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Hegemony Sustainable

US Hegemony sustainable – our trade and financial position guarantee our leadership

Paun, 10- Politehnica University [Stefan, Geopolitics, History, and International Relations, Vol 2, pp. 134-139, Is American Hegemony Stable and Sustainable?http://news-business.vlex.com/vid/hegemony-stable-sustainable-229267663]

Norrlof argues that the US benefits from being the most dominant power today, and that it will continue to be the greatest power for the foreseeable future. The US has benefited from the trade regime, and has used the threat of exclusion to advantage under various configurations of power. It has been well placed to reap disproportionate benefits in international economic negotiations. The US alternates between an optimal tariff strategy and a strategy of limit pricing, and it is not receiving emergency assistance to balance payments. On Norrlof s reading, the US attracts a lot of investment by offering equity in return, and has invested borrowed funds wisely, getting higher returns than the costs of borrowing. The US position in the monetary domain has produced commercial advantages, and benefits disproportionately in the trade and monetary realm. It has experienced significant capital and exchange rate gains on the value of its foreign assets and liabilities. The US is able to benefit from policies that would be disastrous for other countries, and is the key currency country and home to the world's single largest market for goods and capital. Norrlof emphasizes that the US has attracted an enormous share of world capital, has an interest in extending dollar use, and enjoys higher returns on its assets than it pays on its liabilities. The US commercial position is key to understanding its ability to play dollar cycles. The turmoil in financial markets is not a positive for the US. It has experienced exceptionally high capital and exchange rate gains. Norrlof states that there are risks involved with continuous deficits, which the US faces. The US ability to play cycles of limit pricing and optimal tariff pricing will continue. It has the strongest military capability and the largest stock of outstanding liabilities in the world. There is a strong correlation between military successes and increased financial flows into the US. It acquires greater leverage and a greater capacity to reap disproportionate benefits under certain phases of decline.

Even if Hegemony is unsustainable, it is able to be reformed – prolonging it as long as possible preserves peace

Kagan, 2007- Council on foreign relations [Robert, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

By the same token, foreign policy failures do not necessarily undermine predominance. Some have suggested that failure in Iraq would mean the end of predominance and unipolarity. But a superpower can lose a war — in Vietnam or in Iraq — without ceasing to be a superpower if the fundamental international conditions continue to support its predominance. So long as the United States remains at the center of the international economy and the predominant military power, so long as the American public continues to support American predominance as it has consistently for six decades, and so long as potential challengers inspire more fear than sympathy among their neighbors, the structure of the international system should remain as the Chinese describe it: one superpower and many great powers. This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world ’s powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.

Hegemony is sustainable—alliances, ideology, military power, economic strength, and empirics
Nye 11-Distinguished Service Professor @ the Harvard Kennedy School of Government, [Director of the Center for International Affairs [Joseph, Real Clear Politics, “The Misleading Metaphor of Decline,” February 14, 2011, http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2011/02/14/nye_misleading_metaphor_of_american_decline_99398.html, DavidK]
Is the United States in decline? Many Americans think so, and they are not alone. A recent Pew poll showed that pluralities in 13 of 25 countries believe that China will replace the U.S. as the world's leading superpower. But describing the future of power as inevitable American decline is both misleading and dangerous if it encourages China to engage in adventurous policies or the U.S. to overreact out of fear. How would we know if the declinists are correct or not? First, one must beware of misleading metaphors of organic decline. Nations are not like humans with predictable life spans. After Britain lost its American colonies at the end of the 18th century, Horace Walpole lamented Britain's reduction to "as insignificant a country as Denmark or Sardinia." He failed to foresee that the industrial revolution would give Britain a second century of even greater ascendancy. Rome remained dominant for more than three centuries after the apogee of Roman power. It is also chastening to remember how wildly exaggerated were American estimates of Soviet power in the 1970s and of Japanese power in the 1980s. Today some confidently predict the 21st century will see China replace the U.S. as the world's leading state, while others equally confidently argue that the 21st century will be the American century. A fair assessment is difficult because there is always a range of possible futures. On American power relative to China, much will depend on the often underestimated uncertainties of future political change in China. China's size and high rate of economic growth will almost certainlyincrease its relative strength vis-a-vis the U.S. This will bring it closer to the U.S. in power resources, but doesn't necessarily mean that it will surpass the U.S. as the most powerful country. Even if China suffers no major domestic political setback, many current projections are based simply on GDP growth. They ignore U.S. military and soft-power advantages, as well as China's geopolitical disadvantages in Asia. America is more likely to enjoy favorable relations with its neighbors, allies like Europe and Japan, as well as India and others. My best estimate is that, among the range of possible futures, the more likely is one described by Lee Kuan Yew as China giving the U.S. "a run for its money," but not passing it in overall power in the first half of this century. Looking back at history, the British strategist Lawrence Freedman notes two features that distinguish the U.S. from the dominant great powers of the past: American power is based on alliances rather than colonies, and it is associated with an ideology that is flexible and to which America can return even after it has overextended itself. Looking to the future, Anne-Marie Slaughter of Princeton argues that America's culture of openness and innovation will keep it central in an information age when networks supplement, if not fully replace, hierarchical power. On the question of absolute rather than relative American decline, the U.S. faces serious problems in areas like debt, secondary education and political gridlock. But solutions exist. Among the possible negative futures are ones in which the U.S. overreacts to terrorist attacks by closing inwards and thus cuts itself off from the strength that it obtains from openness. But there are answers to major American problems that preoccupy us today, such as long-term debt (see the recommendations of recent deficit commissions) and political gridlock (for example, changes in redistricting procedures to reduce gerrymandering). Such solutions may remain forever out of reach, but it is important to distinguish situations where there are no solutions from those that could in principle be solved. America is likely to remain more powerful than any single state in the coming decades. At the same time, we will certainly face a rise in the power resources of many others - both states and nonstate actors. We will also face an increasing number of issues to which solutions will require power with others as well as power over others. Our capacity to maintain alliances and create networks will be an important dimension of our hard and soft power. Rather than succumb to self-fulfilling prophecies of inevitable decline, we need a vision that combines domestic reforms with smart strategies for the international deployment of our power in an information age.
Hegemony Sustainable - Research, empirics and demographics prove hegemony can last a long time

