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STRONG ECONOMONY K2 HEG

REVITALIZING THE ECONOMY IS ESSENTIAL TO GLOBAL LEADERSHIP—IT’S A FEEDBACK LOOP THAT’S ESSENTIAL TO GLOBAL SECURITY
FLOURNOY & DAVIDSON, Jul/Aug. ‘12

MICHÈLE FLOURNOY is Co-Founder of the Center for a New American Security and former U.S. Undersecretary of Defense for Policy AND JANINE DAVIDSON is a Professor at George Mason University and former U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans, “Obama's New Global Posture,” Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Vol. 91, Issue 4, JT

Preserving the United States’ unique standing and leadership will require revitalizing the American economy, the foundation of the nation's power. It will also require smart engagement with the rest of the world to create the conditions that are essential to economic recovery and growth, namely, stability and uninterrupted trade. For decades, those have been underwritten by the forward engagement of U.S. forces and by robust networks of alliances. For example, a sustained U.S. military presence in Europe and Asia, along with healthy diplomatic and economic ties to allies there, has reaped decades of peace and prosperity for the United States and the world. Bringing most of those forces home would be detrimental to U.S. national security and economic recovery.

HEG HIGH NOW

DESPITE THE CURRENT ECONOMY, THE U.S. IS STILL THE MOST POWERFUL LEADER--WITHDRAWAL FROM LEADERSHIP IS NOT AN OPTION
FLOURNOY & DAVIDSON, Jul/Aug. ‘12

MICHÈLE FLOURNOY is Co-Founder of the Center for a New American Security and former U.S. Undersecretary of Defense for Policy AND JANINE DAVIDSON is a Professor at George Mason University and former U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans, “Obama's New Global Posture,” Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Vol. 91, Issue 4, JT

TOUGH ECONOMIC times have often been met in the United States by calls for a more modest foreign policy. But despite the global economic downturn, in today's interdependent world, retrenchment would be misguided. The United States’ ability to lead the international community is still invaluable and unmatched. Its economy is still by far the largest, most developed, and most dynamic in the world. Its military remains much more capable than any other. The United States’ network of alliances and partnerships ensures that the country rarely has to act alone. And its soft power reflects the sustained appeal of American values. The United States should not reduce its overseas engagement when it is in a position to actively shape the global environment to secure its interests.
THE U.S. MILITARY IS LARGE AND IN CHARGE—WE CAN GO AT IT ALONE AND MAINTAIN HEGEMONY
Mubeen Adnan, Lecturer, Dept. of Political Science, University of the Punjab, Lahore-Pakistan., University of the Punjab, June 30, 2012
“U.S. Hegemony: Gap between U.S. and the Muslim World,” South Asian Studies, Vol. 27 No. 1, lexis, JT

American military expenditures are greater than those of the next eight countries combined and it leads in the information based revolution in military affairs (http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/news/opeds/2002/nye=uspower_economist03230 2.htm).
It's clear that America is powerful enough to act alone, on its own. Due to disparity between USA and the rest of the world, there is increase in unilateralism of USA is seen. It does not need any military support of its allies. It had vast resources, geography and growth rates, which was an astonishing development but as long as it is indulging itself into different wars on earth its economy is suffering. U.S. is successfully fighting its own wars on other resourceful lands and trying to capture or utilize the explored as well as unexplored resources and that's why it is enjoying the status of world hegemon.

HEG HIGH NOW

U.S. DEPLOYMENTS IN THE GULF PROVE WE’RE STRONG
THOM SHANKER, Et al, July 4, 2012
ERIC SCHMITT and DAVID E. SANGER, “In warning to Iran, U.S. bolsters its Gulf forces,” The International Herald Tribune, Pg. 6, JT

The United States has quietly moved significant military reinforcements into the Gulf to deter the Iranian military from any possible attempt to shut the Strait of Hormuz and to increase the number of fighter jets capable of striking deep into Iran if the standoff over its nuclear program escalates.

The deployments are part of a long-planned effort to bolster the U.S. military presence in the Gulf region, in part to reassure Israel that in dealing with Iran, as one senior administration official put it last week, ''When the president says there are other options on the table beyond negotiations, he means it.''
US still has the world’s biggest and best military 

Kagan ‘12

Robert Kagan. The new republic.  January 11, 2012   http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism/   not fade away, the myth of american decline. Page# 2  accessed 7/2/12
Military capacity matters, too, as early nineteenth-century China learned and Chinese leaders know today. As Yan Xuetong recently noted, “military strength underpins hegemony.” Here the United States remains unmatched. It is far and away the most powerful nation the world has ever known, and there has been no decline in America’s relative military capacity—at least not yet. Americans currently 7spend less than $600 billion a year on defense, more than the rest of the other great powers combined. (This figure does not include the deployment in Iraq, which is ending, or the combat forces in Afghanistan, which are likely to diminish steadily over the next couple of years.) They do so, moreover, while consuming a little less than 4 percent of GDP annually—a higher percentage than the other great powers, but in historical terms lower than the 10 percent of GDP that the United States spent on defense in the mid-1950s and the 7 percent it spent in the late 1980s. The superior expenditures underestimate America’s actual superiority in military capability. American land and air forces are equipped with the most advanced weaponry, and are the most experienced in actual combat. They would defeat any competitor in a head-to-head battle. American naval power remains predominant in every region of the world. By these military and economic measures, at least, the United States today is not remotely like Britain circa 1900, when that empire’s relative decline began to become apparent. It is more like Britain circa 1870, when the empire was at the height of its power. It is possible to imagine a time when this might no longer be the case, but that moment has not yet arrived. BUT WHAT ABOUT the “rise of the rest”—the increasing economic clout of nations like China, India, Brazil, and Turkey? Doesn’t that cut into American power and influence? The answer is, it depends. The fact that other nations in the world are enjoying periods of high growth does not mean that America’s position as the predominant power is declining, or even that “the rest” are catching up in terms of overall power and influence. Brazil’s share of global GDP was a little over 2 percent in 1990 and remains a little over 2 percent today. Turkey’s share was under 1 percent in 1990 and is still under 1 percent today. People, and especially businesspeople, are naturally excited about these emerging markets, but just because a nation is an attractive investment opportunity does not mean it is a rising great power. Wealth matters in international politics, but there is no simple correlation between economic growth and international influence. It is not clear that a richer India today wields greater influence on the global stage than a poorer India did in the 1950s under Nehru, when it was the leader of the Non-Aligned Movement, or that Turkey, for all the independence and flash of Prime Minister Recep Tayyip Erdoğan, really wields more influence than it did a decade ago. 
HEG HIGH NOW – NO DECLINE
American hegemony is not in decline, but adapting to global change

Mead ’12.
Mr. Mead is a professor of foreign affairs and humanities at Bard College. His blog, Via Meadia, appears at the American Interest Online. Wall Street Journal. 04/09/2012. http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702303816504577305531821651026.html “The Myth Of America’s Decline”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW

