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US heg has become more of a threat than a deterrent, worthless for China and Russia

Roberts 10, Paul Craig Roberts, a frequent contributor to Global Research, and economist, and Assistant Secretary of the Treasury during President Reagan's first term, 2010 “The Road to Armageddon: The Insane Drive for American Hegemony Threatens Life on Earth,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17821, Global Research
The U.S. has already encircled Iran with military bases. The U.S. government intends to neutralize China by seizing control over the Middle East and cutting China off from oil. 

 This plan assumes that Russia and China, nuclear armed states, will be intimidated by U.S. anti-missile defenses and acquiesce to U.S. hegemony and that China will lack oil for its industries and military.

 The U.S. government is delusional. Russian military and political leaders have responded to the obvious threat by declaring NATO a direct threat to the security of Russia and by announcing a change in Russian war doctrine to the pre-emptive launch of nuclear weapons. The Chinese are too confident to be bullied by a washed up American “superpower.”
 The morons in Washington are pushing the envelop of nuclear war. The insane drive for American hegemony threatens life on earth. The American people, by accepting the lies and deceptions of “their” government, are facilitating this outcome.
Even if they prove Heg good, US sustaining heg only by initial loss of power - turn

Mattei, 03. Ugo Mattei, writer, , Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies, A Theory of Imperial Law:
A Study on U.S. Hegemony and the Latin Resistance,

http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/indiana_journal_of_global_legal_studies/v010/10.1mattei.html

My study of legal imperialism builds on Antonio Gramsci's notion of hegemony. 15 Gramsci defines hegemony as power reached by a combination of force and consent. Power cannot be reached only by brute force; it needs to be imposed by individuals that voluntarily accept government. Building on this suggestion, Louis Althusser has suggested that force is the province of the repressive apparatuses of the state like the army and the police, while consent is gained by means of what he called the ideological apparatuses of the state like schools, churches, or media. 16 Such ideological apparatuses make hegemony more acceptable and at the same time make ideology a cross-class concept, thus going beyond the narrow Marxist idea of ideology as a class-specific device. 17 Hegemony is therefore reached at least in part by a diffusion of power (needed in order to gain consensus) between a plurality of individuals. Such diffusion of power becomes a key concept in Michel Foucault's refutation of the idea of hegemony as a top-down imposition of power. Through his work, Foucault conceived of power as a relational position inherent in the very posture of every individual in society which, in turn, is determined by the so-called discursive practices. 18
More space advancements aren’t necessary – heg good enough

Worzel and Cheng 6, Larry Wortzel and Dean Cheng, The George Marshall Institute Washington, D.C, Dr. Larry Wortzel, Colonel, US Army, (Ret.) is a leading authority on China, Asia, intelligence issues, foreign policy, national security, space policy, and military strategy. Mr. Dean Cheng tracks Chinese military and technology issues at the CNA Corpora- tion’s Project Asia. China’s Military Ambitions in Space
To a certain extent, as I said, the PLA as an institution is reacting to the intro- duction of new technology. Their new military doctrine is very clear that in an era of high technology, especially information technology, future warfare operations will de- part from the surface of the earth. Their military writers recognize that national sover- eignty extends into the atmosphere and even the exo-atmosphere, but they recognize that space, like the open seas, is a domain free for navigation and use for all mankind. Still, I think the Chinese government and military are engaged in a little bit of decep- tion. At China’s urging, some smaller nations have introduced a United Nations treaty banning the placement of any weapons in space. This would effectively preclude space-based missile defenses and limit the options for great space powers. Now it is countries and Bangladesh that are carrying the Chinese water at the UN on this. Such actions are an example of PLA legal warfare. Meanwhile, despite the announced position in China eschewing weapons in space, I am going to talk to you about some very serious space warfare programs or counter-satellite programs that they have going on.. The Chinese foreign ministry is using these tributary states – actually they are not tribu- tary states, they are client states since China contributes to these states and really sup- ports them – to run this treaty. The objective is to try to hamstring, tie up and limit what the United States and other powers can do in space while China moves forward with its own programs. 
For instance, The Science of Military Strategy (Zhan Lue Xue), which has been translated into English, is out in its third edition and is a highly authoritative book. The authors are very clear that they expect space to become a battle field in high-
1NC Shell
(Card Continues)

tech warfare and they will expand warfare into the sky and space.

Multilateralism inevitable – US shouldn’t try to continue primacy

Freeman, 10. Chas W. Freeman Jr. Ambassador, USFS (Ret.) China's Challenge to American Hegemony, Remarks to the Global Strategy Forum, 1/10,http://www.mepc.org/articles-commentary/speeches/chinas-challenge-american-hegemony
America has already lost its global political hegemony. But, for all the reasons I have mentioned, China is neither inclined nor capable of succeeding to this role. The Anglo-American financial model is much tarnished by recent events. But no alternative to it has yet emerged. It seems certain that whatever does replace it will be crafted by many hands, only some of which will be Chinese. American consumption is no longer the sole driver of the global economy. The China market has come to play an important part in sustaining world growth. But China is not the only economy that is rising. In some areas of global trade and investment, China will be a dominant factor. In others, it will not be. In the military arena, even if fiscal limitations force retrenchment, the United States will, for many years to come, remain the only power with global reach. 
Americans will find it difficult to adjust to a world in which we are no longer all-powerful in all spheres. But we are a flexible and resilient people who can and will accommodate change. Neither we nor the Chinese will cease to pursue our national interests as we see them. In many instances, these views will more or less coincide. On such matters, if others agree, there will be global progress. Where we disagree, we will come under pressure from others to search for common ground. Neither of us will be so powerful that we can ignore such pressure. 
In short, the world in future will be more "democratic" and, likely, more muddled than in the past because many countries, not just the United States or China, will share power in it. There will be ample opportunity for countries with trusted relationships with Washington and Beijing to influence how they participate in global affairs. There will be no hegemon, and there will be no "G-2."

Multipolarity solves conflict, proliferation, and climate change, only alternative to unilateralism

Khanna, 08 (Parag Khanna, senior research fellow in the American Strategy Program of the New America Foundation. “Waving Goodbye to Hegemony” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/01/27/magazine/27world-t.html?_r=3&oref=slogin&pagewanted=all
Karl Marx and Max Weber both chastised Far Eastern cultures for being despotic, agrarian and feudal, lacking the ingredients for organizational success. Oswald Spengler saw it differently, arguing that mankind both lives and thinks in unique cultural systems, with Western ideals neither transferable nor relevant. Today the Asian landscape still features ancient civilizations but also by far the most people and, by certain measures, the most money of any region in the world. With or without America, Asia is shaping the world’s destiny — and exposing the flaws of the grand narrative of Western civilization in the process. 

The rise of China in the East and of the European Union within the West has fundamentally altered a globe that recently appeared to have only an American gravity — pro or anti. As Europe’s and China’s spirits rise with every move into new domains of influence, America’s spirit is weakened. The E.U. may uphold the principles of the United Nations that America once dominated, but how much longer will it do so as its own social standards rise far above this lowest common denominator? And why should China or other Asian countries become “responsible stakeholders,” in former Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick’s words, in an American-led international order when they had no seat at the table when the rules were drafted? Even as America stumbles back toward multilateralism, others are walking away from the American game and playing by their own rules. 

The self-deluding universalism of the American imperium — that the world inherently needs a single leader and that American liberal ideology must be accepted as the basis of global order — has paradoxically resulted in America quickly becoming an ever-lonelier superpower. Just as there is a geopolitical marketplace, there is a marketplace of models of success for the second world to emulate, not least the Chinese model of economic growth without political liberalization (itself an affront to Western modernization theory). As the historian Arnold Toynbee observed half a century ago, Western imperialism united the globe, but it did not assure that the West would dominate forever — materially or morally. Despite the “mirage of immortality” that afflicts global empires, the only reliable rule of history is its cycles of imperial rise and decline, and as Toynbee also pithily noted, the only direction to go from the apogee of power is down. 