National Journal, 2006 [Paul Starobin, Vol. 38, Iss. 48, pg. 18, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1747976/posts  “Beyond Hegemony”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

In mentioning the possibility of an age of post-U.S. dominance, Bill Clinton, in his speech at Yale, was not saying that it would arrive any time soon. Indeed, a fair argument can be made that, appearances of imperial overstretch notwithstanding, the sun is nowhere close to setting on the American Century. Consider just one rather amazing statistic: America, all by itself, accounts for more than 40 percent of the world's total spending on research and development. Demographics? With its population now more than 300 million, the United States is not reduced to offering cash subsidies to women to have babies, as is ex-superpower Russia. And, as much as some critics are bothered by this, as a magnet for immigrants America has no peer. It could be that the current anxiety over whether America has "peaked" is just another spasm in a regularly occurring cycle. In 1970, with the United States bogged down in Vietnam, President Nixon worried that America looked like "a pitiful, helpless giant." Seventeen years later, in the wake of the Ronald Reagan revival of a big-stick America, Paul Kennedy came out with his ominous-sounding book. Now, like clockwork, amid concerns that George W. Bush has overstretched the imperial fabric, the baying is again heard that America's "primacy" days are drawing to a close. Call it the 17-year angst.
US hegemony is high and resilient – empirics 

Nye 5/5 [2011, **Joseph Nye is a professor at Harvard University that studies world politics and influence, “American power after bin Laden,” CNN, Google News, http://globalpublicsquare.blogs.cnn.com/2011/05/05/american-power-after-bin-laden/, accessed June 20, 2011, AJ]

Even the recent death of Osama bin Laden at the hands of United States special forces does not indicate anything about American power one way or the other. To see why, consider the situation after World War II. The U.S. accounted for more than one-third of global product and had an overwhelming preponderance in nuclear weapons. Many considered it a global hegemon. Even in the era of alleged American hegemony, studies show that only one-fifth of America’s efforts to compel change in other countries through military threats were successful, while economic sanctions worked in only half of all cases. While the U.S. has problems, it hardly fits the description of absolute decline in ancient Rome, and the analogy to British decline, however popular, is similarly misleading. By contrast, America has had a continental-scale economy immune from nationalist disintegration since 1865. For all the loose talk of American empire, the U.S. is less tethered and has more degrees of freedom than Britain ever had. Indeed, America’s geopolitical position differs profoundly from that of imperial Britain: while Britain faced rising neighbors in Germany and Russia, America benefits from two oceans and weaker neighbors. Now many have gone back to believing in decline. Either way, fuzzy statements about hegemonic decline would again prove misleading.

