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Heg High

A decline in relative power is insignificant

Heinrich Kreft, senior foreign policy advisor to the CDU/CSU parliamentary group in the german bundestag, The World Today, February 2009, p. 11

There is no doubt that the relative world power of the US is diminishing. The percentage contribution of the US economy to global GDP is falling because of growth in emerging economies. The global connections of the US economy are also expanding rapidly, particularly with China, which has replaced Japan as Washington's main creditor. And Europe has become the preferred partner formany countries. In spite of these developments there has been scarcely a sign of any significant 'ganging up' on the US, which has been extremely unpopular under President George Bush. No country or coalition has emerged as a credible rival, if we set aside the long-termp rospect that China might one day be able to mount a serious challenge. Europe's GDP is larger than that of the US, and in economic and fiscal policy the European Union has long been an equal partner, but for want of progress in political unification, the Europeans are not yet strategic world players; the EU is at best a major political power in the making. With German Chancellor Angela Merkel and French President Nicolas Sarkozy in charge, there has been a reversion to a more realistic view of the Union's role in the world than under their immediate predecessors, who harboured the perfectly serious intention of establishing the EU as a counterweight to American  hyperpower'. Russia undoubtedly has the political will to challenge the US. Over the past two years, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin and President Dmitri Medvedev have scarcely missed an opportunity to stake their country's claim. With a national economy comparable in size to that of the Benelux countries, however, its economic basis is too weak and its dependence on energy exports revenue too great. These factors, along with a spectacular decline in the size of the population, which is already only half that of the US, are hardly the basis from which Russia could aspire to medium- or long-term global leadership. China has a great interest in internal and external stability. Although it has achieved an impressive economic, and hence political, upsurge over the past thirty years, the social and environmental debit side of this development is becoming ever more plainly visible. Since a high rate of economic growth, which is regarded as a prerequisite for the country's social stability, and thus its political stability, is dependent on exports and on imports of raw materials and energy sources, Beijing has a great interest in global free trade and stable international relations. India undoubtedly possesses great growth potential. But an oversized bureaucracy and inadequate infrastructure still weigh like millstones on its emerging economy. In addition, there are major social challenges and growing threats of terrorism, which came to light in the recent attacks in Mumbai. India likewise needs stability in the surrounding region to enable it to concentrate on these major domestic challenges. Japan has a declining, ageing population, and the idea of playing a leading role in international politics is alien to its political culture. In view of the growing strength of China, whose long-term political intentions are distrusted in Tokyo, Japan's relations with the US, particularly in security policy, have become even closer.

Claims that the US has already fallen are false and poorly founded

Stephen G. Brooks & William Wohlforth, government professors, Dartmouth, Foreign Affairs; March/April 2009, p49-63

Only a few years ago, pundits were absorbed in debates about American "empire." Now, the conventional wisdom is that the world is rapidly approaching the end of the unipolar system with the United States as the sole superpower. A dispassionate look at the facts shows that this view understates U.S. power as much as recent talk of empire exaggerated it. That the United States weighs more on the traditional scales of world power than has any other state in modern history is as true now as it was when the commentator Charles Krauthammer proclaimed the advent of a "unipolar moment" in these pages nearly two decades ago. The United States continues to account for about half the world's defense spending and one-quarter of its economic output. Some of the reasons for bearishness concern public policy problems that can be fixed (expensive health care in the United States, for example), whereas many of the reasons for bullishness are more fundamental (such as the greater demographic challenges faced by the United States' potential rivals). So why has opinion shifted so quickly from visions of empire to gloomy declinism? One reason is that the United States' successes at the turn of the century led to irrational exuberance, thereby setting unreasonably high standards for measuring the superpower's performance. From 1999 to 2003, seemingly easy U. S. victories in Kosovo, Afghanistan, and Iraq led some to conclude that the United States could do what no great power in history had managed before: effortlessly defeat its adversaries. It was only a matter of time before such pie-in-the-sky benchmarks proved unattainable. Subsequent difficulties in Afghanistan and Iraq dashed illusions of omnipotence, but these upsets hardly displaced the United States as the world's leading state, and there is no reason to believe that the militaries of its putative rivals would have performed any better. The United States did not cease to be a superpower when its policies in Cuba and Vietnam failed in the 1960s; bipolarity lived on for three decades. Likewise, the United States remains the sole superpower today.
Heg Sustainable

Declinism has been around for half a century—always proven wrong

Joffe 9 – Josef, Senior Fellow at Stanford's Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, ("The Default Power Subtitle: The False Prophecy of America's Decline", Foreign Affairs, Oct 2009) 

Every ten years, it is decline time in the United States. In the late 1950s, it was the Sputnik shock, followed by  the "missile gap" trumpeted by John F. Kennedy in the 1960 presidential campaign. A decade later, Richard  Nixon and Henry Kissinger sounded the dirge over bipolarity, predicting a world of five, rather than two,  global powers. At the end of the 1970s, Jimmy Carter's "malaise" speech invoked "a crisis of confidence" that  struck "at the very heart and soul and spirit of our national will." A decade later, academics such as the Yale historian Paul Kennedy predicted the ruin of the United States,  driven by overextension abroad and profligacy at home. The United States was at risk of "imperial  overstretch," Kennedy wrote in 1987, arguing that "the sum total of the United States' global interests and  obligations is nowadays far larger than the country's power to defend them all simultaneously." But three  years later, Washington dispatched 600,000 soldiers to fight the first Iraq war ‐‐ without reinstating the draft  or raising taxes. The only price of "overstretch" turned out to be the mild recession of 1991. Declinism took a break in the 1990s. The United States was enjoying a nice run after the suicide of the Soviet  Union, and Japan, the economic powerhouse of the 1980s, was stuck in its "lost decade" of stagnation and so  no longer stirred U.S. paranoia with its takeover of national treasures such as Pebble Beach and Rockefeller  Center. The United States had moved into the longest economic expansion in history, which, apart from eight  down months in 2001, continued until 2008. "Gloom is the dominant mood in Japan these days," one Asian  commentator reported in 1997, whereas "American capitalism is resurgent, confident and brash." That year,  the New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman wrote that "the defining feature of world affairs" was  "globalization" and that if "you had to design a country best suited to compete in such a world, [it would be]  today's America." He concluded on a triumphant note: "Globalization is us."