The web of globalization now has three spiders. What makes America unique in this seemingly value-free contest is not its liberal democratic ideals — which Europe may now represent better than America does — but rather its geography. America is isolated, while Europe and China occupy two ends of the great Eurasian landmass that is the perennial center of 
gravity of geopolitics. When America dominated NATO and led a rigid Pacific alliance system with Japan, South Korea, 
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Australia and Thailand, it successfully managed the Herculean task of running the world from one side of it. Now its very presence in Eurasia is tenuous; it has been shunned by the E.U. and Turkey, is unwelcome in much of the Middle East and has lost much of East Asia’s confidence. “Accidental empire” or not, America must quickly accept and adjust to this reality. 
Maintaining America’s empire can only get costlier in both blood and treasure. It isn’t worth it, and history promises the effort will fail. It already has. 

Would the world not be more stable if America could be reaccepted as its organizing principle and leader? It’s very much too late to be asking, because the answer is unfolding before our eyes. Neither China nor the E.U. will replace the U.S. as the world’s sole leader; rather all three will constantly struggle to gain influence on their own and balance one another. Europe will promote its supranational integration model as a path to resolving Mideast disputes and organizing Africa, while China will push a Beijing consensus based on respect for sovereignty and mutual economic benefit. America must make itself irresistible to stay in the game. 

I believe that a complex, multicultural landscape filled with transnational challenges from terrorism to global warming is completely unmanageable by a single authority, whether the United States or the United Nations. Globalization resists centralization of almost any kind. Instead, what we see gradually happening in climate-change negotiations (as in Bali in December) — and need to see more of in the areas of preventing nuclear proliferation and rebuilding failed states — is a far greater sense of a division of labor among the Big Three, a concrete burden-sharing among them by which they are judged not by their rhetoric but the responsibilities they fulfill. The arbitrarily composed Security Council is not the place to hash out such a division of labor. Neither are any of the other multilateral bodies bogged down with weighted voting and cacophonously irrelevant voices. The big issues are for the Big Three to sort out among themselves.

Space Unnecessary

Space is used as policy, but too hard to upkeep

Stone 11, Christopher Stone, space policy analyst and strategist, American leadership in space: leadership through capability, 3/11, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1797/1

First, let me start by saying that I agree with Mr. Friedman’s assertion that “American leadership is a phrase we hear bandied about a lot in political circles in the United States, as well as in many space policy discussions.” I have been at many space forums in my career where I’ve heard the phrase used by speakers of various backgrounds, political ideologies, and nation. Like Mr. Friedman states, “it has many different meanings, most derived from cultural or political biases, some of them contradictory”. This is true: many nations, as well as organizations and individuals worldwide, have different preferences and views as to what American leadership in space is, and/or what it should be. He also concludes that paragraph by stating that American leadership in space could also be viewed as “synonymous with American… hegemony”. I again will agree that some people within the United Stats and elsewhere have this view toward American leadership. However, just because people believe certain viewpoints regarding American leadership does not mean that those views are accurate assessments or definitions of what actions demonstrate US leadership in the space medium.

When it comes to space exploration and development, including national security space and commercial, I would disagree somewhat with Mr. Friedman’s assertion that space is “often” overlooked in “foreign relations and geopolitical strategies”. My contention is that while space is indeed overlooked in national grand geopolitical strategies by many in national leadership, space is used as a tool for foreign policy and relations more often than not. In fact, I will say that the US space program has become less of an effort for the advancement of US space power and exploration, and is used more as a foreign policy tool to “shape” the strategic environment to what President Obama referred to in his National Security Strategy as “The World We Seek”. Using space to shape the strategic environment is not a bad thing in and of itself. What concerns me with this form of “shaping” is that we appear to have changed the definition of American leadership as a nation away from the traditional sense of the word. Some seem to want to base our future national foundations in space using the important international collaboration piece as the starting point. Traditional national leadership would start by advancing United States’ space power capabilities and strategies first, then proceed toward shaping the international environment through allied cooperation efforts. The United States’ goal should be leadership through spacefaring capabilities, in all sectors. Achieving and maintaining such leadership through capability will allow for increased space security and opportunities for all and for America to lead the international space community by both technological and political example.

The world has recognized America as the leaders in space because it demonstrated technological advancement by the Apollo lunar landings, our deep space exploration probes to the outer planets, and deploying national security space missions. We did not become the recognized leaders in astronautics and space technology because we decided to fund billions into research programs with no firm budgetary commitment or attainable goals. We did it because we made a national level decision to do each of them, stuck with it, and achieved exceptional things in manned and unmanned spaceflight. We have allowed ourselves to drift from this traditional strategic definition of leadership in space exploration, rapidly becoming participants in spaceflight rather than the leader of the global space community. One example is shutting down the space shuttle program without a viable domestic spacecraft chosen and funded to commence operations upon retirement of the fleet. We are paying millions to rely on Russia to ferry our astronauts to an International Space Station that US taxpayers paid the lion’s share of the cost of construction. Why would we, as United States citizens and space advocates, settle for this? The current debate on commercial crew and cargo as the stopgap between shuttle and whatever comes next could and hopefully will provide some new and exciting solutions to this particular issue. However, we need to made a decision sooner rather than later. 

Finally, one other issue that concerns me is the view of the world “hegemony” or “superiority” as dirty words. Some seem to view these words used in policy statements or speeches as a direct threat. In my view, each nation (should they desire) should have freedom of access to space for the purpose of advancing their “security, prestige and wealth” through exploration like we do. However, to maintain leadership in the space environment, space superiority is a worthy and necessary byproduct of the traditional leadership model. If your nation is the leader in space, it would pursue and maintain superiority in their mission sets and capabilities. In my opinion, space superiority does not imply a wall of orbital weapons preventing other nations from access to space, nor does it preclude international cooperation among friendly nations. Rather, it indicates a desire as a country to achieve its goals for national security, prestige, and economic prosperity for its people, and to be known as the best in the world with regards to space technology and astronautics. I can assure you that many other nations with aggressive space programs, like ours traditionally has been, desire the same prestige of being the best at some, if not all, parts of the space pie. Space has been characterized recently as “congested, contested, and competitive”; the quest for excellence is just one part of international space competition that, in my view, is a good and 
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healthy thing. As other nations pursue excellence in space, we should take our responsibilities seriously, both from a national capability standpoint, and as country who desires expanded international engagement in space.

If America wants to retain its true leadership in space, it must approach its space programs as the advancement of its national “security, prestige and wealth” by maintaining its edge in spaceflight capabilities and use those demonstrated talents to advance international prestige and influence in the space community. These energies and influence can be channeled to create the international space coalitions of the future that many desire and benefit mankind as well as America. Leadership will require sound, long-range exploration strategies with national and international political will behind it. American leadership in space is not a choice. It is a requirement if we are to truly lead the world into space with programs and objectives “worthy of a great nation”.

More space advancements aren’t necessary

Worzel and Cheng 6, Larry Wortzel and Dean Cheng, The George Marshall Institute Washington, D.C, Dr. Larry Wortzel, Colonel, US Army, (Ret.) is a leading authority on China, Asia, intelligence issues, foreign policy, national security, space policy, and military strategy. Mr. Dean Cheng tracks Chinese military and technology issues at the CNA Corpora- tion’s Project Asia. China’s Military Ambitions in Space
To a certain extent, as I said, the PLA as an institution is reacting to the intro- duction of new technology. Their new military doctrine is very clear that in an era of high technology, especially information technology, future warfare operations will de- part from the surface of the earth. Their military writers recognize that national sover- eignty extends into the atmosphere and even the exo-atmosphere, but they recognize that space, like the open seas, is a domain free for navigation and use for all mankind. Still, I think the Chinese government and military are engaged in a little bit of decep- tion. At China’s urging, some smaller nations have introduced a United Nations treaty banning the placement of any weapons in space. This would effectively preclude space-based missile defenses and limit the options for great space powers. Now it is countries and Bangladesh that are carrying the Chinese water at the UN on this. Such actions are an example of PLA legal warfare. Meanwhile, despite the announced position in China eschewing weapons in space, I am going to talk to you about some very serious space warfare programs or counter-satellite programs that they have going on.. The Chinese foreign ministry is using these tributary states – actually they are not tribu- tary states, they are client states since China contributes to these states and really sup- ports them – to run this treaty. The objective is to try to hamstring, tie up and limit what the United States and other powers can do in space while China moves forward with its own programs. For instance, The Science of Military Strategy (Zhan Lue Xue), which has been translated into English, is out in its third edition and is a highly authoritative book. The authors are very clear that they expect space to become a battle field in high-tech warfare and they will expand warfare into the sky and space.