They Say “Overstretch”
Empirically, no over stretch – The US continues to expand hegemony even with Iraq and Afghanistan

Kagan, 2007- Council on foreign relations [Robert, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

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

They Say “Economic Collapse Kills US hegemony” 

Economic collapse doesn’t undermine US Hegemony – historical trends prove the US is in a relatively good position

Mead 2009. Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations [Walter Russel. Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. February 4. “Only Makes You Stronger.” New Republic.Vol. 240. Issue 1. pg. 23-35. Ebsco Host. Accessed 7/128/11//AG]
Why the recession revived America Even before the Panic of 2008 sent financial markets into turmoil and launched what looks like the worst global recession in decades, talk of American decline was omnipresent. In the long term, the United States faces the rise of Asia and the looming fiscal problems posed by Medicare and other entitlement programs. In the short term, there is a sense that, after eight years of George W. Bush, the world, full of disdain for our way of life, seems to be spinning out of our--and perhaps anybody's--control. The financial panic simply brought all that simmering anxiety to a boil, and the consensus now seems to be that the United States isn't just in danger of decline, but in the full throes of it--the beginning of a "post-American" world. Perhaps--but the long history of capitalism suggests another possibility. After all, capitalism has seen a steady procession of economic crises and panics, from the seventeenth-century Tulip Bubble in the Netherlands and the Stop of the Exchequer under Charles II in England through the Mississippi and South Sea bubbles of the early eighteenth century, on through the crises associated with the Napoleonic wars and the spectacular economic crashes that repeatedly wrought havoc and devastation to millions throughout the nineteenth century. The panics of 1837, 1857, 1873, 1893, and 1907 were especially severe, culminating in the Great Crash of 1929, which set off a depression that would not end until World War II. The series of crises continued after the war, and the last generation has seen the Penn Central bankruptcy in 1970, the first Arab oil crisis of 1973, the Third World debt crisis of 1982, the S&L crisis, the Asian crisis of 1997, the bursting of the dot-com bubble in 2001, and today's global financial meltdown. And yet, this relentless series of crises has not disrupted the rise of a global capitalist system, centered first on the power of the United Kingdom and then, since World War II, on the power of the United States. After more than 300 years, it seems reasonable to conclude that financial and economic crises do not, by themselves, threaten either the international capitalist system or the special role within it of leading capitalist powers like the United Kingdom and the United States. If anything, the opposite seems true--that financial crises in some way sustain Anglophone power and capitalist development. Indeed, many critics of both capitalism and the "Anglo-Saxons" who practice it so aggressively have pointed to what seems to be a perverse relationship between such crises and the consolidation of the "core" capitalist economies against the impoverished periphery. Marx noted that financial crises remorselessly crushed weaker companies, allowing the most successful and ruthless capitalists to cement their domination of the system. For dependency theorists like Raul Prebisch, crises served a similar function in the international system, helping stronger countries marginalize and impoverish developing ones. Setting aside the flaws in both these overarching theories of capitalism, this analysis of economic crises is fundamentally sound--and especially relevant to the current meltdown. Cataloguing the early losses from the financial crisis, it's hard not to conclude that the central capitalist nations will weather the storm far better than those not so central. Emerging markets have been hit harder by the financial crisis than developed ones as investors around the world seek the safe haven provided by U.S. Treasury bills, and commodity-producing economies have suffered extraordinary shocks as commodity prices crashed from their record, boom-time highs. Countries like Russia, Venezuela, and Iran, which hoped to use oil revenue to mount a serious political challenge to American power and the existing world order, face serious new constraints.Vladimir Putin, Hugo Chavez, and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad must now spend less time planning big international moves and think a little bit harder about domestic stability. Far from being the last nail in America's coffin, the financial crisis may actually resuscitate U.S. power relative to its rivals.

They Say “Iraq Killed US Hegemony”
Iraq doesn’t kill US hegemony – it has not emboldened balancing against the US

Kagan, 2007- Council on foreign relations [Robert, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

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

They Say “Counterbalancing”
Hegemony is sustainable – counterbalancing hasn’t occurred and the US is too predominant

Kagan, 7- Council on foreign relations [Robert, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