The world balance of power is changing. Countries like China, India, Turkey and Brazil are heard from more frequently and on a wider range of subjects. The European Union's most ambitious global project—creating a universal treaty to reduce carbon emissions—has collapsed, and EU expansion has slowed to a crawl as Europe turns inward to deal with its debt crisis. Japan has ceded its place as the largest economy in Asia to China and appears increasingly on the defensive in the region as China's hard and soft power grow. The international chattering class has a label for these changes: American decline. The dots look so connectable: The financial crisis, say the pundits, comprehensively demonstrated the failure of "Anglo-Saxon" capitalism. The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq have sapped American strength and, allegedly, destroyed America's ability to act in the Middle East. China-style "state capitalism" is all the rage. Throw in the assertive new powers and there you have it—the portrait of America in decline. Actually, what's been happening is just as fateful but much more complex. The United States isn't in decline, but it is in the midst of a major rebalancing. The alliances and coalitions America built in the Cold War no longer suffice for the tasks ahead. As a result, under both the George W. Bush and Barack Obama administrations, American foreign policy has been moving toward the creation of new, sometimes difficult partnerships as it retools for the tasks ahead. From the 1970s to the start of this decade, the world was in what future historians may call the Trilateral Era. In the early '70s, Americans responded to the defeat in Vietnam and the end of the Bretton Woods era by inviting key European allies and Japan to join in the creation of a trilateral system. Western Europe, Japan and the U.S. accounted for an overwhelming proportion of the international economy in the noncommunist world. With overlapping interests on a range of issues, the trilateral powers were able to set the global agenda on some key questions. Currency policy, the promotion of free trade, integrating the developing world into the global financial system, assisting the transition of Warsaw Pact economies into the Western World—the trilateralists had a lot to show for their efforts. The system worked particularly well for America. Europe and Japan shared a basic commitment to the type of world order that Americans wanted, and so a more cooperative approach to key policy questions enlisted the support of rich and powerful allies for efforts that tallied pretty closely with key long-term American goals. It is this trilateral system—rather than American power per se—that is in decline today. Western Europe and Japan were seen as rising powers in the 1970s, and the assumption was that the trilateral partnership would become more powerful and effective as time passed. Something else happened instead. Demographically and economically, both Japan and Europe stagnated. The free-trade regime and global investment system promoted growth in the rest of Asia more than in Japan. Europe, turning inward to absorb the former Warsaw Pact nations, made the fateful blunder of embracing the euro rather than a more aggressive program of reform in labor markets, subsidies and the like. The result today is that the trilateral partnership can no longer serve as the only or perhaps even the chief set of relationships through which the U.S. can foster a liberal world system. Turkey, increasingly turning away from Europe, is on the road to becoming a more effective force in the Middle East than is the EU. China and India are competing to replace the Europeans as the most important non-U.S. economic actor in Africa. In Latin America, Europe's place as the second most important economic and political partner (after the U.S.) is also increasingly taken by China. The U.S. will still be a leading player, but in a septagonal, not a trilateral, world. In addition to Europe and Japan, China, India, Brazil and Turkey are now on Washington's speed dial. (Russia isn't sure whether it wants to join or sulk; negotiations continue.)
HEG HIGH NOW-NO CHALLENGERS

U.S. IS IN CHARGE--NO CHALLENGER WILL POSSESS THE CAPABILITY FOR A LONG TIME
Mubeen Adnan, Lecturer, Dept. of Political Science, University of the Punjab, Lahore-Pakistan., University of the Punjab, June 30, 2012
“U.S. Hegemony: Gap between U.S. and the Muslim World,” South Asian Studies, Vol. 27 No. 1, lexis, JT

U.S. had enjoyed a hegemonic position in early years of 20th century in terms of economic growth, military power and technology. Previous leading states were either great commercial and naval powers or great military powers on land, never both. But at the dawn of cold war, the U.S. of America was dominant economically as well as in air and naval capabilities and at that time former USSR was also militarily powerful. After the demise of USSR, U.S. had no rival of its power. America single handedly achieved desired results in world politics.

Number of scholars were predicting American decline after the end of cold war. They said as this world hegemon was becoming over stretched in the same way that earlier empires had declined under the burden of military power. Just as Britain was overtaken by U.S. in the mid twentieth century. It was also predicted that Japan and Western Europe would lead in the next phase of capitalism. U.S. is supreme in all fields of power while other countries, which are considered as potential challengers, do not possess power in all fields. U.S. is both big and rich, whereas the potential challengers are either one or the other. It will take time for other big countries such as China and India to become rich. China is economically booming but militarily far behind America. It is the only state with both nuclear weapons and conventional forces with global reach.

No challengers to US hegemony

Kagan ’12.

Robert Kagan is an American historian and foreign policy commentator. He is a contributing editor for The New Republic, Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution, Cofounder of the Foreign Policy Initiative, Cofounder of the Project for the New American Century, and Columnist at the Washington Post. Studied history at Yale, earned an MPP from the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and a PhD in US Histroy from American University in Washington, D.C. The New Republic. 01/11/2012. http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism?page=0,1 “Not Fade Away”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW

The  answer is no. Let’s start with the basic indicators. In economic terms, and even despite the current years of recession and slow growth, America’s position in the world has not changed. Its share of the world’s GDP has held remarkably steady, not only over the past decade but over the past four decades. In 1969, the United States produced roughly a quarter of the world’s economic output. Today it still produces roughly a quarter, and it remains not only the largest but also the richest economy in the world. People are rightly mesmerized by the rise of China, India, and other Asian nations whose share of the global economy has been climbing steadily, but this has so far come almost entirely at the expense of Europe and Japan, which have had a declining share of the global economy. Optimists about China’s development predict that it will overtake the United States as the largest economy in the world sometime in the next two decades. This could mean that the United States will face an increasing challenge to its economic position in the future. But the sheer size of an economy is not by itself a good measure of overall power within the international system. If it were, then early nineteenth-century China, with what was then the world’s largest economy, would have been the predominant power instead of the prostrate victim of smaller European nations. Even if China does reach this pinnacle again—and Chinese leaders face significant obstacles to sustaining the country’s growth indefinitely—it will still remain far behind both the United States and Europe in terms of per capita GDP. 
HEG HIGH NOW-CHINA NOT CHALLENGE
China won’t surpass the U.S. anytime soon 

Nye ‘12
Nye, Joseph.  Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University The Future of American Power: Dominance and Decline in Perspective march 5 2012 http://isites.harvard.edu/fs/docs/icb.topic1038752.files/Facilitation%20Articles/Fac_20120305_1.pdf  page # 4 accessed 7/2/2012
As for the United States' power relative to China's, much will depend on the uncertainties of future political change in China. Barring any political upheaval, China's size and high rate of economic growth will almost certainly increase its relative strength vis-à-vis the United States. This will bring China closer to the United States in power resources, but it does not necessarily mean that China will surpass the United States as the most powerful country-even if China suffers no major domestic political setbacks. Projections based on gdp growth alone are one dimensional. They ignore U.S. advantages in military and soft power, as well as China's geopolitical disadvantages in the Asian balance of power. Among the range of possible futures, the more likely are those in which China gives the United States a run for its money but does not surpass it in overall power in the first half of this century. Looking back at history, the British strategist Lawrence Freedman has noted that the United States has "two features which distinguish it from the dominant great powers of the past: American power is based on alliances rather than colonies and is associated with an ideology that is flexible. . . . Together they provide a core of relationships and values to which America can return even after it has overextended itself." And looking to the future, the scholar Anne-Marie Slaughter has argued that the United States' culture of openness and innovation will keep it central in a world where networks supplement, if not fully replace, hierarchical power.
China will not pass US in any foreseeable future

Nye ‘12.
Nye, Joseph. Distinguished Service Professor at Harvard University.The Future of American Power: Dominance and Decline in Perspective march 5 2012 http://isites.harvard.edu/fs/docs/icb.topic1038752.files/Facilitation%20Articles/Fac_20120305_1.pdf  page # 2 accessed 7/2/2012
Yet China has a long way to go to equal the power resources of the United States, and it still faces many obstacles to its development. Even if overall Chinese gdp passed that of the United States around 2030, the two economies, although roughly equivalent in size, would not be equivalent in composition. China would still have a vast underdeveloped countryside  Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an economy. Assuming a six percent Chinese gdp growth rate and only two percent American gdp growth rate after 2030, China would probably not equal the United States in per capita income until sometime around the middle of the century. In other words, China's impressive economic growth rate and increasing population will likely lead the Chinese economy to pass the U.S. economy in total size in a few decades, but that is not the same as equality.
HEG HIGH NOW-CHINA NOT CHALLENGE
ALLIANCES THAT MAKE IT IMPOSSIBLE TO CHALLENGE THE U.S.
Wares ‘12