Unilateralism Bad

Unilateralism allows for only US space, won’t last

Rutgers Computer and Technology Law Journal, 08. Do as I say, not as I do - is Star Wars inevitable? Exploring the future of international space regime in the context of the 200 Rutgers Computer & Technology Law Journal  -  Summer, 2008, http://www.entrepreneur.com/tradejournals/article/189703318.html

Currently, the United States enjoys a vastly asymmetrical space power. It has a virtual monopoly on locating targets using satellite technology. (49) Maintaining the status quo serves the United States' interest. The new Policy makes a potential target out of any country that may challenge U.S. space supremacy. Although the policy does not explicitly endorse deploying weapons in space, the "denial" language suggests that offensive actions, including preemptive strikes, are now on the table. 
Moreover, the new policy reflects the position long advocated by the U.S. military, namely that participating in discussions on limiting space weapons undermines national security. Specifically, the policy states that: 

    The United States will oppose the development of new legal regimes

    or other restrictions that seek to prohibit or limit U.S. access to

    or use of space. Proposed arms control agreements or restrictions

    must not impair the rights of the United States to conduct

    research, development, testing and operations or other activities

    in space for U.S. national interests[.] 
While the language does not entirely foreclose arms control in space, the administration's position is clear: "[w]e do not need to enter into new agreements ... this is a case where no arms control is better than bad arms control." The 2006 National Space Policy renders international disarmament efforts subservient to the United States' interests. Alternatively, the language could be interpreted as rendering international law subservient to American policies. 

Ideally, the United States would be able to take unhindered actions in space while preventing foes from any military activity in space. Proponents of the new policy praise it as the "New Monroe Doctrine,"--other countries may use space but may not engage in any military-related activities. (54) Thus, the United States would be the sole holder of military power in space. Some saw the January ASAT test as a direct response to the United States' unilateral actions in space. Meanwhile, administration officials, while expressing their unease over the test, continued to adhere to the position that there is no arms race in space. The inherent conflict then, is how to prevent other countries from weaponizing space while permitting the United States to do so. 
US unipolarity was never effective, and will never be accepted as being effective
Brooks and Wohlforth 2, Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth, Stephen G. Brooks is an Assistant Professor and William C. Wohlforth an Associate Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College. American Primacy in Perspective, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58034/stephen-g-brooks-and-william-c-wohlforth/american-primacy-in-perspective
FROM STRENGTH TO STRENGTH

More than a decade ago, political columnist Charles Krauthammer proclaimed in these pages the arrival of what he called a "unipolar moment," a period in which one superpower, the United States, stood clearly above the rest of the international community ("The Unipolar Moment," America and the World 1990/91). In the following years the Soviet Union collapsed, Russia's economic and military decline accelerated, and Japan stagnated, while the United States experienced the longest and one of the most vigorous economic expansions in its history. Yet toward the close of the century readers could find political scientist Samuel Huntington arguing here that unipolarity had already given way to a "uni-multipolar" structure, which in turn would soon become unambiguously multipolar ("The Lonely Superpower," March/April 1999). And despite the boasting rhetoric of American officials, Huntington was not alone in his views. Polls showed that more than 40 percent of Americans had come to agree that the United States was now merely one of several leading powers -- a number that had risen steadily for several years.

Why did the unipolarity argument seem less persuasive to many even as U.S. power appeared to grow? Largely because the goal posts were moved. Krauthammer's definition of unipolarity, as a system with only one pole, made sense in the immediate wake of a Cold War that had been so clearly shaped by the existence of two poles. People sensed intuitively that a world with no great power capable of sustaining a focused rivalry with the United States would be very different in important ways.

But a decade later what increasingly seemed salient was less the absence of a peer rival than the persistence of a number of 
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problems in the world that Washington could not dispose of by itself. This was the context for Huntington's new definition of unipolarity, as a system with "one superpower, no significant major powers, and many minor powers." The dominant power in such a system, he argued, would be able to "effectively resolve important international issues alone, and no combination of other states would have the power to prevent it from doing so." The United States had no such ability and thus did not qualify.
US heg end if unchecked

Layne 6, Christopher Layne, The Unipolar Illusion Revisited, The Coming End of the United States’ Unipolar Moment.
The key grand strategic issue confronting U.S. policymakers today is whether the United States can escape the same fate that has befallen the other great powers that have con- tended for hegemony since the origin of the modern international state system (circa 1500). Since the early 1990s, U.S. policymakers have embraced primacy and adopted an ambitious grand strategy of expanding the United States’ pre- ponderant power—notwithstanding the seemingly ironclad rule of modern in- ternational history that hegemons always provoke, and are defeated by, the counterhegemonic balancing of other great powers. U.S. primacy also has widespread support in the scholarly community. Primacist scholars claim that U.S. hard-power capabilities are so overwhelming that other states cannot real- istically hope to balance against the United States, nor do they have reason to because U.S. hegemony is benevolent.1 Like their policymaking counterparts, they believe that hegemony advances U.S. interests and that the United States can maintain its preeminence deep into the century. The United States’ hegemonic grand strategy has been challenged by

Waltzian balance of power realists who believe that the days of U.S. primacy are numbered and that other states have good reason to fear unbalanced U.S. power.2 More recently, other scholars have argued that, albeit in nontraditional forms, counterbalancing against the United States already is occurring. While many of these scholars favor primacy, they acknowledge that unless the United States wields its preponderant power with restraint, it could fall victim to a counterhegemonic backlash.

China

In US interest not to challenge China

Freeman, 10. Chas W. Freeman Jr. Ambassador, USFS (Ret.) China's Challenge to American Hegemony, Remarks to the Global Strategy Forum, 1/10,http://www.mepc.org/articles-commentary/speeches/chinas-challenge-american-hegemony
Still, China is modernizing its military at a peculiar moment of history. The United States inherited worldwide military superiority from the collapse of its Soviet rival. Without much discussion, it has embraced the neo-conservative agenda of sustaining this superiority at all costs. But rising Chinese defense capabilities erode American supremacy. China's new anti-carrier weapons endanger U.S. force projection capabilities in the Western Pacific; its anti-satellite programs imperil U.S. global surveillance and communication capabilities; its growing operations in cyberspace menace U.S. government operations and the economy of the American homeland alike. These are serious challenges not just to American hegemony but to core U.S. interests. They have begun to draw a response. 

The result is a deeply troubled Sino-American military relationship despite the diminishing prospects for war in the Taiwan Strait. China will persevere in its efforts to build a credible counter to American coercion. The United States will not soon abandon its obsession with the retention of absolute military superiority everywhere. A less hegemonic objective would allow the U.S. to accommodate a more powerful China while retaining the ability to prevail in any conflict with it. As things are, increasingly overt military confrontation between China and the United States is likely. 

US pursuance of space primacy strains relations with China

Richburg 11, Keith B. Richburg, Washington Post Staff Writer, 1/11, Mistrust stalls U.S.-China space cooperation, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/21/AR2011012104480.html
BEIJING - China's grand ambitions extend literally to the moon, with the country now embarked on a multi-pronged program to establish its own global navigational system, launch a space laboratory and put a Chinese astronaut on the moon within the next decade. 

The Obama administration views space as ripe territory for cooperation with China. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates has called it one of four potential areas of "strategic dialogue," along with cybersecurity, missile defense and nuclear weapons. And President Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao vowed after their White House summit last week to "deepen dialogue and exchanges" in the field. 

But as China ramps up its space initiatives, the diplomatic talk of cooperation has so far found little traction. The Chinese leadership has shown scant interest in opening up the most sensitive details of its program, much of which is controlled by the People's Liberation Army (PLA). 