These American traditions, together with historical events beyond Americans’ control, have catapulted the United States to a position of pre-eminence in the world. Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of this “unipolar” world, there has been much anticipation of the end of unipolarity and the rise of a multipolar world in which the United States is no longer the predominant power. Not only realist theorists but others both inside and outside the United States have long argued the theoretical and practical unsustainability, not to mention undesirability, of a world with only one superpower. Mainstream realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. Others expected the post-Cold War era to be characterized by the primacy of geoeconomics over geopolitics and foresaw a multipolar world with the economic giants of Europe, India, Japan, and China rivaling the United States. Finally, in the wake of the Iraq War and with hostility to the United States, as measured in public opinion polls, apparently at an all-time high, there has been a widespread assumption that the American position in the world must finally be eroding. Yet American predominance in the main categories of power persists as a key feature of the international system. The enormous and productive American economy remains at the center of the international economic system. American democratic principles are shared by over a hundred nations. The American military is not only the largest but the only one capable of projecting force into distant theaters. Chinese strategists, who spend a great deal of time thinking about these things, see the world not as multipolar but as characterized by “one superpower, many great powers,” and this configuration seems likely to persist into the future absent either a catastrophic blow to American power or a decision by the United States to diminish its power and international influence voluntarily. The anticipated global balancing has for the most part not occurred. Russia and China certainly share a common and openly expressed goal of checking American hegemony. They have created at least one institution, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, aimed at resisting American influence in Central Asia, and China is the only power in the world, other than the United States, engaged in a long-term military buildup. But Sino-Russian hostility to American predominance has not yet produced a concerted and cooperative effort at balancing. China ’s buildup is driven at least as much by its own long-term ambitions as by a desire to balance the United States. Russia has been using its vast reserves of oil and natural gas as a lever to compensate for the lack of military power, but it either cannot or does not want to increase its military capability sufficiently to begin counterbalancing the United States. Overall, Russian military power remains in decline. In addition, the two powers do not trust one another. They are traditional rivals, and the rise of China inspires at least as much nervousness in Russia as it does in the United States. At the moment, moreover, China is less abrasively confrontational with the United States. Its dependence on the American market and foreign investment and its perception that the United States remains a potentially formidable adversary mitigate against an openly confrontational approach. In any case, China and Russia cannot balance the United States without at least some help from Europe, Japan, India, or at least some of the other advanced, democratic nations. But those powerful players are not joining the effort. Europe has rejected the option of making itself a counterweight to American power. This is true even among the older members of the European Union, where neither France, Germany, Italy, nor Spain proposes such counterbalancing, despite a public opinion hostile to the Bush administration. Now that the eu has expanded to include the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, who fear threats from the east, not from the west, the prospect of a unified Europe counterbalancing the United States is practically nil. As for Japan and India, the clear trend in recent years has been toward closer strategic cooperation with the United States. If anything, the most notable balancing over the past decade has been aimed not at the American superpower but at the two large powers: China and Russia. In Asia and the Pacific, Japan, Australia, and even South Korea and the nations of Southeast Asia have all engaged in “hedging” against a rising China. This has led them to seek closer relations with Washington, especially in the case of Japan and Australia. India has also drawn closer to the United States and is clearly engaged in balancing against China. Russia ’s efforts to increase its influence over what it regards as its “near abroad,” meanwhile, have produced tensions and negative reactions in the Baltics and other parts of Eastern Europe. Because these nations are now members of the European Union, this has also complicated eu-Russian relations. On balance, traditional allies of the United States in East Asia and in Europe, while their publics may be more anti-American than in the past, nevertheless pursue policies that reflect more concern about the powerful states in their midst than about the United States. 12 This has provided a cushion against hostile public opinion and offers a foundation on which to strengthen American relations with these countries after the departure of Bush.

They Say “China Balancing”
China will not balance American hegemony – slow reform and gradual growth

Mead 2009. Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations [Walter Russel. Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations. February 4. “Only Makes You Stronger.” New Republic.Vol. 240. Issue 1. pg. 23-35. Ebsco Host. Accessed 7/128/11//AG]
The damage to China's position is more subtle. The crisis has not--yet--led to the nightmare scenario that China-watchers fear: a recession or slowdown producing the kind of social unrest that could challenge the government. That may still come to pass--the recent economic news from China has been consistently worse than most experts predicted--but, even if the worst case is avoided, the financial crisis has nevertheless had significant effects. For one thing, it has reminded China that its growth remains dependent on the health of the U.S. economy. For another, it has shown that China's modernization is likely to be long, dangerous, and complex rather than fast and sweet, as some assumed. In the lead-up to last summer's Beijing Olympics, talk of a Chinese bid to challenge America's global position reached fever pitch, and the inexorable rise of China is one reason why so many commentators are fretting about the "post-American era." But suggestions that China could grow at, say, 10 percent annually for the next 30 years were already looking premature before the economic downturn. (In late 2007, the World Bank slashed its estimate of China's GDP by 40 percent, citing inaccuracies in the methods used to calculate purchasing power parity.) And the financial crisis makes it certain that China's growth is likely to be much slower during some of those years. Already exports are falling, unemployment is rising, and the Shanghai stock market is down about 60 percent. At the same time, Beijing will have to devote more resources and more attention to stabilizing Chinese society, building a national health care system, providing a social security net, and caring for an aging population, which, thanks to the one-child policy, will need massive help from the government to support itself in old age. Doing so will leave China fewer resources for military build-ups and foreign adventures. As the crisis has forcefully reminded Americans, creating and regulating a functional and flexible financial system is difficult. Every other country in the world has experienced significant financial crises while building such systems, and China is unlikely to be an exception. All this means that China's rise looks increasingly like a gradual process. A deceleration in China's long-term growth rate would postpone indefinitely the date when China could emerge as a peer competitor to the United States. The present global distribution of power could be changing slowly, if at all.

