diepen, 2002 (Vann, Director of Office of Chemical, Biological, and Missile Nonproliferation, “Strengthening Multilateral Nonproliferation Regimes” 

http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/Strengthening%20Multilateral%20Nonproliferation%20Regimes.htm)

As part of our overall nonproliferation strategy, the regimes and treaties have made important contributions in slowing WMD and missile proliferation worldwide. Through effective enforcement of comprehensive export controls, broad multilateral cooperation in halting shipments of proliferation concern and active outreach to key non-members to increase their awareness of proliferation threats, regime members have made it more difficult, more costly, and more time-consuming for programs of proliferation concern to obtain the expertise and material needed to advance their programs. The treaties have established a global norm against the proliferation of WMD and provided a basis on which the international community can cooperate to enforce that norm. In the case of the CWC and the NPT, there are international verification organizations that have a global norm against the proliferation of WMD and provide a basis on which the international community can cooperate to enforce that norm. In the case of the CWC and the NPT, there are international verification organizations that have a legal right to inspect and require other measures from states’ parties in order to promote compliance with these treaties
Multilateralism helps US security and nonproliferation

Van Diepen, 2002 (Vann, Director of Office of Chemical, Biological, and Missile Nonproliferation, “Strengthening Multilateral Nonproliferation Regimes” 

http://www.fas.org/asmp/resources/govern/Strengthening%20Multilateral%20Nonproliferation%20Regimes.htm)

In closing, multilateral nonproliferation regimes and treaties have an important role to play as two components of a comprehensive approach to advancing U.S. national security and nonproliferation policy. They must remain vibrant, active tools, focused on their collective and individual core mission - impeding threatening weapons programs, especially via impeding the spread of weapons and related equipment and technology, and reinforcing and verifying treaty obligations against the acquisition of WMD. At the same time, these multilateral instruments must also possess the flexibility to adapt to new challenges on the battlefield of nonproliferation. The continued exercise of strong U.S. leadership will play an indispensable role in strengthening these multilateral regimes and treaties to better combat proliferation.

Multilateralism – Solves Conflicts  

Preserve Articles, 2011(Jun 20, “How is international politics flowing from bi­polarity different from that based on multi centrism?”, Preserve Articles

http://www.preservearticles.com/201106208255/how-is-international-politics-flowing-from-bispolarity-different-from-that-based-on-multi-centrism.html
Advantages of Multi polarity/Multi centrism. Multi polarity/ multi centrism, on the other hand, has the following advantages.  1. Reduction in intensity of hostility.  Since the number of powers in a multi polar system is very great, there is a greatly reduced danger of mutual enmity between two powers. Antagonism will be divided. USSR will find not only U.S.A. but also China as its enemies.  Individual States will have associations with a great variety of others. So, cross- cutting loyalties will tend to reduce intensity of hostility expressed towards one particular State.  Multi polarity thus diffuses hostility and provides the basis for a stable social system.  2. Reduction in the chances of conflict.  Multi polarity/multi- centrism diminishes conflict since increase in the number of important states reduces the share of attention that any nation can devote to any particular State.  Since a nation can only actively attend to a certain maximum number of other states at any given time, a large multi polar international system will mean that a number of national actions will not reach the point of international importance. Conflicts will thus be limited in his manner:  3. Reduction in Arms Race  Multi polarity/multi centrism has a dampening effect on arms race.  If a State A is allocating half of its military strength against B, and half against C and D together, B's effort will be to match the strength opposed to them.  This will mean less efforts as compared to the position if there were only A and B in position. Multipolarity thus limits arms competition.  
***Offshore Balancing***

Offshore Balancing Solves 

Offshore Balancing Solves – Middle East Stability 

Layne 2 (Christopher, an associate professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami, Offshore Balancing Revisited, The Center for Strategic and International Studies and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2002, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly /v025/25.2layne.html, BM) 
The events of September 11 make offshore balancing an attractive grand strategic alternative to primacy for two reasons. First, looking beyond the war on terrorism, the Persian Gulf/Middle East region is clearly, endemically unstable. If the United States attempts to perpetuate its hegemonic role in the region after having accomplished its immediate war aims, the probability of a serious geopolitical backlash within the region against the United States is high. Second, because the U.S. victory in the war on terrorism will underscore U.S. predominance in international politics, victory's paradoxical effect will be to heighten European, Russian, and Chinese fears of U.S. power. By adopting an offshore balancing strategy once the war on terrorism ends, the United States would benefit in two ways. First, others have much greater intrinsic strategic interests in the region than does the United States. For example, Western Europe, Japan, and, increasingly, China are far more dependent on the region's oil than the United States. Because they live next door, Russia, China, Iran, and India have a much greater long-term security interest in regional stability in the Persian Gulf/Middle East than the United States. By passing the mantle of regional stabilizer to these great and regional powers, the United States could extricate itself from the messy and dangerous geopolitics of the Persian Gulf/Middle East and take itself out of radical Islam's line of fire.
Offshore Balancing Solves
Offshore Balancing Solves – empirics prove

Mearsheimer 8 (John J, professor of political science, Pull Those Boots Off The Ground, Newsweek, 2008, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, BM)

Offshore balancing, moreover, is nothing new: the United States pursued such a strategy in the Middle East very successfully during much of the cold war. It never tried to garrison the region or transform it along democratic lines. Instead, Washington sought to maintain a regional balance of power by backing various local allies and by developing the capacity—in the form of the Rapid Deployment Force (RDF), which brought together five Army and Marine divisions, seven tactical fighter wings and three aircraft-carrier battle groups—to deter or intervene directly if the Soviet Union, Iraq or Iran threatened to upend the balance. The United States helped Iraq contain revolutionary Iran in the 1980s, but when Iraq's conquest of Kuwait in 1990 threatened to tilt things in Baghdad's favor, the United States assembled a multinational coalition centered on the RDF and smashed Saddam Hussein's military machine.

Offshore Balancing Solves
Offshore Balancing Solves – reduce chances of war, cheaper, solve terrorist problem, reduce fears of US attack

Mearsheimer 8 (John J, professor of political science, Pull Those Boots Off The Ground, Newsweek, 2008, http://www.newsweek.com/2008/12/30/pull-those-boots-off-the-ground.html, BM)

Offshore balancing has three particular virtues that would be especially appealing today. First, it would significantly reduce (though not eliminate) the chances that the United States would get involved in another bloody and costly war like Iraq. America doesn't need to control the Middle East with its own forces; it merely needs to ensure that no other country does. Toward that end, offshore balancing would reject the use of military force to reshape the politics of the region and would rely instead on local allies to contain their dangerous neighbors. As an offshore balancer, the United States would husband its own resources and intervene only as a last resort. And when it did, it would finish quickly and then move back offshore. The relative inexpensiveness of this approach is particularly attractive in the current climate. The U.S. financial bailout has been hugely expensive, and it's not clear when the economy will recover. In this environment, America simply cannot afford to be fighting endless wars across the Middle East, or anywhere else. Remember that Washington has already spent $600 billion on the Iraq War, and the tally is likely to hit more than $1 trillion before that conflict is over. Imagine the added economic consequences of a war with Iran. Offshore balancing would not be free—the United States would still have to maintain a sizable expeditionary force and the capacity to move it quickly—but would be a lot cheaper than the alternative. Second, offshore balancing would ameliorate America's terrorism problem. One of the key lessons of the past century is that nationalism and other forms of local identity remain intensely powerful, and foreign occupiers generate fierce local resentment. That resentment often manifests itself in terrorism or even large-scale insurgencies directed at the United States. When the Reagan administration put U.S. troops in Beirut following Israel's invasion of Lebanon in 1982, local terrorists responded by suicide-bombing the U.S. Embassy in April 1983 and the U.S. Marine barracks in October, killing more than 300. Keeping U.S. military forces out of sight until they are needed would minimize the anger created by having them permanently stationed on Arab soil. Third, offshore balancing would reduce fears in Iran and Syria that the United States aims to attack them and remove their regimes—a key reason these states are currently seeking weapons of mass destruction. Persuading Tehran to abandon its nuclear program will require Washington to address Iran's legitimate security concerns and to refrain from issuing overt threats. Removing U.S. troops from the neighborhood would be a good start. The United States can't afford to completely disengage from the Middle East, but offshore balancing would make U.S. involvement there less threatening. Instead of lumping potential foes together and encouraging them to join forces against America, this strategy would encourage contending regional powers to compete for the United States' favor, thereby facilitating a strategy of divide-and-conquer. 
***Heg Decline- No War***

Heg Decline- No War

Switch from unipolarity to multipolarity does not cause war 

Wohlforth, 9 (William C., Ph.D., Political Science Professor - Dartmouth College, Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War, Project MUSE, January 2009, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/wp/ summary/v061/61.1.wohlforth.html, BM)
Most scholars hold that the consequences of unipolarity for great power conflict are indeterminate and that a power shift resulting in a return to bipolarity or multipolarity will not raise the specter of great power war. This article calls into question the core assumptions underlying the consensus: (1) that people are mainly motivated by the instrumental pursuit of tangible ends such as physical security and material prosperity and (2) that major powers’ satisfaction with the status quo is relatively independent of the distribution of capabilities. In fact, it is known that people are motivated powerfully by a noninstrumental concern for relative status, and there is strong empirical evidence linking the salience of those concerns to distributions of resources. If the status of states depends in some measure on their relative capabilities and if states derive utility from status, then different distributions of capabilities may affect levels of satisfaction, just as different income distributions may affect levels of status competition in domestic settings. Building on research in psychology and sociology, the author argues that even capabilities distributions among major powers foster ambiguous status hierarchies, which generate more dissatisfaction and clashes over the status quo. And the more stratified the distribution of capabilities, the less likely such status competition is. Unipolarity thus augurs for great power peace, and a shift back to bipolarity or multipolarity raises the probability of war even among great powers with little material cause to fight.
Heg Decline- No War

No transition wars
Kupchan 3 (Charles A. Kupchan, Political Science Quarterly, , “The Rise of Europe, America's Changing Internationalism, and the End of U.S. Primacy”, Summer 2003, http://www.cfr.org/us-strategy-and-politics/rise-europe-americas-changing-internationalism-end-us-primacy/p6720 EL)
As this new century progresses, unipolarity will give way to a world of multiple centers of power. As this transition proceeds, American grand strategy should focus on making both Europe and East Asia less reliant on U.S. power, while at the same time working with major states in both regions to promote collective management of the global system. The ultimate vision that should guide U.S. grand strategy is the construction of a concert-like directorate of the major powers in North America, Europe, and East Asia. These major powers would together manage developments and regulate relations both within and among their respective regions. They would also coordinate efforts in the battle against terrorism, a struggle that will require patience and steady cooperation among many different nations. Regional centers of power also have the potential to facilitate the gradual incorporation of developing nations into global flows of trade, information, and values. Strong and vibrant regional centers, for reasons of both proximity and culture, often have the strongest incentives to promote prosperity and stability in their immediate peripheries. North America might, therefore, focus on Latin America; Europe on Russia, the Middle East, and Africa; and East Asia on South Asia and Southeast Asia. Mustering the political will and the foresight to pursue this vision will be a formidable task. The United States will need to begin ceding influence and autonomy to regions that have grown all too comfortable with American primacy. Neither American leaders, long accustomed to calling the shots, nor leaders in Europe and East Asia, long accustomed to passing the buck, will find the transition an easy one. But it is far wiser and safer to get ahead of the curve and shape structural change by design than to find unipolarity giving way to a chaotic multipolarity by default. It will take a decade, if not two, for a new international system to evolve. But the decisions taken by the United States early in the twenty-first century will play a critical role in determining whether multipolarity reemerges peacefully or brings with it the competitive jockeying that has so frequently been the precursor to great power war in the past.

Heg Decline- No War
Multipolarity solves, there will be a peaceful transition

Nowak 8 (Wolfgang Nowak, spokesman of the executive board of the Alfred Herrhausen Society, RISE OF THE REST The Challenges of the New World Order, October 2nd 2008, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,581853,00.html EL)
Who are the decisive powers in this new world order? The United States, Russia, India, China, Brazil and the European Union surely count among them. Interestingly, these countries are growing ever closer together. The current financial crisis has shown how deep their ties have already become. Other similarities are likewise revealing. With the exception of Europe, each of these countries contains within it aspects of the so-called first, second and third worlds. In the megalopolis Mumbai, for example, Asia’s largest slum sits adjacent a thriving economic hub. A person driving across Russia encounters areas of both staggering wealth and miserable poverty. Even in the United States, the richest country in the world, some of its population struggles to earn a decent living.  These countries are neither enemies of one another, nor are they friends; they are "frenemies," competitors for the world’s scarce resources. These countries assure their people that they can shape the coming global order and provide for their future welfare, but their respective visions of the future can differ greatly. A potential "clash of futures" looms on the horizon of the multipolar world.  Not all "frenemies" are democracies in the Western sense. The successes of Singapore and China, as well as of the Gulf states, prove that states need not be democratic to guarantee their people a high standard of living. But, that need not be cause for pessimism. Within the new nondemocratic world powers, productive elites are replacing parasitic elites. Where the former get the upper hand, they produce a system more free and just than the one they inherited. Their goal is to develop the economy and correct social inequalities. They know that where there are slums there will be "failing cities" and "failing states."  The Alfred Herrhausen Society, the international forum of Deutsche Bank, is organizing a new project entitled Foresight in order to analyze and compare the future visions of emerging and existing world powers. Through discussion and debate, it hopes to find elements for a common future. The inaugural event held in Moscow brought together participants from Brazil, China, Europe, Japan, India, Russia, the United States and other parts of the world to discuss Russia’s role in a multipolar world. Further symposia are planned in the United States after the presidential elections, Europe, Japan, India, China, and Latin America. These events will also include high-level participants from Africa, the Arab world, and the Asia Pacific countries. One of the main goals of this series is to see the world through the eyes of others, rather than through a purely Eastern or Western lens.  New alliances that set countries against one another will not be able to solve the challenges of the 21st century. New forms of international cooperation, consultation, and compromise will have to play a central role in a multipolar world. It is absurd that Italy belongs to the G-8, but not China or Brazil. And what sort of meaning can a global security council have when India, Brazil, and the European Union are left out, while France and Great Britain are permanent members?  Needed are new forms of international governance: in a world with diminishing resources and accelerating climate change, states might be tempted to pursue their own interests in order to gain short-term advantages. The challenge will be to devise a new international framework and an organized balance of interests. Only a common future -- "change through rapprochement" not a "clash of futures" -- can bring us further.  Certainly, the past ten years provide much cause for pessimism. In order for the next ten years to be a success, we will need to be fortified by a credible, if skeptical, optimism.  

Heg Decline- No War

No transition wars 

Hass 10 (Richard Hass, Richard Hass president of the Council on Foreign Relations, former director of policy planning for the Department of State, former vice president and director of foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, the Sol M. Linowitz visiting professor of international studies at Hamilton College, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a lecturer in public policy at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, and a research associate at the International Institute for Strategic Studies,, The Weakest Link, 2010 http://www.newsweek.com/2010/02/25/the-weakest-link.html EL)
That we should care so much about weak states marks a major change. Much of 20th-century history was driven by the actions of strong states—the attempts by Germany, Japan, and, in the century's second half, the Soviet Union to establish global primacy, and the corresponding efforts of the United States and a shifting coalition of partners to resist. Those struggles produced two world wars and a Cold War. In the 21st century the principal threat to the global order will not be a push for dominance by any great power. For one thing, today's great powers are not all that great: Russia has a one-dimensional economy and is hobbled by corruption and a shrinking population; China is constrained by its enormous population and a top-heavy political system. Just as important, China and the other major or rising powers seek less to overthrow the existing global order than to shape it. They are more interested in integration than in revolution. 

Heg Decline- No War

No transition wars

Haas 8 (Richard Hass president of the Council on Foreign Relations, former director of policy planning for the Department of State, former vice president and director of foreign policy studies at the Brookings Institution, the Sol M. Linowitz visiting professor of international studies at Hamilton College, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, a lecturer in public policy at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, and a research associate at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, “Ask the Expert: What Comes After Unipolarity?” April 2008 http://www.cfr.org/publication/16063/ask_the_expert.html EL)
Does a non polar world increase or reduce the chances of another world war? Will nuclear deterrence continue to prevent a large scale conflict? Sivananda Rajaram, UK Richard Haass: I believe the chance of a world war, i.e., one involving the major powers of the day, is remote and likely to stay that way. This reflects more than anything else the absence of disputes or goals that could lead to such a conflict. Nuclear deterrence might be a contributing factor in the sense that no conceivable dispute among the major powers would justify any use of nuclear weapons, but again, I believe the fundamental reason great power relations are relatively good is that all hold a stake in sustaining an international order that supports trade and financial flows and avoids large-scale conflict. The danger in a nonpolar world is not global conflictas we feared during the Cold War but smaller but still highly costly conflicts involving terrorist groups, militias, rogue states, etc.

Heg Decline- Hist Ex Irrelev

Historical examples are irrelevant

Pieterse 8 (Jan Nederveen Pieterse professor in global sociology at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, specializes in globalization, Future, Globalization the next round: Sociological perspectives, 2008, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0016328708000323 EL)

The general possibilities in relation to hegemony are continued American hegemony, hegemonic rivalry, hegemonic transition and multipolarity. The previous episode of hegemonic decline at the turn of the nineteenth century took the form of wars of hegemonic rivalry culminating in hegemonic transition. The current transition looks to be structurally different from the previous episode. Rather than hegemonic rivalry, we are witnessing global realignments toward growing multipolarity. Thus, what is at issue is not just a decline of (American) hegemony and rise of (Asian) hegemony, but a more complex field.