Allana Wares.  Globalist.   April 9 2012.  http://www.thesaglobalist.org/2012/04/a-creeping-dragon-a-rising-china/ a creeping dragon a rising china. Accessed date 7/3/12
China cannot win the battle for global or even regional military primacy, as long as the US remains a close ally of China’s neighbours. American military might provides US- led reassurance for China’s nervous Asian neighbours, creating what Hoge calls “the soft containment of China”. The rise of Chinese power is contested by both India and Japan, and that provides a major power advantage to the United States. Nye supports this statement, believing that the U.S-Japanese alliance and the improvement in US-Indian relations mean that China cannot easily expel the Americans from Asia. Hoge thinks this relationship is a result of Japan - faced with a rising China, a nuclear- armed North Korea, and increasing tension over Taiwan- feeling insecure and thus, has signed on to develop a missile defence system with the U.S. Nye states that unless the Americans act foolishly with regard to Japan, an allied East Asia is not a plausible candidate to displace the United States. Horace Campbell, professor of Political Science at Syracuse University highlights that US military and security officials have been building military bases and alliances in East Asia and Eurasia up to the border with China. Campbell also points out that the United States is no longer poised with several large, toehold military bases on the Pacific rim of the Asian continent; today it has made significant moves into the heart of Asia itself, building a network of smaller, starting bases in Central Asia. “Most of China’s neighbours will eventually join an American-led balancing coalition designed to check China’s rise”, says Mearsheimer.

China can’t challenge US military sumpremacy
Wares ‘12

Allana Wares.  Globalist.   April 9 2012.  http://www.thesaglobalist.org/2012/04/a-creeping-dragon-a-rising-china/ a creeping dragon a rising china. Accessed date 7/3/12
Even if China did wish to push its luck and strike the US militarily, Washington’s colossal spending on its armed forces ensures military power is still largely unipolar, and the United States is likely to retain primacy for quite some time according to Harvard University’s international relations expert, Joseph Nye. However James Hoge, former editor of the journal Foreign Affairs points out China is modernising its military forces, both to improve its ability to win a conflict over Taiwan and to deter US aggression. According to John Ikenberry, a professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, China cannot hope to come anywhere close to total OECD military expenditures anytime soon. Mearsheimer’s opinion is that today’s Chinese military does not have a lot of power projection capability and poses little danger to its neighbours.
HEG HIGH NOW – ECONOMY NOT HURT

Current economic decline does not mean a loss of power

Kagan ‘12

Robert Kagan. The new republic.  January 11, 2012   http://www.tnr.com/article/politics/magazine/99521/america-world-power-declinism/   not fade away, the myth of american decline. Page# 1 accessed 7/2/12
Some of the arguments for America’s relative decline these days would be more potent if they had not appeared only in the wake of the financial crisis of 2008. Just as one swallow does not make a spring, one recession, or even a severe economic crisis, need not mean the beginning of the end of a great power. The United States suffered deep and prolonged economic crises in the 1890s, the 1930s, and the 1970s. In each case, it rebounded in the following decade and actually ended up in a stronger position relative to other powers than before the crisis. The 1910s, the 1940s, and the 1980s were all high points of American global power and influence.
HEG LOW NOW - challengers
China, Russia, and the Middle East are challenging American hegemony now

Kupchan ’12.

Charles A. Kupchan is a professor of international relations at Georgetown, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, and the author of “No One’s World: The West, the Rising Rest, and the Coming Global Turn.” New York Times. 04/07/2012. http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/08/opinion/sunday/americas-place-in-the-new-world.html?_r=3&partner=rss&emc=rss&pagewanted=print “America’s Place In The New World”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW

IT’S election season again, and the main contenders for the Oval Office are knocking themselves out to reassure Americans that their nation remains at the pinnacle of the global pecking order. Mitt Romney recently declared that “this century must be an American century.” Not to be outdone, President Obama insisted in his State of the Union address that “anyone who tells you that America is in decline” doesn’t “know what they’re talking about.” Mr. Romney and Mr. Obama might overdo it a bit, but they’re actually not far off the mark. Despite two draining wars, sluggish growth and a diffusion of power from the West to China and the “rising rest,” a combination of economic resilience and military superiority will keep the United States at or near the top for decades. Still, they’re missing the point. The most potent challenge to America’s dominance comes not from the continuing redistribution of global power, but from a subtler change: the new forms of governance and capitalism being forged by China and other rising nations. The democratic, secular and free-market model that has become synonymous with the era of Western primacy is being challenged by state capitalism in China, Russia and the Persian Gulf sheikdoms. Political Islam is rising in step with democracy across the Middle East. And left-wing populism is taking hold from India to Brazil. Rather than following the West’s path of development and obediently accepting their place in the liberal international order, rising nations are fashioning their own versions of modernity and pushing back against the West’s ideological ambitions. 
HEG LOW NOW – A2: MEAD ‘12

Mead is wrong, American hegemony is in decline

Economist 04/10.

The Economist. 04/10/2012. http://www.economist.com/blogs/democracyinamerica/2012/04/american-decline?fsrc=scn/tw/te/bl/itsthenedoftheworld “It’s the End of the World as We Know It”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW

WRITING in the Wall Street Journal, Walter Russell Mead is the latest in a long line of cheerleaders for American global leadership to maintain that, no matter how it might look, America is not in decline. "The United States isn't in decline", Mr Mead writes, "but it is in the midst of a major rebalancing. The alliances and coalitions America built in the Cold War no longer suffice for the tasks ahead." It turns out that what Mr Mead means by "major rebalancing" is that America is in decline. Actually, Mr Mead says that the "trilateral system" is in decline. According to Mr Mead, from the 1970s to the early oughts, an alliance of America, Western Europe, and Japan dominated global affairs. Japanese and European stagnation mean that the "trilateral era" is now over: “[T]he trilateral partnership can no longer serve as the only or perhaps even the chief set of relationships through which the U.S. can foster a liberal world system. Turkey, increasingly turning away from Europe, is on the road to becoming a more effective force in the Middle East than is the EU. China and India are competing to replace the Europeans as the most important non-U.S. economic actor in Africa. In Latin America, Europe's place as the second most important economic and political partner (after the U.S.) is also increasingly taken by China. The U.S. will still be a leading player, but in a septagonal, not a trilateral, world. In addition to Europe and Japan, China, India, Brazil and Turkey are now on Washington's speed dial. (Russia isn't sure whether it wants to join or sulk; negotiations continue.)” Mr Mead doesn't mention American stagnation as a contributing cause of the end of the trilateral era, but come on! When influence is the currency in global affairs, to decline is simply to lose relative influence. If America was once the dominant player in a three-way alliance, and has now become a leading player in a septagonal world, then America is in decline. Mr Mead's silver lining is that America can achieve its main aims in foreign affairs without dominance because rising powers have ample independent reason to pursue those aims. “[E]ven in the emerging world order, the U.S. is likely to have much more success in advancing its global agenda than many think. Washington is hardly unique in wanting a liberal world system of open trade, freedom of the seas, enforceable rules of contract and protection for foreign investment.” Terrific! Nevertheless, Mr Mead can't quite square up to the reality of America's weakening influence. "Washington will remain the chairman of a larger board", he says, hopefully. Tell me: why is it so damn hard to admit that this straightforwardly implies that America's relative power has slipped and is slipping—that its place at the head of the table has become less secure? Perhaps my problem is that I cannot quite grasp what's so bad about being one power among many, as long as the interests of the many are broadly compatible with the interests of America, which they seem to be. Is it a matter of ego? National self-esteem? Will our influence wane even further if our most prominent foreign-policy wonks are seen to have lost the will to posture? I don't get it. Sure, it's the end of world affairs as we know it. Why not feel fine?