China’s rise is constrained – empirically proven
Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, ttp://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

Much has been made, for example, of the fact that the Chinese economy is now the second largest in the world, and could surpass the U.S. economy in size by 2020. But let us pause for a moment: China has 1.3 billion people and access to the same advanced technologies, from space travel to computing, that are available in the West. And yet its export-dependent economy is dwarfed by a post-industrial nation one-fourth its size, its worker productivity far below that of American workers who, contrary to this conventional wisdom, are still the most productive in the world. Or consider a comparison with Canada: China has nearly 40 times Canada's population, but an economy only roughly five times larger. If the Chinese economy grows — as it must, for the regime to provide even a lower-middle-income life for its people — is it "decline" if already-matured Western economies do not grow as fast? Another concern is that a richer China could throw its weight around. Again, this is a story we've heard before. In the 1980s, the Japanese were going to repossess New York's landmark buildings, and in the 1970s Arab petrodollars were going to buy southern California. What, exactly, the Chinese will do with this new-found power is rarely explained, perhaps because common sense dictates that the greater China's economic involvement with the world, the greater the stake the Chinese have in the health of the international economic system, including the American economy. As Henry Kissinger observed last year, never in history have all the major powers of the world been so dependent on the same global system of cooperation.

Chinese military gains are irrelevantly small
Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, ttp://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

There is no denying that other nations, relative to the United States and NATO, are becoming more powerful. Advances in military technology are rapidly becoming more diffuse and widespread, and the qualitative and quantitative gap between Western military hardware and that in China, India, Russia and elsewhere will narrow, although how fast is unclear. (The Chinese, for all their efforts at modernization, still cannot manufacture a reliable engine for jet fighters, and have to buy them from the Russians.) But in practical terms, this only means that the nearly unchallengeable supremacy of the United States — an unnatural situation that could not have lasted — will "decline" to a huge margin of superiority. Later this year, for example, China is scheduled to launch a refurbished Soviet aircraft carrier. Is this one ship a match for U.S. supercarriers like the George Washington? If pushing a retooled Soviet carrier into the Pacific is "decline," then it is decline Americans can live with.

They Say “Multipolarity”

Multipolarity increases Middle Eastern prolif – empirical conflicts

National Journal, 2006 [Paul Starobin, Vol. 38, Iss. 48, pg. 18, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1747976/posts  “Beyond Hegemony”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

Still, if stability in a multipolar world is to depend on bigpower police forces taking care of business in their own 'hoods, who would perform that function in the Middle East, the planet's most turbulent region? No question is more vexing. For centuries the region has been under the sway of outside powers, from the Ottoman Empire to the French, British, and American empires. America's departure would leave a vacuum. Among Middle Eastern Muslim countries, neither Egypt nor Iran, the two most populous states, has the status of an accepted power broker; nor does Saudi Arabia, which has the biggest bank account and is the cradle of Islam but whose monarchy suffers in the region from popular dislike of its historically close security relationship with the United States. Given sharp regional tensions between Sunni and Shiite sects, it is conceivable that a civil war, spilling outside of Iraq, would have to be fought to settle top-dog status. Perhaps a rough balance could be achieved in a grouping pitting a nuclear-armed Israel against a nuclear-armed Islamic country, such as Iran. But it is likely that if Persian Iran gains nukes, then Arab countries like Algeria, Egypt, and Syria will try to match that feat, Nawaf Obaid, an adviser to Prince Turki al-Faisal, the Saudi ambassador to the United States, said at a recent roundtable at the New America Foundation in Washington. (He skirted comment on my question of how the Saudis would react; some analysts believe that the Saudis might seek protection under Pakistan's nuclear umbrella.) It is understandable why countries like France and Russia, chafing at America's global dominance, view a multipolar world as a desirable one. But would a multipolar world ever be stable? "I don't think stability exists anywhere, except in death," Merry, the former diplomat, said.

They Say “China Russia Alliance Balancing”
Russia and China won’t balance against the US – they need other supporters and those nations actually balance Against Russia and China

Kagan, 2007- Council on foreign relations [Robert, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