*****Heg Good*****
***Uniqueness***

Heg high- Empirics false
U.S. hegemony not declining – British Empiric false 

Nye 10 (Joseph Samuel Nye, University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University, Ph.D in political science from Harvard, “The Future of American Power: Dominance and Decline in Perspective”, December 2010, http://1431731ontario.net/Current/Articles/TheFutureOfAmericanPower_DominanceAndDeclineInPerspective.pdf) NA 
The analogy with British decline is misleading.  The United Kingdom had naval  supremacy and an empire on which the sun never set, but by World War I, the  country ranked only fourth among the great powers in its share of military  personnel, fourth in GDP, and third in military spending.  With the rise of  nationalism, protecting the empire became more of a burden than an asset.  For all  the talk of an American empire, the United States has more freedom of action than the United Kingdom did.  And whereas the United Kingdom faced rising neighbors,  Germany and Russia, the United States benefits from being surrounded by two  oceans and weaker neighbors 
Heg High- Military

U.S. military forces dwarf the rest of the world

Debusmann 10 (Bernd, Reuters columnist, “U.S. military power: When is enough enough?”, Reuters, 2/5, http://blogs.reuters.com/great-debate/2010/02/05/u-s-military-power-when-is-enough-enough/, JK)
The numbers tell the story of a superpower addicted to overwhelming military might: the United States accounts for five percent of the world’s population, around 23 percent of its economic output and more than 40 percent of its military spending. America spends as much on its soldiers and weapons as the next 18 countries put together.  Why such a huge margin? The question is rarely asked although there is spirited debate over specific big-ticket weapons systems whose conception dates back to the days when the United States was not the only superpower and large-scale conventional war against the other superpower, the Soviet Union, was an ever-present possibility. Those days are over.  Now, the U.S., deep in deficit and grappling with the aftermath of the worst recession since the 1930s, is reaching a point where the only way the country can maintain its role as the world’s towering military giant is to borrow money from the country many military planners see as a potential future adversary – China. “Obviously, this is not a tenable arrangement over the long run,” says Loren Thompson, CEO of the Lexington Institute, a think tank with close ties to defense contractors.  The Pentagon, he says, must wean itself from the idea that the American military can go anywhere and do anything equally well.  Whether that weaning process will ever happen is open to doubt. “America’s interests and role in the world require Armed Forces with unmatched capabilities,” according to the just-published Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), a report required by Congress on the future of U.S. national security strategy.  “Unmatched” is one thing, dwarfing the rest of the world is another. The U.S., for example, has 11 aircraft carriers in service; the rest of the world has eight. China is building one but analysts say it won’t be completed before 2015. “The United States,” notes the QDR, “remains the only nation to project and sustain large-scale operations over extended distances.”  That it can do so is largely thanks to weapons systems developed during and for the Cold War, from aircraft carriers and nuclear submarines to long-range bombers. During his campaign for the presidency, Barack Obama frequently pledged to reform the defence budget “so that we are not paying for Cold War era weapons systems that we don’t use.” He repeated that pledge in his first State of the Union message.  But his defence budget, released in the same week as the QDR, shows no distinct departure from the spending habits perpetuated in the budgets of his predecessor, George W. Bush. It allotted more funds for special forces, helicopters, missile-launching drones and other equipment for the “asymmetric wars” in Afghanistan and Iraq but it also provided for a new aircraft carrier and attack submarines. 

Heg High- Military

U.S. military strong now—backup military solve all of your claims 

SWR 11 (Southwest Ranch Financial, The GLEASON REPORT: Market Timing for Investors Identify Turning Points in Asset Classes, SWR, January 2011, Pages 13-14,  http://www.gleasonreport.com/emails/2011-01-tgr.pdf DM)
US military influence will wane but not collapse for a while.  The American Model is the projection of military might to gain economic  dominance.  This is the age-old method of all  successful empires.  The powerful military provides protection to allies but they must buy  things from the empire at a hefty mark-up.  In  return, the protected need  spend very little on  their own defense.  It’s an economy of scale idea  and not evil in itself.  The method of  modern power delivery is the aircraft carrier fleet.  These  are functionally obsolete already with the  invention of cruise missiles and silent running  small diesel/electric submarines.  No one seems  willing to test this vulnerability because of the  backup capability of America’s military.   
Heg High- Military

Heg High now-military

Norrlof 10 (Carla, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Toronto, America’s Global Advantage: US Hegemony and International Cooperation, 2010, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=lMfuht7crW4C&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=hegemony+us&ots=hI5qlsjyxd&sig=ST9DlbxtORsbXAgyH15DAlFf_Hg#v=onepage&q&f=false) 
As illustrated in table 2.1, the United States is by far the largest military spender and has actually increased its share of world military spending over the last twenty years. Moreover, the United States’ lead over its nearest competitor is actually stronger in the security arena than it was in 1988. The Soviet Union was the closest rival in 1988, accounting for 18 percent of the world total, whereas China, the country with the second largest share today, only accounts for 5 percent of the world total. Counting coalitions as potential balancers, the euro area accounts for a lower share today then did the Soviet Union in 1988. The European Union, on the other hand, accounts for a larger share than did the Soviet Union in 1988. But the European Union’s share does not amount to even half of the United States’ share of the world total. Without even throwing the technological sophistication of American weaponry (or the collective action problems many states experience when deciding to act in the national interest) into the balance, it is clear that the United States is peerless in the security sphere and has strengthened its lead in the last two decades. Because of the superiority of American military power, and other states’ dependence on it for effective action, the United States faces very few constraints in the security area. The 2003 invasion of Iraq is a case in point but there are plenty of other examples. As I will show in chapter 6, there are also economic advantages associated with this privileged position in the security field.

Heg high – No influence

No other countries can influence the U.S. – heg is high and will remain that way 

Drezner 2/8 (Daniel Drezner, a Political Science professor at the University of Chicago. The End Of Power?, Foreign Policy. 2/8/11, NP, http://drezner.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/02/08/the_end_of_power DM)
On the other hand, neither U.S. deterrent power nor other countries' compellence power has changed all that much, even in the economic realm.  The rest of the G-20 can scream as loud as they want, but  quantitative easing is going to continue.  China has tried to find ways to use its newly found financial muscle to force changes in the international system, to little avail.  To be sure, Russia, China and others can compel countries on their immediate periphery, but even a glance at the 2008 Russian-Georgian war suggests that even modest efforts like these are expensive and messy.  So... we live in a world in which more actors have vetoes over systemic change but no actor has the ability to truly compel change.  This leads to lots of talk about "G-zero worlds" and so forth.  Just to be provocative, however, I wonder if what's truly changed is the extinction of compellence power as we know it.  The primary, ne plus ultr  tools of compellence require a willingness to kill, jail or starve a lot of people.  Recent flare-ups like Iran in 2009 and Egypt right now suggests that such actions are possible at the domestic level, but pretty damn costly; even authoritarian countries flinch at using brute force on a domestic population.  Cross-border efforts are even more expensive in terms of both material and reputational costs.  This isn't the end of power, but it might be the end of one particular dimension of power.  I'm not entirely convinced that this supposition is true, and am willing/eager to hear counterarguments.  That said, I still hereby claim The End of Power as my title, so everyone else just back off, OK?  More seriously, am I missing anything? 

Heg Sustainable

Heg sustainable-decline requires fundamental change
Norrlof 10 (Carla Norrlof, Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Toronto, America’s Global Advantage: US Hegemony and International Cooperation, 2010, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=lMfuht7crW4C&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=hegemony+us&ots=hI5qlsjyxd&sig=ST9DlbxtORsbXAgyH15DAlFf_Hg#v=onepage&q&f=false) 
We have seen erroneous predictions of American decline before. In the 1970s, the combination of high inflation, high interest rates, high unemployment, the Vietnam War, political and military challenges from China and the Soviet Union, and the economic rise of Japan led to eerily similar forecasts. Pessimists then, as today, underestimated the longevity of American power. The main reason the United States has continued to occupy a unique place in the international system is because a sufficient number of major and lesser powers have a strong interest in maintaining America at the top of the hierarchy. To bring America down would take a deliberate, coordinated strategy on the part of others and this is simply not plausible. As much as the United States benefits from the space it has carved out for itself in the current world order, its ability to reap unequal gains will remain unless and until allies start to incur heavy losses under American dominance. Even that, by itself, will not be sufficient to sink American hegemony. A strong alternative to American rule will have to come into view for things to fundamentally change. At present, no credible alternative is in sight. The United States is not invincible but its dominance is currently steady. Those who are incline to think that American hegemony will persist – at least for a while – tend to dwell on the claim that the United States is providing a range of public goods to the benefit of all at its own expense. This is a chimera. The United States is self-interested, not altruistic. The illusion of benevolence has meant that very little attention has been given to uncovering the mechanism through which the United States gains disproportionately from supplying a large open market, the world’s reserve currency, and a military machine capable of stroking or foiling deadly disputes. This book exposes the mechanism through which the United States reaps unequal gains and shows that the current world system, and the distribution of power that supports it, has built-in stabilizers that strengthen American power following bouts of decline. Although all dominant powers must eventually decline, I will show that the downward progression need not be linear when mutually reinforcing tendencies across various power dimensions are at play. Specifically, I will demonstrate how the United States’ reserve currency status produces disproportionate commercial gains; how commercial power gives added flexibility in monetary affairs; and, finally, how military preponderance creates advantages in both monetary and trade affairs. 
Heg Sustainable- Military

U.S. hegemony is sustainable---military leaders 
Mullen 2/8 (M.G. Mullen, admiral of the U.S. navy and chairman of the joint chiefs of staff. The National Military Strategy of the United States of America, Joint chiefs of staff. 2/8/11, Page 8, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nms/nms.pdf DM)
Defeat Aggression:  The core task of our  Armed Forces remains to defend our Nation and win its wars.  To do so, we  must provide capabilities to defeat adversary aggression.  Military force, at  times, may be necessary to defend our Nation and allies or to preserve broader  peace and security.  Seeking to adhere to international standards, the United  States will use military force in concert with allies and partners whenever  possible, while reserving the right to act alone if necessary.  Across a wide  range of contingencies, military leaders will provide our Nation’s leadership  with options of how the military can help achieve the Nation’s objectives.     

Heg Sustainable- Military
Heg sustainable—military spending 
Perlo-freeman 10 (Sam  Perlo-freeman, a Senior Researcher with the SIPRI Military Expenditure and Arms Production Programme. Military Expenditure, SPIRI yearbook.  June 2010, Page 3, http://www.globalissues.org/print/article/75 DM)

However, the fact that military expenditure is continuing to increase even as other areas are cut suggests a clear strategic choice: the fundamental goal of ensuring continued US dominance across the spectrum of military capabilities, for both conventional and ‘asymmetric’ warfare, has not changed. 
Heg- Sustainable

We are not in a Unipolar moment but a Unipolar Era

Blumenthal 5/22 (Dan Blumenthal, current commissioner and former vice chairman of the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, Why It’s Still a Unipolar Era, May 22nd 2011, http://www.american.com/archive/2011/march/why-its-still-a-unipolar-era?utm_source=feedburner&utm_medium=feed&utm_campaign=Feed%3A+American+%28AMERICAN.COM+--+A+Magazine+of+Ideas%2C+Online%29 EL)
Sometimes it takes a crisis to dispense with intellectual fads. The world’s response to Libya has made clear that currently fashionable arguments about the “rise of the Rest” and the world’s new “nonpolarity” are simply untrue. Charles Krauthammer was wrong about one thing in his description of the “unipolar moment” at the end of the Cold War: We are not living in a unipolar moment, we are witnessing a unipolar era. Why? Because the “rest”—China and India—are unable and unwilling to lead.  The current fashion in foreign policy argumentation is to explain that America is in decline, particularly relative to Asia. The new declinists usually line up an impressive array of statistics that tell a story of India and China’s high rates of economic growth, military spending, energy consumption, and so on. The new declinists have a point—the raw numbers are impressive. But power is about much more than raw numbers. It is the most elusive concept in politics. It usually cannot be measured accurately until it is used. The recent example of the West’s decision to use force against Libyan leader Muammar Qaddafi is a case in point. The United States was supposed to be entering a new era of constraints, perhaps even decline, bound by a severe financial debt crisis and an unwillingness to properly fund our military forces. Moreover, we have a president as ambivalent about exercising American power as we have seen in a generation. President Obama did all he could to dither and procrastinate while Qaddafi butchered his people.

After all the hand-wringing, President Obama understood two things: the world order Washington needs demands that Qaddafi be stopped, and only America could stop him. Obama’s rhetoric about the United States not being in the lead against Qaddafi is just that: rhetoric meant to further a bizarre public relations agenda (Does anyone in the Middle East really believe we are not leading the effort in Libya? What purpose does pretending to take a back seat serve except to satisfy the Western left-wing intelligentsia?). Until President Obama directed his staff to secure a UN Security Council resolution and commit the U.S. military to stopping Qaddafi, the “international community” was paralyzed by inaction. The United Kingdom and France admirably made a strong moral and strategic case for intervention, but could not act without U.S. leadership.

Then there is China. Who knows why China decided to abstain rather than threaten a veto. Perhaps Beijing did not want another confrontation with Washington.  But the idea that China will rise to world leadership presupposes that Beijing has some vision of world order beyond protecting its material interests. But so long as a committee of nine dictators rule China, this idea is a fantasy. In a country in which citizens are blocked from Internet searches of the words “Arab” and “democracy,” it is farfetched to expect any help in felling extremists. Even closer to China’s borders, in Afghanistan—a country whose failure can have serious deleterious consequences for China—Beijing has not seen fit to shed a drop of its blood or spend a yuan of its treasure. Instead, while NATO and the United States fight and die for stability in South Asia, China has been building a military that can challenge the United States in the Pacific. The net effect is a less peaceful world. Instead of contributing to the stability from which it benefits, China has made it more costly for the United States to provide the public goods upon which Asia’s prosperity depends.  In turns out that while measures of power such as gross domestic product growth, numbers of scientists and engineers, and shares of decision-making in international bodies may tell us something about a country’s power, they do not tell us enough. These crude calculations of power miss the intangibles of leadership: political culture, values, and purpose. The West has a set of ideas about how the world should run. This vision includes the sometime necessity of deposing a brutal dictator. India and China do not see a purpose for international politics beyond advancing narrow self-interest. The fact that India is democratic means that it may one day decide to join the ideological West and exercise international power for grander purposes. China is run by dictators. Until that changes, the most Washington should expect is for Beijing not to make problems worse. Forget about China becoming a responsible stakeholder in the international system. Our diplomacy should encourage China to become a less irresponsible power.  What the new declinists miss is that while the United States is not as far ahead of India and China in material strength as it used to be, the vision of world order it shares with its NATO allies provides it with a moral strength and legitimacy impossible to measure. The new declinists point to the ways in which the “Rest” can make life marginally more difficult for the West. But while the “Rest” may carp from the sidelines and gum up the works on international trade and financial agreements, when it comes to upholding international order, Delhi and Beijing will take a pass. We may be tiring of it, but the Unipolar Era is alive and well. 
***No Isolationism***

No Isolationism Now

Despite what many neoconservative and liberal interventionist have been claiming in the last month, there are no Americans in favor of a foreign policy of cutting the U.S. off from the rest of the world
Larison 7/7 (Daniel Larison, Staff writer for The Week, The myth of American isolationists, July 7th 2011, http://theweek.com/bullpen/column/216983/the-myth-of-american-isolationists EL)
There are no isolationists in America. Despite what many anxious neoconservative and liberal interventionist pundits and politicians have been claiming in the last month, there are no Americans in favor of a foreign policy of cutting the U.S. off from the rest of the world. But the people issuing these warnings already know that. Using the isolationist accusation has nothing to do with describing a foreign policy view, and everything to do with controlling the terms and limits of debate. As part of what Andrew Bacevich called the "ideology of national security" in The Limits of Power, the specter of isolationism is useful for "disciplining public opinion and maintaining deference to the executive branch in all matters pertaining to foreign relations." Because of that, the isolationist label is always inaccurate and misleading, which is just the way that defenders of activist foreign policy want it.
AT: Defense cuts

US will maintain hegemony even with defense cuts 

Xinhua 6/5 (Xinhua, Meifang Zhang warned that China’s expanding military power not to repeat the mistakes of the Soviet Union, China News, 6/5/11, NP, http://www.cnkeyword.info/meifang-zhang-warned-that-chinas-expanding-military-power-not-to-repeat-the-mistakes-of-the-soviet-union/ DM) 
Gates said the U.S. military activities in the Asia-Pacific to maintain U.S. influence in the region is “cost effective”, will remain after the cuts in military spending. “Voice of America,” said 2nd Asia-Pacific neighboring countries worry about China’s military growth will be the Shangri-La Dialogue is an important issue. Reuters commented that this meeting Gates hopes to U.S. allies that, despite the U.S. military will be cut to end his term of office, but the U.S. will abide by its security commitments in Asia.  

***Middle East Stability***
Heg Good-ME Stability Module

US power decline leads to Middle East instability - history proves 
Poprzeczny 10 (Joseph, Columnist for the National Observer, “The consequences of America’s declining power in the Middle East”, National Observer, No. 83, June-August 2010, http://www.nationalobserver.net/2010/83_4_middleeast_pop.htm, JH) 
A new and markedly less stable Middle East, one with the United States no longer playing a dominant policing and power-broking role, has begun to emerge. Middle Eastern leaders, especially in Israel, Turkey, Iran and Egypt, but also in other Arab states, have concluded that America’s President Barack Obama is a weak man who has indicated that he’s withdrawing American power from the region. Obama is viewed as a man who delivers nice speeches but lacks muscle. Moreover, the fact that he is a black — which is a big and welcome selling-point for American left-liberals — carries no kudos whatsoever amongst Muslims. Indeed, although in the West it may be politically incorrect to say so, the opposite is the case. For centuries Arab Muslims have owned black slaves and, unlike Europeans and Americans, have never even thought about their emancipation. All Middle East regimes are therefore observing America’s decline and inevitably working out what accommodations they will need to make in the region’s coming post-American era. This is the second time since World War II that a non-Middle Eastern or non-Islamic, or distant, power has opted to pull-out from the region. The first was in the late 1960s when the British Labour Government under Harold Wilson pulled out from what it called “East of Suez”. America, and to a lesser extent, the Soviet Union, moved in to fill the power vacuum left by Great Britain, with America emerging as the dominant hegemonic power, especially after the unexpected collapse of the Soviet empire during 1989-91. But just two decades on, the current American president has foreshadowed the U.S.’s eventual withdrawal from the oil-rich region. The end of America’s 40-year old oversight of Middle Eastern affairs will provide ample room for another power to step in to fill the vacuum. Far and away the most crucial question, not only for the region but for the world at large, is whether that new hegemonic power will be favourably disposed towards the industrialised but energy-reliant West, meaning primarily the United States, Japan and Europe. And we should not leave out of this equation the rapidly modernising and arming China. China already has a naval presence off Somalia and Yemen, combating pirates operating out of a network of small fishing harbours. Professor Efraim Inbar, director of the Tel Aviv-based Begin-Sadat (BESA) Center for Strategic Studies, spoke to National Observer recently and warned that Iran is already a prime contender to become the Middle East’s new hegemonic power. In past decades, Great Britain, and later America, imposed a degree of restraint on this unstable region; but in the future, diplomatic and other inter-state dealings will be determined almost solely by fear. Take the 199o Iraqi attack and occupation of Kuwait after Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein came to believe that America would not thwart him in his pursuit of that handsome prize. The only reason President George H. Bush reluctantly led an international coalition to expel Saddam from Kuwait was because of the fear of Iraq’s enhanced power so clearly felt by Saudi Arabia and the adjacent oil-producing Gulf States.Saddam pursued an Eastern plan — one that involved taking over the Persian Gulf’s entire southern oil-producing zone.