At the same time, Chinese scientists and space officials say that Washington's wariness of China's intentions in space, as well as U.S. bans on some high-technology exports, makes cooperation problematic. 

For now, the U.S.-China relationship in space appears to mirror the one on Earth - a still-dominant but fading superpower facing a new and ambitious rival, with suspicion on both sides. 

"What you have are two major powers, both of whom use space for military, civilian and commercial purposes," said Dean Cheng, a researcher with the Washington-based Heritage Foundation and an expert on the Chinese military and space program. 

NASA's human spaceflight program has been in flux in recent years, fueling particular concern among some U.S. observers about the challenge posed by China's initiatives in that area. 

There is "a lot of very wary, careful, mutual watching," Cheng said. 

Song Xiaojun, a military expert and commentator on China's CCTV, said that substantial cooperation in the space field is impossible without mutual trust. Achieving that, he said, "depends on whether the U.S. can put away its pride and treat China as a partner to cooperate on equal terms. But I don't see that happening in the near future, since the U.S. is experiencing menopause while China is going through puberty." 

But while China may still be an adolescent in terms of space exploration - launching its first astronaut in 2003 - it has made some notable strides in recent months and years, and plans seem on track for some major breakthroughs. 

On the day Hu left for his U.S. trip, Chinese news media reported the inauguration of a new program to train astronauts - called taikonauts here - for eventual deployment to the first Chinese space station, planned for 2015. As part of the project, two launches are planned for this year, that of an unmanned space module, called Tiangong-1, or "Heavenly Palace," by summer, and later an unmanned Shenzhou spacecraft that will attempt to dock with it. 

On a separate track, China is also working through a three-stage process for carrying out its first manned moon landing. The first stage was completed in October with the successful launch of a Chang'e-2 lunar orbiter. In 2012 or 2013, an   
China
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unmanned landing craft is scheduled to take a rover to the moon to collect rock and soil samples. By 2020, according to the plan, a taikonaut could land on the moon. 

China will always militarize against the US – conflict is inevitable 

Dolman 10

(Everett Dolman is the Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS).  His focus is on international relations and theory, and he has been identified as Air University’s first space theorist.  Dr. Dolman began his career as an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986.  In 1991, he received the Director of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst award.
The Case for Weapons in Space: A Geopolitical Assessment Dr. Everett Carl Dolman Prepared for the APSA Annual Meeting, September 2010 http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1676919 LShen)
To the Eastern strategist, proper war-making is a matter of timing. Balance of force is a not a single calculation, but a continuing one. Power is a function of capabilities, position, and morale—just as it is in the West—but it is predicated on the interplay of numerous immutable and sometimes unknowable forces. Structure dominates agency. Rather than force a change through positive actions, the Eastern strategist bides time until the moment to strike is ripe. Indeed, the gardening analogy is a strong one in Chinese military writings. No matter how much effort one puts into growing a crop—in learning how to garden, preparing the soil, and tending the plants—there is no benefit in harvesting too early or too late. Patience is the preeminent military virtue. When Chinese generals are told that their advantage is in long-term planning, they are liable to chuckle. “I do not know what will happen tomorrow,” he or she will respond, “how can I know what will happen in years or decades?” What the Eastern strategist does is study, prepare, and wait. Through study and reflection, the strategist learns about the opponent’s forces and one’s own, as well as the terrain, technologies, and socio-political contexts that shift in time. Through preparation and training, military forces required by the strategist are available when needed. By awaiting the proper moment for action, success is guaranteed.

Terrorism
US hegemony breeds terrorism

Muzaffar No Date, Dr. Chandra Muzaffar is both a social activist and an academic. He is President of the International Movement for a Just World (JUST), an international NGO based in Malaysia, which seeks to critique global injustice and to develop an alternative vision of a just and compassionate civilization guided by universal spiritual and moral values.

Chandra is also the Noordin Sopiee Professor of Global Studies at the Science University of Malaysia (USM) in Penang. HEGEMONY, TERRORISM, AND WAR—IS DEMOCRACY THE ANTIDOTE?
If we reflect upon al-Qaeda attacks, it is obvious that the military, political, and economic dimensions of U.S. hegemony figure prominently on its radar screen. It is seldom acknowledged, however, that the cultural dimension of hegemony has also been a consideration. For instance, during their trial, a couple of the Bali bombers inveighed against Western cultural imperialism and how it was destroying the identity and integrity of indigenous communities.

By arguing that hegemony in all its manifestations breeds terrorism, we are in no way condoning terrorism. Al-Qaeda’s deliberate targeting of non- combatants and civilians in general—in East Africa, on 9-11, in Bali, in Madrid—has been condemned by right-thinking people everywhere. Leading Muslim theologians and scholars have not only denounced al-Qaeda’s misdeeds from a humanitarian perspective, but have also castigated Osama and his underlings as men who have shamelessly violated the essence of Islamic teachings.2 Nonetheless, if we fail to recognize how hegemony— control and dominance over people—leads to acts of terror, we will be no better than the proverbial ostrich that buries its head in the sand.

US primacy encourages terrorism, which breeds religious intolerance, dehumanization and violence
Muzaffar No Date, Dr. Chandra Muzaffar is both a social activist and an academic. He is President of the International Movement for a Just World (JUST), an international NGO based in Malaysia, which seeks to critique global injustice and to develop an alternative vision of a just and compassionate civilization guided by universal spiritual and moral values.

Chandra is also the Noordin Sopiee Professor of Global Studies at the Science University of Malaysia (USM) in Penang. HEGEMONY, TERRORISM, AND WAR—IS DEMOCRACY THE ANTIDOTE?
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

The end of US unilateralism ends terrorism

Weber et al 7, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California-Berkeley, 07  (Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, [“How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158, January/February.)

If there were rival great powers with different cultural and ideological leanings, globalization’s darkest problem of all—terrorism—would also likely look quite different. The pundits are partly right: Today’s international terrorism owes something to globalization. Al Qaeda uses the Internet to transmit messages, it uses credit cards and modern banking to move money, and it uses cell phones and laptops to plot attacks. But it’s not globalization that turned Osama bin Laden from a small-time Saudi dissident into the symbolic head of a radical global movement. What created Osama bin Laden was the predominance of American power.

A terrorist organization needs a story to attract resources and recruits. Oftentimes, mere frustration over political, economic, or religious conditions is not enough. Al Qaeda understands that, and, for that reason, it weaves a narrative of global jihad against a “modernization,” “Westernization,” and a “Judeo-Christian” threat. There is really just one country that both spearheads and represents that threat: the United States. And so the most efficient way for a terrorist to gain a reputation is to attack the United States. The logic is the same for all monopolies. A few years ago, every computer hacker in the world wanted to bring down Microsoft, just as every aspiring terrorist wants to create a spectacle of destruction akin to the September 11 attacks inside the United States.

Terrorism

(Card Continues)

Al Qaeda cells have gone after alternate targets such as Britain, Egypt, and Spain. But these are not the acts that increase recruitment and fundraising, or mobilize the energy of otherwise disparate groups around the world. Nothing enhances the profile of a terrorist like killing an American, something Abu Musab al-Zarqawi understood well in Iraq. Even if al Qaeda’s deepest aspirations lie with the demise of the Saudi regime, the predominance of U.S. power and its role supporting the house of Saud makes America the only enemy really worth fighting. A multipolar world would surely confuse this kind of clear framing that pits Islamism against the West. What would be al Qaeda’s message if the Chinese were equally involved in propping up authoritarian regimes in the Islamic, oil- rich Gulf states? Does the al Qaeda story work if half its enemy is neither Western nor Christian?

Extinction

Alexander ‘03(Yonah, Prof, Dir – Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, 8-28, Lexis)

Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."

War

Without US heg, no major cause of war 
Muzaffar No Date, Dr. Chandra Muzaffar is both a social activist and an academic. He is President of the International Movement for a Just World (JUST), an international NGO based in Malaysia, which seeks to critique global injustice and to develop an alternative vision of a just and compassionate civilization guided by universal spiritual and moral values.