In any case, China and Russia cannot balance the United States without at least some help from Europe, Japan, India, or at least some of the other advanced, democratic nations. But those powerful players are not joining the effort. Europe has rejected the option of making itself a counterweight to American power. This is true even among the older members of the European Union, where neither France, Germany, Italy, nor Spain proposes such counterbalancing, despite a public opinion hostile to the Bush administration. Now that the eu has expanded to include the nations of Central and Eastern Europe, who fear threats from the east, not from the west, the prospect of a unified Europe counterbalancing the United States is practically nil. As for Japan and India, the clear trend in recent years has been toward closer strategic cooperation with the United States. If anything, the most notable balancing over the past decade has been aimed not at the American superpower but at the two large powers: China and Russia. In Asia and the Pacific, Japan, Australia, and even South Korea and the nations of Southeast Asia have all engaged in “hedging” against a rising China. This has led them to seek closer relations with Washington, especially in the case of Japan and Australia. India has also drawn closer to the United States and is clearly engaged in balancing against China. Russia ’s efforts to increase its influence over what it regards as its “near abroad,” meanwhile, have produced tensions and negative reactions in the Baltics and other parts of Eastern Europe. Because these nations are now members of the European Union, this has also complicated eu-Russian relations. On balance, traditional allies of the United States in East Asia and in Europe, while their publics may be more anti-American than in the past, nevertheless pursue policies that reflect more concern about the powerful states in their midst than about the United States. 12 This has provided a cushion against hostile public opinion and offers a foundation on which to strengthen American relations with these countries after the departure of Bush.

They Say “Hegemony Declining Now”
Claims of American decline are empirically denied
Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, ttp://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

Is America in "decline"? The answer is yes — but it doesn't matter. This may seem a puzzling assertion at a time when China's economy is booming, its military power growing, and India and other nations are rising fast while the United States seems economically and militarily sidelined. To many, the eclipse of the West by the rising East seems inevitable. But America and her allies are as strong as they ever were. It's the rest of the world that's getting stronger, a trend that is neither a surprise nor an immediate threat. Indeed, the whole notion of "decline" only shows how short memories can be when thinking about international affairs. In the wake of the global financial meltdown, the rise of terrorism and one of the angriest elections in recent U.S. history, it would be understandable to mark the first 10 years of the millennium as characterized by a fast-growing East, a failing model of Western capitalism, and an America struggling in the endgame of a grinding foreign war, all of which could be the ingredients of "decline." The problem is that this could just as well be a description of the United States in 1974. It is easy to forget that by the mid-1970s many Western observers agreed with Soviet spokesmen who crowed that the "correlation of forces" had turned against the United States and its allies. America had been defeated in Vietnam. High unemployment, low growth, and high inflation improbably coexisted, a condition described by the now-forgotten term "stagflation." The United States had not only endured the resignation of a president, but for a time was led by both a president and a vice-president who had not been elected by the American people. In the 1974 midterm election, reform candidates exiled scores of incumbents as they pledged to take Washington back (sound familiar?) from the forces of corruption in the wake of the Watergate scandal. Overseas, the Americans were pleading with NATO to stay together in the face of a massive Soviet military buildup. Ten years later, Western economies were humming, NATO was vital and strong, and it was the East's turn to face a military buildup, fuelled by superior technology and a seemingly endless supply of cash. Soviet leaders who once gloated over American weakness were soon turned out of power, and only 15 years after the worst predictions of "decline," the United States and its allies dominated the globe as the strongest military and economic alliance in the history of mankind. Like the many premature epitaphs written for Canadian federalism, the predictions for America were not only wrong, but embarrassingly so.

Claims of American decline are alarmism
Nichols 1/2, Tom, professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College and a fellow of the International Security Program [“Rumors of US Decline Are Greatly Exagerated, ttp://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/20642/rumours_of_us_decline_are_greatly_exaggerated.html?breadcrumb=%2F] HURWITZ

And yet, here we are again. For some time now, it has become conventional wisdom that power is shifting from West to East, and that the United States in particular has been so distracted by its own troubles that it is unaware of the dawning of a new world marked by a Chinese-dominated Asia and a Russian-dominated Europe. America and Canada, in this dystopic future, will be left to trade with each other, to hope that Mexico does not dissolve into further instability, and to watch as the era of Pan-Atlantic supremacy comes to a close. This is a fantasy. It is not only alarmism, it is in some cases a disingenuous complaint that unless the United States is effectively omnipotent, it is therefore in "decline." First, what does "decline" mean? If we mean absolute decline, then the whole argument collapses in the face of the obvious. The United States and the Western alliance have never been more powerful or more prosperous than they are today. Of course, people are products of the time in which they live, and the wealth and power of the United States did not stop over half of American respondents in a recent poll from declaring that the first 10 years of the new millennium were the "worst" in U.S. history. (One can only wonder how many of those who answered had lived through the 1930s; certainly, none of them had lived through the U.S. Civil War.) Indeed, my younger students are almost in disbelief when I tell them that the economy of the late 1970s was far worse than it is today; they have become so used to prolonged periods of economic stability and cheap credit that they cannot imagine anything worse than the recent recession. However, if the issue is relative decline, then yes, the nations of the West, including the U.S. and Canada, are in "decline." But to say this is not to say very much. It means that the staggeringly inefficient economies in countries like China and India are becoming more productive and more modern. This was to be expected, and it would become a crisis for the regimes in these nations if their economies could not continue to modernize. It is here that the "decline" argument at times seems to ignore basic logic.