Heg Good-ME Stability Module

Middle East instability leads to economic decline

Elliott 11 (Larry, Economics Editor for The Guardian, “Middle East crisis may leave world over an oil barrel, The Guardian, 2/1/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2011/feb/07/economics-oil-inflation-middle-east,  JH) 
For those with long enough memories, it all seems eerily familiar. Against a backdrop of already-rising inflation, the Middle East descends into chaos, sending the oil price surging and tipping the global economy into recession. Back in 1973-74, this is precisely what happened as a result of the Arab-Israeli war, via a boycott of the west by producers in the Opec cartel and a fourfold rise in the cost of crude oil. The crisis, though, had deeper roots: the inability of the US to anchor the international financial system, given the cost of the Vietnam war and Lyndon Johnson's Great Society programmes, a steady increase in price pressures over the previous half-decade, and the easy availability of credit as politicians tried to keep the long post-war boom going. Not that difficult to read across from 1973-74 to 2010-11, is it? The period since 2007 has seen an international financial crisis which is, arguably, even more profound than the break-up of the Bretton Woods system in 1971. The US has been left severely impaired by military over-stretch and the bursting of its housing bubble. The flooding of the global economy with cheap money has hastened economic recovery, but at the cost of record food prices, copper at $10,000 a tonne, and Brent crude back above $100 a barrel. Now the dominoes are toppling across north Africa: yesterday Tunisia, today Egypt, tomorrow perhaps Algeria. The equally undemocratic regimes in the Middle East, sitting on a large chunk of global oil reserves, look on anxiously. Should history repeat itself, the result will initially be higher inflation as companies mark up prices and workers seek higher wages. This will be followed by deflation caused by a squeeze on corporate profitability and consumer real incomes from dearer food and energy, coupled with a tightening of monetary policy as central banks seek to bring inflation down again. Financial markets, it has to be said, appear remarkably relaxed about this Life on Mars scenario. Share prices are roaring away on the back of optimism about the growth prospects for the world's two biggest economies, China and the US. Bond markets also seem to have shrugged off the risk that policy-makers may soon start to increase the cost of borrowing.
Heg Good-ME Stability Ext.

American weakness leads to ME conflict - Radical forces will arise

Rubin 09 (Barry, Director of the Global Research in International Affairs Center, “U.S. Middle East Policy: Too Many Challenges and yet a Single Theme”, GLORIA (Global Research in International Affairs) Center, 6/3/09, http://www.gloria-center.org/meria/2009/06/rubin.html, JH)

This brings us at last to what might be called the two core initiatives of the Obama administration, ones that express its basic philosophy and highest hopes. As noted above, the great threat to the Middle East and U.S. Interests there are two overlapping--but non identical--factors: the Iranian-led alliance and radical Islamist forces. The great majority of Arab regimes oppose this challenge and looks for U.S. Backing. Europe, too, is basically on the same side, as is Israel. Yet where is the needed U.S. Leadership to coordinate, direct, inspire, and give power to this collection of anti-extremist, anti-revolutionary forces that should be formed into some kind of an alliance? Instead, the emphasis is placed on engaging with the radicals, which will be viewed locally as strengthening these factors, undermining the relative moderates, and showing weakness. At the least, the radicals will use the time bought by American conciliation attempts to try to obtain nuclear weapons, gain control over Lebanon and Iraq, consolidate their leverage among the Palestinians, and bring Turkey into cooperation with them.
Heg Good-ME Stability Ext.

US power decline leads to Middle East instability - history proves

Poprzeczny 10 (Joseph, Columnist for the National Observer, “The consequences of America’s declining power in the Middle East”, National Observer, No. 83, June-August 2010, http://www.nationalobserver.net/2010/83_4_middleeast_pop.htm, JH)
A new and markedly less stable Middle East, one with the United States no longer playing a dominant policing and power-broking role, has begun to emerge. Middle Eastern leaders, especially in Israel, Turkey, Iran and Egypt, but also in other Arab states, have concluded that America’s President Barack Obama is a weak man who has indicated that he’s withdrawing American power from the region. Obama is viewed as a man who delivers nice speeches but lacks muscle .Moreover, the fact that he is a black — which is a big and welcome selling-point for American left-liberals — carries no kudos whatsoever amongst Muslims. Indeed, although in the West it may be politically incorrect to say so, the opposite is the case. For centuries Arab Muslims have owned black slaves and, unlike Europeans and Americans, have never even thought about their emancipation. All Middle East regimes are therefore observing America’s decline and inevitably working out what accommodations they will need to make in the region’s coming post-American era.This is the second time since World War II that a non-Middle Eastern or non-Islamic, or distant, power has opted to pull-out from the region. The first was in the late 1960s when the British Labour Government under Harold Wilson pulled out from what it called “East of Suez”. America, and to a lesser extent, the Soviet Union, moved in to fill the power vacuum left by Great Britain, with America emerging as the dominant hegemonic power, especially after the unexpected collapse of the Soviet empire during 1989-91. But just two decades on, the current American president has foreshadowed the U.S.’s eventual withdrawal from the oil-rich region. The end of America’s 40-year old oversight of Middle Eastern affairs will provide ample room for another power to step in to fill the vacuum.Far and away the most crucial question, not only for the region but for the world at large, is whether that new hegemonic power will be favourably disposed towards the industrialised but energy-reliant West, meaning primarily the United States, Japan and Europe. And we should not leave out of this equation the rapidly modernising and arming China.China already has a naval presence off Somalia and Yemen, combating pirates operating out of a network of small fishing harbours.Professor Efraim Inbar, director of the Tel Aviv-based Begin-Sadat (BESA) Center for Strategic Studies, spoke to National Observer recently and warned that Iran is already a prime contender to become the Middle East’s new hegemonic power.In past decades, Great Britain, and later America, imposed a degree of restraint on this unstable region; but in the future, diplomatic and other inter-state dealings will be determined almost solely by fear.Take the 199o Iraqi attack and occupation of Kuwait after Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein came to believe that America would not thwart him in his pursuit of that handsome prize. The only reason President George H. Bush reluctantly led an international coalition to expel Saddam from Kuwait was because of the fear of Iraq’s enhanced power so clearly felt by Saudi Arabia and the adjacent oil-producing Gulf States.Saddam pursued an Eastern plan — one that involved taking over the Persian Gulf’s entire southern oil-producing zone.
Heg Good- ME Stability Ext.

American withdrawal kills stability and peace
Young 11 (Michael, Opinion page editor of the Daily Star in Beirut and journalist for The National, “Obama’s America prefers to ignore the Middle East”, The National, 6/30/11, http://www.thenational.ae/thenationalconversation/comment/obamas-america-prefers-to-ignore-the-middle-east?pageCount=0, JH)

The paramount instrument of American influence was, and is, military might, particularly Washington's ability to project power through its navy. However, business and diplomacy were rarely far away. The Gulf countries became hungry customers for high-priced US weaponry, while the American-sponsored settlement between Israel and Egypt substantially neutralised prospects of new Arab-Israeli wars. From the 1990s on there was no real counterweight to Washington's supremacy, reinforcing an often understated feature of Pax Americana in the Middle East, namely a self-confidence and sense of entitlement to retain the regional top spot. Under Mr Obama, that swagger has all but evaporated. This was evident in the president's speeches in Ankara and Cairo, but also in his general detachment from the region. Despite an early pledge to push for successful Palestinian-Israeli peace negotiations, the president has little immersed himself personally in regional affairs. Even Mr Obama's dispatch of more troops to Afghanistan last year came with an escape clause, as he set this summer as the deadline for commencing a pullout. The president has repeatedly hinted that the Middle East is a headache he prefers to leave to subordinates. Today, the combination of economic necessity and Mr Obama's inclination to end, or at least substantially downgrade, America's commitment to the Middle East, is provoking a fundamental shift in official American attitudes. Yet the growing isolationism in America today is dissimilar to anything we've seen before - for instance the national self-doubt of the mid-1970s after Vietnam, which was exacerbated by years of economic stagnation and inflation. Even during the days of President Jimmy Carter, often regarded, fairly or not, as a yardstick for failed leadership, the US never lost its sense of underlying purpose. There was a strategy guiding foreign affairs, and it was containment of the Soviet Union. Today, it is difficult to discern what Mr Obama's strategy is, perhaps because he doesn't have one. Everywhere, people are wondering what America stands for; nowhere is this truer than in the Middle East. And so Mr Obama is hastening the end 60 years of American pre-eminence in the Middle East. The US will not disappear. Its warships will continue patrolling the region's sea lanes, even if Mr Obama and his successors are more likely than not to avoid confrontations so as not to unbalance the books. The president has promised American support for Arab democracy, but will do very little to make good on that vow. Washington will increasingly subcontract resolutions of the region's crises to others, then will slowly realise that it is becoming marginal to Arab states and societies. America's retreat may, in the long run, be a good thing. However, when empires fade away, instability usually follows, at least for a period of time. The "Pax", or peace, in Pax Americana may be something whose loss Arabs regret more than they do the Americana.
Heg Good- ME Stability Ext.

American presence prevents ME instability
Young 6-30 (Michael, Journalist at The National, “Obama’s America prefers to ignore the Middle East,” http://www.thenational.ae/thenationalconversation/comment/obamas-america-prefers-to-ignore-the-middle-east?pageCount=0 YT)
And so Mr Obama is hastening the end 60 years of American pre-eminence in the Middle East. The US will not disappear. Its warships will continue patrolling the region's sea lanes, even if Mr Obama and his successors are more likely than not to avoid confrontations so as not to unbalance the books. The president has promised American support for Arab democracy, but will do very little to make good on that vow. Washington will increasingly subcontract resolutions of the region's crises to others, then will slowly realise that it is becoming marginal to Arab states and societies. America's retreat may, in the long run, be a good thing. However, when empires fade away, instability usually follows, at least for a period of time. The "Pax", or peace, in Pax Americana may be something whose loss Arabs regret more than they do the Americana.  
***Prolif***
Heg Good-Prolif

U.S. hegemony is key to solve prolif 
Kornberg 10 (Josh Kornberg, columnist. Problems Without Passports, your vox. 10/18/10, NP, http://www.yourvox.org/news/ViewArticle.php?id=51 DM)
Throughout the next 20 years, the confluence of this fear for survival and America’s newfound role as the single hegemon in a unipolar world will greatly increase international efforts to stymi proliferation. Although an American campaign to prevent nuclear proliferation will be more difficult now than it would have been before the Iraq War (because states may be skeptical of American intelligence or motivation), the threat of nuclear warfare is still grave enough, the risk of inaction is still high enough, and the United States is still powerful enough to coerce and bribe foreign governments into engaging in collective anti-proliferation efforts. Indeed, President Musharraf claims that the United States recently threatened to bomb Pakistan “back to the stone age” should he fail to fight terrorism. American military expenditures remain higher than those of all other nations combined. 
And, prolif causes extinction from arms races and miscalculations
Utgoff 2  (Deputy Director of the Strategy Forces, and Resources Division of the Institute for Defense Analyses, Victor, “Proliferation, Missile Defence, and American Ambitions,” Survival, Volume 44, Number 2, Summer) ET

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.
Heg Good- Prolif Ext.
Hegemony prevents proliferation and enabled free trade
Khalizad 2/2 (Zalmay Khalilzad, is a counselor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Follow the Leader, The National Interest. 2/2/11, NP, http://nationalinterest.org/letters/follow-the-leader-4817 DM)
Mearsheimer ignores positive outcomes arising from American global leadership in Europe and Asia. Successive administrations since the Cold War have sought to preclude hostile regional hegemony and expand the zone of democracy. On both continents, the United States maintained a permanent military presence, upheld its security commitments, and supported the expansion of alliances—notably NATO and EU enlargement into Eastern Europe. These policies have helped avoid resurgences of nationalism, proliferation, and arms races among major powers. They have enabled democracy and free markets to expand in Europe and Asia. 

Heg Good- Prolif Ext.

Heg solves prolif—diplomacy and military strikes Kornberg 10
Kornberg 10 (Josh Kornberg, columnist. Problems Without Passports, your vox. 10/18/10, NP, http://www.yourvox.org/news/ViewArticle.php?id=51 DM)
Luckily, preventing the spread of new nuclear states should not be as difficult as preventing the spread of loose nukes or new nascent nukes. As Kenneth Waltz once wrote, “Short-term candidates for the nuclear club are not very can act swiftly and categorically numerous and they are not likely to rush into the nuclear military business” (Waltz “The Spread”). The United States (focusing on only one or two states at time) to stop rogue nations from developing weapons. For instance, by secretly aiding the Green Movement’s protest of President Ahmadinejad’s radical government, the United States can help foster a more open and democratic Iran that is engaged with the world and against the development of nuclear weapons. To maximize success, this policy should complement American negotiations with Iran. As Sagan argues, nonproliferation efforts can succeed when states help to assuage the fears that spurred them to pursue nuclear weapons in the first place. If the United States offers Iran the security guarantee that it will not overthrow its revolution, it is likely that the government will abandon its nuclear weapons program (Sagan, 2006: p. 46). Finally, a military attack on a rogue nation’s reactors is a sure-fire, albeit temporary means of combating the spread of WMD (Kuperman, 2009). Because the overt use of force would have many negative consequences, like strengthening the reactionary elements within the Iranian regime, this solution should be used only if diplomatic measures fail.
Heg Good- Prolif Ext.

Hegemony solves prolif and warming—other forms of power distribution can’t 

Layne 9 (Christopher Layne, Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University.  The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality, Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 2009, Page 154, http://people.reed.edu/~ahm/Courses/Reed-POL-358-2011-S1_SWP/Syllabus/EReadings/13.1/13.1.zFurther_Layne2009The-Waning.pdf DM) 

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

Monteiro 4/5 (Nuno P. Monteiro, an assistant professor of political science at Yale. UNREST ASSURED 

WHY UNIPOLARITY IS NOT PEACEFUL, Yale university.4/5/11, Page 29,  http://www.nunomonteiro.org/wp-content/uploads/Nuno-Monteiro-Unrest-Assured.pdf DM)

From the perspective of the unipole’s ability to avoid being involved in wars, however, disengagement is “just right.” A unipolar structure provides no incentives for conflict involving a disengaged unipole. Disengagement would extricate the unipole’s forces from wars against recalcitrant minor powers and decrease systemic pressures for nuclear proliferation. But there is also a downside. Disengagement would  lead to heightened conflict beyond the unipole’s region and increase regional pressures  for nuclear proliferation. In terms of the unipole’s grand strategy, then, the choice is  between a strategy of dominance, which leads to involvement in numerous conflicts,  and a strategy of disengagement, which allows conflict between others to fester.   In a sense, then, strategies of offensive and defensive dominance are self defeating. They create incentives for recalcitrant minor powers to bolster their capabilities and present the United States with a tough choice: allowing them to succeed or resorting to war in order to thwart them. This will either drag US forces into numerous conflicts or result in an increasing number of major powers. In any case, US ability to convert power into favorable outcomes will be constrained.

Heg Good- Prolif Ext.

Only full U.S. dominance solves for prolif 
Monteiro 4/5 (Nuno P. Monteiro, an assistant professor of political science at Yale. UNREST ASSURED 
WHY UNIPOLARITY IS NOT PEACEFUL, Yale university.4/5/11, Page 29,  http://www.nunomonteiro.org/wp-content/uploads/Nuno-Monteiro-Unrest-Assured.pdf DM)

Finally, my argument points to a “paradox of power preponderance.”128  By  putting other states in extreme self-help, a systemic imbalance of power places a burden upon the unipole to act in ways that minimize the threat it poses. Only by exercising great restraint can it avoid being involved in wars. If the unipole fails to exercise  restraint, other states will seek to develop their capabilities, up to and including the  development of nuclear weapons -- restraining it all the same. This points to the paradoxical insight that more relative power does not necessarily lead to greater influence  and a better ability to convert capabilities into favorable outcomes peacefully. In effect, unparalleled relative power requires unequalled self-restraint.   
***Free Trade***
Heg Good – Free Trade

Hegemonic powers are more attracted to free trade policies
Hugill 09 (Peter, PhD, researcher on geopolitical models and telecommunications, Systemic Transitions, “Transitions in Hegemony: A Theory Based on State Type and Technology,” 2009, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=gcVXp_wVZJIC&oi=fnd&pg=PA31&dq=Hegemony+AROUND(15)+%22free+trade%22&ots=3ZK61rOqHK&sig=NJMH5C4YbrEZ9ZtPU23cEkOFU9E#v=onepage&q=free%20trade&f=false, YS)
Once in control of the levers of state power, different polities use different economic strategies to achieve their goals. Hegemonic trading states prefer Free Trade; weaker trading states prefer mercantilist forms of Protection; territorial states prefer absolute Protection in the form of autarky. Since trading states generate their income by the profits from trade, access to trade routes becomes central to their economic interests. Hegemons are so powerful that they argue that all states should have open access to all trade routes. Such Free Trade policies actually favor hegemons, since they are (by definition) the most efficient traders. Challenger trading states prefer mercantilist forms of Protection, seeking to carve out a niche in which they are able to keep the hegemonic trading state at arm’s length by reducing in some way their ability to profit from trade with the challenger. Such niches are usually geographically defined spaces and, in the past, sometimes took the form of Empires. Hegemonic trading states have usually accepted or at least ignored some form of mercantilism among their challengers. Territorial states approach Protection very differently, preferring to control their territory and its contents as absolutely as possible. If they consider that they control enough territory to have all the resources they need and thus have no need for trade, they can move to autarky.