Hegemony is high and sustainable – the will to primacy is key.

Bradley A. Thayer, Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, 2007
["The Case For The American Empire," American Empire: A Debate, p.12]

The U.S. military, economy, and soft power answer the first question— these elements give it the ability to do so. How long the American Empire lasts depends on three variables: first, its hard and soft power capabilities; second, the actions of other states; and third, its will to continue its empire. America’s ideology answers the second issue. These critical questions are inextricably linked. The United States has the ability to dominate the world, but that is only one of the key ingredients necessary for the “meal of empire.” The will to do so is equally important. If the United States does not have the will, then no amount of combat aircraft or ships or economic might will suffice to ensure its dominance in international politics. I will consider the second issue in the next section of this chapter. At the outset of this discussion, I want to state an obvious but, nonetheless, salient point: Nothing lasts forever. The American Empire will end at some point in time, as every empire has in the past—from the empire the Egyptian Pharaohs created over 2,800 years before Christ to the one forged by Lenin’s Bolsheviks in 1917—and as future empires will as well. As Table 1.2 shows, the American Empire is young when compared to the other empires throughout history, having lasted Just over a century if we take the beginning of the Spanish—American War as its starting date, as conventional history often does. Although it may be young, it is the profound responsibility of the custodians of the American Empire to use hard and soft power to ensure that it lasts as long as they want

Trends of hegemony decline do not prove its unsustainable—we can fix it
Zhang* and Shi** 11. (Both MA candidates at Columbia University. *Yuhan, researcher @ Carnegie Endowment for international peace and **Lin, consultant for the World Bank. “America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry.” January 22nd, 2011) http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/
Paul Kennedy was probably right: the US will go the way of all great powers — down. The individual dramas of the past decade — the September 2001 terrorist attacks, prolonged wars in the Middle East and the financial crisis — have delivered the world a message: US primacy is in decline. This does not necessarily mean that the US is in systemic decline, but it encompasses a trend that appears to be negative and perhaps alarming. Although the US still possesses incomparable military prowess and its economy remains the world’s largest, the once seemingly indomitable chasm that separated America from anyone else is narrowing. Thus, the global distribution of power is shifting, and the inevitable result will be a world that is less peaceful, liberal and prosperous, burdened by a dearth of effective conflict regulation. Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts.

Hegemony is sustainable – no external force can collapse or balance against it

Brooks and Wohlforth 2 - *Assistant Professor AND **Associate Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College (Stephen G. and William C., "American Primacy in Perspective," Foreign Affairs, Vol. 81, No. 4, July/August 2002)

Many who acknowledge the extent of American power, however, regard it as necessarily self-negating. Other states traditionally band together to restrain potential hegemons, they say, and this time will be no different. As German political commentator Josef Joffe has put it, “the history books say that Mr. Big always invites his own demise. Nos. 2, 3, 4 will gang up on him, form countervailing alliances and plot his downfall. That happened to Napoleon, as it happened to Louis xiv and the mighty Hapsburgs, to Hitler and to Stalin. Power begets superior counterpower; it’s the oldest rule of world politics.” What such arguments fail to recognize are the features of America’s post–Cold War position that make it likely to buck the historical trend. Bounded by oceans to the east and west and weak, friendly powers to the north and south, the United States is both less vulnerable than previous aspiring hegemons and also less threatening to others. The main potential challengers to its unipolarity, meanwhile— China, Russia, Japan, and Germany—are in the opposite position. They cannot augment their military capabilities so as to balance the United States without simultaneously becoming an immediate threat to their neighbors. Politics, even international politics, is local. Although American power attracts a lot of attention globally, states are usually more concerned with their own neighborhoods than with the global equilibrium. Were any of the potential challengers to make a serious run at the United States, regional balancing efforts would almost certainly help contain them, as would the massive latent power capabilities of the United States, which could be mobilized as necessary to head of an emerging threat. When analysts refer to a historical pattern of balancing against potentially preponderant powers, they rarely note that the cases in question—the Hapsburg ascendancy, Napoleonic France, the Soviet Union in the Cold War, and so forth—featured would-be hegemons that were vulnerable, threatening, centrally located, and dominant in only one or two components of power. Moreover, the would-be hegemons all specialized in precisely the form of power—the ability to seize territory—most likely to scare other states into an antihegemonic coalition. American capabilities, by contrast, are relatively greater and more comprehensive than those of past hegemonic aspirants, they are located safely offshore, and the prospective balancers are close regional neighbors of one another. U.S. power is also at the command of one government, whereas the putative balancers would face major challenges in acting collectively to assemble and coordinate their military capabilities. Previous historical experiences of balancing, moreover, involved groups of status quo powers seeking to contain a rising revisionist one. The balancers had much to fear if the aspiring hegemon got its way. Today, however, U.S. dominance is the status quo. Several of the major powers in the system have been closely allied with the United States for decades and derive substantial beneﬁts from their position. Not only would they have to forego those beneﬁts if they tried to balance, but they would have to ﬁnd some way of putting together a durable, coherent alliance while America was watching. This is a profoundly important point, because although there may be several precedents for a coalition of balancers preventing a hegemon from emerging, there is none for a group of subordinate powers joining to topple a hegemon once it has already emerged, which is what would have to happen today. The comprehensive nature of U.S. power, ﬁnally, also skews the odds against any major attempt at balancing, let alone a successful one. The United States is both big and rich, whereas the potential challengers are all either one or the other. It will take at least a generation for today’s other big countries (such as China and India) to become rich, and given declining birth rates the other rich powers are not about to get big, at least in relative terms. During the 1990s, the U.S. population increased by 32.7 million—a ﬁgure equal to more than half the current population of France or the United Kingdom. Some might argue that the European Union is an exception to the big-or-rich rule. It is true that if Brussels were to develop impressive military capabilities and wield its latent collective power like a state, the EU would clearly constitute another pole. But the creation of an autonomous and uniﬁed defense and defense-industrial capacity that could compete with that of the United States would be a gargantuan task.