HEG LOW NOW-A2: KAGAN ‘12

KAGAN OVERSTATES THE VALUE OF U.S. LEADERSHIP AND IGNORES SYSTEMIC FACTORS THAT UNDERMINE HEG
Kakutani ’12.

Michiko Kakutani is an American Pulitzer Prize-winning critic for The New York Times. New York Times. 02/13/2012. http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/14/books/the-world-america-made-by-robert-kagan.html?pagewanted=all “Historian Who Influences Both Obama and Romney: ‘The World America Made,’ by Robert Kagan”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW

Mr. Kagan also observes that the United States has never been omnipotent and astutely notes that “in every single decade since the end of World War II Americans have worried about their declining influence and looked nervously as other powers seemed to be rising at their expense.” He writes that pundits and foreign-policy makers have frequently bemoaned the foreign and domestic problems besetting the United States in the past, and points out that some recent commentators have been quick to flip-flop their assessments of America’s fortunes. In 2004, he says, Fareed Zakaria described the United States as enjoying a “comprehensive uni-polarity” unlike anything seen since Rome, only to start writing, a mere four years later, about the “post-American world.” But if some of Mr. Kagan’s efforts to place America’s current difficulties within a historical perspective (comparing, say, the challenges posed by China today to the threat of the Soviet Union during the cold war) can be instructive, others devolve into odd exercises in relativism or blatant rationalizations of current woes. “Today the United States lacks the ability to have its way on many issues,” Mr. Kagan writes, “but this has not prevented it from enjoying just as much success, and suffering just as much failure, as in the past.” He says that “for all the controversy, the United States has been more successful in Iraq than it was in Vietnam”: a decidedly low bar, it must be said, and a premature conclusion, given the ever evolving situation in Iraq. And he contends that “anyone who honestly recalls the 1970s, with Watergate, Vietnam, stagflation and the energy crisis, cannot really believe the present difficulties are unrivaled.” Mr. Kagan’s sometimes shaky reasoning is combined with a failure to grapple convincingly with crucial problems facing America today, the very problems that observers who worry about American decline have cited as clear and present dangers, including political gridlock at home, falling education scores, lowered social mobility and most important, a ballooning deficit. Mr. Kagan hops and skips around such issues, placing way more emphasis on the military aspects of power as a measure of a country’s health and global sway. For instance, of the burgeoning financial clout of China — which already holds more than $1 trillion in United States debt — Mr. Kagan asserts that it has implications for American power in the future “only insofar as the Chinese translate enough of their growing economic strength into military strength.” Other assertions made by Mr. Kagan in these pages are similarly problematic. He declares that “great powers rarely decline suddenly” — the historian Niall Ferguson argued the exact opposite in his 2011 book “Civilization” — yet then proceeds to offer illustrations showing that “the decline of the British Empire” occurred over a few brief decades. It depends, the reader supposes, on how you define “suddenly.” In another section of this book Mr. Kagan writes that the United States “enjoys a unique and unprecedented ability to gain international acceptance of its power.” The expectation of global support for American military intervention, he goes on, “is so great that in the Iraq war of 2003, Americans were shocked and disturbed when only 38 nations participated in either the invasion or the post-invasion occupation of Iraq. It was almost unbearable to find democratic allies like France and Germany withholding their endorsement.” Such statements about the so-called coalition of the willing play down just how controversial the Iraq war (and the Bush administration’s policy of pre-emptive war) was among allies, and how negatively the invasion affected perceptions of the United States abroad. A March 2004 Pew Global Attitudes poll, for instance, indicated that a year after the invasion of Iraq, United States favorability ratings had fallen to 58 percent in Britain, 38 percent in Germany, 30 percent in Turkey and 5 percent in Jordan. The same poll indicated that on the question of United States unilateralism, majorities in many countries felt the “U.S. considers others not much/not at all”: 61 percent in Britain, 69 percent in Germany and 77 percent in Jordan. As for Americans’ own attitudes about the United States’ role abroad, Mr. Kagan tries to rebut the sort of isolationist thinking expressed by the Republican candidate Ron Paul and his supporters and more widespread concerns that with so many problems at home today, the United States should reassess its activist role on the global stage. Mr. Kagan writes that Americans, despite certain misgivings, have, in fact, “developed a degree of satisfaction in their special role,” and as proof of this, he offers this not very persuasive anecdote: “During the seventh-inning stretch in every game at Yankee Stadium, the fans rise and offer ‘a moment of silent prayer for the men and women who are stationed around the globe’ for defending freedom and ‘our way of life.’ A tribute to those serving, yes, but with an unmistakable glint of pride in the nation’s role ‘around the globe.’ ” Perhaps the most annoying symptoms of this book’s lapses in logic are related to Mr. Kagan’s penchant for setting up straw men adversaries he can easily knock down, or rebutting what he suggests are commonly held perceptions without explaining just how widespread such views might be or acknowledging the extent to which other thinkers, before him, have also contested the theories he is faulting. In many cases Mr. Kagan seems to be referring to Francis Fukuyama’s frequently disputed thesis that liberal democracy will inevitably triumph around the world, or the psychologist Steven Pinker’s also contested argument that violence has fallen drastically over thousands of years, but he does not always identify them or their followers by name. This volume is peppered with vague lines like “many believe that wars among the great powers are no longer possible,” or “it is a common perception today that the international free market system is simply a natural stage in the evolution of the global economy.” Mr. Kagan mocks the Pollyanna-ish notion “that nations and people had become ‘socialized’ to love peace and hate war”; says “one often hears today that the United States need not worry about China and Russia”; and questions what he calls “the common view that there can be no wars for territory, because territory no longer matters in this digitalized age of economic interdependence.” The condescending tone of large parts of this book, along with sometimes less than coherent reasoning, distracts attention from Mr. Kagan’s more original and useful ideas, and they make readers ponder the curious development that it happens to be this historian who’s recently found public favor in both the Obama and Romney camps. 

HEG LOW NOW-A2: KAGAN ‘12

EGYPT PROVES DEMOCRACY THROUGH HEG UNDERMINES U.S. LEADERSHIP
Mann ’12.

James Mann is author-in-residence at Johns Hopkins University’s Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies. The Washington Post. 03/09/2012. http://www.washingtonpost.com/entertainment/books/the-world-america-made-by-robert-kagan/2012/02/21/gIQAGj5d1R_print.html “ ‘The World America Made’ by Robert Kagan”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW
Although “The World America Made” has attracted considerable attention for debunking the idea of American decline, this critique is merely one part of Kagan’s larger argument — one that should prove even more controversial on both the left and the right, once fully grasped: He maintains that the United States should continue to serve as the world’s benign hegemon, its global cop. Personal Post He starts with the idea that American power has been crucial to the spread of democracy and free trade and to the maintenance of peace among the world’s leading powers. From this arguable assertion, he leaps to the more sweeping and dubious claim that other nations accept the legitimacy of U.S. hegemony and are eager for pax Americana to endure. “Indeed, America’s great power has been more than tolerated,” he says. “Other nations have abetted it, encouraged it, joined it, and, with surprising frequency, legitimated it in multilateral institutions like NATO and the UN, as well as in less formal coalitions.” Here Kagan is unconvincing. While the world certainly is less anti-American than it seemed at the time of the Iraq war, it is not nearly so enamored of the United States as he contends. He argues cogently for the importance of supporting democratic change; yet in many countries, the end of authoritarian rule could mean less, not more, acceptance of the supposed legitimacy of U.S. power. Witness Egypt. 