Heg Good – Free Trade Ext.

Large markets allow for better trade and relations
Norrlof 10 (Carla, Associate Professor of Political Science at University of Toronto, America’s Global Advantage: US Hegemony and International Cooperation, 2010, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=lMfuht7crW4C&oi=fnd&pg=PR7&dq=US+hegemony+results+in+free+trade&ots=hJ-hppmwA7&sig=zlqcGu5SW6g1VUOHG0KiK2Q1tjw#v=onepage&q=free%20trade&f=false, YS)

Increasingly, firms take pride in catering to specific consumer tastes and in many ways actually define what consumers want. By offering superior quality in specific products and luring individuals to identify with a particular image through advertising campaigns and brand names, firms manipulate consumer satisfaction. This demand for a renewed selection of easily attainable goods is not exclusively an American phenomenon but the size of the American market is unique, and this has placed the American government in a particularly good position to extract concessions from other countries. By offering a large market able to absorb other countries’ export products on the one hand, and a consumer-oriented population with an insatiable appetite for foreign goods on the other, the United States has emerged as the indispensable trading partner. What ‘good’ is free trade? Traditional trade theorists and new trade theorists come to different conclusions about whether free trade is a pure public good, whether trade benefits are non-rivalrous and non-excludable. Free trade is a pure public good according to traditional trade theories. They believe free trade creates mutual non-rival benefits. All countries stand to gain from the optimal allocation of resources, freely exporting and importing goods based on where they are most efficiently produced. What one state enjoys when exporting a good another enjoys when importing it. There simply is no rivalry. Furthermore, although states can raise trade barriers and exclude each other from trade benefits, there is no incentive to do so, because states are better off importing what others can produce more cheaply than diverting resources to more costly domestic production. By implication, gains from trade are higher, the greater the number of countries engages in open trade relations, making free trade non-excludable. If free trade has pure public goods characteristic from an economic point of view, domestic political considerations turn states into free-riders, unwilling to contribute to maintaining open domestic markets, while trying to benefit from open markets elsewhere. The reluctance of governments to contribute fully to the public good of free trade is due to the uneven distribution of trade benefits within countries. Whereas all citizens gain in their consumer capacity, certain producer interests lose in the short term because of stiffer competition, and certain classes lose factor income. Because who wins and who loses from international trade will vary as firms adjust to international competition, it is difficult for governments to adopt effective redistribution schemes. They are in any case seen as more inclined to exchange protection for political favors. While a small state may correctly think it can get away with a free ride – taking advantage of open markets while excluding others from sectors where it does not have a comparative advantage – the basis for trade is quickly wiped out, and protectionism soon in full swing, if all states make the same calculation. In a nutshell, this is the collective action problem, associate with characterizing free trade as a public good. If the good is to be provided at all, a large state must have a sufficient interest in a liberal trade order, and maintain on open market despite the free-riding incentives of other states.

Heg Good – Free Trade Ext.

Leadership allows for the free market system to evolve
Brown and Stern 11 (Andrew, former director in the Department of International Economic and Social Affiars at the UN, New York, served as chief economist for the governments of Fiji and Swaziland and head of UN Planning Team for the government of Zambia, Robert, PhD in Economics, “Free Trade Agreements and Governance of the Global Trading System,” January 3, 2011, http://141.213.232.243/bitstream/2027.42/78555/1/ipc-113-brown-stern-free-trade-agreements-governance-global-trading-system.pdf, YS)

The postwar transformation in the economic relations of the countries that might  formerly have dominated major trading blocs – the US, the larger European countries and  Japan – greatly diminished that fear. As a group, these countries became quite closely  integrated in manufacturing production and trade, in the service industries, in crossborder direct investment, and (as we have recently been made painfully aware) in  finance.  China, now another potential leader of an East Asian bloc, has also become  heavily dependent on access to western markets.  The multilateral, and largely  nondiscriminatory, character of relations among these countries, moreover, has been  institutionally embedded in their national laws and regulations in conformity with their  obligations under the GATT/WTO agreements.   It was within this changed setting of diminished rivalry that, in the 1980s, a  resurgence of interest in regional FTAs took place. The new focus was on the expansion  of markets, of possibly promoting broader economic integrations and even – as had  occurred in western Europe  – of overcoming political antagonisms.  Since the  3 agreements rigorously avoided any raising of trade barriers against third countries, they  were not deemed protectionist, at least in intent. Moreover, though there certainly  remained a residual fear of the emergence of possible trading  blocs, that only acted as an  additional stimulus to action.  The passage of the Single European Act in 1986, for  instance, and the later trade agreements of the EU with eastern European countries after  the collapse of the Soviet Union were spurs to the signing of the US FTA with Canada  and later, to the formation of NAFTA; and the US also began to entertain the dream of a  Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) while it established an Asia and Pacific  Council as a precursor to another extensive free trade area.    Thus, in the new world of globalization and of increasing reliance on unrestricted  private enterprise that the 1980s ushered in, the emphasis on nondiscrimination yielded to  the search for ways to expand  access to foreign markets.  And it was but a small step to  include bilateral agreements along with regional agreements as an effective instrument.  These kinds of arrangements, moreover, had the advantage of not being dependent on the  slow pace of multilateral trade negotiations, which were being made more intricate and  less conclusive by the growing number and diversity of the participants.  Further,  particularly for the US as the leading economic and trading power, the interest in market  access was moving beyond the reductions of barriers at the border to include access to  service industries like telecommunications and finance as well as access for investment  capital in general.  Securing access to specific markets of interest was thus easier to  realize through the negotiation of FTAs.  These shifts in attitude of the major trading powers, particularly of the US,  interacted with equally complex but different changes affecting the trade policies of many  4 other countries, which were to become the demandeurs in regional or bilateral trade  agreements.  In the western hemisphere, for example, it was Canada that became the first  country to approach the US with a proposal to negotiate an FTA. It was motivated in part  by an immediate concern that the US was threatening to introduce new trade defense  measures.  More profound was the dissatisfaction with the growth performance of  Canadian industry.  The solution was partly seen in closer and more open trade links with  the US to enhance competitiveness.  Other countries, both in the developed and the  developing worlds, were also embracing more open trade policies as part of their growth  or development strategies.  A few, such as Chile, Mexico, and Singapore, began to  actively pursue the negotiation of FTAs as a route toward the realization of a universal  free trade policy.
***Deterrence***
Heg Good- Deterrence

U.S. hegemony key to deterrence – Cold War proves  
Prato 09 (Marine Corps University, “The Need For American Hegemony”, February 20th, 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) NA   

Furthermore, U.S. defense policy during the Cold War ensured U.S. security through the security of its allies.  This policy guaranteed the peace and safety of democratic societies globally.  Additionally, this benign U.S. hegemony was “augmented for a time by a monopoly of nuclear weapons and the capacity to deliver them.”   U.S. policy of nuclear deterrence, for example, dissuaded any Soviet invasion of Western Europe. 

***Global Peace***
Heg Good- Global Peace

U.S. hegemony key to global peace 

Prato 09 (Marine Corps University, “The Need For American Hegemony”, February 20th, 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) NA   

American benevolent hegemony indeed benefits the entire world.  Robert Kagan, a well-known neoconservative, states “the truth is that the benevolent hegemony exercised by the United States is good for a vast portion of the world’s population” and that to undermine U.S. hegemony “would cost many others around  the world far more than it would cost Americans.”   In fact, billions of people worldwide live safe and prosper under the  umbrella of U.S. military might and American-influenced global  markets Imagine the world without U.S. hegemony.  Who would deter nations like North Korea, China, and Iran from attacking their neighbors?  For 55 years, an American presence in South Korea has deterred North Korean belligerence.  Across the East China  Sea, the U.S. 7th Fleet discourages the People’s Republic of  China from using military power to force the annexation of the  60-year old democratic de-facto nation of Taiwan.  Of course, the American-led Multi-National Force – Iraq continues to ensure freedom and democracy in Iraq while daunting regional Iranian aggression Of course, American benevolence abroad arose from the wastelands of post-World War II Europe and Asia.  During the Cold War, the U.S. found itself as the sole guarantor of freedom for numerous Asian and European counties threatened by Soviet aggression.  America’s ability to influence the world economy and maintain significant military presences in West Germany and Japan allowed its allies to prosper in relative safety.
Heg Good- Global Peace Ext.
U.S. heg key to global peace 

Prato 09 (Marine Corps University, “The Need For American Hegemony”, February 20th, 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) NA   

The world is safer and more prosperous because of U.S.  hegemony.  The free world enjoys unprecedented economic  prosperity while starvation and poverty continue to decline.   Furthermore, the “amicus populi romani,” still call upon the  U.S. during times of distress.  They require U.S. hegemony for  their own self-interests as well as to foster good relations  with the world’s superpower.   Therefore, the U.S. must exercise  benevolent global hegemony, unilaterally if necessary, to ensure  its security and maintain global peace and prosperity.  What are the alternatives?  A Chinese or Russian hegemony  would be unlikely to benefit the rest of the world.  A  multilateral coalition of nations proved to be ineffective and  unsustainable.  American isolationism would leave the world  vulnerable to tyranny.  Ultimately, the future of the world  depends on American willingness to guarantee the freedom of  others.  To quote Ronald Reagan: “We maintain our strength in  order to deter and defend against aggression — to preserve  freedom and peace.”
***AT: Counterbalancing***
AT: China Counterbalancing

China cannot challenge the U.S. military

Bumiller 11 (Elisabeth, Staff Writer, “General Says Beijing Won’t Challenge American Military”, New York Times, 5/18, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/05/19/world/asia/19military.html, JK) 
A top Chinese general said Wednesday that China had no intention of challenging the American military and that it was “very strange” that questions were raised about his country’s military buildup when the same concerns were not voiced about the United States.  Gen. Chen Bingde, the chief of the general staff of the People’s Liberation Army, made his comments in a speech and joint news conference with Adm. Mike Mullen, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff.  “I am surprised by the sophistication of the U.S. military, including its weapons and doctrines,” General Chen said at the news conference at the Pentagon, where he spoke through a Chinese military interpreter. “I can tell you that China does not have the capability to challenge the United States.” He said that since the United States “has far more advanced weapons and equipment, why is not the question raised” that those weapons and equipment are “targeted at someone, some country, or some defense leadership?” In conclusion, he said, “I find that very strange for questions to be raised only to China but not to the United States.”
AT: China Counterbalancing

China cannot build its military

Pomfret 10 (John, Staff Writer, “Military strength eludes China, which looks overseas for arms”, Washington Post, 12/25, 

http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/12/24/AR2010122402788.html, JK)

The reason for the economic and seasonal cheer is that these factories produce fighter-jet engines for a wealthy and voracious customer: China. After years of trying, Chinese engineers still can't make a reliable engine for a military plane.  The country's demands for weapons systems go much further. Chinese officials last month told Russian Defense Minister Anatoly E. Serdyukov that they may resume buying major Russian weapons systems after a several-year break. On their wish list are the Su-35 fighter, for a planned Chinese aircraft carrier; IL-476 military transport planes; IL-478 air refueling tankers and the S-400 air defense system, according to Russian news reports and weapons experts.  This persistent dependence on Russian arms suppliers demonstrates a central truth about the Chinese military: The bluster about the emergence of a superpower is undermined by national defense industries that can't produce what China needs. Although the United States is making changes in response to China's growing military power, experts and officials believe it will be years, if not decades, before China will be able to produce a much-feared ballistic missile capable of striking a warship or overcome weaknesses that keep it from projecting power far from its shores.  "They've made remarkable progress in the development of their arms industry, but this progress shouldn't be overstated," said Vasily Kashin, a Beijing-based expert on China's defense industry. "They have a long tradition of overestimating their capabilities."  Ruslan Pukhov, the director of the Center for Analysis of Strategic Technologies and an adviser to Russia's ministry of defense, predicted that China would need a decade to perfect a jet engine, among other key weapons technologies. "China is still dependent on us and will stay that way for some time to come," he said. 
AT: China Counterbalancing

China cannot challenge – U.S. military is a deterrent

Indianexpress 11 (“'China doesn't have military might to challenge US Army'”, 5/19, http://www.indianexpress.com/news/china-doesnt-have-military-might-to-challe/793011/, JK)

Seeking to mitigate concerns in the US over China's rising military capabilities, a top Chinese general has said his country did not have the military might to challenge the US Army and its ability was largely intended to target separatists.  Visiting Chinese General Chen Bingde, Chief of the General Staff of the People's Liberation Army (PLA), said China's efforts to enhance its national defense and military capabilities after decades of reform and opening up were "compensatory" in nature.  "Through my visit over the past couple of days in the United States, I am surprised by the sophistication of the US military, including its weapons and equipment and doctrines and so on. I can tell you that China does not have the capability to challenge the United States," he said.  "As a matter of fact, the reconnaissance activities along Chinese coasts by US military aircraft and vessels are seen in China as a deterrent. What I'm trying to say, that we do not have the capability to challenge the United States," Chen told Pentagon reporters at a joint news conference with Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
AT: China Counterbalancing

China not counterbalancing – restarting military contacts with US 

McManus, 10 (Doyle, staff writers, China's growing military clout and East Asia's future, LA times, 9/26/20, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/sep/26/opinion/la-oe-mcmanus-column-china-militarism20100926., BM)

There are signs that China is softening its stance, at least for the moment. Premier Wen Jiabao made a point of telling reporters before his meeting with Obama on Wednesday: "Our common interests far outweigh our differences." And China has agreed to discuss restarting military-to-military contacts with the United States, which were suspended after the U.S. announced a $6.4-billion arms sale to Taiwan in January. Over the long run, though, China's new assertiveness is likely to continue. The underlying causes —growing economic power, a gnawing need for oil and mineral resources, a history of well-founded grudges against foreign imperialists, a normal dose of old-fashioned nationalism — are still there.
AT: China Counterbalancing

China does not want to compete with the US

DT 5/19 (Defense Tech, Defense Tech examines the intersection of technology and defense from every angle and provides analysis on what’s ahead, PLA: Chinese Military Doesn’t Compare to U.S. Military, Defense Tech, 5/19/11, http://defensetech.org/2011/05/19/pla-chinese-military-doesnt-compare-to-u-s-military/, BM)

This is interesting. The PLA’s top officer, Gen. Chen Bingde, announced during his recent visit to Washington that China’s is no where close to matching the United States’ in terms of military capability. Yes, we’re fretting over China’s rise as an economic power, but according to the general, his nation has a long way to go before it catches the U.S. militarily. From Fox News: “Through my visit over the past couple of days in the United States, I am surprised by the sophistication of the U.S. military, including its weapons and equipment and doctrines and so on,” People’s Liberation Army leader General Chen Bingde said. “I can tell you that China does not have the capability to challenge the United States. As a matter of fact, the reconnaissance activities along China’s coast by U.S. military aircraft and vessels are seen in China as deterrents.” For emphasis, the general added, “What I’m trying to say is that we do not have the capability to challenge the United States.”He even went so far as to try to answer the question that’s long been on U.S. defense officials minds: What do Chinese officials mean when they says they want to ‘defend what is theirs’ with their new military might?“As it is known to all, the United States is a super-power in the world today; how can China easily have the ability to challenge it? That is simply not part of Chinese culture and we do not have that capability. We would strive for world peace, civility and development and well being of the whole humankind…The United States has far more advanced weapons and equipment.” Chen took some exception to the accusation, insisting the routine test flight was not targeted at Gates’ visit, and questioned why similar issues were frequently raised to China but not the United States.The general insisted, “After 30 years of reform and opening up, China’s economy has made tremendous progress and we are now the world’s second-largest economy…Our efforts to grow our economy is to ensure that the 1.3 billion people are better off. We do not want to use the money to buy equipment or advanced weapons systems to challenge the United States.” From the general’s answer, it sounds like China has no intention of getting into Cold War II with the United States. Arms races can be notoriously expensive and distracting from the buildup of other sectors needed to support a healthy economy; something China is strongly focused on. For now, it seems like China wants to be the big military power in the region while focusing more on the long-term growth of its economy. This reminds me of how the U.S. overtook Britain as the world’s most powerful economy decades before it overtook the empire in terms of military and global political might. However, once China overtakes the U.S. as the world’s largest economy (predicted to happen sometime in the next 20 years if current trends hold) who knows what kind of military investments it will make?

AT: China Counterbalancing 
China’s economy faces obstacles – won’t surpass U.S. 

Nye 10 (Joseph Samuel Nye, University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University, Ph.D in political science from Harvard, “The Future of American Power: Dominance and Decline in Perspective”, December 2010, http://1431731ontario.net/Current/Articles/TheFutureOfAmericanPower_DominanceAndDeclineInPerspective.pdf) NA 
Yet China has a long way to go to equal the power resources of the United States,  and it still faces many obstacles to its development.  Even if overall Chinese GDP  passed that of the United States around 2030, the two economies, although roughly  equivalent in size, would not be equivalent in composition.  China would still have a  vast underdeveloped countryside, and it would have begun to face demographic  problems from the delayed effects of its one-child policy.  Per capita income provides  a measure of the sophistication of an economy.  Assuming a six percent Chinese GDP  growth rate and only two percent American GDP growth rate after 2030, China  would probably not equal the United States in per capita income until sometime  around the middle of the century.  In other words, China’s impressive economic  growth rate and increasing population will likely lead the  Chinese economy to pass the U.S. economy in total size in  a few decades, but that is not the same as equality.   Moreover, linear projections can be misleading, and  growth rates generally slow as economies reach higher levels of development.   China’s authoritarian political system has shown an impressive capability to harness  the country’s power, but whether the government can maintain that capability over  the longer term is a mystery both to outsiders and to Chinese leaders.  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.  Whether China can develop a formula that  manages an expanding urban middle class, regional inequality, rural poverty, and  resentment among ethnic minorities remains to be seen.  