Chandra is also the Noordin Sopiee Professor of Global Studies at the Science University of Malaysia (USM) in Penang. HEGEMONY, TERRORISM, AND WAR—IS DEMOCRACY THE ANTIDOTE?
This brings us to the question that we posed at the end of our discussion on hegemony and terrorism. If the U.S. government realizes that seeking and perpetuating hegemony does not serve the nation’s interests or if the U.S. ceases to be a hegemonic power, will wars also come to an end? Since the end of the Cold War, there have been three major wars led by the U.S.—the Kuwait war in 1991, the Afghan war in 2001, and the Iraq war in 2003—which were all in pursuit of its drive for global hegemony. To this list, one should add the July-August 2006 Lebanon war and Israel’s long drawn war against the Palestinians and other Arabs. It is indisputably true that the quest for hegemony is a cause of much of the violence and war we are witnessing today. There are other causes of war however, which have very little to do with global hegemony. Scores of wars rooted in economic or political conditions sometimes with cultural, religious, or even tribal overtones have occurred in the last two or three decades. The wars in the now-demised Yugoslavia in the early nineties and the war in Rwanda in the mid-nineties would be among the outstanding examples. This is why even without the drive for global hegemony, there are bound to be wars, big and small. Nonetheless, hegemony should be acknowledged as a significant contributor.

Multilateralism Good

Unilateralism fails, only multilateralism solves

Weber et al 7, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California-Berkeley, 07  (Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, [“How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158, January/February.)

Axiom 1: Above a certain threshold of power, the rate at which new global problems are generated will exceed the rate at which old problems are fixed.

Power does two things in international politics: It enhances the capability of a state to do things, but it also increases the number of things that a state must worry about. At a certain point, the latter starts to overtake the former. It’s the familiar law of diminishing returns. Because powerful states have large spheres of influence and their security and economic interests touch every region of the world, they are threatened by the risk of things going wrong—anywhere. That is particularly true for the United States, which leverages its ability to go anywhere and do anything through massive debt. No one knows exactly when the law of diminishing returns will kick in. But, historically, it starts to happen long before a single great power dominates the entire globe, which is why large empires from Byzantium to Rome have always reached a point of unsustainability.

That may already be happening to the United States today, on issues ranging from oil dependency and nuclear proliferation to pandemics and global warming. What Axiom 1 tells you is that more U.S. power is not the answer; it’s actually part of the problem. A multipolar world would almost certainly manage the globe’s pressing problems more effectively. The larger the number of great powers in the global system, the greater the chance that at least one of them would exercise some control over a given combination of space, other actors, and problems. Such reasoning doesn’t rest on hopeful notions that the great powers will work together. They might do so. But even if they don’t, the result is distributed governance, where some great power is interested in most every part of the world through productive competition.

Multilateralism inevitable – US shouldn’t try same primacy

Freeman, 10. Chas W. Freeman Jr. Ambassador, USFS (Ret.) China's Challenge to American Hegemony, Remarks to the Global Strategy Forum, 1/10,http://www.mepc.org/articles-commentary/speeches/chinas-challenge-american-hegemony
America has already lost its global political hegemony. But, for all the reasons I have mentioned, China is neither inclined nor capable of succeeding to this role. The Anglo-American financial model is much tarnished by recent events. But no alternative to it has yet emerged. It seems certain that whatever does replace it will be crafted by many hands, only some of which will be Chinese. American consumption is no longer the sole driver of the global economy. The China market has come to play an important part in sustaining world growth. But China is not the only economy that is rising. In some areas of global trade and investment, China will be a dominant factor. In others, it will not be. In the military arena, even if fiscal limitations force retrenchment, the United States will, for many years to come, remain the only power with global reach. 
Americans will find it difficult to adjust to a world in which we are no longer all-powerful in all spheres. But we are a flexible and resilient people who can and will accommodate change. Neither we nor the Chinese will cease to pursue our national interests as we see them. In many instances, these views will more or less coincide. On such matters, if others agree, there will be global progress. Where we disagree, we will come under pressure from others to search for common ground. Neither of us will be so powerful that we can ignore such pressure. 

In short, the world in future will be more "democratic" and, likely, more muddled than in the past because many countries, not just the United States or China, will share power in it. There will be ample opportunity for countries with trusted relationships with Washington and Beijing to influence how they participate in global affairs. There will be no hegemon, and there will be no "G-2."

Unipolarity unsustainable, multipolarity easier and more effective

Haass 8, Richard N. Haass, is President of the Council on Foreign Relations.2008, What Will Follow U.S. Dominance 
In a multipolar system, no power dominates, or the system will become unipolar. Nor do concentrations of power revolve around two positions, or the system will become bipolar. Multipolar systems can be cooperative, even assuming the form of a concert of powers, in which a few major powers work together on setting the rules of the game and disciplining those who violate them. They can also be more competitive, revolving around a balance of power, or conflictual, when the balance breaks down.

At first glance, the world today may appear to be multipolar. The major powers -- China, the European Union (EU), India, Japan, Russia, and the United States -- contain just over half the world's people and account for 75 percent of global GDP and 80 percent of global defense spending. Appearances, however,can be deceiving. Today's world differs in a fundamental way from one of classic multipolarity: there are many more power centers, and quite a few of these poles are not nation-states. Indeed, one of the cardinal features of the contemporary international system is that nation-states have lost their monopoly on power and in some domains their preeminence as well. States are being challenged from above, by regional and global organizations; from below, by militias; and from the side, by a variety of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and corporations. Power is now found in many hands and in many places.
In addition to the six major world powers, there are numerous regional powers: Brazil and, arguably, Argentina, Chile, Mexico, and Venezuela in Latin America; Nigeria and South Africa in Africa; Egypt, Iran, Israel, and Saudi Arabia in the Middle East; Pakistan in South Asia; Australia, Indonesia, and South Korea in East Asia and Oceania. A good many organizations would be on the list of power centers, including those that are global (the International Monetary Fund, the United Nations, the World Bank), those that are regional (the African Union, the Arab League, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, the EU, the Organization of American States, the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation), and those that are functional (the International Energy Agency, OPEC, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, the World Health Organization). So, too, would states within nation-states, such as California and India's Uttar Pradesh, and cities, such as New York, São Paulo, and Shanghai. Then there are the large global companies, including those that dominate the worlds of energy, finance, and manufacturing. Other entities deserving inclusion would be global media outlets (al Jazeera, the BBC, CNN), militias (Hamas, Hezbollah, the Mahdi Army, the Taliban), political parties, religious institutions and movements, terrorist organizations (al Qaeda), drug cartels, and NGOs of a more benign sort (the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Doctors Without Borders, Greenpeace). Today's world is increasingly one of distributed, rather than concentrated, power.

In this world, the United States is and will long remain the largest single aggregation of power. It spends more than $500 billion annually on its military -- and more than $700 billion if the operations in Afghanistan and Iraq are included -- and boasts land, air, and naval forces that are the world's most capable. Its economy, with a GDP of some $14 trillion, is the world's largest. The United States is also a major source of culture (through films and television), information, and innovation. But the reality of American strength should not mask the relative decline of the United States' position in the world -- and with this relative decline in power an absolute decline in influence and independence. The U.S. share of global imports is already down to 15 percent. Although U.S. GDP accounts for over 25 percent of the world's total, this percentage is sure to decline over time given the actual and projected differential between the United States' growth rate and those of the Asian giants and many other countries, a large number of which are growing at more than two or three times the rate of the United States.

GDP growth is hardly the only indication of a move away from U.S. economic dominance. The rise of sovereign wealth funds -- in countries such as China, Kuwait, Russia, Saudi Arabia, and the United Arab Emirates -- is another. These government-controlled pools of wealth, mostly the result of oil and gas exports, now total some $3 trillion. They are growing at a projected rate of $1 trillion a year and are an increasingly important source of liquidity for U.S. firms. High energy prices, fueled mostly by the surge in Chinese and Indian demand, are here to stay for some time, meaning that the size and significance of these funds will continue to grow. Alternative stock exchanges are springing up and drawing away companies from the U.S. exchanges and even launching initial public offerings (IPOs). London, in particular, is competing with New York as the world's financial center and has already surpassed it in terms of the number of IPOs it hosts. The dollar has weakened against the euro and the British pound, and it is likely to decline in value relative to Asian currencies as well. A majority of the world's foreign exchange holdings are now in currencies other than the dollar, and a move to denominate oil in euros or a basket of currencies is possible, a step that would only leave the U.S. economy more vulnerable to inflation as well as currency crises.