A2:  KAGAN

KAGAN AND LIEBER ARE JUST ANTI-DECLINISTS WHO REFUSE TO RECOGNIZE THE REALITY OF WORLD POLITICS
Robert O. Keohane, Prof. of Int’l Affairs at Princeton, July/August ‘12
“Hegemony and After: Knowns and Unknowns in the Debate Over Decline,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 91, Issue 4, ebsco, JT
Playing a dominant role in world politics does not make for an easy life. Even very powerful states encounter problems they cannot solve and situations they would prefer to avoid. But as Macbeth remarks after seeing the witches, "Present fears are less than horrible imaginings." What really scares American foreign policy commentators is not any immediate frustration or danger but the prospect of longer- term decline.

Recently, the United States has been going through yet another bout of declinism--the fifth wave in the last six decades, by the scholar Josef Joffe's count. This one has been caused by the juxtaposition of China's rising power and American economic, political, and military malaise. Just as in the past, however, the surge of pessimism has produced a countersurge of defensive optimism, with arguments put forward about the continued value and feasibility of U.S. global leadership. 

Two examples of such antideclinist forays are Robert Kagan's The World America Made and Robert Lieber's Power and Willpower in the American Future. Both make some cogent points in their analyses of the past, present, and future of the existing U.S.-sponsored global order. But their authors' refusal to accord due weight to multilateral institutions and material power in their assessments of that order, and their overconfidence in making assertions about the future, reduce the books' value as appraisals of contemporary world politics.

KAGAN IGNORES THE ROLE OF SOFT POWER & PROVIDES SHALLOW ANALYSIS

Robert O. Keohane, Prof. of Int’l Affairs at Princeton, July/August ‘12
“Hegemony and After: Knowns and Unknowns in the Debate Over Decline,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 91, Issue 4, ebsco, JT
The World America Made thus combines a conventional and often sensible analysis of world politics and modern U.S. foreign policy with tendentious criticism of supposedly competing arguments that few, if any, authors actually make. Kagan does not engage in serious analysis of how much military power the 
United States needs to maintain its central leadership role, in alliance with other democracies, in a stable world order, or of how what Nye has called "soft power" can contribute, in conjunction with "hard" material power, to U.S. influence.
A2:  KAGAN

KAGAN’S ANALYSIS IS UNSUPPORTED AND BASED ON ASSERTIONS

Robert O. Keohane, Prof. of Int’l Affairs at Princeton, July/August ‘12
“Hegemony and After: Knowns and Unknowns in the Debate Over Decline,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 91, Issue 4, ebsco, JT
Kagan's gracefully written essay notes that the United States has played an essential role in creating the international system of the last 60 years, one in which large-scale warfare has been relatively rare, the global economy has grown at unprecedented rates, and the number of democracies has quadrupled. Harking back to Frank Capra's It's a Wonderful Life, Kagan asks readers to imagine what the world would have been like during this period without American leadership and says the answer is clear: much less attractive. U.S. hegemony helped promote peace, prosperity, and political liberalization, and American power continues to be important in maintaining world order.

The World America Made offers a thoroughly conventional reading of world politics, one focusing on the sources and distribution of power in the international system and the ways in which states interpret their interests. The lack of a common government to enforce rules means that order depends on bargaining, which typically involves threats as well as promises. Threats imply some chance of conflict. And so international systems not dominated by a single great power have only rarely managed to sustain peace for long.

General readers might not realize how conventional this interpretation of world politics is, since Kagan strikes a pose of embattled iconoclasm, ignoring most of the major authors who developed the case--such as E. H. Carr, Hans Morgenthau, and Kenneth Waltz--and claiming to refute other scholars with whom he supposedly disagrees, such as G. John Ikenberry and Joseph Nye.

Unfortunately, Kagan's method of disagreement is unconvincing. When he raises an opposing claim, he almost never provides data or even systematic evidence; instead, he relies on a counter- assertion with a few carefully selected examples. More annoying, he typically overstates the argument in question, stripping it of its original nuance, before claiming to refute it.

SOFT POWER – HIGH NOW

SOFT POWER HIGH NOW
Jennie S. Bev, an Associate Partner of Fortune PR Indonesia, May 23, ‘12
http://www.forbes.com/sites/85broads/2012/05/23/the-power-of-american-soft-power/, The Power of American "Soft Power", FORBESWOMAN ,ACC. 7-3-12, JT

This myth is likely to continue for a while despite the recession officially ending in June 2009 as the high unemployment and on-going foreclosure crisis have cloaked significant economic improvements.  In the last four years, declinism and declinists have been spreading paralyzing dystopian analyses. Combine this with Nouriel “Dr. Doom” Roubini’s “the perfect storm” forecast in 2013 and you probably would become even more paralyzed.

Daniel Gross’ best-selling book Better, Stronger, Faster released in May 2012 is an exception. It is probably one of the first books that presents encouraging facts in this recovery period rather than discouraging views of America’s future.

The mammoth has gotten back up, but it is always the memory of one’s fall that lingers in mind. We all remember that one fateful day when we attended the 341(a) bankruptcy hearing to meet creditors and not the thousands of days of financial stability. Just like we all remember vividly the day our loved one was buried six-feet under when he died and not the beautiful decades he shared his life with us.

Failure and losing hurt, thus they are recorded for eternity in our long-term memory.  It is just how our brain works, thanks to millions of years of evolution.

The world was so shocked with the fall of USA, that its gradual rise hasn’t yet created a lasting mental image. Good news, American “soft power” is more powerful than any fiscal policy and political maneuver.

Joseph Nye of Harvard University Kennedy School of Government says “soft power” refers to the ability to get through attraction rather than coercion or payments. By “to get” it means to receive favorable treatments based upon attractiveness of a country’s culture, ideals, and policies. For instance, inspired by TV series about medical doctors, some children in Taiwan aspire to study medicine at an American university. Infatuated by the idea of a fair trial, an Indonesian dissident aspires to become a lawyer.

“Soft power” can be hardcore power. And the American brand is still the best out there.

SOFT POWER – LOW NOW

SOFT POWER LOW NOW—SYSTEMIC FACTORS
Victor Davis Hanson, the Martin and Illie Anderson Senior Fellow at Stanford University's Hoover Institution, April 20, 2012
http://www.nationalreview.com/corner/296605/where-soft-power-victor-davis-hanson, "Where is the Soft Power?,” The National Review, ACC. 7-3-12, JT
During the Bush administration we were advised about the failure of “hard” power to achieve policy aims, especially during the dark 2004–7 days in Iraq. Obama was to be an antidote to Bush’s Texanism — an Ivy League sophisticate who in a variety of far more subtle ways would leverage American interests. But what if we are beginning to have even less soft than hard power?

The recent federal government scandals — the GSA buffoonery, the Secret Service debauchery, the food-stamp scandal in the capital, Fast and Furious — project the image abroad of Third Worldism. The addition of $5 trillion in new debt has damaged our ability to help friends; the annual $1 trillion deficits have made us appear as a profligate loudmouth, lecturing others while we borrow for our consumption and redistribution. The vast growth in borrowing to fund vast new U.S. entitlements, while we advise the EU to tighten its belt, is comic and seen so in Europe. Our encouragement to others to pump more oil or develop new offshore reserves to lower global prices or ensure U.S. supplies, while putting our own resources off limits, comes off as cynical and hypocritical. A commander-in-chief, who cannot get political correctness right (Maldives for Malvinas), or thinks Austrians speak an Austrian language, does not radiate international cosmopolitanism, and seems unaware of soft-power niceties, from visiting Germany on the anniversary of the fall of the Berlin Wall to avoiding trash talking into open mics with foreign dignitaries to mastering the arts of diplomatic gift-exchange.