AT: China Counterbalancing
China doesn’t have military capability – won’t surpass U.S.   

Nye 10 (Joseph Samuel Nye, University Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University, Ph.D in political science from Harvard, “The Future of American Power: Dominance and Decline in Perspective”, December 2010, http://1431731ontario.net/Current/Articles/TheFutureOfAmericanPower_DominanceAndDeclineInPerspective.pdf) NA 
 Some have argued that China aims to challenge the United States’ position in East  Asia and, eventually, the world.  Even if this were an accurate assessment of China’s  current intentions (and even the Chinese themselves cannot know the views of  future generations), it is doubtful that China will have the military capability to  make this possible anytime soon.  Moreover, Chinese leaders will have to contend  with the reactions of other countries and the constraints created by China’s need for  external markets and resources.  Too aggressive a Chinese military posture could  produce a countervailing coalition among China’s neighbors that would weaken  both its hard and its soft power. The rise of Chinese power in Asia is contested by India and Japan (as well as  other states), and that provides a major power advantage to the United States.  The  U.S.-Japanese alliance and the improvement in U.S.-Indian relations mean that China  cannot easily expel the Americans from Asia.  From that position of strength, the  United States, Japan, India, Australia, and others can engage China and provide  incentives for it to play a responsible role, while hedging against the possibility of  aggressive behavior as China’s power grows 
AT: China Counterbalancing
Multipolarity is here no chance for Pax Americana or Pax Sinica
Hyun 2/8 (Kim Jin Hyun, chairman of the World Peace Forum and former president of Seoul City University, Pax Sinica? Impossible!, February 8th 2011, http://csis.org/files/publication/pac1110.pdf EL)
Pax Americana, US dominance, and Western/ Atlantic hegemony are fading away. However, Chinese hegemony or Pax Sinica will never arrive. The Sept. 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, the 2008 global financial crisis, the lowest interest rates in the history of the US and UK central banks, and the European Union and euro on the brink of disintegration -- all are signs of the ebb of US and Atlantic power and indications of a historical power shift. But what is next? Without question, Asia will become the center of activity and the Pacific and Indian oceans will be a thoroughfare of human resources, international finance, and cultural exchanges. Because of this historical trend, many people believe China will be the next world leader -- as it was in Asia before the 19th century. However, China will never become a leader of a new order or create a Pax Sinica. The US unipolar moment is passing, but it maintains hard and soft power supremacy and continues to be a balancer in a multipolar international system. The US and China will continue to cooperate and compete. If China wants to surpass the US, it must become the greatest country in the world or establish a continental coalition with Russia and India, or reorganize the G20 into an organization lead by the BRICs. But there are other important factors that transcend geopolitics: the role of individuals, such as Bill Gates, Warren Buffett, Julian Assange, Stephen Jobs, or even Osama bin Laden; the revival of city states; or the prospect of religious confrontation between Christianity, Judaism, Islam, and Confucianism. 
AT: China Counterbalancing
No Pax Sinica

Hyun 2/8 (Kim Jin Hyun, chairman of the World Peace Forum and former president of Seoul City University, Pax Sinica? Impossible!, February 8th 2011, http://csis.org/files/publication/pac1110.pdf EL)
Third, what makes Pax Sinica impossible more than anything else is China’s absolute shortage of life resources (energy, food, and water) and the lack of forestry. Even during the Cold War era, the US and Soviet Union were exporters of life resources and they created and managed a global system of exchange through the GATT, IAEA, and the Warsaw Pact. In addition to their military strength, they provided order to the international system, despite their different political systems, and sometimes even gave economic aid, like 'surplus' agricultural products (via US Public Law 480). In contrast, China has had to import life and mineral resources from other countries and expand export markets to escape its own poverty. If a resource poor country like China wants to become a world leader it has to use an extraordinary strategy that may disturb or destroy the existing global resource order; it is not going to be a life resource supplier and system keeper. Statistics tell the story. Compare per capita resource availability in China to world averages: water resources 25 percent, arable land 40 percent, petroleum 8.3 percent, natural gas 4.1 percent. Forests comprise only 6 percent of China’s national territory. Like India, China is a resource poor and income poor country. Approximately 200 million people still live in dire poverty and the problems of racial minorities create internal disturbances. In 2009, China became number one globally in energy consumption, coal imports, and automobile sales, surpassing the US; it has been the world's largest soybean importer since 1999, and world's largest source of carbon dioxide emissions since 2007. If China increases its per capita energy consumption three times the Korean level or five times the US level, it would need to import energy from other planets – as has been proposed by some Chinese scientists. These, in addition to social, demographic, cultural, political, and pandemic issues, are what I call 'China problematiques.’ And these will be the core global problems in the 21sh century. 
AT: China Counterbalancing

No Pax Sinica

Hyun 2/8 (Kim Jin Hyun, chairman of the World Peace Forum and former president of Seoul City University, Pax Sinica? Impossible!, February 8th 2011, http://csis.org/files/publication/pac1110.pdf EL)
Second, unlike the Western imperial era, world hegemony cannot be established by physical power alone. It must be supported by values, attractiveness, and passion. China's goal to become a prosperous and strong country as dreamed of by Mao Zedong, Deng Xiaoping, and Hu Jintao, China's idiosyncratic socialism and the “Beijing Consensus” can not compete with the attractiveness of human rights, the welfare system, democracy, Nobel prizes, International Red Cross, Barack Obama, Mother Teresa, Oxfam, Marshall Plan, Fulbright scholarships, and the Friedrich Ebert Foundation in the Western world or with the attractiveness of leadership exercised by Gandhi, Ho Chi Minh, and Kemal Pasha in Asian countries. Thus far, China doesn't have any comparable leader who can impress Asian peoples. Under its one party system, we can hardly imagine a China with an ethnic Korean communist party general secretary or an ethnic Tibetan prime minister. I haven't met an individual in the East or the West who wants to live in China permanently, although many people want to visit China for business or sightseeing. The 2008 Beijing Olympics and 2010 Shanghai Expo and Guangzhou Asian Games were showcases for China's financial muscle and smacked of imperialism.
AT: China Counterbalancing

The US-Chinese power transition will be a peaceful one – no struggle or war

Ikenberry 08 (John, PhD, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, Foreign Affairs, “The Rise of China and the Future of the West,” http://www.relooney.info/0_New_2710.pdf, YS)
POWER SHIFT AND PEACEFUL CHANGE Seen in this light, the rise of China need not lead to a volcanic struggle with the United States over global rules and leadership. The Western order has the potential to turn the coming power shift into a peaceful change on terms favorable to the United States. But that will only happen if the United States sets about strengthening the existing order. Today, with Washington preoccupied with terrorism and war in the Middle East, rebuilding Western rules and institutions might to some seem to be of only marginal relevance. Many Bush administration officials have been outright hostile to the multilateral, rule-based system that the United States has shaped and led. Such hostility is foolish and dangerous. China will become powerful: it is already on the rise, and the United States' most powerful strategic weapon is the ability to decide what sort of international order will be in place to receive it. The United States must reinvest in the Western order, reinforcing the features of that order that encourage engagement, integration, and restraint. The more this order binds together capitalist democratic states in deeply rooted institutions; the more open, consensual, and rule-based it is; and the more widely spread its benefits, the more likely it will be that rising powers can and will secure their interests through integration and accommodation rather than through war. And if the Western system offers rules and institutions that benefit the full range of states -- rising and falling, weak and strong, emerging and mature -- its dominance as an international order is all but certain. The first thing the United States must do is reestablish itself as the foremost supporter of the global system of governance that underpins the Western order. Doing so will first of all facilitate the kind of collective problem solving that makes all countries better off. At the same time, when other countries see the United States using its power to strengthen existing rules and institutions, that power is rendered more legitimate -- and U.S. authority is strengthened. Countries within the West become more inclined to work with, rather than resist, U.S. power, which reinforces the centrality and dominance of the West itself. 
AT: China Counterbalancing

China is looking for a peaceful rise – not in self-interest, but to benefit the world

Jianmin 11 (Wu, leading Chinese diplomat, professor at China Foreign Affairs University, former ambassador to France, “Why China will rise peacefully under Communist Party leadership?” July 10, 2011, http://www.tehrantimes.com/index_View.asp?code=243888, YS)

China's peaceful rise is a policy put forward by the Party based on taking into account the fundamental interests of both the Chinese nation and the people of the world.   What is the goal of the Chinese people and the people of the world after the world entered into the 21st Century? It is to build a harmonious world of lasting peace and common prosperity.   Peace and prosperity are an eternal dream for mankind that could not be achieved in the past. However, the possibility of fulfilling the dream has been emerging since the start of the 21st Century. The rise of a group of developing countries around the world means that there will be considerable improvement in the livelihood of billions of people and the possibility of their leading decent lives will be no longer a dream.   Certainly, a significant part of people around the world are still trapped in hunger and poverty, but the progress and expansion of the tide of peace, development and cooperation will raise the potential for building a world of lasting peace and common prosperity. China's peaceful rise means that China serves as a major force in promoting peace, development and cooperation.   China's peaceful rise is not a slogan but China's more than 30 years of practice that has proven that the path is correct and China will continue to follow the path in the future.   Achieving China's peaceful rise, the great rejuvenation of the Chinese nation and the renascence of Chinese civilization will benefit both the Chinese nation and the entire world.  
AT: China Counterbalancing

China’s interests have always been to have equal capabilities, but to use them in a cooperative, mutually-beneficial way
Jianmin 10 (Wu, leading Chinese diplomat, professor at China Foreign Affairs University, former ambassador to France, “China’s self-confidence is definitely not arrogance,” September 17, 2010, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2010-09/17/content_11319389.htm, YS)
President Zoellick gave a reception Monday evening in the State Guesthouse at Diaoyutai in Beijing. In his impromptu speech, Zoellick said he personally witnessed great changes from the China he "first visited in 1980 and the China today". During this 30-year period, "China has managed to lift half a billion people out of poverty – the largest number in history", but he added that "challenges lie ahead, socially, economically and environmentally, as China seeks to join the ranks of high-income countries." Along with China's development and progress, the Chinese people have built up their self-confidence, he acknowledged, but the nation's self-confidence is definitely not arrogance (or haughtiness), since China still perseveres in an open approach to the outside world while displaying self-confidence, and is ready to heed views of other countries. Self-confidence is to know one's self and not being afraid to speak your mind. Arrogance is... pride and arrogance, not for the act of rebellion, as he explained. These remarks of Zoellick's make sense or holds water. This reminds people of what Chinese President and Party General Secretary Hu Jintao said at an important meeting held on Dec. 18, 2008 to mark the 30th anniversary of China's reform and opening to the outside world in late 1978. "The great course and great achievements made over the past 30 years showed that the reform and opening-up is the key choice for the fate of China and the only way to develop socialism with Chinese characteristics and realize the rejuvenation of the Chinese nation," he said. "Only socialism can save China and only reform and opening up can develop China." At the opening ceremony of the summer Davos Forum in Tianjin municipality, north China, on Sept. 13, Premier Wen Jiabao said "China's development is open development, and that China's opening up is long-term, comprehensive, based on mutual benefit…"; the Chinese premier said that China is committed to carrying out mutually beneficial cooperation on an equal footing with other countries in accordance with the law of the market... These above remarks of Chinese leaders indicated China's resolve to keep steadfastly to the reform and opening-up. Late Senior Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping proposal for carrying out reform and opening up is by no means accidental or coincidental. To review China's longstanding history, from the ancient period of the Imperial Qin (221-206 B.C.) and Han (206 BC-25 AD) dynasties down to the days when navigator Zheng He (1371-1435) of the imperial Ming Dynasty (1368-1644) made voyages to the Western Seas" to cross the Indian ocean to reach east Africa, Chinese society had all along open outbound to the world, till a Ming emperor ordered the ocean-going ban. The opening-up and engagement enriched the Chinese civilization and also spread it to the world at that time. 
AT: China Counterbalancing

China can’t counterbalance – China doesn’t inspire innovation

Lenglet, 9 (François, editor in cheif for La Tribune - French financial newspaper, Why Rising China Can't Compete With the 'American Dream’, worldmeets., 11/17/09, http://worldmeets.us/latribunefr000005.shtml#axzz1SDkgD3gr, BM)

But for all that, the hour of the Chinese hyper-power is still uncertain. China has demographic weight in its favor, and its military and bubbling economy will surpass Japan next year. But it lacks an essential attribute that it will need to reign unchallenged: pragmatic dictatorships don’t fire the imagination. Their values are alarming. Even the USSR was more seductive - and not only to intellectuals - because it adhered to a universalist ideal and the promise of a new society. As for American power, it doesn't only reside in the 7th fleet, the coffers of Fort Knox or the prices on the Dow Jones. America fires the imagination because it sends a message of freedom, individual achievement and respect for property: the American dream is beloved the world over. The Chinese themselves obtain American passports the moment they are able. That power of attraction has permitted the globalization of the American mode de vie [way of life], from the Big Mac to universal accounting rules, not to mention television shows.
AT: SCO Counterbalancing
SCO cannot and will not counterbalance - no capability, no unity, and need US relations

Frost 9 (Patrick, Political Science MA with a focus in capabilities and objectives of SCO, “Shanghai Cooperation Organization: Friend or Foe?”, greatpowerpolitics.com, 2/5/09, http://greatpowerpolitics.com/?tag=sco, JH)
The group’s professed purpose is to further cooperation between its members in various social, cultural, security, and economic venues and stresses the goal of combating the ‘Three Evils’ of Terrorism, Extremism, and Separatism. The SCO pledges that it is not aligned against any nation or grouping (aka US/NATO). Scholars are a bit split on the group’s real intentions, with Martha Brill Olcott, Yu Bin, etc. believing the group is basically harmless and Stephen Blank, Ariel Cohen…arguing that it is a mechanism to oust US influence in Central Asia and beyond.The SCO has been used by its members, and its observers (Iran), as a forum to criticize US foreign policy, especially regarding democracy promotion and missile defense systems in eastern Europe. Even more serious, during an SCO summit in 2005 Russia and China helped nudge Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to demand that the Americans close their Afghan-supplying bases in each country. Uzbekistan followed through, kicking the US out of K2 base, but Kyrgyzstan let the US stay at Manas (though maybe not anymore!) as long as they upped their rent payments. The SCO’s joint military exercises, which have involved up to 10,000 troops and some major armaments, also pose a substantial threat to a US presence in the region, as well as to Taiwan. Even with these moves and gestures, the US government does not seem to feel too threatened by the group, stating that they are just being ‘watchful’ of its future actions. 3. A big reason why the US is not overly concerned about the SCO’s intentions is because the group lacks cohesion and therefore the capabilities to do it much harm. Though the group has done much to bring China and Russia to greater and greater heights of cooperation, the two neighboring great powers are strategic and energy rivals in Central Asia and this will continue to provide friction. Russia desires to dominate its former vessels and China wants them as markets, energy supplies, and as a jump off for strategic endeavors. These two goals will inevitably clash and they already do. The SCO also lacks institutional strength and this includes an ability to bring in the observer states as official members. Lastly, the hard presence of NATO and the US in Afghanistan and Kyrgyzstan, along with its diplomatic and financial footprint, are not only out of the control of the SCO, but a sign that the ’security’ grouping cannot even police its own backyard. Good relations with the United States are also crucial for all the SCO’s individual members and this means that will not likely take any actions to disrupt it.