Hegemony Good - Nationalism
Hegemony restrains nationalism – it prevents nuclear nationalists from waging world wars

Kagan, 2007- Council on foreign relations [Robert, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.

Hegemony Good - Economy
Hegemony is key to the economy – it protects free trade routes

Kagan, 2007- Council on foreign relations [Robert, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe ’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.

Hegemony Good – Global Wars
Declining hegemony causes global war – it risks unstably multipolarity, Chinese aggression and miscalculation – empirically

Khalilzad, 2011 – former director of planning at the Defense Department [Zalmay February 8, 2011 The Economy and National Security Accessed July 29 http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/259024/economy-and-national-security-zalmay-khalilzad?page=1 The National Review Online]

If U.S. policymakers fail to act and other powers continue to grow, it is not a question of whether but when a new international order will emerge. The closing of the gap between the United States and its rivals could intensify geopolitical competition among major powers, increase incentives for local powers to play major powers against one another, and undercut our will to preclude or respond to international crises because of the higher risk of escalation. The stakes are high. In modern history, the longest period of peace among the great powers has been the era of U.S. leadership. By contrast, multi-polar systems have been unstable, with their competitive dynamics resulting in frequent crises and major wars among the great powers. Failures of multi-polar international systems produced both world wars. American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression.
Hegemony prevents Asian and Great Power wars – it empirically keeps wars regional

Lewis 2009; Expert at Center for Strategic and International Studies. [James, James Andrew Lewis is a senior fellow and director of the Technology and Public Policy Program at CSIS, national security, and the international economy. worked in the federal government as a foreign service officer and as a member of the senior executive service. His assignments involved Asian regional security, military intervention and insurgency, conventional arms negotiations, technology transfer, sanctions, Internet policy, and military space programs. September 24. “The Blessings of Pax Americana, the good cop.” http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/09/the_blessings_of_pax_americana.html. Accessed: 7/24/11//AG]
The American Non-Empire --- what kind of "empire" is this, anyway? --- is far and away the best cop in world history, bringing the longest period of world peace (since 1948), the widest spread of freedom and democracy, the freest economies ever known, and as a direct result, the greatest world-wide prosperity from China to Brazil. Yes, we've seen horrific tyrannies and wars since 1948 --- but they have been local. No repeat of the Thirty Year War, of the Napoleonic mass wars, 1848, 1878, 1914, 1932, and in spite of decades of Cold War, no imperial expansion by Stalin and Mao Zedong. The Cold War stayed cold, a damned good thing. The Europeans have turned their armies into welfare programs. We were invited to rescue them when the Balkans blew up during the Clinton years. The Middle East is always on a low boil, but it never blows up. (So far.) The same goes for Asia. Koreans still hate Japan because of the horrific actions of the Japanese armies in World War Two. So do the Chinese. But they haven't come to blows. They understand that they are benefiting from the Good Cop of Pax Americana. Just let the US Navy withdraw from Asia and watch the Japanese getting a nuclear bomb, the Chinese invading Taiwan, and a new age of armed alliances emerging. Democratic governance only spread in Asia after the US victory over Japan. Before that it was tried by Sun Yat Sen and failed. Who would you like to be guarding the world instead of the United States? The UN? China or Russia? Europe? Well, let them call the UN Human Rights Commission the next time they have a problem. (That would be Iran, the Sudan, and Libya.) For sixty years the troubles have been kept local and regional. That is an unprecedented achievement for the United States. Those facts are all around us. Everybody knows it -- our allies, fake allies, enemies and friends. It's hard to tell who's who, but every time they get a choice between American leadership and anything else, they choose us. Then they go home and bitch about it. It's either Pax Americana, nuclear war, or tyranny. 

Hegemony Good - China
Chinese hegemony would destroy human rights – China supports authoritarians

National Journal, 2006 [Paul Starobin, Vol. 38, Iss. 48, pg. 18, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/f-news/1747976/posts  “Beyond Hegemony”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

Bradley Thayer, a strategic-studies professor at Missouri State University (Springfield) who recently wrote an essay for The National Interest titled "In Defense of Primacy" (of the U.S.), is among those who take seriously the possibility of China as a successor hegemon to America. I asked Thayer to reflect on what the world might look like if China were the dominant power. In a note, he started out by observing, "For the first time in the history of the West, a nonWestern power would dominate it far more thoroughly than the Ottoman threat, the closest historical example.... We can imagine that would be a severe blow to the confidence of the West." And in a China-dominated world, Thayer continued, "there would be little progress on global human rights, so the spread of liberal political freedoms would be stultified.... Authoritarian governments worldwide would get a boost because they would know that the [People's Republic of China] is not going to object to their form of government. Almost all that liberalism values ... would be weakened. The big exception would be capitalism. The trade and monetary regimes would continue to flourish with Beijing calling the shots." Certainly a sunnier view of a Chinese Century can be taken. But does anyone doubt that this epoch would look a lot different from the American one? Even now, "in parts of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, the so-called 'Beijing consensus' on [the efficacy of] authoritarian government plus a market economy has become more popular than the previously dominant 'Washington consensus' of market economics with democratic government," the Harvard political scientist Joseph S. Nye Jr. wrote in a Wall Street Journal op-ed last year. Control of the world would pass from an aggressively idealistic values empire to a supremely pragmatic mercantile one.