AT: Economic Heg Decline

U.S. growth & competitiveness rates relatively high

Zakaria 08 (Fareed, editor of Newsweek International, 20, The Post-American World, p. 40-1)

What's puzzling, however, is that these trends have been around for a while—and they have actually helped America's bottom line. Over the past twenty years, as globalization and outsourcing have accelerated dramatically, America's growth rate has averaged just over 3 percent, a full percentage point higher than that of Germany and France. (Japan averaged 2.3 percent over the same period.) Productivity growth, the elixir of modern economics, has been over 2.5 percent for a decade now, again a full percentage point higher than the European average. Even American exports held up, despite a decade-long spike in the value of the dollar that ended recently. In 1980, U.S. exports represented 10 percent of the world total; in 2007, that figure was still almost 9 percent. According to the World Economic Forum, the United States remains the most competitive economy in the world and ranks first in innova​tion, ninth in technological readiness, second in company spending for research and technology, and second in the quality of its research institutions. China does not come within thirty countries of the United States in any of these, and India breaks the top ten on only one count: market size. In virtually every sector that advanced industrial countries participate in, U.S. firms lead the world in productivity and profits.)
US economy is strong and is adequately supporting our hegemony

Levey 5. (David H., Professor of Economics and International Relations at the Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs. (Foreign Affairs, March-April 2005 v84 i2 p2 The Overstretch Myth Can the Indispensable Nation Be a Debtor Nation?)

Would-be Cassandras have been predicting the imminent downfall of the American imperium ever since its inception. First came Sputnik and "the missile gap," followed by Vietnam, Soviet nuclear parity, and the Japanese economic challenge--a cascade of decline encapsulated by Yale historian Paul Kennedy's 1987 "overstretch" thesis. The resurgence of U.S. economic and political power in the 1990s momentarily put such fears to rest. But recently, a new threat to the sustainability of U.S. hegemony has emerged: excessive dependence on foreign capital and growing foreign debt. As former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers has said, "there is something odd about the world's greatest power being the world's greatest debtor."  The U.S. economy, according to doubters, rests on an unsustainable accumulation of foreign debt. Fueled by government profligacy and low private savings rates, the current account deficit--the difference between what U.S. residents spend abroad and what they earn abroad in a year--now stands at almost six percent of GDP; total net foreign liabilities are approaching a quarter of GDP. Sudden unwillingness by investors abroad to continue adding to their already large dollar assets, in this scenario, would set off a panic, causing the dollar to tank, interest rates to skyrocket, and the U.S. economy to descend into crisis, dragging the rest of the world down with it.  Despite the persistence and pervasiveness of this doomsday prophecy, U.S. hegemony is in reality solidly grounded: it rests on an economy that is continually extending its lead in the innovation and application of new technology, ensuring its continued appeal for foreign central banks and private investors. The dollar's role as the global monetary standard is not threatened, and the risk to U.S. financial stability posed by large foreign liabilities has been exaggerated. To be sure, the economy will at some point have to adjust to a decline in the dollar and a rise in interest rates. But these trends will at worst slow the growth of U.S. consumers' standard of living, not undermine the United States' role as global pacesetter. If anything, the world's appetite for U.S. assets bolsters U.S. predominance rather than undermines it
AT: Heg Bad

America will cling to a false unipolar reality post-transition

Calleo 9 – David P. Calleo (University Professor at The Johns Hopkins University and Dean Acheson Professor at its Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS)) 2009 “Follies of Power:  America’s Unipolar Fantasy” p. 4-5

It is tempting to believe that America’s recent misadventures will discredit and suppress our hegemonic longings and that, following the presidential election of 2008, a new administration will abandon them. But so long as our identity as a nation is intimately bound up with seeing ourselves as the world’s most powerful country, at the heart of a global system, hegemony is likely to remain the recurring obsession of our official imagination, the id´ee fixe of our foreign policy. America’s hegemonic ambitions have, after all, suffered severe setbacks before. Less than half a century has passed since the “lesson of Vietnam.” But that lesson faded without forcing us to abandon the old fantasies of omnipotence. The fantasies merely went into remission, until the fall of the Soviet Union provided an irresistible occasion for their return. Arguably, in its collapse, the Soviet Union proved to be a greater danger to America’s own equilibrium than in its heyday. Dysfunctional imaginations are scarcely a rarity – among individuals or among nations. “Reality” is never a clear picture that imposes itself from without. Imaginations need to collaborate. They synthesize old and new images, concepts, and ideas and fuse language with emotions – all according to the inner grammar of our minds. These synthetic constructions become our reality, our way of depicting the world in which we live. Inevitably, our imaginations present us with only a partial picture. As Walter Lippmann once put it, our imaginations create a “pseudo-environment between ourselves and the world.”2 Every individual, therefore, has his own particular vision of reality, and every nation tends to arrive at a favored collective view that differs from the favored view of other nations. When powerful and interdependent nations hold visions of the world severely at odds with one another, the world grows dangerous. 

Even if hegemonic decline is inevitable, the plan will set up a smooth transition and prevent great power war 

Dolman 6 (Everett, PhD and Professor of Comparative Military Studies @ US Air Force School of Advanced Air and Space Studies and Recipient of Central Intelligence’s Outstanding Intelligence Analyst Award, “ Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space,” March 10th, Washington Roundtable on Science and Public Policy, http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=408, EMM) 

Dolman: Well, I think that some assumptions that you made are extremely problematic. You know, the Soviet Union launched twenty ASATs into space and those were the worst of debris smashing into other satellites. Did that cause a debris problem? No, because it is a planned orbital mechanics issue that the kinetic force of that engagement goes into the atmosphere and debris is burned up on reentry. There are thus ways to use weapons in space that don’t really cause a debris problem, and there are ways to use them that ac-tually clean up space in orbit. But also I agree with you. No hegemon, no empire, no state or business lasts forever. Does that mean that we should accelerate our own decline? No. It is important to do things to extend it. The United States inevitably will lose its power relative to the rest of the world, so it needs to set up the conditions that are seen as beneficial around the world in such a way that whoever replaces the United States is going to be in the same sort of liberal mode that the United States had been, the same type of benevolent hegemon or follow-on power. What it cannot do is set up a situation where the next power is likely to be antithetical to those ideas. What I am talking about is extending the period of American hegemony into the foreseeable future, not creating a permanent empire in that sense, but continuing to have a situation where there is a power to create and enforce some sort of order.