AT: SCO Counterbalancing

SCO is incapable to act as a counterbalance

Dauekeev 11 (Bakhtiyar, Bachelor of Arts in International Relations, Institute of Oriental Studies, “Shanghai Cooperation Organization as a Counterbalance to the United States”, Wright State University, 2/23/11, http://etd.ohiolink.edu/send-pdf.cgi/Dauekeev%20Bakhtiyar%20T.pdf?wright1301611496, JH)
However, despite the rapid development of Shanghai Cooperation Organization, its character, priority tasks, and further political goals are still not exact because of the existing disagreements among its members on the SCO’s priorities and its role in the international arena in general. For China, the SCO is an instrument of economic expansion and an access to the economic resources of Central Asia. Russia wants the SCO to be a player in the geopolitical games with the West. For Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan, the SCO provides an opportunity to obtain financial assistance from countries like China. Thus, the SCO members lack a common foreign policy position, and, hence, they lack a spirit of collectivity. This conclusion drawn from the research on the SCO  partially supports Wohlforth’s argument which states that alliances are not structural and can hardly be coordinated, because of weak commitment to the alliance, temptation to free-ride and bandwagon. Wohlforth’s argument about the inefficiency of alliances is also confirmed by the divergence of the SCO members’ position on the US invasion in Iraq, the limitation of its financial resources, the persisting disagreements among its members, and the absence of significant practical results. Thus, the results of this thesis research show that the potential of the SCO as a security bloc to resist the United States on the global level is low. The reasons are summarized below: 1) Existing disagreements among the SCO members on the priority tasks and goals of the organization. Therefore, the SCO lacks a common foreign policy position 2) Restriction of its security projects to antiterrorist and anti-separatist operations and the lack of financial resources available for the SCO’s security projects 3) Absence of practical achievements in the sphere of security 
AT: SCO Counterbalancing

SCO is a  Counterterrorism alliance, not a threat to the US 

Hong 11 ( Zhang, writer@ China-US Focus,  published 21/6/11, “ Shanghi Cooperation Organization not Asia’s NATO”, http://www.chinausfocus.com/slider/shanghai-cooperation-organization-not-asias-nato/ )Ginger
June 15, 2011 is the 10th anniversary of the establishment of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization. A decade is a very short period for the development of a group. Subject to suspicion at the beginning, the organization has gradually grown to be a high-profile organization. Certainly, the particular attention drawn by some countries to the Shanghai Cooperation Organization also involves red flags. The New York Times once commented that the organization is prepared to preserve the security in the region without the involvement of the United States. The Christian Science Monitor even questioned whether Russia and China intended to form the "NATO of the East" to rival NATO. Some American scholars on the Central Asia issue also believed that the Shanghai Cooperation Organization is attempting to urge Central Asian countries to oust the military bases established by the United States in Central Asia in order to prevent the establishment of a U.S.-led security mechanism in Central Asia. These views reflect the mindset of the United States that it is unwilling to allow other countries to challenge its position as the "world police." There are no rules in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization's legal documents requiring its members to assume any obligations to provide each other with military assistance. Shanghai Cooperation Organization Secretary-General Muratbek Imanaliev has publicly denied the view that the organization will develop into a military group or alliance. Russian Ambassador to China Sergei Razov has rejected the remarks regarding the organization as an "anti-NATO alliance." He said that the Shanghai Cooperation Organization would not evolve into a military alliance let alone an "anti-NATO alliance." The Shanghai Cooperation Organization is not and will not develop into a military alliance. However, maintaining regional security has been one its important missions. The establishment of the organization is based on a common strategic requirement, which is to curb the "Three Evil Forces" of terrorism, regional separatism and religious extremism. Over the past 10 years, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization organized more than 10 anti-terrorism exercises to fight against drug smuggling and transnational organized crime and launched cooperation in many new fields, such as anti-money-laundering and the security of large-scale international activities. However, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization now still faces a serious regional security situation. Related member states of the organization and observer countries launched joint anti-terrorism exercises code-named "Tianshan-2-2011" in Kashgar, Xinjiang Uyghur Autonomous Region on May 6, 2011. This routine military exercise initiated by China aims at improving the joint anti-terrorism combat readiness level of law enforcement security departments of various Shanghai Cooperation Organization member states and strengthening cooperation. It is also an anti-terrorism military exercise that the organization's members and observer countries launched after al-Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden was killed. The military exercise was targeted at regional terrorism, which is quite different with the military exercises of alliance nature that have been frequently launched in various regions of the world recently. The death of bin Laden temporarily boosted U.S. President Barack Obama's approval rating, but it was just a partial success in the global war on terrorism because the threat of terrorism did not die with bin Laden. The security situation in Central Asia and adjacent areas has started to deteriorate again, international terrorist organizations are regrouping, and the terrorist activities in Central Asia are becoming more localized. The United States and its NATO allies are expanding military efforts in Afghanistan in preparation for their withdrawal in 2014, making the security situation of Afghanistan even more uncertain. Many terrorists have returned to northern Afghanistan and neighboring countries, posing a major security threat to all Central Asian countries. In addition, Central Asian countries have close economic and cultural ties with and similar national conditions to Middle Eastern countries. After the election cycle begins in certain Central Asian countries, the situation of the Middle East may directly affect the stability of Central Asia. Under such a context, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization will face more challenges in security cooperation. The organization members have been strengthening military cooperation by conducting regular joint anti-terror drills and establishing a regional counter-terrorism committee. It should be noted that the Shanghai Cooperation Organization’s military cooperation is only aimed at combating terrorism and maintaining regional peace and stability, which is also the reason for the founding of the organization 

AT: Iran Counterbalancing

Iran won’t counterbalance the US - doing so would collapse their regime

Hildreth 10 (Aaron, writer for the Hinckley Journal of Politics, “The Iran Threat: Public Perception vs. Reality”, Hinckley Journal of Politics, Vol. 11, http://www.epubs.utah.edu/index.php/HJP/article/viewFile/309/253, JH)
The rift between public perception and reality of the Iranian threat is apparent. Public perception of Iran appears to originate from policy makers, administration officials, and political leaders. Polling data matches these trends as leaders continue to stress that Iran is a major threat to the United States ad a supporter of terrorism. While Iran may support groups like Hezbollah and Hamas, it is highly unlikely and historically unprecedented that a state would sell WMDs to terror groups. Connecting the words “supporter of terrorism” and “nuclear-armed Iran” no doubt cause a quick panic, but rational and expert analysis paint a very different picture. Many weapons and foreign policy experts reject or diminish the threat Iran poses to the United States. The idea that a nuclear Iran would act aggressively toward Israel or the United States is counterintuitive and lacking historical awareness. There is simply no empirical evidence to suggest that Iran would behave belligerently if it acquires nuclear weapons and there is no historical precedence of such a suicidal move by a regime. It appears many NIE estimates are leaving out two important aspects in their intelligence: intentions and the capabilities of other nations. Iran simply has nothing to gain by acting belligerently in the region. A WMD strike on Israel would most likely kill thousands of fellow Muslims in the Gaza Strip and West Bank. Not only would a strike on Israel potentially kill many Islamic supporters, Iran would incur the world’s wrath. Reports that Iran could even acquire the weapons technology necessary for this in the near future is doubted by government officials and foreign policy experts alike. Iran has even doctored photos of a missile launch in an apparent attempt to look stronger. This is not the sign of a significant threat. In a highly unlikely event that Iran could obtain these weapons there is simply no logical motivation for Iran to launch a first strike. Iran understands the risks of a move like this and that the ensuing economic collapse would be the end of the regime. As mentioned  by the NIE reports, the future is impossible to predict. But when assessing threats around the world it is important to keep these assessments realistic to guide foreign policy in the right direction and not to mislead the public.
AT: Russia Counterbalancing
No risk of balancing from China or Russia—they’ll counterbalance each other not us

Summers 8 (Tim Summers, a former British diplomat is a researcher at the Centre for East Asian Studies. China, Russia and Central Asian politics after the Russia-Georgia crisis, Opinion Asia. 10/25/08, NP, http://opinionasia.com/article/print/543, DM)
 There is evidence too of Russian concerns both over the balance within the SCO and that Russia’s resource-rich east is being left too close to a rising China. Part of this jockeying for strategic influence is the very practical issue of access to the region’s rich energy and other natural resources, and Russia has sponsored an alternative central Asian organisation which does not include China, the Collective Security Treaty Organisation. If one of the purposes of the SCO for Beijing is to enhance its strategic influence in central Asia, then this implicitly at least encroaches on an area that Moscow has traditionally seen as within its sphere of influence. Shortly after the Georgian incident, Russian President Medvedev said that Russia should have a privileged sphere of influence in Asia, though it is not clear exactly where, nor what the Chinese response to that statement has been. So any signs of a change in Russian policy towards its periphery do not only have the potential to affect states on its European borders, but could apply in a similar way to its eastern periphery. The geopolitics here are different: NATO does not impinge on Russia’s eastern borders, there is no evidence that Moscow is currently concerned by a military threat from China (or Japan for that matter) in the east, and it tolerated the US’s post-9/11 presence in central Asia. 
AT: Europe Counterbalancing

U.S. military and economy ensures no counterbalancing—specifically from Europe 

Brooks and Wohlforth 08 (Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor and Professor of Government at Dartmouth College.  World Out of Balance: International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy, pdf. 2008, pages 29-32)  
Posen's study of American military primacy ratifies Kennedy's emphasis on the historical importance of the economic foundations of national power. It is the combination of military and economic potent that sets the United States apart from its predecessors at the top of the international system (fig. 2.1). Previous leading states were either great commercial and naval powers or great military powers on land, never both. The British Empire in its heyday and the United States during the Cold War, for example, shared the world with other powers that matched or exceeded them in some areas. Even at the height of I: Pax Britannica, the United Kingdom was outspent, out manned, al outgunned by both France and Russia. Similarly, at the dawn of of the Cold War the United States was dominant economically as well as air and naval capabilities. But the Soviet Union retained overall military parity, and thanks to geography and investment in land power had a superior ability to seize territory in Eurasia. The United States' share of world GDP in 2006, 27.5 percent, surpassed that of any leading state in modern history, with the sole exception of its own position after 1945 (when World War II had temporary depressed every other major economy). The size of the U.S. economy means that its massive military capabilities required roughly 4 percent of its GDP in 2005,far less than the nearly 10 percent it averaged on the peak years of the Cold War, 1950-70, and the burden borne by mc of the major powers of the past. As Kennedy SLUS up, Being able to bet One at great cost is one thing; being the world's single superpower on the cheap is astonishing."'9 The only other economy big and rich enough to generate military capabilities on the American scale is that of the European Union whose 27 member states have a combined GDP larger than that of the United States. To realize that potential, however, Brussels would have to wield Europe's aggregate economic output with the same strategy purpose as the United States, a unitary state. A superpower's military force could be purchased only at the price of a frontal assault on European nations' core sovereignty. Balance-of-power theory assumes the states seek to preserve their security and autonomy, and, as Jolly Howorth and Anand Menon point out, "Fundamental to an undo standing of the EU is an appreciation of the fact that such consider lions are as present within it as they are in its dealings with the outside world.' Neither the authority nor the ability to act decisively in Europe's name exists even in monetary matters, to say nothing of foreign and defense policy. Ultimate authority rests with the member states, all 27 of which must agree to any decision on defense and security policy. This requirement of unanimity "places profound limits on the potential for decisive EU security policies.    
AT: Counterbalancing- Laundry List

No counterbalancing now---Russia, China, Europe, Japan, and India will not counterbalance the U.S. now or in the future Kagan 8.

(Robert Kagan, sr. associate at Carnegie Endowment for Peace. End of dreams, return of history, Defence debates. 10/21/08, NP, http://defencedebates.wordpress.com/2008/10/21/robert-kaganend-of-dreams-return-of-history/ DM)
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.   

AT: Asia Counterbalancing 

Asia is unstable, can’t counterbalance US

Frost 11 (Ellen, Counselor to the US Trade Representative, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Economic and Technology Affairs, “Shifting the Burden of Proof,” Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/asia_policy/v006/6.frost.pdf YT)

Is it possible that East Asia is constructing a new kind of regional order, one that will teach us something about how to govern ourselves in a fluid, post–Cold War strategic environment? Not a chance, say the skeptics: Asia will remain potentially unstable because Asian leaders would rather issue meaningless communiqués than yield a centimeter of sovereignty. Moreover, China’s long-term intentions are unknown and possibly destabilizing, Sino-Japanese tensions are still raw, and the Southeast Asian states are weak and divided. In short, East Asia is not a coherent region, let alone a model of order. Only the United States can provide the glue that cements stability, and that glue is military power; everything else is rhetoric. Or so many hard-nosed “realists” would argue.

AT: Counterbalancing

U.S. hegemony solves counterbalancing—countries bandwagon and form alliances with the U.S. Kagan 08.

(Robert Kagan, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for Peace. The September 12 Paradigm, Carnegie Endowment.  September/October 2008, NP, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/2008/08/21/september-12-paradigm/3dy DM)

The next administration has a chance to learn from the Bush administration's mistakes, as well as to build on the progress the Bush administration has made in correcting them. The United States' position in the world today is not nearly as bad as some claim. Predictions that other powers would join together in an effort to balance against the rogue superpower have proved inaccurate. Other powers are emerging, but they are not aligning together against the United States. China and Russia have an interest and a desire to reduce the scale of U.S. predominance and seek more relative power for themselves. But they remain as wary of each other as they are of Washington. Other rising powers, such as Brazil and India, are not seeking to balance against the United States. Indeed, despite the negative opinion polls, most of the world's great powers are drawing closer to the United States geopolitically. A few years ago, France's Jacques Chirac and Germany's Gerhard Schroder flirted with turning to Russia as a way of counterbalancing U.S. power. But now, France, Germany, and the rest of Europe are tending in the other direction. This is not out of a renewed affection for the United States. The more pro-U.S. foreign policies of French President Nicolas Sarkozy and German Chancellor Angela Merkel reflect their judgment that close but not uncritical relations with the United States enhance European power and influence. The eastern European nations, meanwhile, worry about a resurgent Russia States in Asia and the Pacific have drawn closer to the United States mostly out of concern about the rising power of China. In the mid-1990s, the U.S.-Japanese alliance was in danger of eroding. But since 1997, the strategic relationship between the two countries has grown stronger. Some of the nations of Southeast Asia have also begun hedging against a rising China. (Australia may be the one exception to this broad trend, as its new government is tilting toward China and away from the United States and other democratic powers in the region.) The most notable shift has occurred in India, a former ally of Moscow that today sees good relations with the United States as critical to achieving its broader strategic and economic goals. Even in the Middle East, where anti-Americanism runs hottest and where images of the U.S. occupation in Iraq and memories of Abu Ghraib continue to burn in the popular consciousness, the strategic balance has not shifted against the United States. Egypt, Jordan, Morocco, and Saudi Arabia continue to work closely with the United States, as do the nations of the Persian Gulf that worry about Iran. Iraq has shifted from implacable anti-Americanism under Saddam to dependence on the United States, and a stable Iraq in the years to come would shift the strategic balance in a decidedly pro-U.S. direction, since Iraq sits on vast oil reserves and could become a significant power in the region. 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.  

AT: Counterbalancing

No counterbalancing now—the US faces very little opposition or constraint against its power
Brooks and Wohlforth 08. (Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor and Professor of Government at Dartmouth College. World Out of Balance: International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy, pdf. 2008, pages 2-3)
What accounts for this sudden shift in assessment of American power? For rnost observers, It was not new information about material capabilities. As Robert Jervis observes, "Measured in any conceivable way, the United States has a greater share of world power than a other country in history". That statement was as accurate when it was written in 2006 as it would have been at any time after 1991, and the primacy it describes will long persist, even If the most pessimistic prognostications about US economic, military and technological competitiveness come true. For most scholars of international relations what really changed after 2003 were estimates of the political utility America's primacy. Suddenly, scholars were impressed by the fact that material preponderance does not always translate into desired outcomes. For many, theories of international relations (IR) that explain constraints on the use of power were vindicated by American setbacks in Iraq and elsewhere. For more than three decades, much IR scholarship has been devoted to theories about how the international environment shapes states' behavior. Applying them to the case at hand, scholars have drawn on each of the main IR theories -- realism, institutionalism, constructivism and liberalism -- to identify external (or "systemic") constraints that undermine the value of the United States' primacy, greatly restricting the range of security policies it can pursue. Scholars emphasize a variety of elements in the international system that constrain US security policy: international institutions, balancing dynamics, global economic interdependence and legitimacy. The upshot is simply but portentous for the contours of international politics the decades to come: the political utility of US material primacy is attenuated or even negated by enduring properties of the international system. The purpose of this book is to undertake the systematic evaluation of the external constraints that scholars have highlighted and thereby gain a better understanding of the United States' global role. This entails answering four questions: Does the United States face the imminent prospect of having its power checked by a balancing coalition of other great powers? As it has become increasingly exposed to the international economy, has the United States become more vulnerable to other actors' attempts to influence its security policies? Is the United States tightly bound by the need to maintain a good general reputation for cooperation in international institutions? Does the United States need to adhere to existing rules to sustain legitimacy and thus maintain today's international institutional order? Our answer to each of these questions is no -- a finding that overturns the scholarly conventional wisdom, according to which these factors strongly constrain US security policy. On the contrary, the unprecedented concentration of power resources in the United States generally renders inoperative the constraining effects of the systemic properties long central to research in international relations.     

AT: Counterbalancing

Asia is unstable, can’t counterbalance US

Frost 11 (Ellen, Counselor to the US Trade Representative, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Economic and Technology Affairs, “Shifting the Burden of Proof,” Project Muse, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/asia_policy/v006/6.frost.pdf YT)

Is it possible that East Asia is constructing a new kind of regional order, one that will teach us something about how to govern ourselves in a fluid, post–Cold War strategic environment? Not a chance, say the skeptics: Asia will remain potentially unstable because Asian leaders would rather issue meaningless communiqués than yield a centimeter of sovereignty. Moreover, China’s long-term intentions are unknown and possibly destabilizing, Sino-Japanese tensions are still raw, and the Southeast Asian states are weak and divided. In short, East Asia is not a coherent region, let alone a model of order. Only the United States can provide the glue that cements stability, and that glue is military power; everything else is rhetoric. Or so many hard-nosed “realists” would argue.
AT: Counterbalancing

States not counterbalancing – US grand strategy 

Alexander and Leiber 5 (Keir A. Lieber is Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, Gerard Alexander is Associate Professor of Politics at the University of Virginia, Waiting for Balancing: Why the World Is Not Pushing Back, The President and Fellows of Harvard College and the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2005, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v030/30.1lieber.html, BM)
The major powers are not balancing against the United States because of the nature of U.S. grand strategy in the post–September 11 world. There is no doubt that this strategy is ambitious, assertive, and backed by tremendous offensive military capability. But it is also highly selective and not broadly threatening. Specifically, the United States is focusing these means on the greatest threats to its interests—that is, the threats emanating from nuclear proliferator states and global terrorist organizations. Other major powers are not balancing U.S. power because they want the United States to succeed in defeating these shared threats or are ambivalent yet understand they are not in its crosshairs. In many cases, the diplomatic friction identified by proponents of the concept of soft balancing instead reflects disagreement about tactics, not goals, which is nothing new in history.
***Multilateralism Bad***
Heg Good- Multilateralism Bad

Multilateralism weakens U.S. 

Prato 09 (Marine Corps University, “The Need For American Hegemony”, February 20th, 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) NA   
The liberal internationalist school of thought is based on the concept of multilateralism, which became popular in the 1990’s due to “an obsession with international legality.” This resulted in the creation of liberal international legality.” This resulted in the creation of liberal international bodies such as the European Union and World Trade Organization. Unfortunately, multilateral principles have become the mainstay of European politics over the last decade in response to U.S. hegemony. History, however, confirms multilateralism to be unsustainable and impractical. The idea of international approval to justify the morality of governmental decisions is mind-boggling.  Consider a U.N.  Security Council resolution to pose sanctions on another country.  The approving nations will probably act in their own interests thereby making suspect any cause for agreement. The U.N. and E.U. were nonetheless founded on this way of thinking.   However, these organizations were not Europe’s earliest “utopian” dream of a “transnational economic era” characterized by a lack of borders, state sovereignty, and military power. The first ended abruptly with “the war to end all wars. Yet, liberal internationalists, like Professor Noam Chomsky of MIT, insist that a unipolar world dominated by the U.S.  disregards U.N. principles concerning the mutual defense of nations and precipitates a “divided” and “insecure” world. Thus, the multilateralist solution is not state sovereignty, but rather the interdependence of states, which consequently weakens the notion of the nation-state.   Multilateralists believe that peace and prosperity are achieved through international cooperation and the application of law.  They argue that the United States’ “do-it-alone” attitude, regarding multilateral treaties in particular, discounts the rule of international law and isolates the U.S. from the international community
Heg Good- Multilateralism Bad Ext.