They Say “Turn – Backlash”
Reducing Hegemony won’t prevent their turns – other countries will always backlash at perceived US domination, even if our hegemony declines

Drezner. 2009. Professor of international politics at the Fletcher School at Tufts University [Daniel W. is a professor of international politics at the Fletcher School at Tufts University and a senior editor at The National Interest. July 15. “The False Hegemon.” The National Interest. http://nationalinterest.org/print/article/the-false-hegemon-3184. Accessed: 7/24/11//AG]
The rest of the world certainly seems to treat America as the hegemonic power, for good or ill. According to the New York Times, Latin America is waiting [9] for the United States to break the deadlock in Honduras. Vladimir Putin is incapable of giving a foreign-policy speech in which he does not blast American hegemony as the root of all of Russia's ills. While Chinese officials talk tough about ending the dollar's reign as the world's reserve currency; its leaders also want America to solve the current economic crisis and to take the lead on global warming in the process. It's not just foreign leaders who are obsessed with American hegemony. Last week, in an example of true hardship duty, I taught a short course in American foreign policy at the Barcelona Institute for International Studies. The students in my class represented a true cross section of nationalities: Spaniards, Germans, Brits, Estonian, Chinese, Vietnamese, Indian, Thai, Ghanaian, Kenyan, Turkish, Belgian, Mexican, Nicaraguan and, yes, even Americans. I cannot claim that my students represent a scientific cross section of non-Americans (one of them complained that I did not rely on Marxism as a structural explanation for American foreign policy). Still, by and large the students were bright, well informed about world affairs and cautiously optimistic about President Obama. That said, a persistent trend among my students was their conviction that the U.S. government was the world's puppeteer, consciously manipulating every single event in world politics. For example, many of them were convinced that George W. Bush ordered Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili to precipitate last year's war with Russia. The Ghanaian students wanted to know why Obama visited their country last week. The standard "promotion of good democratic governance" answer did not satisfy them. They were convinced that there had to be some deeper, potentially sinister motive to the whole enterprise. Don't even ask what they thought about the reasons behind the war in Iraq. To be sure, the United States is a powerful actor; the government is trying to influence global events (and Americans are not immune to their own misperceptions [10]). And good social scientists should always search for underlying causes and not take rhetoric at face value. Nevertheless, the belief in an all-powerful America hatching conspiracies left and right frequently did not jibe with the facts. For many of these students, even apparent policy mistakes were merely examples of American subterfuge. Ironically, at the moment when many Americans are questioning the future of U.S. hegemony, many non-Americans continue to believe that the U.S. government is diabolically manipulating events behind the scenes. Going forward, the persistence of anti-Americanism in the age of Obama might have nothing to do with the president, or his rhetoric or even U.S. government actions. It might, instead, have to do with the congealed habits of thought that place the United States at the epicenter of all global movings and shakings. The tragedy is that such an exaggerated perception of American power and purpose is occurring at precisely the moment when the United States will need to scale back its global ambitions. Indeed, the external perception of U.S. omnipresence will make the pursuit of a more modest U.S. foreign policy all the more difficult. The Obama administration has consciously adopted a more modest posture in the hopes of improving America's standing abroad. If the rest of the world genuinely believes that the United States causes everything, however, then the attempt at modesty will inevitably fail.

They Say “Turn - Offshore Balancing”

Offshore balancing fails – It won’t be adopted as a strategy, and would balance too late

Lind, 2006 – New American Foundation [http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2007/beyond_american_hegemony_5381 Michael Lind, Iss. 89, pg. 9, “Beyond American Hegemony”, Accessed July 24, //SH]

Another option favored by some realists and libertarians, an offshore-balancing strategy, is unlikely to be adopted and would be unwise. The offshore-balancing strategy would have the United States intervene only at the last moment to "tip the balance" against one side in a contest among Eurasian great powers-China versus Japan, or Russia versus Germany or the European Union. It would be far better for the United States to maintain a role in diplomacy and security in Europe, Asia and the Middle East, in the hope of defusing conflicts and deterring aggressors, rather than to intervene belatedly, as it did in the two world wars.

.