Only U.S. primacy prevents conflict escalation – no other state could fill its gap

Joffe 9 – Josef, Senior Fellow at Stanford's Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, ("The Default Power Subtitle: The False Prophecy of America's Decline", Foreign Affairs, Oct 2009) 

The United States was far from universally loved under President George W. Bush. Many foreigners saw it as  taking advantage of the "unipolar moment" by going to war twice and defying a slew of international  agreements and institutions, from the Kyoto Protocol to the International Criminal Court. The United States'  autonomy, ran the message of Gulliver Unbound, was not going to be curbed or controlled by the world at  large. And yet, for all the anti-Americanism that has coursed through western Europe, the Islamic world, and Latin America in recent years, the United States has remained the world's dominant power. When it adopted a hands-off policy toward the Arab-Israeli conflict in the early years of the Bush administration, no other state could fill the vacuum. And when it decided to reengage in the peace process in Annapolis in 2007, everybody showed up; no other government could have mustered that much convening power. Nor could any other nation have harnessed the global coalition that has been fighting the Taliban in Afghanistan. The six-party talks with North Korea were orchestrated by the United States; on the other hand, the three-party talks with Iran -- led by France, Germany, and the United Kingdom -- could not put a stop to Iran's nuclear ambitions. The moral is that either the United States takes care of the heavy lifting or nobody does. And this is the concise definition of a default power. Nor can the rest truly constrain U.S. might. France, Germany, and Russia tried to do so in the run-up to the second Iraq war, in 2003, but ultimately could not stop the U.S. behemoth. In a grudging homage to U.S. power, German Chancellor Gerhard Schröder helped the war effort by granting the United States basing and overflight rights and agreeing to guard U.S. installations in the country to free up U.S. forces for duty in Iraq. More recently, in 2008, it was the United Kingdom and the United States -- rather than the G-20 -- that took the lead in battling the global financial crisis, with massive stimulus measures and injections of liquidity. The speed with which Barack Obama captured hearts and minds around the world after his election in November 2008 represented a rare moment in the annals of the great powers -- a moment of relief at having a U.S. president who made it possible for the world to love his country again. Of course, the United States will not get its way always or everywhere, nor will worldwide affection for Obama translate into a surfeit of U.S. influence. The default power is still an überpower, and other states will seek to balance against it. China and Russia, for example, protect Iran and North Korea from painful UN sanctions. Meanwhile, China and the United States hold each other hostage in a state of M-MAD, or "monetary mutual assured destruction." China cannot unload hundreds of billions of dollars' worth of U.S. Treasury bills without destroying the dollar and its trade surplus, which created its hoard in the first place. Nor can Washington force Beijing to give up on its predatory trade and exchange-rate policies without suffering monetary retaliation. But financial deterrence does not a new default power make. The economic storm that hit the United States in 2008 has triggered a tsunami in China, which has cut its growth rate in half -- although six percent is still a lot better than the negative growth suffered by much of the West. And like the world's other aspiring powers, China lacks the legitimacy that transforms muscle into leadership. The Obama administration grasps this enduring essence of world politics -- it adds kindness to clout, amicability to hard assets. Take Obama's overtures to the Muslim world, outlined first in his inaugural address and then more fully in his speech in Cairo in June. Prince Obama needs no advice from Machiavelli, who famously counseled that it is best to be both loved and feared. By flattering the Islamic world and widening the distance between Israel and the United States, the Obama administration hopes to improve its chances of forging a Sunni Arab alliance against Iran. Forgoing the use of force against Iran's and North Korea's nuclear armaments may be more than just an act of prudence, especially when the costs of war -- say, retaliation by Iran against tanker traffic in the Persian Gulf or a North Korean attack on South Korea -- loom larger than the risks of proliferation down the road. What cannot be averted might just as well be turned into a diplomatic advantage. Tehran's and Pyongyang's unchecked nuclear ambitions may well facilitate U.S.-led coalition building against them. A default power always gains stature when the demand for its services soars. The default power does what others cannot or will not do. It underwrites Europe's security against a resurgent Russia -- which is why U.S. troops remain welcome there even 20 years after Moscow's capitulation in the Cold War. It helps the Europeans take care of local malefactors, such as former Serbian President Slobodan Milosevic. It chastises whoever reaches for mastery over the Middle East, thus the United States helped Iraq in its war against Iran between 1980 and 1988 and then defanged it in 1991 and again in 2003. Only the default power has the power to harness a coalition against Iran, the new pretender in the Middle East. It guarantees the survival of Israel, but at the same time, the Palestinians and the Saudis look to the United States for leverage against Jerusalem. Is it possible to imagine China, Europe, or Russia as a more persuasive mediator? No, because only the United States can insure both the Arabs and the Israelis against the consequences of misplaced credulity. In the new Great Game, the United States offers itself as a silent partner against Russian attempts to restore sway over its former satrapies, and it leads the renewed battle against the Taliban in Afghanistan and Pakistan, signaling ever so softly that it will sequester Pakistan's nuclear weapons if chaos widens into collapse. At the same time, only the United States can rein in both India and Pakistan and protect each against the other. The United States has drawn India into its orbit, and in doing so it has added to the informal balance against China. Dreams of Asia Rising must pay respect to a strategic reality centered on the United States as the underwriter of regional security. Whether Vietnam or Japan, South Korea or Australia -- all of Asia counts on the United States to keep China on its best behavior and Japan from going nuclear. Gainsayers will still dramatize China's growth rates as a harbinger of a grand power shift. The facts and figures and the story of the resistible rise of previous contenders should give pause to those who either cheer or fear the United States' abdication. Linearity is not a good predictor. Imperial powers have regularly succumbed to the ebb and flow of power, although in the United Kingdom's case, that took 300 years. How long will the United States' luck last? Addicted to constant reinvention, it should not fall prey to the rigor mortis that overwhelmed the Ottoman, Austrian, Russian, and Soviet empires. As the twenty-first century unfolds, the United States will be younger and more dynamic than its competitors. And as a liberal empire, it can work the international system with fewer costs than yesterday's behemoths, which depended on territorial possessions and had to conduct endless wars against natives and rivals. A Tyrannosaurus rex faces costlier resistance than the bumbling bull that is the United States. A final point to ponder: Who would actually want to live in a world dominated by China, India, Japan, Russia, or even Europe, which for all its enormous appeal cannot take care of its own backyard? Not even those who have been trading in glee and gloom decade after decade would prefer any of them to take over as housekeeper of the world.
AT: Backlash 

Hegemony solves backlash—assumes their warrants

Fiammenghi 11. (Davide, postdoctoral fellow in the Department of Politics, Institutions, History at the University of Bologna. “The Security Curve and the Structure of International Politics.” 