Multilateralism Bad – E.U. proves  

Prato 09 (Marine Corps University, “The Need For American Hegemony”, February 20th, 2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) NA   

While multilateralists strive to replace state sovereignty with international charters, they fail to recognize the infeasibility of a multipolar world.  No other nation is currently capable or willing to assume equal responsibility for maintaining global peace and prosperity.  This became apparent as European allies slashed their defense budgets and failed to take the lead in places like Iraq, Afghanistan, Africa, and Bosnia.   Such was also the case at the end of the Cold War when European nations cut military spending to below two percent of their GDPs while they “cashed in on a sizeable peace dividend” paid in full by America.   Europe cannot maintain peace and prosperity with an underfunded military force.    Still, Europe demands “multilateral action through the U.N.” and insists on equal say in solving global issues without providing equal funding.  Alas, these are typical tactics of weaker nations unwilling to carry their weight on the international stage, though they are eager to be “free riders” on a global “American pax.”   They beg for U.S. aid and security during crisis only to resume their usual criticisms thereafter. Frankly, most nations do not desire multipolarity.  The reluctance of foreign powers to increase their world presence speaks to this end.   Consider the limited European contribution to the Global War on Terror.  Europe’s lack of participation creates a global need for American hegemony since the U.S. is willing to provide a last line of defense for many countries.   In fact, American “unipolarity, managed benignly, is far more likely to keep the peace.”   Of course, the concept of benignity is subjective. 

***Economy***
Heg Good- Economy (1/2)

U.S. hegemony provides economic prosperity

Prato, ’09 (M.V., Captain of the United States Marine Corps, “The Need for American Hegemony”, Command and Staff College, 2/20/2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508040&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, LH) 
The world is safer and more prosperous because of U.S.  hegemony.  The free world enjoys unprecedented economic prosperity while starvation and poverty continue to decline.   Furthermore, the “amicus populi romani,” still call upon the U.S. during times of distress.  They require U.S. hegemony for their own self-interests as well as to foster good relations with the world’s superpower. 40   Therefore, the U.S. must exercise benevolent global hegemony, unilaterally if necessary, to ensure its security and maintain global peace and prosperity.  What are the alternatives?  A Chinese or Russian hegemony would be unlikely to benefit the rest of the world.  A multilateral coalition of nations proved to be ineffective and unsustainable.  American isolationism would leave the world vulnerable to tyranny.  Ultimately, the future of the world depends on American willingness to guarantee the freedom of others.  To quote Ronald Reagan: “We maintain our strength in order to deter and defend against aggression — to preserve freedom and peace. 
Heg Good- Economy (2/2)

Global economic collapse leads to war

Lind, ’10 (Michael, policy director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation, “Will the great recession lead to World War IV?”, Salon News, http://www.salon.com/news/economics/index.html?story=/opinion/feature/2010/05/11/great_recession_world_war_iv, LH) 

If history is any guide, an era of global economic stagnation will help the nationalist and populist right, at the expense of the neoliberal and cosmopolitan/multicultural left. During the Long Depression of the late 19th century, which some historians claim lasted from 1873 to 1896, the nations of the West adopted protectionist measures to promote their industries. Beginning with Bismarck’s Germany, many countries also adopted social reforms like government pensions and health insurance. These reforms were often favored by the nationalist right, as a way of luring the working class away from the temptations of Marxism and left-liberalism. By and large the strategy worked. When World War I broke out, the working classes and farmers in most countries rallied enthusiastically around their respective flags. The Great Depression of the 1930s similarly led to the rise of one or another version of the authoritarian, nationalist right in Europe. Only in a few societies with deeply established liberal traditions, like the English-speaking countries and Scandinavia, did liberals or liberal conservatives hold on. And Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal Democratic Party, a coalition that included racist Southerners and traditionalist Catholic immigrants, was not particularly liberal by today’s standards. In both eras of depression, great-power rivalry for resources and markets intensified and ultimately led to a world war. Following World War II, the U.S. sought to avert a repetition of that pattern, by creating a global market secured by a global great-power concert in the form of the Security Council. But the project of economic disarmament and security cooperation broke down almost immediately after 1945 and the split between the Soviets and the Anglo-Americans produced the Cold War. The second attempt at a global market that began after the Cold War may be breaking down now, as the most important economic powers pursue their conflicting national interests. 

Heg Good- Economy Ext.

U.S. leadership helps the economy- open markets, more jobs

Nau, ’09 (Henry, professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, “Is American Hegemony Bad or Just Better than Alternatives?”, International Studies Review, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1468-2486.2008.01834.x/abstract, LH)

If American leadership has been so deficient, how did the Cold war end without a hot war and how has the world enjoyed unprecedented prosperity since the Cold War ended? The volume seems completely oblivious to the fact that this latest “outburst” of capitalism has raised the standard of living of more people living under the poverty line than ever before. China and India, with most of the world’s poorest population, are growing three or four times faster than Europe, Japan and America, and have been for 20 years or more. Would this have happened under Soviet (if Moscow had won the Cold War), European, Chinese, Indian or Japanese hegemony or consortium? Would these countries have championed freer trade policies for East Asian and now Chinese, Indian and Latin American exporters, or sympathized with the promotion of human rights in places such as Sudan and Zimbabwe, where Russian and Chinese policies currently block international efforts to stop humanitarian atrocities? The criticism of America is not the problem. A dominant power is fair game. But the criticism also ironically takes for granted the benefits of American hegemony-the open markets and global security provided by US foreign policy, the flexibility of America’s middle classes, which have transitioned to better jobs in America so that more jobs could be created in poorer countries, and the light footprint of American imperialism that since 1945 has nurtured not colonies but democratic self-governments in Europe, Asia and elsewhere. Admittedly, America’s soft power is under a cloud, but the relevant question is, compared to what. Some, if not much, of the opposition to America has little to do with America. It has to do with authoritarian ideologies in other countries, particularly in Asia and the Middle East, that prefer elitist over middle-class economies and nationalist over liberal political ideologies. 

***Oil***
Heg Good-Oil (1/3)

U.S. hegemony influences access and prices of oil

Hurst, ’09 (Steven, senior lecturer in politics at the Manchester Metropolitan University, “The United States and Iraq since 1979: Hegemony, Oil, and War”, Edinburgh University Press, http://books.google.com/books?id=g95cU17LoHcC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH) 

Oil is a commodity unlike any other in its centrality to modern life and the functioning of the WCS. As a result, it is treated by states as a strategic commodity rather than one whose supply can be left purely to the operation of the market. Governments seek to ensure their ability to influence the international oil system in terms both of access to oil and of prices, and no state is more preoccupied with this effort than the global hegemon. After 1945, just as it did in the wider WCS, the United States sought to secure and maintain the position of hegemonic state in the international oil system. It succeeded in this objective through a combination of deepened ties to the most important oil-producing state of Saudi Arabia, the control of production and marketing of Gulf oil by the major American oil companies, and American military predominance in the Middle East (albeit largely exercised through proxies such as Turkey, Israel, Iran and the UK). Successive administrations maintained this hegemonic role not primarily in order to ensure America’s own oil supplies (until the 1970s its imports from the region represented only a small fraction of its consumption), so much as those of the WCS as a whole: As a superpower and an economic giant possessing both a far-flung system of alliances and a host of trading partners whose economic well-being is critical for US exports, the United States has a vital interest in ensuring the unimpeded supply of petroleum not just to the United states but to world markets as well. 

Heg Good- Oil (2/3)

Oil is key to U.S. economic strength

Shipley, ’07 (Tyler, Ph.D. candidate in the department of political science at York University, “Currency Wars: Oil, Iraq, and the Future of U.S. Hegemony”, Studies in Political Economy, http://spe.library.utoronto.ca/index.php/spe/article/view/5194/2055, LH)
Accepting Beitels characterization of an American hegemony shaken by the emergence of new competitors, this article focuses on the immediate threat posed by the euro to US dollar hegemony and the seigniorage benefits it accrues for the United States, and the important role of oil trading in shaping this threat. Oil has become an essential element of the global economic hegemony of the US dollar and its financial sector, and this hegemony is crucial to maintaining economic strength and stability for a critical and demanding American public.10 This program of economic hegemony is painstakingly analyzed in Peter Gowans The Global Gamble, a critique of the US bid for world domination under the guise of globalization. According to Gowan, the shift to economic hegemony took shape in the early 1970s with the Nixon administrations decision to abandon the gold standard.11 By liberating the international market from the gold standard, Nixon made certain that, while the United States would still remain the economic superpower, it would do so without the rules and constraints placed on it by the Bretton Woods system.12 With currencies floating on the global market, the United States had to do only one thing: ensure that no other currency could take its place as the global reserve.

Heg Good- Oil (3/3)

Economic decline triggers conflict around the world

Auslin and Lachman, ’09 (Michael, AEI’s director of Japan Studies, Desmond, economic strategist at Salomon Smith Barney, “The Global Economy Unravels”, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 3/6/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100187, LH)

What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

Heg Good- Oil  Ext.

U.S. economy dependent on oil

Rosati, ’10 (Jerel, political science professor at the University of South Carolina, “The Politics of United States Foreign Policy”, Cengage Learning, http://books.google.com/books?id=SQjN0TpG7tAC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH)

Surely, the United States remains the most powerful single actor on the global stage; it is the only complete superpower and its military and economic might are still quite formidable. However, the forces of globalization have unleashed a more complex and uncontrollable world of interdependence, technological change, uneven development, identity and culture clashes, and transnational forces. The old levers of power and influence are harder to identify and still harder to apply, and reliable foreign policy instruments such as military force face new constraint at home and abroad in their application. The U.S. economy is also petroleum based and increasingly dependent on the importation of oil and other strategic minerals from around the world (see essay 2.4 for a greater discussion on oil and strategic mineral dependence). Such factors raise new challenges for the Obama administration and the American people to confront.  

Heg Good- Oil Ext.

Oil key to U.S. military posture and economy

King, ’08 (Neil, energy reporter from the Wall Street Journal, “Peek Oil: A Survey of Security Concerns”, CNAS Energy Security Visionaries Series, http://www.aspo-usa.org/aspousa4/proceedings/_CNAS_King_Peak_Oil_WorkingPaper.pdf, LH) 

The current world order has been built on cheap and abundant oil more than any other commodity. Without it, the United States could not have established a global military posture reaching from the shores of Italy to the Pacific outpost of Guam. Nor would the world have seen the breakneck industrialization and economic growth of the last century, much of it driven literally by the U.S. model of upward mobility and individual consumption. Oil, and the need to protect it, secure it, or fight over it, have figured prominently in nearly every major war of the modern age. 
Heg Good- Oil Ext.
Oil key to U.S. military hardware

King, ’08 (Neil, energy reporter from the Wall Street Journal, “Peek Oil: A Survey of Security Concerns”, CNAS Energy Security Visionaries Series, http://www.aspo-usa.org/aspousa4/proceedings/_CNAS_King_Peak_Oil_WorkingPaper.pdf, LH) 

Military hardware, particularly American tanks, fighter jets, and ships, have never been built for efficiency. In a superb recent piece on the subject, “The Fuel Gauge of National Security,” published in May 2008 in Armed Forces Journal, Commander Jeffrey Eggers of the Joint Staff dissects what he calls “oil’s grip on our military.” The M1 tank, he notes, is the only tank in the world powered by a gas turbine jet engine—“yet our flying main battle tank has such poor gas mileage that is has to be trucked to the front lines.”  Aerial refueling tankers routinely dump excess jet fuel prior to landing.   The cost of the U.S. military’s profound dependence on diesel, gasoline, and jet fuel will approach $10 billion this year. But many of the costs can’t be measured in dollars. Many U.S. soldiers and hired contractors have been killed hauling fuel into Iraq. The energy footprint of the U.S. soldier in Iraq, Commander Eggers notes, is 16 times higher than his compatriot during World War II, when severe shortages of diesel stalled Patton’s push toward Berlin. This heavy reliance on diesel at remote forward operating bases in both Iraq and Afghanistan has prompted a number of efforts to find new ways to generate electricity in the field. 
***Heg Decline-War***

Heg Decline-War

Power Transitions lead to war

Fogg, 9 (Erik, Master of Science in Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Generalizing Power Transitions as a Cause of War, MIT, June 2009, http://web.mit.edu/efogg/Public/ErikFoggThesis.pdf, BM)

I suggest that higher rates of power transition also provoke motivations for war; these two motivators may compete, and one may be dominant. I have already established that declining states have a preventative motivation to declare war to hedge against the risk of defeat or subordination later. Given that they have a closing window of opportunity to act—that declaring war later means a constantly- decreasing military advantage22—then we can also surmise that the faster this window closes, the greater the crisis to act. Such crises, even if they do not lead to war, may motivate a state to take great measures to prepare for war (by mobilizing, purchasing arms, moving troops toward the border, etc) that are likely to decrease the security of the revisionist state, who will respond in kind—a classic case of a security spiral23. Such crises to act are certainly influenced by the speed in which the balance of power shifts—a state that is rapidly expanding its army is more worrisome than a state more slowly expanding its army, and in the latter case, the threatened state has more time to think or negotiate before its security is completely compromised. When it has no time to reach decisions or negotiate with the rising power, it is driven to act—either by attacking (in preventative warfare) or by trying to rapidly bolster its own defenses. Slowing down one’s expansion or mobilization will put it at a disadvantage if a war occurs, and states are thus unlikely to halt such military buildups on the mere promise of another state that it will do the same24. When states have less time to act, the magnitude of these crises increases, and the ability to negotiate decreases. The dominant state, confident that the revisionist state will meet it in power and challenge it in some way, rapidly builds its defenses and falls folly to a perceived closing window of opportunity to put down the rising state before it reaches parity. The revisionist state, aware that it will soon overtake the dominant state in power (and thus bargaining ability) will resist calls to negotiate, hoping always to negotiate later as its relative power grows, and constantly aware that the dominant state may preemptively strike25. The state of tension means that even a small spark of conflict could quickly 23 The security spiral is a behavior described by two states entering an unintended arms race by purely defensive motivations, as each state perceives the other’s armaments to undermine its own security. See Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, escalate into full-fledged war. In power transitions, as both states try to negotiate their positions, determine the capability and will of the other, and prepare to deal with the future, higher-speed transitions are more likely to lead to war. Such behavior would run parallel to the spiral of mobilization and perceived offensive advantage in the First World War that many scholars believe derailed negotiation efforts between Austria and Russia26.

Heg Decline-War

Empirics prove transition wars – Arab-Israeli war, WWI, Britain vs. Germany 1939

Fogg, 9 (Erik, Master of Science in Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Generalizing Power Transitions as a Cause of War, MIT, June 2009, http://web.mit.edu/efogg/Public/ErikFoggThesis.pdf, BM)
The 1948 Arab-Israeli War. In this case, it was Israel (and the West, in general) that sought to change the status quo (specifically, the territorial boundaries of Trans-Jordan and the existence of an Israeli Palestine). Arab states that initiated war against Israel were fighting to maintain the status quo, and were generally considered somewhat more powerful. It became clear that Israel and the Arab states had gone through an extremely high-speed power transition, as Israel's military coercive ability started out very small at its inception, but by the end of the war was high enough to drive out the Arabs and occupy large swaths of territory. This was clearly a power transition war initiated by the status quo powers. World War I. While the German aspirations for territory strongly influenced decision-making in all involved states, it was forceful preservations of the status quo that led to the first two declarations of war in World War I. The Austro-Hungarian declaration of war against Serbia was designed to coerce the Serbian government into preventing Bosnian-Serb nationalists within Serbia from continuing operations against the Empire. The Russian declaration of war against Austria-Hungary, in turn, was intended to prevent Austria-Hungary from acquiring territory in the Slavic Balkans. Both initiations of hostilities were meant to enforce elements of the status quo important to each country, rather than significantly change the international order.43The British declaration of war against Germany, 1939. While Nazi Germany had indeed severely provoked the Allies in the late 1930's by invading Czechoslovakia and Poland, the United Kingdom did not respond until the invasion of Poland, when Germany's total military might finally surpassed that of the United Kingdom. Specifically, Germany did not declare war on the United Kingdom: Germany was content to continue its conquest of smaller states until it had achieved much43 Van Evera, “The Cult of the Offensive and the Origins of the First World War,” 1984.40 greater strength. Britain's declaration of war against Germany was a status quo-initiated war in an attempt to maintain the continental status-quo.44 These are a few examples that illustrate the relatively muddled nature of revisionist initiation of war in power transitions. While this paper does not attempt to predict whether the revisionist state will declare war, nor does it predict what conditions lead to revisionism by a state, these issues are discussed in the final section of the paper.
Heg Decline-War