The image abroad of the U.S. on issues like Iran, North Korea, the North African post-revolutionary chaos, reset in Russia, Syria, the Falklands, Israel/Palestinians, etc., can be summed us as something like “why can’t this all go away?” or “why are these things happening to me right now?” or “just let me be” rather than exercising global leadership to muster allies to confront and solve these crises. Right now the real worry is a loss of soft-power influence: We’ve lost financial leverage and respect, our allies do not assume predictability and reliability in U.S. foreign policy, and we do not have a president who projects international experience and culture or a familiarity with diplomatic protocols
MULTIPOLARITY INEVITABLE
MULTIPOLARITY INEVITABLE—HOLDING ON TO AMERICAN HEGEMONY GUARANTEES INSTABILITY

Kupchan ’12.

Charles A. Kupchan is a professor of international relations at Georgetown, a senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, and the author of “No One’s World: The West, the Rising Rest, and the Coming Global Turn.” New York Times. 04/07/2012. http://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/08/opinion/sunday/americas-place-in-the-new-world.html?_r=3&partner=rss&emc=rss&pagewanted=print “America’s Place In The New World”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW

As this century unfolds, sustaining American power will be the easy part. The hard part will be adjusting to the loss of America’s ideological dominance and fashioning consensus and compromise in an increasingly diverse and unwieldy world. If American leaders remain blind to this new reality and continue to expect conformity to Western values, they will not only misunderstand emerging powers, but also alienate the many countries tired of being herded toward Western standards of governance. This transition won’t be easy. Since the founding era, the American elite and the public have believed in the universality of their model. The end of the cold war only deepened this conviction; after the collapse of the Soviet Union, democratic capitalism seemed the only game in town. But the supposed “end of history” didn’t last. Many developing nations have recently acquired the economic and political wherewithal to consolidate brands of modernity that present durable alternatives. The last 30 years of Chinese development, for example, look nothing like the path followed by Europe and North America. The West’s ascent was led by its middle class, which overturned absolute monarchy, insisted on a separation of church and state and unleashed the entrepreneurial and technological potential vital to the Industrial Revolution. In contrast, the authoritarian Chinese state has won over its middle class, and with reason: its economy outperforms those of Western competitors, enriching its bourgeoisie and lifting hundreds of millions out of poverty. And in today’s fast and fluid global economy, the control afforded by state capitalism has its distinct advantages, which is precisely why Russia, Vietnam and others are following China’s lead. The Middle East is similarly set to confound American expectations. Participatory politics may be arriving in the region, but most of the Muslim world recognizes no distinction between the realms of the sacred and the secular; mosque and state are inseparable, ensuring that political Islam is returning as coercive regimes fall. A poll last year revealed that nearly two-thirds of Egyptians want civil law to adhere strictly to the Koran, one of the main reasons Islamists recently prevailed in the country’s parliamentary elections. And Egypt is the rule, not the exception. If nothing else, the Arab Spring has shown that democratization does not equal Westernization, and that it is past time for Washington to rethink its longstanding alignment with the region’s secular parties. 

MULTIPOLARITY INEVITABLE

We are transitioning into multipolarity now

Layne ’12.

Christopher Layne is professor and Robert M. Gates Chair in National Security at Texas A & M University’s George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service. His current book project, to be published by Yale University Press, is After the Fall: International Politics, U.S. Grand Strategy, and the End of the Pax Americana. The National Interest. 01/27/2012. http://nationalinterest.org/commentary/almost-triumph-offshore-balancing-6405 “The (Almost) Triump of Offshore-Balancing”. Date accessed: July 2, 2012. MW

Although cloaked in the reassuring boilerplate about American military preeminence and global leadership, in reality the Obama administration’s new Defense Strategic Guidance (DSG) is the first step in the United States’ adjustment to the end of the Pax Americana—the sixty-year period of dominance that began in 1945. As the Pentagon document says—without spelling out the long-term grand-strategic implications—the United States is facing “an inflection point.” In plain English, a profound power shift in international politics is taking place, which compels a rethinking of the U.S. world role.he DSG is a response to two drivers. First, the United States is in economic decline and will face a serious fiscal crisis by the end of this decade. As President Obama said, the DSG reflects the need to “put our fiscal house in order here at home and renew our long-term economic strength.” The best indicators of U.S. decline are its GDP relative to potential competitors and its share of world manufacturing output. China’s manufacturing output has now edged past that of the United States and accounts for just over 18 or 19 percent of world manufacturing output. With respect to GDP, virtually all leading economic forecasters agree that, measured by market-exchange rates, China’s aggregate GDP will exceed that of the United States by the end of the current decade. Measured by purchasing-power parity, some leading economists believe China already is the world’s number-one economy. Clearly, China is on the verge of overtaking the United States economically. At the end of this decade, when the ratio of U.S. government debt to GDP is likely to exceed the danger zone of 100 percent, the United States will face a severe fiscal crisis. In a June 2011 report, the Congressional Budget Office warned that unless Washington drastically slashes expenditures—including on entitlements and defense—and raises taxes, it is headed for a fiscal train wreck. Moreover, concerns about future inflation and America’s ability to repay its debts could imperil the U.S. dollar’s reserve-currency status. That currency status allows the United States to avoid difficult “guns-or-butter” trade-offs and live well beyond its means while enjoying entitlements at home and geopolitical preponderance abroad. But that works only so long as foreigners are willing to lend the United States money. Speculation is now commonplace about the dollar’s long-term hold on reserve-currency status. It would have been unheard of just a few years ago. The second driver behind the new Pentagon strategy is the shift in global wealth and power from the Euro-Atlantic world to Asia. As new great powers such as China and, eventually, India emerge, important regional powers such as Russia, Japan, Turkey, Korea, South Africa and Brazil will assume more prominent roles in international politics. Thus, the post-Cold War “unipolar moment,” when the United States commanded the global stage as the “sole remaining superpower,” will be replaced by a multipolar international system. The Economist recently projected that China’s defense spending will equal that of the United States by 2025. By the middle or end of the next decade, China will be positioned to shape a new international order based on the rules and norms that it prefers—and, perhaps, to provide the international economy with a new reserve currency.

MULTILATERALISM—LOW NOW
MULTILAT LOW NOW AND CAN’T ACCESS YOUR IMPACTS
David Rothkopf, JUNE 18, 2012
Visiting Scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “For Multilateralism, Is This the Dark Moment Before the Dawn?,” FOREIGN POLICY, , ACC. 7-3-12, JT

The general sense of the drift away from the stronger multilateral institutions we so clearly need to manage our climate or regulate global markets or take on international threats like proliferation of weapons of mass destruction has been going on for months. The crisis in Europe has fed it. The lost hopes of the Arab Spring fed it. The fact that Libya was so deliberately sui generis and that Syria proved it has fed it. The U.S. hypocrisy in clinging to an antiquated system of choosing the next leaders of the IMF and the World Bank fed it. And the ineffectiveness of the ongoing nuclear negotiations with the Iranians has fed it.

THE U.S., RUSSIA, CHINA & GERMANY HAVE TANKED CHANCES FOR SOFT POWER
David Rothkopf, JUNE 18, 2012
Visiting Scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “For Multilateralism, Is This the Dark Moment Before the Dawn?,” FOREIGN POLICY, , ACC. 7-3-12, JT

A few of those bear special responsibility for taking the bloom off the multilateral rose. Angela Merkel has steered a course for Germany that has alienated much of Europe and put the European experiment at risk. She has implicitly suggested that Europe exists to serve the interests of Germany and, more disturbingly, that the middle and lower classes of the struggling countries at Europe's periphery deserve to work for the next decade or so to ensure that Europe's bankers don't suffer their consequences of their irresponsible lending practices. Russia and China have blocked action in Syria on the premise that pushing out Bashar al-Assad would likely open the door to worse. They fully realize that their own governments might one day be targets of the kind of uprisings facing the regime in Damascus and they want to reserve their sovereign right to rough up their people however they may choose.