International Security, Spring 2011.) http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00037

The same argument applies to offensive and defensive realism, on the one hand, and unipolar realism, on the other. Offensive and defensive realists agree that the concentration of power leads to balancing. In contrast, unipolar realists stress that the rise of a hegemon can exert a stabilizing effect on the international system. The two positions—balance of power versus hegemonic stability—seem irreconcilable, but I argue that they are not. A state that increases its power will experience balancing, but only as long as it is moving toward the absolute threshold. Once it reaches this threshold, balancing is no longer an option, and the state establishes hegemony. There is no contradiction between balance of power theories and hegemonic stability theories. Both are valid, depending on where the state is along the power continuum. Offensive, defensive, and unipolar realists have different conceptions of the meaning of international structure and the impact of that structure on states. As a synthesis of their views on structural incentives, the security curve corresponds to the international structure. According to Waltz, “Structures shape and shove” state behavior. Another way to express this concept is to say that states move along a power-security curve. When moving along the power continuum, states face either a decrease or an increase in their security. They cannot disregard these security externalities without considerable risk. Therefore, the shape of the curve compels states to think strategically, which in turn influences their behavior. 

Dominance in the international sphere prevents backlash—only weakness will trigger it

Fiammenghi 11. (Davide, postdoctoral fellow in the Department of Politics, Institutions, History at the University of Bologna. “The Security Curve and the Structure of International Politics.” 

International Security, Spring 2011.) http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00037

Balancing makes sense as long as it has a theoretical possibility of success. When an aspiring hegemon’s concentration of power becomes too great, however, balancing ceases to be possible. If a state were to become so powerful that it no longer feared its rivals, even if they were in a coalition, then opposing it would be useless. This hypothesis appears to drive William Wohlforth’s analysis of U.S. unipolarity.39 I refer to this concept as the “absolute security threshold,”40 that is, the amount of relative power beyond which negative security externalities revert to being positive because balancing becomes impossible (see ªgure 1). One could argue that when rivals pool their efforts to counter a hegemon, the hegemon’s relative power position should decline. Although this is probably true, it is not always so. Sometimes the hegemon’s latent power is simply too great, as the Macedonians and Romans demonstrated.41 Aware of their limitations in the face of such preponderant adversaries, weaker states bandwagon with the hegemon, and the hegemon’s security increases rapidly in step with its power. The security threshold is “absolute” because no state or group of states can impede the hegemon. From a theoretical perspective, the structural incentives are ambiguous, because the function that describes the relationship between power and security is not linear. Up to a certain point, the maximization of power coincides with the maximization of security. But when an aspiring hegemon crosses the security threshold, it must decide whether to aim for the absolute security threshold or maintain a position of preeminence as a great power, though not as the hegemon. In neither case can it be said that the state has disregarded structural constraints or that structural variables are the only determinants of its behavior. In light of the security curve, scholars should reconsider the debate regarding the strategy of maximization. 

We are past the absolute threshold, only a decline in hegemony risks conflict

Fiammenghi 11. (Davide, postdoctoral fellow in the Department of Politics, Institutions, History at the University of Bologna. “The Security Curve and the Structure of International Politics.” 

International Security, Spring 2011.) http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/ISEC_a_00037

In principle, the absolute security threshold should not pose the same problem because of the logical limits in determining it. Ideally, the absolute threshold should represent 50 percent of the capabilities in the system, because at this level the sum of all the forces opposing the aspiring hegemon is insufficient to successfully balance it. Still, it is useful to consider William Wohlforth’s admonition: “If balancing were the frictionless, costless activity assumed in some balance-of-power theories, then the unipolar power would need more than 50 percent of the capabilities in the great power system to stave off a counterpoise. . . . But such expectations miss the fact that alliance politics always impose costs.”59 It is therefore reasonable to assume that the absolute security threshold is around 45 percent of the military capabilities in the system. This is the figure William Thompson suggests in describing a near unipolar system.60 In this light, the absence of balancing against the United States today appears less puzzling. The United States has already moved beyond the absolute threshold, making balancing futile.61 Levy and Thompson raise the important question of why other states failed to balance against the United States when it was a rising power but not yet a hegemon.62 Part of the answer lies in the United States’ unusual path to primacy. For decades, the Soviet Union maintained a rough balance with the United States.63 U.S. primacy resulted from the unexpected collapse of the Soviet Union. It may be an exaggeration to suggest that the United States became a hegemon by accident, but the outcome was not planned.64 The extraordinarily wide gap in capabilities created by the fall of the Soviet Union left other states with little choice but to acquiesce. Countries such as China, Iran, Russia, and Syria, or even Brazil and Pakistan, may not like U.S. primacy, but they lack the capabilities to challenge it.65 Meanwhile, other countries benefiting from U.S. primacy appear not to be worried about it. The next section considers hegemonic strategies that can soften opposition. 

Multilateralism Bad
Turn – a backslide to multipolarity would cause conflict and terrorism MORE than unipolarity

Brooks and Wolforth 2- Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth; Assistant Professors in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College.  Foreign Affairs August 2002, p. www.foreignaffairs.org


Some might question the worth of being at the top of a unipolar system if that means serving as a lightning rod for the world's malcontents. When there was a Soviet Union, after all, it bore the brunt of Osama bin Laden's anger, and only after its collapse did he shift his focus to the United States (an indicator of the demise of bipolarity that was ignored at the time but looms larger in retrospect). But terrorism has been a perennial problem in history, and multipolarity did not save the leaders of several great powers from assassination by anarchists around the turn of the twentieth century. In fact, a slide back toward multipolarity would actually be the worst of all worlds for the United States. In such a scenario it would continue to lead the pack and serve as a focal point for resentment and hatred by both state and nonstate actors, but it would have fewer carrots and sticks to use in dealing with the situation. The threats would remain, but the possibility of effective and coordinated action against them would be reduced.