US decline causes Anarchy and War

Kromah 9 (Lamii, International Relations Department, University of the Whitwatersrand, The Institutional Nature of U.S. Hegemony: Post 9/11, 6/3/09, http://wiredspace.wits.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10539/7301/MARR%2009.pdf?sequence=1, KR)
 Especially after the cold war America can be described as trying to keep its position at the top but also integrating others more thoroughly in the international system that it dominates. It is assumed that the differential growth of power in a state system would undermine the status quo and lead to hegemonic war between declining and rising powers48, but I see a different pattern: the U.S. hegemonic stability promoting liberal institutionalism, the events following 9/11 are a brief abnormality from this path, but the general trend will be toward institutional liberalism. Hegemonic states are the crucial components in military alliances that turn back the major threats to mutual sovereignties and hence political domination of the system. Instead of being territorially aggressive and eliminating other states, hegemons respect other's territory. They aspire to be leaders and hence are upholders of inter-stateness and inter-territoriality.49 The nature of the institutions themselves must, however, be examined. They were shaped in the years immediately after World War II by the United States. The American willingness to establish institutions, the World Bank to deal with finance and trade, United Nations to resolve global conflict, NATO to provide security for Western Europe, is explained in terms of the theory of collective goods. It is commonplace in the regimes literature that the United States, in so doing, was providing not only private goods for its own benefit but also (and perhaps especially) collective goods desired by, and for the benefit of, other capitalist states and members of the international system in general. (Particular care is needed here about equating state interest with "national" interest.) Not only was the United States protecting its own territory and commercial enterprises, it was providing military protection for some fifty allies and almost as many neutrals. Not only was it ensuring a liberal, open, near-global economy for its own prosperity, it was providing the basis for the prosperity of all capitalist states and even for some states organized on noncapitalist principles (those willing to abide by the basic rules established to govern international trade and finance). While such behaviour was not exactly selfless or altruistic, certainly the benefits-however distributed by class, state, or region-did accrue to many others, not just to Americans.50 For the truth about U.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 undermine 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”.51 I argue that the overall American-shaped system is still in place. It is this macro political system-a legacy of American power and its liberal polity that remains and serves to foster agreement and consensus. This is precisely what people want when they look for U.S. leadership and hegemony.52 If the U.S. retreats from its hegemonic role, who would supplant it, not Europe, not China, not the Muslim world –and certainly not the United Nations. Unfortunately, the alternative to a single superpower is not a multilateral utopia, but the anarchic nightmare of a New Dark Age. Moreover, the alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be ‘apolarity’ –a global vacuum of power.53 
Heg Decline-War

Decline Causes Transition Wars

Fogg 9 (Erik, Department of Political Science, MIT, Generalizing Power Transitions as a Cause of War, June 2009, http://web.mit.edu/efogg/Public/Thesis/ErikFoggThesis.pdf, KR)
In this thesis, I ask three questions about the nature of power transition theory. First, I ask whether power transition theory can be generalized beyond identification of great powers or regional hierarchies. Lemke and Werner introduce the concept of a multiple hierarchical order, in which mutually relevant regional powers can go to war over dissatisfaction with a regional status quo. I submit that this concept can be generalized into a continuous concept to include all states within the umbrella of the theory. Second, I ask how often status quo states initiate war in power transition cases. Jack Levy explains that status quo states have a motive to launch a preemptive war against a revisionist state, before it becomes too powerful to defeat. I submit that these motivations lead to a high incidence of status quo actor-initiated war in power transitions. Finally, I ask whether the rate of change of relative power matters during a transition period. I hypothesize that quick changes in the relative difference in power between two states would create a fast-closing window of opportunity. This closing window creates a crisis and motivates leaders to move quickly, leading to a higher probability of avoidable war. Incorporation of rate of power transition could explain war in power transition cases yet to achieve true parity, or even explain peace in a period of parity and revisionism. To test these questions, I create a large, inclusive (571,000+ N) dataset of nearly all dyads between 1821 and 2001, using the Correlates of War Composite Index of National Capabilities as the basis of power independent variables, and a composite of distance and power measurements to determine the relevance independent variable. I run a number of regressions of the power and relevance independent variables against the onset of war. I reach decisive conclusions about the nature of power dynamics in the international system, and propose their incorporation into the power transition literature. Generalized, continuous measurements of relevance, parity, and rate of change of power transition increase the explanatory power of the model; the revisionist state does not always or even usually provoke power transition war; finally, higher rates of power transition lead to a higher probability of war. The thesis 
ends with a number of shortfalls with the model I propose, and a number of further revisions and expansions of power transition theory. 
Heg Decline-War

Decline Causes Transition Wars

Fogg 9 (Erik, Department of Political Science, MIT, Generalizing Power Transitions as a Cause of War, June 2009, http://web.mit.edu/efogg/Public/Thesis/ErikFoggThesis.pdf, KR)
A strong base of academic empirical support shows that power transition theory explains a significant proportion of great power interstate war over centuries in the entire international system. Examples include both World Wars, the Napoleonic wars, Franco-Prussian wars, the 100-years war, and more.6 Various large-N and case studies have shown statistically significant effects of power transition on interstate war with many measurements of state power and many operationalizations of transition. Kim uses GNP as a measure of power to show that power transitions have led to war among great powers as far back as the 1600s.7 DeSoysa, O’Neal, and Park show that power transition theory explains war using multiple alternative measures of power.8 Tammen, et al. use GDP as a measurement of power over multiple case studies to show how power transitions caused the Franco-Prussian War, World Wars I and II, the Iran-Iraq War, and the Cold War (in particular, its lack of eruption).9 But does the theory in its current state correctly identify all or most cases of power transition war? I contend that power transition theory has much more explanatory power than has yet been shown, and that more wars in history were caused by power transitions than are currently understood. 
Heg Decline-War

Heg decline causes conflict
Wohlforth 9 (William, professor of government at Dartmouth College, Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War, World Politics vol. 61, #1, January 2009, Muse, KR) 

The evidence suggests that narrow and asymmetrical capabilities gaps foster status competition even among states relatively confident of their basic territorial security for the reasons identified in social identity theory and theories of status competition. Broad patterns of evidence are consistent with this expectation, suggesting that unipolarity shapes strategies of identity maintenance in ways that dampen status conflict. The implication is that unipolarity helps explain low levels of military competition and conflict among major powers after 1991 and that a return to bipolarity or multipolarity would increase the likelihood of such conflict.  This has been a preliminary exercise. The evidence for the hypotheses explored here is hardly conclusive, but it is sufficiently suggestive to warrant further refinement and testing, all the more so given [End Page 56] the importance of the question at stake. If status matters in the way the theory discussed here suggests, then the widespread view that the rise of a peer competitor and the shift back to a bipolar or multipolar structure present readily surmountable policy challenges is suspect. Most scholars agree with Jacek Kugler and Douglas Lemke’s argument: “[S]hould a satisfied state undergo a power transition and catch up with dominant power, there is little or no expectation of war.” 81 Given that today’s rising powers have every material reason to like the status quo, many observers are optimistic that the rise of peer competitors can be readily managed by fashioning an order that accommodates their material interests.  Yet it is far harder to manage competition for status than for most material things. While diplomatic efforts to manage status competition seem easy under unipolarity, theory and evidence suggest that it could present much greater challenges as the system moves back to bipolarity or multipolarity. When status is seen as a positional good, efforts to craft negotiated bargains about status contests face long odds. And this positionality problem is particularly acute concerning the very issue unipolarity solves: primacy. The route back to bipolarity or multipolarity is thus fraught with danger. With two or more plausible claimants to primacy, positional competition and the potential for major power war could once again form the backdrop of world politics. 
Heg Decline- War

Decline Causes Transition Wars

Fogg 9 (Erik, Department of Political Science, MIT, Generalizing Power Transitions as a Cause of War, June 2009, http://web.mit.edu/efogg/Public/Thesis/ErikFoggThesis.pdf, KR)
In this thesis, I ask three questions about the nature of power transition theory. First, I ask whether power transition theory can be generalized beyond identification of great powers or regional hierarchies. Lemke and Werner introduce the concept of a multiple hierarchical order, in which mutually relevant regional powers can go to war over dissatisfaction with a regional status quo. I submit that this concept can be generalized into a continuous concept to include all states within the umbrella of the theory. Second, I ask how often status quo states initiate war in power transition cases. Jack Levy explains that status quo states have a motive to launch a preemptive war against a revisionist state, before it becomes too powerful to defeat. I submit that these motivations lead to a high incidence of status quo actor-initiated war in power transitions. Finally, I ask whether the rate of change of relative power matters during a transition period. I hypothesize that quick changes in the relative difference in power between two states would create a fast-closing window of opportunity. This closing window creates a crisis and motivates leaders to move quickly, leading to a higher probability of avoidable war. Incorporation of rate of power transition could explain war in power transition cases yet to achieve true parity, or even explain peace in a period of parity and revisionism. To test these questions, I create a large, inclusive (571,000+ N) dataset of nearly all dyads between 1821 and 2001, using the Correlates of War Composite Index of National Capabilities as the basis of power independent variables, and a composite of distance and power measurements to determine the relevance independent variable. I run a number of regressions of the power and relevance independent variables against the onset of war. I reach decisive conclusions about the nature of power dynamics in the international system, and propose their incorporation into the power transition literature. Generalized, continuous measurements of relevance, parity, and rate of change of power transition increase the explanatory power of the model; the revisionist state does not always or even usually provoke power transition war; finally, higher rates of power transition lead to a higher probability of war. The thesis 
ends with a number of shortfalls with the model I propose, and a number of further revisions and expansions of power transition theory. 
Heg Decline- War

Decline Causes Transition Wars

Fogg 9 (Erik, Department of Political Science, MIT, Generalizing Power Transitions as a Cause of War, June 2009, http://web.mit.edu/efogg/Public/Thesis/ErikFoggThesis.pdf, KR)
A strong base of academic empirical support shows that power transition theory explains a significant proportion of great power interstate war over centuries in the entire international system. Examples include both World Wars, the Napoleonic wars, Franco-Prussian wars, the 100-years war, and more.6 Various large-N and case studies have shown statistically significant effects of power transition on interstate war with many measurements of state power and many operationalizations of transition. Kim uses GNP as a measure of power to show that power transitions have led to war among great powers as far back as the 1600s.7 DeSoysa, O’Neal, and Park show that power transition theory explains war using multiple alternative measures of power.8 Tammen, et al. use GDP as a measurement of power over multiple case studies to show how power transitions caused the Franco-Prussian War, World Wars I and II, the Iran-Iraq War, and the Cold War (in particular, its lack of eruption).9 But does the theory in its current state correctly identify all or most cases of power transition war? I contend that power transition theory has much more explanatory power than has yet been shown, and that more wars in history were caused by power transitions than are currently understood. 
Heg Decline- War

US decline causes Anarchy and War

Kromah 9 (Lamii, International Relations Department, University of the Whitwatersrand, The Institutional Nature of U.S. Hegemony: Post 9/11, 6/3/09, http://wiredspace.wits.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10539/7301/MARR%2009.pdf?sequence=1, KR)
 Especially after the cold war America can be described as trying to keep its position at the top but also integrating others more thoroughly in the international system that it dominates. It is assumed that the differential growth of power in a state system would undermine the status quo and lead to hegemonic war between declining and rising powers48, but I see a different pattern: the U.S. hegemonic stability promoting liberal institutionalism, the events following 9/11 are a brief abnormality from this path, but the general trend will be toward institutional liberalism. Hegemonic states are the crucial components in military alliances that turn back the major threats to mutual sovereignties and hence political domination of the system. Instead of being territorially aggressive and eliminating other states, hegemons respect other's territory. They aspire to be leaders and hence are upholders of inter-stateness and inter-territoriality.49 The nature of the institutions themselves must, however, be examined. They were shaped in the years immediately after World War II by the United States. The American willingness to establish institutions, the World Bank to deal with finance and trade, United Nations to resolve global conflict, NATO to provide security for Western Europe, is explained in terms of the theory of collective goods. It is commonplace in the regimes literature that the United States, in so doing, was providing not only private goods for its own benefit but also (and perhaps especially) collective goods desired by, and for the benefit of, other capitalist states and members of the international system in general. (Particular care is needed here about equating state interest with "national" interest.) Not only was the United States protecting its own territory and commercial enterprises, it was providing military protection for some fifty allies and almost as many neutrals. Not only was it ensuring a liberal, open, near-global economy for its own prosperity, it was providing the basis for the prosperity of all capitalist states and even for some states organized on noncapitalist principles (those willing to abide by the basic rules established to govern international trade and finance). While such behaviour was not exactly selfless or altruistic, certainly the benefits-however distributed by class, state, or region-did accrue to many others, not just to Americans.50 For the truth about U.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 undermine 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”.51 I argue that the overall American-shaped system is still in place. It is this macro political system-a legacy of American power and its liberal polity that remains and serves to foster agreement and consensus. This is precisely what people want when they look for U.S. leadership and hegemony.52 If the U.S. retreats from its hegemonic role, who would supplant it, not Europe, not China, not the Muslim world –and certainly not the United Nations. Unfortunately, the alternative to a single superpower is not a multilateral utopia, but the anarchic nightmare of a New Dark Age. Moreover, the alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be ‘apolarity’ –a global vacuum of power.53 
***Offshore Balancing***
AT: Offshore Balancing

Offshore balancing kills hegemony

Layne and Thayer, ’07 (Christopher, international theorist and the Robert M. Gates Chain in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M University, Andrew, professor of political science at Baylor University, “American empire: a debate”, Psychology Press, http://books.google.com/books?id=YgE-1HjR70sC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH)

Layne does not illuminate the risks associated with his preferred grand strategy of offshore balancing principally because those risks far outweigh any gain. Abandoning primacy in favor of offshore balancing would entail enormous dangers for the United States and its allies. Most importantly, it would cause the United States to abandon its dominant position in favor of inferiority for the first time in a century. Offshore balancing is a radical break with American tradition, statecrafi, and policies which have allowed the United States first, to defeat four peer competitors-Germany, Italy, Japan, and the Soviet Union in World War II and the Cold War; second, by peaceful means, to replace the previously dominant state- Great Britain; and third, to win greater security for the American people and their allies. 

AT: Offshore Balancing

We must exert our hegemony- shape the global system

Ikenberry, ’07 (G. John, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University in the Department of Politics, “The Case for Restraint: Comments and Responses”, The American Interest, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=337, LH)

The Iraq war will be rendered all the more tragic if it leads America to pull back from its European and Asian security partnerships and its leadership in maintaining the institutional bases of global order—but this is precisely what Barry Posen proposes. One can applaud his arguments for a less-is-more approach to the Middle East and the problem of Islamic radicalism, which are based on a more plausible theory of terrorism and modern Arab history than the shifting theses offered by the Bush Administration. However, this argument is only loosely related to his broader call for a grand strategy of “restraint”, and this is deeply problematic. Posen makes four mistakes. First, he conflates all the various types of “activist” grand strategies and sees all of them as equally misguided. In fact, liberal and neoconservative strategies offer profoundly different visions of international order. If neoconservatives want to employ American power to control the international system, liberal internationalists want to use American power to shape it through the provisioning of rules and institutions. Second, in conflating these alternatives, Posen misses the same point that his neoconservative rivals miss—namely, that America can best pursue its global interests with a functioning governance system that facilitates cooperation in world politics. Posen acknowledges the importance of such governance mechanisms when he talks about the need for a revived Non-Proliferation Treaty and other security regimes. Indeed, the world is thirsting today for a revived system of rules and tools for collective action. Posen notes the troubling way in which the world has pushed back in the face of the unbridled exercise of American power, but it is precisely Washington’s commitment to rules and institutions of governance that reduces the incentives for these soft balancing moves. Hence Posen’s third mistake is that he narrowly associates “restraint” with the retraction of America’s security commitments in Europe and Asia. The argument he makes is that these alliance partnerships create a moral hazard. Relying on American commitments, other countries shirk their responsibilities, while the United States finds itself intervening everywhere and getting into trouble. But these alliances—as well as America’s commitment to a wider array of multilateral institutions—are actually an essential tool for the establishment of American strategic restraint. These institutions provide mechanisms for other countries to engage Washington, and they establish constraints and obligations that at least partly inhibit American unilateralism. The lesson of the Iraq war is not for America to “come home”, but to tie itself more tightly to its allies. Yes, there are dangers that this extended security system will provide opportunities for strategic blunders and overextension. But the solution is better collective decision-making, not the wholesale scrapping of the postwar system. Finally, to pull back from a liberal internationalist grand strategy is to lose the opportunity to lay down the institutional foundations for a global order that serves American interests in future years, when it is likely to be relatively less powerful. Think of it as investing in the future. We should be working at this moment to shape the global system so that the institutional legacies of today’s actions put the United States in the best position possible to secure its interests when the wheel of power turns and other countries loom larger. This requires activism, of a certain sort.     
AT: Offshore Balancing 

Research on offshore balancing is flawed – ground troops are needed for political objectives

Schake 10 (Kori, PhD in government, researcher at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution, “Limits of offshore balancing,” October 13, 2010, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/10/13/limits_of_offshore_balancing, YS)
Pape's research shows that the majority of suicide bomb attacks occur in places occupied by U.S. military forces; from this he concludes that we should adopt a strategy of "offshore balancing." By which he means to remove U.S. forces and rely on military strikes into the countries, along with more effective political and economic engagement. Neither the research nor the prescriptions are sound bases for policy.  To say that attacks occur where U.S. forces are deployed is to say no more than Willy Sutton, who robbed banks because "that's where the money is." Pape's approach ignores the context in which deployment and stationing of U.S. forces occurs. We send troops to advance our interests, protect our allies, and contest the political and geographic space that groups like al Qaeda and the Taliban are operating in. Of course the attacks will stop if we cede those political objectives. But the troops are not the point, the political objectives are the point.  The second important context Pape glosses over is that suicide attacks do not occur wherever in the world U.S. troops are deployed. Troops stationed in Germany, Japan, or South Korea are not at risk of suicide attacks from the people of those countries. This is not just about U.S. troops, but also about the societies we are operating in. It is about a radical and violent interpretation of Islam that we are using military force to contest.  The policy prescriptions Pape advances are also problematic. An offshore balancing approach means that we will not be engaged with military forces on the ground, and yet what we have learned in the Balkans, Iraq, and Afghanistan is that we achieve our objectives most fully when indigenous forces are partnered with us and made able to take over the work of U.S. forces in the fight. They have greater legitimacy, local knowledge, and make the outcome most durable. That was the Bush administration's strategy in Iraq, and it is the purported approach of the Obama administration in Afghanistan. Pape's policies have no way to achieve that improvement in the capacity of partner forces.  An offshore balancing approach is also inherently retaliatory and has been shown to increase the resistance of affected populations to supporting our objectives. We threaten to use force from the safe confines of distance; that use of force may have pinpoint accuracy but will often be less precise and cause more civilian casualties than forces on the ground, which will again feed into public attitudes about whether to support U.S. goals. Instead of working with the people most affected and helping build their capacity to protect themselves, offshore balancing does little to change the problem in positive ways. 