Obama has engaged with virtually all of these situations to little effect, offering much rhetoric but not much shoulder. He may well be appropriately focused on economic issues at home, but there is no denying that at the G-20, in the UN, at the world's international financial institutions, and confronting key challenges, no one is touting the transformational presence of Obama the multilateralist as they did a couple of years ago.

MULTILATERALISM—LOW NOW

THE HOPE FOR MULTILATERALISM IS OVER AND NOT KEY TO THEIR IMPACTS
David Rothkopf, JUNE 18, 2012
Visiting Scholar at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “For Multilateralism, Is This the Dark Moment Before the Dawn?,” FOREIGN POLICY, , ACC. 7-3-12, JT

We have gone in a matter of not too many months from a golden moment of optimism about multilateralism to grappling with the dark frustrations of aimless muddlelateralism.   Hope is now the thing we are trying scrape off the bottoms of our shoes while Europe, the Middle East, and our entire global ecosystem shudder from the after-effects of a world that seems to be lacking effective global institutions.

Was it only in 2008 that George W. Bush, at the height of the financial crisis, invited the G-20 to get involved as the leading mechanism for coordinating an international response? Was it only months later that new President Barack Obama spoke of seeking multilateral solutions, of trying to create an international system that reflected the new global power structure? Wasn't it not too much after that when Libya was offered up as an example of a new model for how America and its allies would work together to get things done?

Yet now, evidence is everywhere that the promise of those moments has been undone.  Look at the still festering eurocrisis, at bleeding Syria, at the one-step-forward, two-steps-back pace of the Iranian nuclear negotiations, at the low hopes for material progress at the G-20 meeting in Los Cabos, and at the perplexing spectacle of Rio+20 that I am now attending, an event that is likely to be both one of the largest and least consequential in the history of the United Nations.

This certainly does seem to be a G-Zero moment, to borrow a phrase from the Eurasia Group's Ian Bremmer. But will it lead to a period of protracted global rudderlessness? Or will this depressing panoply of multilateral misfires be precisely what we need to trigger the even deeper crises that will finally deliver home the message that we need better global governance sooner? (That one's for you, silver lining fans.)

One reason today's seeming global power void is so frustrating is that we actually live at or near the moment of the world's greatest aggregate wealth, a time when more nations possess more engines and instruments of real power than ever before.

Our problem is not that the biggest powers are incapable of action to address current problems. It's that just when the promise of a new post-Cold War, post-single-superpower era of collaboration among nations seemed to be greatest, many of the big powers have revealed themselves to be unwilling to assume the responsibilities of true global leadership -- of motivating, cajoling, inspiring, intimidating, confronting or blocking actions by other powers. It's not so much that we are in a G-Zero world as it is that most of our leaders are zeroes.

MULTILATERALISM GOOD – U.S.-CHINA WAR

NATIONALISM MAKES CONFLICTS WITH & INSIDE CHINA INEVITABLE—BOTH HEG. & WITHDRAW MAKE THIS WORSE.  ONLY A MULTILATERAL ARRANGEMENT AVOIDS NUCLEAR WAR AND THE CRASH OF CIVILIZATION
ANATOL LIEVEN, former senior assoc. at the Carnegie Endowment for Int’l Peace, June 13, 2012
The International Herald Tribune, “Avoiding a U.S.-China war,” p.8, JT
In East Asia, things are very different. For most of its history, China has dominated the region. When it becomes the largest economy on earth, it will certainly seek to do so. While China cannot build up naval forces to challenge the United States in distant oceans, it would be very surprising if in future it will not be able to generate missile and air forces sufficient to deny the U.S. Navy access to the seas around China. Moreover, China is engaged in territorial disputes with other states in the region over island groups - disputes in which Chinese popular nationalist sentiments have become heavily engaged.

With communism dead, the Chinese administration has relied very heavily - and successfully - on nationalism as an ideological support for its rule. The problem is that if clashes erupt over these islands, Beijing may find itself in a position where it cannot compromise without severe damage to its domestic legitimacy - very much the position of the European great powers in 1914.

In these disputes, Chinese nationalism collides with other nationalisms - particularly that of Vietnam, which embodies strong historical resentments. The hostility to China of Vietnam and most of the other regional states is at once America's greatest asset and greatest danger. It means that most of China's neighbors want the United States to remain militarily present in the region. As White argues, even if the United States  were to withdraw, it is highly unlikely that these countries would submit meekly to Chinese hegemony.
But if the United States  were to commit itself to a military alliance with these countries against China, Washington would risk embroiling America in their territorial disputes. In the event of a military clash between Vietnam and China, Washington would be faced with the choice of either holding aloof and seeing its credibility as an ally destroyed, or fighting China.

Neither the United States nor China would ''win'' the resulting war outright, but they would certainly inflict catastrophic damage on each other and on the world economy. If the conflict escalated into a nuclear exchange, modern civilization would be wrecked. Even a prolonged period of military and strategic rivalry with an economically mighty China will gravely weaken America's global position. Indeed, U.S. overstretch is already apparent - for example in Washington's neglect of the crumbling states of Central America.

To avoid this, White's suggested East Asian order would establish red lines that the United States and China would both agree not to cross - most notably a guarantee not to use force without the other's permission, or in clear self-defense. Most sensitively of all, while China would have to renounce the use of force against Taiwan, Washington would most probably have to publicly commit itself to the reunification of Taiwan with China.

Equally important, China would have to acknowledge the legitimacy of the U.S. presence in East Asia, since this is desired by other East Asian states, and the United States would have to acknowledge the legitimacy of China's existing political order, since it has brought economic breakthrough and greatly enhanced real freedoms to the people of China. Under such a concert, U.S. statements like those of President Obama in support of China's democratization would have to be jettisoned.

As White argues, such a concert of power between the United States, China and regional states would be so difficult to arrange that ''it would hardly be worth considering if the alternatives were not so bad.'' But as his book brings out with chilling force, the alternatives may well be catastrophic.
MULTILATERALISM GOOD – U.S.-CHINA WAR

ONLY MULTILATERALISM AVOIDS INEVITABLE U.S.-CHINA WAR

ANATOL LIEVEN, former senior assoc. at the Carnegie Endowment for Int’l Peace, June 13, 2012
The International Herald Tribune, “Avoiding a U.S.-China war,” p.8, JT
The dangers inherent in present developments in American, Chinese and regional policies are set out in ''The China Choice: Why America Should Share Power,'' an important forthcoming book by the Australian international affairs expert Hugh White. As he writes, ''Washington and Beijing are already sliding toward rivalry by default.'' To escape this, White makes a strong argument for a ''concert of powers'' in Asia, as the best - and perhaps only - way that this looming confrontation can be avoided. The economic basis of such a U.S.-China agreement is indeed already in place.

EXTINCTION
Chalmers Johnson, pres. of the Japan Policy Research Institute, 2K1
[The Nation, “Time to Bring the Troops Home” p. 20,  5/14, JT]
China is another matter. No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious US militarists know that China's minuscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads). Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no one wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world's most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust.