Multilateralism can’t deal with modern threats of WMD proliferation and terrorism – unilateralism is needed

Harris 3. (Tobias Harris, Editor of Concord Bridge Magazine, 5/20/2003 (“Gulliver Unbound” – Concord Bridge Magazine) http://people.brandeis.edu/~cbmag/Articles/2003%20May/Gulliver%20unbound-%20May%202003.pdf.

The Clinton administration acquiesced to demands for multilateralism at the dawn of the unipolar moment, advocating “assertive multilateralism” that would seek a consensus on the use of force. Thus at a time of unprecedented American power, America embraced a foreign policy that, while not actually altering power disparities, called for America’s submission to the international community. In the immediate postcold war world, the United States could afford the luxury of a foreign policy not driven by national interest. Democratization and liberalization, its major foreign policy aims, could be achieved adequately through multilateral institutions. September 11th raised the stakes of multilateralism considerably. The disparate but related problems of Islamist terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction among rogue states could no longer be handled with the kid gloves of the Clinton administration. Urgency demanded the mailed fist. And as the Bush administration acquired new faith in the many possibilities inherent in American power, the multilateralists of the 1990s recoiled in horror. Gulliver was snapping the multilateral bonds he had so graciously accepted during more pacific times. Lilliputians saw the need to restrain him become more pressing as the Bush administration signaled its intention to destroy the regime of Saddam Hussein in order to remove a major rogue state while simultaneously enforcing a long string of UN Security Council resolutions. Despite the emergence of the Paris-Berlin-Moscow axis of Lilliputians, the United States launched an attack without UN sanction but with a multitude of allies (the “coalition of the willing”), quickly reaching Baghdad and destroying the Hussein regime, with the war in its mopping- up phase at the time of this writing.

The Classics

Hegemonic decline causes global nuclear war

Zalmay Khalilzad, Rand Corporation, The Washington Quarterly 1995
 
What might happen to the world if the United States turned inward? Without the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), rather than cooperating with each other, the West European nations might compete with each other for domination of East-Central Europe and the Middle East. In Western and Central Europe, Germany -- especially since unification -- would be the natural leading power. Either in cooperation or competition with Russia, Germany might seek influence over the territories located between them. German efforts are likely to be aimed at filling the vacuum, stabilizing the region, and precluding its domination by rival powers. Britain and France fear such a development. Given the strength of democracy in Germany and its preoccupation with absorbing the former East Germany, European concerns about Germany appear exaggerated. But it would be a mistake to assume that U.S. withdrawal could not, in the long run, result in the renationalization of Germany's security policy. The same is also true of Japan. Given a U.S. withdrawal from the world, Japan would have to look after its own security and build up its military capabilities. China, Korea, and the nations of Southeast Asia already fear Japanese hegemony. Without U.S. protection, Japan is likely to increase its military capability dramatically -- to balance the growing Chinese forces and still-significant Russian forces. This could result in arms races, including the possible acquisition by Japan of nuclear weapons. Given Japanese technological prowess, to say nothing of the plutonium stockpile Japan has acquired in the development of its nuclear power industry, it could obviously become a nuclear weapon state relatively quickly, if it should so decide. It could also build long-range missiles and carrier task forces. With the shifting balance of power among Japan, China, Russia, and potential new regional powers such as India, Indonesia, and a united Korea could come significant risks of preventive or proeruptive war. Similarly, European competition for regional dominance could lead to major wars in Europe or East Asia. If the United States stayed out of such a war -- an unlikely prospect -- Europe or East Asia could become dominated by a hostile power. Such a development would threaten U.S. interests. A power that achieved such dominance would seek to exclude the United States from the area and threaten its interests-economic and political -- in the region. Besides, with the domination of Europe or East Asia, such a power might seek global hegemony and the United States would face another global Cold War and the risk of a world war even more catastrophic than the last. In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony. Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons. If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies. Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oil-importing nations. Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis.<continued…> The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. Turmoil in Asia and Europe would force major economic readjustment in the United States, perhaps reducing U.S. exports and imports and jeopardizing U.S. investments in these regions. Given that total imports and exports are equal to a quarter of U.S. gross domestic product, the cost of necessary adjustments might be high. The higher level of turmoil in the world would also increase the likelihood of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means for their delivery. Already several rogue states such as North Korea and Iran are seeking nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. That danger would only increase if the United States withdrew from the world. The result would be a much more dangerous world in which many states possessed WMD capabilities; the likelihood of their actual use would increase accordingly. If this happened, the security of every nation in the world, including the United States, would be harmed. Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Effective US Hegemony solves multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict between nationalist regional hegemons – a multipolar or offshore balancing role is a fantasy.  Declining hegemony doesn’t prevent any of their turns – the US will be required to re-engage.

Robert Kagan, 2007 senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [“End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, web)

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.   The return of great powers and great games   If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other.   National ambition drives China’s foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is pass é; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation.   The Chinese do not share the view that power is passé; hence their now twodecades- long military buildup. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power — with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending — now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea ’s nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan’s own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or “little brother” to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other ’s rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a “greater China” and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe ’s past than its present. But it also looks like Asia’s past.   Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the eu and nato, would not insist on predominant influence over its “near abroad,” and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia ’s international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from nato and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia’s complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia ’s relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult.   One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India ’s regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States.   Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role.   Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its “century of humiliation.” Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst.   Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on. Israel has become its living symbol. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe.   The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —  its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.   It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.   Such order as exists in the world rests not 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.   People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that ’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.   The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world ’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.   Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China ’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the  United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.  Conflicts are more likely to erupt if the United States withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore  to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances.   It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.   The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn ’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.   The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

Collapse of US hegemony causes apolarity and global nuclear wars.