Multilateralism takes pressure off US, allows for cooperation

Weber et al 7, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California-Berkeley, 07  (Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, [“How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158, January/February.)

How would things be different in a multipolar world? For starters, great powers could split the job of policing proliferation, and even collaborate on some particularly hard cases. It’s often forgotten now that, during the Cold War, the only state with a tougher nonproliferation policy than the United States was the Soviet Union. Not a single country that had a formal alliance with Moscow ever became a nuclear power. The Eastern bloc was full of countries with advanced technological capabilities in every area except one—nuclear weapons. Moscow simply wouldn’t permit it. But today we see the uneven and inadequate level of effort that non-superpowers devote to stopping proliferation. The Europeans dangle carrots at Iran, but they are unwilling to consider serious sticks. The Chinese refuse to admit that there is a problem. And the Russians are aiding Iran’s nuclear ambitions. When push comes to shove, nonproliferation today is almost entirely America’s burden.
Trend is focus less on world stage, more on domestic affairs

Friedberg, 2010(Aaron, July 21st, professor of politics at Princeton University, Implications of a Financial Crisis for U.S. – China Rivalry, Survival)
Barring some galvanising event, the United States may lack not only the resources to conduct a sustained rivalry with China but the inclination to do so. Recent opinion polls show a sharp increase in the number of Americans who believe their country should ‘mind its own business and let others get along on their own’. Indeed, nearly half of those questioned in 2009 agreed with this proposition, the largest fraction on record, bigger even than at the end of the Vietnam War. These sentiments no doubt reflect the nation’s unhappy experiences over the last eight years with terrorism and insurgency, but they are also clearly a product of the recent economic downturn. Since the start of the crisis the number of Americans who see their country as the world’s leading economic power has fallen sharply (from 41% in February 2008 to 27% in November 2009), even as those who see China in this role have grown more numerous (from 30% to 44%). While ordinary citizens remain wary of China, they show little sign of wanting to compete with it for influence. To the contrary, the American people at present seem far more inclined to want to tend to their own problems than to go out into the world looking for trouble.23 What remains to be seen is whether and if so how China will try to exploit an interval of American introspection.
A change in world government is likely – need good relationships with all

Haass 8, Richard N. Haass, is President of the Council on Foreign Relations.2008, What Will Follow U.S. Dominance 
Multilateralism will be essential in dealing with a nonpolar world. To succeed, though, it must be recast to include actors other than the great powers. The UN Security Council and the G-8 (the group of highly industrialized states) need to be reconstituted to reflect the world of today and not the post-World War II era. A recent meeting at the United Nations on how best to coordinate global responses to public health challenges provided a model. Representatives of governments, UN agencies, NGOs, pharmaceutical companies, foundations, think tanks, and universities were all in attendance. A similar range of participants attended the December 2007 Bali meeting on climate change. Multilateralism may have to be less formal and less comprehensive, at least in its initial phases. Networks will be needed alongside organizations. Getting everyone to agree on everything will be increasingly difficult; instead, the United States should consider signing accords with fewer parties and narrower goals. Trade is something of a model here, in that bilateral and regional accords are filling the vacuum created by a failure to conclude a global trade round. The same approach could work for climate change, where agreement on aspects of the problem (say, deforestation) or arrangements involving only some countries (the major carbon emitters, for example) may prove feasible, whereas an accord that involves every country and tries to resolve every issue may not. Multilateralism à la carte is likely to be the order of the day.

Nonpolarity complicates diplomacy. A nonpolar world not only involves more actors but also lacks the more predictable fixed structures and relationships that tend to define worlds of unipolarity, bipolarity, or multipolarity. Alliances, in particular, will lose much of their importance, if only because alliances require predictable threats, outlooks, and obligations, all of which are likely to be in short supply in a nonpolar world. Relationships will instead become more selective and situational. It will become harder to classify other countries as either allies or adversaries; they will cooperate on some issues and resist on others. There will be a premium on consultation and coalition 
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building and on a diplomacy that encourages cooperation when possible and shields such cooperation from the fallout of inevitable disagreements. The United States will no longer have the luxury of a "You're either with us or against us" foreign policy.

Nonpolarity will be difficult and dangerous. But encouraging a greater degree of global integration will help promote stability. Establishing a core group of governments and others committed to cooperative multilateralism would be a great step forward. Call it "concerted nonpolarity." It would not eliminate nonpolarity, but it would help manage it and increase the odds that the international system will not deteriorate or disintegrate.

US unilateralism won’t last – the longer we try to maintain it, the harder it will be to shift away

Harris 3, Jerry Harris, Professor of History at DeVry UniversityDreams of Global Hegemony and the Technology of War

Considering all the above factors the U.S. lead may be relatively short. Unilaterialism will only drive other powers to rapidly develop countermeasures creating an insecure world difficult to control. The Iraq War showed that high-tech network centric warfare has its low-tech network warfare counter.The most successful Iraqi defense was guerrilla attacks based on a network of independent nodes acting with speed and flexibility. With greater popular support (as in Viet-Nam) the guerrilla operates in an information rich environment with hundreds of interconnected routes almost impossible to totally disrupt. Many information theorists believe simple systems tend to win out against more complex systems that are subject to a greater number of glitches and problems. Perhaps the experience of 20th century “people’s war” can be remodeled to counter 21st century technology. If so, the dream of world dominance will ultimately reveal itself as a virtual fantasy, seemingly real only to fade when the machine is unplugged.
Multilateralism Solves

A multilateral focus, rather than far-reaching primacy is key to preventing disaster

Woods, ’08 (Ngaire Woods, professor of International Political Economy, “Governing the Global Economy: Strengthening Multilateral Institutions” 2008, International Peace Institute, http://courses.essex.ac.uk/ec/ec245/lecture_presentations/woods_economy.pdf)
A decade ago it was argued that modern global- ization was fashioning a world in which intergov- ernmental cooperation and regulation were less relevant. The diffusion of power away from nation- states meant we should look to alternative forms of global governance. Several years later, how- ever, 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.

Multipolarity solves conflict, proliferation, and climate change, only alternative to unilateralism

Khanna, 08 (Parag Khanna, senior research fellow in the American Strategy Program of the New America Foundation. “Waving Goodbye to Hegemony” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/01/27/magazine/27world-t.html?_r=3&oref=slogin&pagewanted=all
Karl Marx and Max Weber both chastised Far Eastern cultures for being despotic, agrarian and feudal, lacking the ingredients for organizational success. Oswald Spengler saw it differently, arguing that mankind both lives and thinks in unique cultural systems, with Western ideals neither transferable nor relevant. Today the Asian landscape still features ancient civilizations but also by far the most people and, by certain measures, the most money of any region in the world. With or without America, Asia is shaping the world’s destiny — and exposing the flaws of the grand narrative of Western civilization in the process. 

The rise of China in the East and of the European Union within the West has fundamentally altered a globe that recently appeared to have only an American gravity — pro or anti. As Europe’s and China’s spirits rise with every move into new domains of influence, America’s spirit is weakened. The E.U. may uphold the principles of the United Nations that America once dominated, but how much longer will it do so as its own social standards rise far above this lowest common denominator? And why should China or other Asian countries become “responsible stakeholders,” in former Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick’s words, in an American-led international order when they had no seat at the table when the rules were drafted? Even as America stumbles back toward multilateralism, others are walking away from the American game and playing by their own rules. 