MULTILATERALISM GOOD & HIGH NOW

RISING POWERS AND NEW CHALLENGES LIKE TERRORISM AND PROLIF. REQUIRE LEADERSHIP THROUGH MULTILATERAL ENGAGEMENT, WHICH IS HIGH NOW
FLOURNOY & DAVIDSON, Jul/Aug. ‘12

MICHÈLE FLOURNOY is Co-Founder of the Center for a New American Security and former U.S. Undersecretary of Defense for Policy AND JANINE DAVIDSON is a Professor at George Mason University and former U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans, “Obama's New Global Posture,” Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Vol. 91, Issue 4, JT

Nevertheless, fundamental changes in the international strategic environment have brought the United States to a strategic inflection point, requiring a recalibration of the United States’  global military posture. The rise of China and India is shifting the power dynamics in Asia and the world at large. Transnational threats, such as terrorism and proliferation, pose new collective challenges. The global commons--the maritime, air, space, and cyberspace domains--are increasingly congested and contested. And with the end of the Iraq war and the planned 2014 transition in Afghanistan, the United States is nearing the end of a decade of ground wars in the Middle East and South Asia.

In response to these changes, in 2009 the Obama administration launched a major review of the U.S. global military posture to determine how to make it more strategically sound, operationally resilient, and politically sustainable. The review is ongoing but has already yielded a number of new initiatives, such as a shift away from the Cold War orientation of U.S. forces in Europe and a reinvigoration of the United States’ partnerships in Asia. These moves reflect the fact that with the war in Iraq over and the transition in Afghanistan under way, the United States must focus American leadership on addressing emerging threats and preventing conflict and on securing a better future through partnership and engagement.

FORWARD DEPLOYMENT GOOD

FORWARD DEPLOYMENT DETERS LARGE WARFARE IN ASIA AND THE MIDDLE EAST
FLOURNOY & DAVIDSON, Jul/Aug. ‘12

MICHÈLE FLOURNOY is Co-Founder of the Center for a New American Security and former U.S. Undersecretary of Defense for Policy AND JANINE DAVIDSON is a Professor at George Mason University and former U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans, “Obama's New Global Posture,” Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Vol. 91, Issue 4, JT

DURING THE Pentagon's last global posture review, in 2004, then U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld's guiding principle was closing overseas bases and bringing home U.S. troops stationed abroad. In contrast, the Obama administration has emphasized making the country's forward posture more efficient and effective. American forces stationed abroad should be aiming to prevent conflict, build the capacity of key partners, maintain core alliances, and ensure the U.S. military's ability to secure American interests in critical regions. Forward engagement, as this approach is called, does not mean policing the world or letting other countries free-ride on U.S. security guarantees. And partnership does not mean relinquishing American sovereignty to regional and international institutions. Rather, forward engagement means leveraging the United States ' biggest strength, the ability to lead, while encouraging others to share the burden.

The cornerstone of forward engagement will be positioning U.S. troops in vital regions to help deter major conflicts and promote stability, particularly in Asia and the Middle East. As the long-term U.S. deployments in Europe and Asia have demonstrated, the physical presence of military forces sends a powerful message to potential adversaries. Some believe that troops garrisoned at home are just as effective a deterrent, given the global reach and technological superiority of the U.S. armed forces. But that argument, which was the cornerstone of Rumsfeld's posture vision, ignores the realities of time, distance, logistics, and politics. As the United States' experience in the two Iraq wars demonstrated, it takes weeks, if not months, to deploy a force of the size and strength required for some of the most likely and most dangerous scenarios the United States could face around the world. Furthermore, moving troops from the United States to a conflict zone just as tensions begin to rise can exacerbate or escalate a crisis.

Forward-postured forces also reassure allies of the United States' commitment to their security. On the Korean Peninsula, for example, the presence of some 28,000 U.S. personnel reminds Seoul that the United States stands ready to defend South Korea against North Korean aggression. Further south, U.S. naval and air forces engaged in Australia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand give allies in Southeast Asia greater confidence that the United States will not abandon the region at a time of great change and uncertainty.

FORWARD DEPLOYMENT GOOD

FORWARD DEPLOYMENT FOSTERS ENGAGEMENT WITH LOCAL FORCES TO PROMOTE RULE OF LAW, MUTUAL TRUST, AND BURDEN SHARING—PREVENTS THE NEED FOR FUTURE DEPLOYMENTS
FLOURNOY & DAVIDSON, Jul/Aug. ‘12

MICHÈLE FLOURNOY is Co-Founder of the Center for a New American Security and former U.S. Undersecretary of Defense for Policy AND JANINE DAVIDSON is a Professor at George Mason University and former U.S. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans, “Obama's New Global Posture,” Foreign Affairs, 00157120, Vol. 91, Issue 4, JT

Should deterrence fail, forward-stationed military forces are well placed to facilitate a collective response. As the recent NATO operation in Libya showed, responding to threats requires guaranteed access to supply routes and bases, diplomatic support, and, ideally, the help of allies in the field. Quickly assembling a posse to get the bad guys might have worked in old Westerns, but it does not work in complex, high-tech military operations. For those, common-command-and-control protocols, interoperable technologies, doctrines, and planning processes should be developed well in advance. And more than any other forces, forward-stationed forces can spearhead those preparations. They can conduct regular training exercises with allies to identify and correct shortfalls, build trust among U.S. and allied service members, and develop the shared practices that make the militaries work together more effectively in the field.

Another good reason for forces to remain engaged abroad, even in peacetime, is to serve as an investment in burden sharing. Training and conducting real-world missions with allies and partners, such as the United States' multilateral antipiracy operations off the Horn of Africa aid its freedom-of-navigation exercises in the Persian Gulf, helps build up their capacities. Such engagement also promotes a shared vision of the world, in which the rule of law dominates, disputes can be resolved without the use of force, and commerce flows freely. In turn, such partners: are more able to address problems at home without the need for U.S. forces. Such relatively small investments in peacetime activities can mean not having to put American men and women in harm's way later.

CHINA SOFT POWER--LOW NOW
CHINA SOFT POWER LOW NOW--SCANDAL
Frank Ching, 4 May ‘12
http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/content/scandal-erodes-chinas-soft-power, “Scandal Erodes China’s Soft Power,” YaleGlobal, ACC. 7-3-12, JT

Buoyed by its massive foreign-exchange reserve, China has spent billions of dollars to boost its soft power. Direct Chinese television broadcasts and Confucius Institutes around the world are aimed at winning the world’s respect. But a series of political scandals showing a total lack of regard for China’s rule of law have punctured claims about the Chinese system’s superiority. Chinese netizens’ claims that dissident Chen Guangcheng, who had escaped house arrest, was in “the 100 percent safe place” in China – the US embassy – sum up China’s challenge. In fact, the Chen incident represents a loss of face, reflecting a lack of trust by Chinese citizens in their own government.

CHINA HAS NO SOFT POWER JUICE
Joseph S. Nye, Jr., University Distinguished Service Professor, and former Dean of the Kennedy School, May 8, 2012,
http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304451104577389923098678842.html, “China's Soft Power Deficit,” Wall St. Journal, ACC. 7-3-12
China is spending billions of dollars to increase its soft power. Its aid programs to Africa and Latin America are not limited by the institutional or human rights concerns that constrain Western aid. The Chinese style emphasizes high-profile gestures, such as building stadiums. Meanwhile, the elaborately staged 2008 Beijing Olympics enhanced China's reputation abroad, and the 2010 Shanghai Expo attracted more than 70 million visitors.

China has also created several hundred Confucius Institutes around the world to teach its language and culture. The enrollment of foreign students in China increased to 240,000 last year from just 36,000 a decade ago, and China Radio International now broadcasts in English around the clock. In 2009-10, Beijing invested $8.9 billion in external publicity work, including 24-hour cable news channels.

But for all its efforts, China has had a limited return on its investment. A recent BBC poll shows that opinions of China's influence are positive in much of Africa and Latin America, but predominantly negative in the United States, everywhere in Europe, as well as in India, Japan and South Korea.
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