Ferguson 4 – Niall Ferguson, July/August 2004 “A World Without Power,” FOREIGN POLICY Issue 143

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

Hegemony de-escalates all conflict and solves great power wars

Thayer 6 – Bradley A. Thayer, November/December, 2006 “In Defense of Primacy,” NATIONAL INTEREST Issue 86

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism: Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.( n3) So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such aft effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why: democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.( n4) As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74 000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg.

New Heg Solves War

Hegemony is key to prevent great power war

Zhang* and Shi** 11. (Both MA candidates at Columbia University. *Yuhan, researcher @ Carnegie Endowment for international peace and **Lin, consultant for the World Bank. “America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry.” January 22nd, 2011) http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/
Paul Kennedy was probably right: the US will go the way of all great powers — down. The individual dramas of the past decade — the September 2001 terrorist attacks, prolonged wars in the Middle East and the financial crisis — have delivered the world a message: US primacy is in decline. This does not necessarily mean that the US is in systemic decline, but it encompasses a trend that appears to be negative and perhaps alarming. Although the US still possesses incomparable military prowess and its economy remains the world’s largest, the once seemingly indomitable chasm that separated America from anyone else is narrowing. Thus, the global distribution of power is shifting, and the inevitable result will be a world that is less peaceful, liberal and prosperous, burdened by a dearth of effective conflict regulation. Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy. 

Heg Solves Democracy

Heg is key to democracy promotion

Thayer 7 – Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University (Bradley A., American Empire, Routledge, pages 42-3)
The American Empire gives the United States the ability to spread its form of government, democracy, and other elements of its ideology of liberalism. Using American power to spread democracy can be a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as for the United States. This is because democracies are more likely to align themselves with the United States and be sympathetic to its worldview. In addition, there is a chance—small as it may be—that once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of conflict will be reduced further. Natan Sharansky makes the argument that once Arabs are governed democratically, they will not wish to continue the conflict against Israel.58 This idea has had a big effect on President George W. Bush. He has said that Sharansky’s worldview “is part of my presidential DNA.”59

US hegemony is essential to support democracies

Diamond 96. (Larry, Senior researcher fellow at Hoover Institution, Orbis, “Beyond the Unipolar Moment: Why the United States Must Remain Engaged”, p. 405-413)

In the past, global power has been an important reason why certain countries have become models for emulation by others. The global power of the United States, and of its Western democratic allies, has been a factor in the diffusion of democracy around the world, and certainly is crucial to our ability to help popular, legitimate democratic forces deter armed threats to their overthrow, or to return to power (as in Haiti) when they have been overthrown. Given the linkages among democracy, peace, and human rights-as well as the recent finding of Professor Adam Przeworski (New York University) that democracy is more likely to survive in a country when it is more widely present in the region-we should not surrender our capacity to diffuse and defend democracy. It is not only intrinsic to our ideals but important to our national security that we remain globally powerful and engaged-and that a dictatorship does not rise to hegemonic power within any major region.

Heg solves Economy

Heg is key to the economy

Thayer 6 – Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University (Bradley A., “In Defense of Primacy,” National Interest, November/December, Lexis)

Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess.

US heg is key to supply people with normal lives and is critical to the world economy

LAKE 96 (Anthony, Assistant to President Clinton for National Security Affairs U.S. Department of State Dispatch, “The enduring importance of American engagement in the Asia-Pacific region”, Volume 7, Issue 45, p. 545, November 4)

By using our power to promote stability, we accomplish two goals. First, we help hundreds of millions of people to live what President Clinton has called the quiet miracle of a normal life. Thanks to America's efforts, the Pacific has finally begun to live up to its name. In Cambodia, farmers can till fields that once yielded only death and destruction. In South Korea, schoolchildren can worry more about their exams than about war. And in Thailand, one of the biggest threats that a thriving democratic middle class now faces are traffic jams.  Second, in promoting stability, we spur the economic progress that benefits all our businesses and workers. Freed from the threat of war and inspired by a greater stake in their futures, the peoples of an Asia-Pacific region at peace have propelled their nations into the front ranks of economic growth. Now, our economic strategy is enlarging the shared stake that we have in sustaining that growth. The United States is working to encourage the free flow of trade and investment that is creating jobs and opportunities for Americans, fueling Asia's high-octane economies, and uniting nations across the Pacific in the common pursuit of prosperity. 

Heg solves European Stability

Heg is key to European stability

Kagan 7 – Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund (Robert, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Institution, No. 144, August/September, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136)

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.

Heg solves Free Trade

Hegemony key to free trade

Zhang* and Shi** 11. (Both MA candidates at Columbia University. *Yuhan, researcher @ Carnegie Endowment for international peace and **Lin, consultant for the World Bank. “America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry.” January 22nd, 2011) http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/
Paul Kennedy was probably right: the US will go the way of all great powers — down. The individual dramas of the past decade — the September 2001 terrorist attacks, prolonged wars in the Middle East and the financial crisis — have delivered the world a message: US primacy is in decline. This does not necessarily mean that the US is in systemic decline, but it encompasses a trend that appears to be negative and perhaps alarming. Although the US still possesses incomparable military prowess and its economy remains the world’s largest, the once seemingly indomitable chasm that separated America from anyone else is narrowing. Thus, the global distribution of power is shifting, and the inevitable result will be a world that is less peaceful, liberal and prosperous, burdened by a dearth of effective conflict regulation. Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy. 

Heg solves genocide
Heg solves genocide and mass violence globally

Lieber 5 – PhD from Harvard, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown, former consultant to the State Department and for National Intelligence Estimates (Robert, “The American Era”, pages 51-52, WEA)

The United States possesses the military and economic means to act assertively on a global basis, but should it do so, and if so, how? In short, if the United States conducts itself in this way, will the world be safer and more stable, and is such a role in America’s national interest? Here, the anarchy problem is especially pertinent. The capacity of the United Nations to act, especially in coping with the most urgent and deadly problems, is severely limited, and in this sense, the demand for “global governance” far exceeds the supply. Since its inception in 1945, there have only been two occasions (Korea in 1950 and Kuwait in 1991) when the U.N. Security Council authorized the use of force, and in both instances the bulk of the forces were provided by the United States. In the most serious cases, especially those involving international terrorism, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, ethnic cleansing, civil war, and mass murder, if America does not take the lead, no other country or organization is willing or able to respond effectively. The deadly cases of Bosnia (1991–95) and Rwanda (1994) make this clear. In their own way, so did the demonstrations by the people of Liberia calling for American intervention to save them from the ravages of predatory militias in a failed state. And the weakness of the international reaction to ethnic cleansing, rape, and widespread killing in the Darfur region of Western Sudan provides a more recent example. 