The self-deluding universalism of the American imperium — that the world inherently needs a single leader and that American liberal ideology must be accepted as the basis of global order — has paradoxically resulted in America quickly becoming an ever-lonelier superpower. Just as there is a geopolitical marketplace, there is a marketplace of models of success for the second world to emulate, not least the Chinese model of economic growth without political liberalization (itself an affront to Western modernization theory). As the historian Arnold Toynbee observed half a century ago, Western imperialism united the globe, but it did not assure that the West would dominate forever — materially or morally. Despite the “mirage of immortality” that afflicts global empires, the only reliable rule of history is its cycles of imperial rise and decline, and as Toynbee also pithily noted, the only direction to go from the apogee of power is down. 

The web of globalization now has three spiders. What makes America unique in this seemingly value-free contest is not its liberal democratic ideals — which Europe may now represent better than America does — but rather its geography. America is isolated, while Europe and China occupy two ends of the great Eurasian landmass that is the perennial center of gravity of geopolitics. When America dominated NATO and led a rigid Pacific alliance system with Japan, South Korea, Australia and Thailand, it successfully managed the Herculean task of running the world from one side of it. Now its very presence in Eurasia is tenuous; it has been shunned by the E.U. and Turkey, is unwelcome in much of the Middle East and has lost much of East Asia’s confidence. “Accidental empire” or not, America must quickly accept and adjust to this reality. Maintaining America’s empire can only get costlier in both blood and treasure. It isn’t worth it, and history promises the 
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effort will fail. It already has. 

Would the world not be more stable if America could be reaccepted as its organizing principle and leader? It’s very much too late to be asking, because the answer is unfolding before our eyes. Neither China nor the E.U. will replace the U.S. as the world’s sole leader; rather all three will constantly struggle to gain influence on their own and balance one another. Europe will promote its supranational integration model as a path to resolving Mideast disputes and organizing Africa, while China will push a Beijing consensus based on respect for sovereignty and mutual economic benefit. America must make itself irresistible to stay in the game. 

I believe that a complex, multicultural landscape filled with transnational challenges from terrorism to global warming is completely unmanageable by a single authority, whether the United States or the United Nations. Globalization resists centralization of almost any kind. Instead, what we see gradually happening in climate-change negotiations (as in Bali in December) — and need to see more of in the areas of preventing nuclear proliferation and rebuilding failed states — is a far greater sense of a division of labor among the Big Three, a concrete burden-sharing among them by which they are judged not by their rhetoric but the responsibilities they fulfill. The arbitrarily composed Security Council is not the place to hash out such a division of labor. Neither are any of the other multilateral bodies bogged down with weighted voting and cacophonously irrelevant voices. The big issues are for the Big Three to sort out among themselves.

A nonpolarity would strain US-India-China relations, multipolarity solves

Patel 6, Amee Patel, Davidson College, The End of the Unipolar

International Order? Implications of the Recent Thaw in Sino-Indian Relations

The title of one analysis sums up Sino-Indian relationship most concisely: “China-India relations: not independent of US-China relations.”3
At the core of Sino-Indian relations rests a shared response to the international system and, more specifically, the role played by the United States in shaping it. Any discussion of the recent thaw in China’s relations with India must, therefore, begin with a look at the current international order. The power transition theory provides a fitting medium to frame this very question. Broadly speaking, the power transition theory is a realist approach to international relations. Originally put forth by theorist A. F. K. Organski in the early years of the Cold War, the theory’s foundation rests on the belief that each nation’s power (which was originally determined by Organski as a nation’s per capita GDP) determines its role on the world stage.4 The result is a hierarchical international system with an uneven balance of power.5
Those with the most power are defined as dominant powers and assert enormous influence on the international system as a whole. Political theorist Douglas Lemke wrote, “The dominant country establishes an international order with rules that direct political, economic, diplomatic and military interactions.”6 Dominant powers play a crucial role in setting up and influencing world politics.

Multilateralism solves global public health

Weber et al 7, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California-Berkeley, 07  (Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, [“How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158, January/February.)

The same is true for global public health. Globalization is turning the world into an enormous petri dish for the incubation of infectious disease. Humans cannot outsmart disease, because it just evolves too quickly. Bacteria can reproduce a new generation in less than 30 minutes, while it takes us decades to come up with a new generation of antibiotics. Solutions are only possible when and where we get the upper hand. Poor countries where humans live in close proximity to farm animals are the best place to breed extremely dangerous zoonotic disease. These are often the same countries, perhaps not entirely coincidentally, that feel threatened by American power. Establishing an early warning system for these diseases—exactly what we lacked in the case of SARS a few years ago and exactly what we lack foravian flu today—will require a significant level of intervention into the very places that don’t want it. That will be true as long as international intervention means American interference.

The most likely sources of the next ebola or HIV-like pandemic are the countries that simply won’t let U.S. or other 
Multilateralism Solves

(Card Solves)

Western agencies in, including the World Health Organization. Yet the threat is too arcane and not immediate enough for the West to force the issue. What’s needed is another great power to take over a piece of the work, a power that has more immediate interests in the countries where diseases incubate and one that is seen as less of a threat. As long as the United States remains the world’s lone superpower, we’re not likely to get any help. Even after HIV, SARS, and several years of mounting hysteria about avian flu, the world is still not ready for a viral pandemic in Southeast Asia or sub-Saharan Africa. America can’t change that alone.

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

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

A change in world government is likely – good relationships with all necessary

Haass 8, Richard N. Haass, is President of the Council on Foreign Relations.2008, What Will Follow U.S. Dominance 
Multilateralism will be essential in dealing with a nonpolar world. To succeed, though, it must be recast to include actors other than the great powers. The UN Security Council and the G-8 (the group of highly industrialized states) need to be reconstituted to reflect the world of today and not the post-World War II era. A recent meeting at the United Nations on how best to coordinate global responses to public health challenges provided a model. Representatives of governments, UN agencies, NGOs, pharmaceutical companies, foundations, think tanks, and universities were all in attendance. A similar range of participants attended the December 2007 Bali meeting on climate change. Multilateralism may have to be less formal and less comprehensive, at least in its initial phases. Networks will be needed alongside organizations. Getting everyone to agree on everything will be increasingly difficult; instead, the United States should consider signing accords with fewer parties and narrower goals. Trade is something of a model here, in that bilateral and regional accords are filling the vacuum created by a failure to conclude a global trade round. The same approach could work for climate change, where agreement on aspects of the problem (say, deforestation) or arrangements involving only some countries (the major carbon emitters, for example) may prove feasible, whereas an accord that involves every country and tries to resolve every issue may not. Multilateralism à la carte is likely to be the order of the day.

Nonpolarity complicates diplomacy. A nonpolar world not only involves more actors but also lacks the more predictable fixed structures and relationships that tend to define worlds of unipolarity, bipolarity, or multipolarity. Alliances, in particular, will lose much of their importance, if only because alliances require predictable threats, outlooks, and obligations, all of which are likely to be in short supply in a nonpolar world. Relationships will instead become more selective and situational. It will become harder to classify other countries as either allies or adversaries; they will cooperate on some issues and resist on others. There will be a premium on consultation and coalition building and on a diplomacy that encourages cooperation when possible and shields such cooperation from the fallout of inevitable disagreements. The United States will no longer have the luxury of a "You're either with us or against us" foreign policy.

Nonpolarity will be difficult and dangerous. But encouraging a greater degree of global integration will help promote stability. Establishing a core group of governments and others committed to cooperative multilateralism would be a great step forward. Call it "concerted nonpolarity." It would not eliminate nonpolarity, but it would help manage it and increase the odds that the international system will not deteriorate or disintegrate.

Soft Power Bad
Only hard power effective 

Nye 6 (Joseph, Ph.D in Political Science from Harvard, October 27, Soft Power, Hard Power, and Leadership, http://www.hks.harvard.edu/netgov/files/talks/docs/11_06_06_seminar_Nye_HP_SP_Leadership.pdf)

Stanford psychologist Roderick Kramer has recently9 warned against this new conventional wisdom: “in all our recent enchantment with social intelligence and soft power, we’ve overlooked the kinds of skills leaders need to bring about transformation in cases of tremendous resistance or inertia.” While some studies suggest that bullying is detrimental to organizational performance, 10 Kramer describes bullies who have a vision and disdain social constraints as “great intimidators”. And they often succeed. As a Silicon Valley venture capitalist once told me, “almost all our great innovators are jerks.” Larry Ellison, Steve Jobs and Bill Gates are not renowned for their soft touch. Similarly in politics, John Major was a much nicer person than Margaret Thatcher, but Chris Patton (who served under both) reports that her bullying made her a more effective prime minister.11 Machiavelli famously said it is more important for a prince to be feared than to be loved. And while some studies report that Machiavellianism (defined as manipulative, exploitive and deceitful behavior) is negatively correlated with leadership performance, other studies have found a positive relationship.12
So where does leadership theory now stand on the roles of hard and soft power? As I will argue below, the answer will depend upon the context.
Benevolent hegemons impossible
Layne 3, Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute, 03 – 

(The American Conservative "The Cost of Empire" October 3rd, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2003/oct/06/00007/)

These are not compelling arguments. In international politics, benevolent hegemons are like unicorns—there are no such animals. Hegemons love themselves, but others mistrust and fear them. Others dread both the over-concentration of geopolitical weight in America’s favor and the purposes for which it may be used. Washington’s (purportedly) benevolent intentions are ephemeral, but the hard fist of American power is tangible—and others worry that if U.S. intentions change, they might get smacked. As for the argument that the U.S. is too mighty to be counter-balanced, history reminds us that things change fast in international politics. The British found out toward the end of the 19th century that a seemingly unassailable international power position can melt away with unexpectedrapidity.
Heg Unsustainable

US continuous primacy will eventually become too overwhelming – 2 warrants
Layne 3, Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute, 03 – 

(The American Conservative "The Cost of Empire" October 3rd, http://www.amconmag.com/article/2003/oct/06/00007/)

Perhaps the proponents of America’s imperial ambitions are right and the U.S. will not suffer the same fate as previous hegemonic powers. Don’t bet on it. The very fact of America’s overwhelming power is bound to produce a geopolitical backlash—which is why it’s only a short step from the celebration of imperial glory to the recessional of imperial power. Indeed, on its present course, the United States seems fated to succumb to the “hegemon’s temptation.” Hegemons have lots of power and because there is no countervailing force to stop them, they are tempted to use it repeatedly, and thereby overreach themselves. Over time, this hegemonic muscle-flexing has a price. The cumulative costs of fighting —or preparing to fight—guerilla wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, asymmetric conflicts against terrorists (in the Philippines, possibly in a failed Pakistan, and elsewhere), regional powers (Iran, North Korea), and rising great powers like China could erode America’s relative power—especially if the U.S. suffers setbacks in future conflicts, for example in a war with China over Taiwan.

At the end of the day, hegemonic decline results from a combination of external and internal factors: over-extension abroad (imperial overstretch) and domestic economic weakness (endless budget and balance-of- payments deficits). It comes as no surprise that the imperial overstretch debate of the late 1980s—about the costs of empire and America’s ability to afford them—which was aborted by the Soviet Union’s sudden collapse, has re-emerged with a vengeance. And there is ample reason to worry about whether the U.S. can sustain the burdens of hegemony. A recent report commissioned by the U.S. Treasury Department, but buried by the Bush administration, pointed out the magnitude of the fiscal crisis confronting the U.S. in funding health care and pension commitments to the rapidly aging “baby boom” generation. As Niall Ferguson and Laurence Kotlikoff suggest in an important article in the Fall 2003 issue of the National Interest, the looming imperative of achieving fiscal solvency through a combination of painful tax increases and spending cuts eventually will spur the realization that America’s imperial ambitions are unaffordable. Over time, America’s fiscal troubles will erode its economic power—which is the foundation of its military might—and, as the relative power gap between the U.S. and potential new great powers begins to shrink, the costs and risks of challenging the United States will decrease and the pay-off for doing so will increase.
US hegemony challenged unnecessarily 

Haass 8, Richard N. Haass, is President of the Council on Foreign Relations.2008, What Will Follow U.S. Dominance 
U.S. primacy is also being challenged in other realms, such as military effectiveness and diplomacy. Measures of military spending are not the same as measures of military capacity. September 11 showed how a small investment by terrorists could cause extraordinary levels of human and physical damage. Many of the most costly pieces of modern weaponry are not particularly useful in modern conflicts in which traditional battlefields are replaced by urban combat zones. In such environments, large numbers of lightly armed soldiers can prove to be more than a match for smaller numbers of highly trained and better-armed U.S. troops.

Power and influence are less and less linked in an era of nonpolarity. U.S. calls for others to reform will tend to fall on deaf ears, U.S. assistance programs will buy less, and U.S.-led sanctions will accomplish less. After all, China proved to be the country best able to influence North Korea's nuclear program. Washington's ability to pressure Tehran has been strengthened by the participation of several western European countries -- and weakened by the reluctance of China and Russia to sanction Iran. Both Beijing and Moscow have diluted international efforts to pressure the government in Sudan to end its war in Darfur. Pakistan, meanwhile, has repeatedly demonstrated an ability to resist U.S. entreaties, as have Iran, North Korea, Venezuela, and Zimbabwe.

Heg Unsustainable

Imperial overstretch and a declining economy doom US heg – empirically proven. 

Frankel 6, JeffreyFranke l, Harpel Professor of capital formation and growth, Harvard University, Journal of Policy Modeling,2006, 

http://ksghome.harvard.edu/~jfrankel/SalvatoreDeficitsHegemonJan26Jul.pd

The decline in the pound was clearly part of a larger pattern whereby the United Kingdom lost its economic pre-eminence, 
colonies, military power, and other trappings of international hegemony. As some of us wonder whether the United States might now have embarked on a path of “imperial over-reach,” following the British Empire down a road of widening federal budget deficits and overly ambitious military adventures in the Muslim world, the fate of the pound is perhaps a useful caution.
The Suez crisis of 1956 is frequently recalled as the occasion on which Britain was forced under US pressure to abandon its remaining imperial designs. But the important role played by a simultaneous run on the pound is often forgotten.10 Paul Kennedy (1989)’s suggestion of the imperial overreach hypothesis and its application to US hegemony may have been essentially correct but 20years premature, much like the forecasts of those in the early 1990s who warned prematurely of the dollar’s imminent demise.

Misc

The feminine stereotyped soft power prevails over the masculine hard power

Nye 6 (Joseph, Ph.D in Political Science from Harvard, October 27, Soft Power, Hard Power, and Leadership, http://www.hks.harvard.edu/netgov/files/talks/docs/11_06_06_seminar_Nye_HP_SP_Leadership.pdf)

Leadership experts report the increased success of what is sometimes considered a feminine style of leadership. In terms of gender stereotypes, a patriarchal leadership style was assertive, competitive, autocratic and focused on commanding the behavior of others. The feminine style was cooperative, participatory, integrative, and aimed at co-opting the behavior of followers. When women fought their way to the top of organizations with stereotypically masculine roles, they often had to adopt a male style, violating the broader social norm of female “niceness,” and they were often punished for it. Today, with the information revolution and democratization demanding more participatory and integrative leadership, the “female” style is becoming a path to more effective leadership for women and men alike.8 Leadership is seen less in heroic terms of issuing commands than in sharing and encouraging participation throughout an organization, group or network. Soft power may prevail over hard power.

Aff’s use of the term “Rogue State” is offensive and counterproductive

Lind 7,  Michael Lind, Writer from The National Interest, Beyond American Hegemony, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_89/ai_n27268888/pg_2/
"Rogue state" is a term of emotional propaganda, not sober analysis. The rogue-state rationale is employed when American leaders wish to rally support for a policy whose actual purpose -- increasing or reinforcing American military hegemony in its European, Asian or Middle Eastern sphere of influence -- cannot be explained to the public. Instead, the American public is told that this or that rogue state -- North Korea, Iran or Iraq -- is a direct threat to the American people and the American homeland, as it will be able to lob missiles at the United States or to give terrorists nuclear bombs or other WMD for use on American soil.
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