Heg solves Humanitarianism
Hegemony is key to humanitarianism – only U.S. leadership solves.

Thayer 7. (Bradley A., Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University) ["The Case For The American Empire," American Empire: A Debate, Published by Routledge, ISBN 0415952034, p. 44-46]

If someone were to ask “How many humanitarian missions has the United States undertaken since the end of the Cold War?”, most Americans probably have to think for a moment and then answer “three or four.” In fact, the number is much larger. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War, and while wars like the invasion of Panama or Iraq received considerable attention from the world’s media, most of the fifty actions were humanitarian in nature and received almost no media attention in the United States. The U.S. military is the earth’s “911 force”—it serves as the world’s police; it is the global paramedic, and the planet’s fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, typhoon, or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. In 1991, when flooding caused by cyclone Marian killed almost 140,000 people and left 5 million homeless in Bangladesh, the United States launched Operation Sea Angel to save stranded and starving people by supplying food, potable water, and medical assistance. U.S. forces are credited with saving over 200,000 lives in that operation. In 1999, torrential rains and flash flooding in Venezuela killed 30,000 people and left 140,000 homeless. The United States responded with Operation Fundamental Response, which brought water purification and hygiene [end page 44] equipment saving thousands. Also in 1999, Operation Strong Support aided Central Americans affected by Hurricane Mitch. That hurricane was the fourth-strongest ever recorded in the Atlantic and the worst natural disaster to strike Central America in the twentieth century. The magnitude of the devastation was tremendous, with about 10,000 people killed, 13,000 missing, and 2 million left homeless. It is estimated that 60 percent of the infrastructure in Honduras, Nicaragua, and Guatemala was destroyed. Again, the U.S. military came to the aid of the people affected. It is believed to have rescued about 700 people who otherwise would have died, while saving more from disease due to the timely arrival of medical supplies, food, water, blankets, and mobile shelters. In the next phase of Strong Support, military engineers rebuilt much of the infrastructure of those countries, including bridges, hospitals, roads, and schools. On the day after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra and killed 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. More importantly, Washington not only contributed a large amount of aid, $350 million, plus another $350 million provided by American citizens and corporations, but also—only days after the tsunami struck—used its military to help those in need. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention, as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort, and it is important to keep in mind that its costs were separate from the $350 million provided by the U.S. government and other money given by American citizens and corporations to relief organizations like the International Committee of the Red Cross/Red Crescent. The generosity of the United States has done more to help the country fight the war on terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 people and leaving 3 million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the war on terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those in need, the United States provided about $156 million in aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the generosity of the United States, it left a lasting impression about the United States. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the war on terror. There is no other state or international organization that can provide these benefits. The United Nations certainly cannot because it lacks the military and economic power of the United States. It is riven with conflicts and major cleavages that divide the international body time and again on small matters [end page 45] as well as great ones. Thus, it lacks the ability to speak with one voice on important issues and to act as a unified force once a decision has been reached. Moreover, it does not possess the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. Simply put, there is no alternative to the leadership of the United States. When the United States does not intervene, as it has not in the Darfur region of Sudan and eastern Chad, people die. In this conflict, Arab Muslims belonging to government forces, or a militia called the Jingaweit, are struggling against Christian and animist black Africans who are fighting for independence. According to the State Department, 98,000 to 181,000 people died between March 2003 and March 2005 as a result of this struggle. The vast majority of these deaths were caused by violence, disease, and malnutrition associated with the conflict.

Heg Solves Taiwan War

American hegemony is near the brink – any further decreases would cause China escalate military games and invade Taiwan. The US would get involved to maintain economic and strategic interests. 

PINR 4. (July 28, Erich Marquardt, “Beijing Tests Washington’s Resolve in East Asia, http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_report&report_id=189&language_id=1)

Additionally, the failure of Washington to successfully pacify Iraq has demonstrated the limits of American power. While Washington retains a tremendous military advantage over other states in the world, that advantage is primarily technological, and only extends to the point of when an occupation of a foreign country becomes necessary The perceived erosion of American power has led to a loss of U.S. power since other states potentially hostile to U.S. interests now believe that Washington will be less likely to directly challenge them. This belief is evident in China's recent posturing over Taiwan, where Beijing is challenging American resolve in East Asia by intensifying its threats toward Taipei. Taiwan, which China considers a renegade province, may become the location where China will conduct a test of U.S. resolve. Beijing has continued to direct some 500 short-range missiles toward the island. One objective of this missile deployment is to increase Beijing's chances of executing a successful "decapitation strike" where, in one opening salvo, China would be able to neuter Taipei's military and political structure, effectively forcing the island to comply with China's demands of reunification. To highlight its seriousness, China last week conducted its eighth annual military exercises in the Taiwan Strait on an island only 174 miles from Taiwanese territory. The exercises consisted of some 18,000 Chinese troops, involving land, air and sea maneuvers. Beijing quite bluntly announced that the purpose of the exercises was to simulate an invasion of Taiwan. Even more candidly, Jiang Zemin, the chief of the Communist Party's Central Military Commission, promised that China would recover Taiwan by 2020, through the use of force if necessary.  Beijing's recent posturing reflects Taipei's continued flirts with independence. Chen Shui-bian, the Taiwanese president who was recently reelected, held as his central campaign theme the importance of an independent Taiwan. Chen also announced that he would be revising the Taiwanese constitution, a move that could attempt to institutionalize Taiwan as a sovereign state, permanently separated from the mainland.  Chen's reelection and subsequent controversial actions explain why Beijing is flaunting its military might; the one issue it does not seem capable of negotiating on is the status of Taiwan. Furthermore, in light of the U.S. being overburdened in the Middle East, China now considers it the ideal time to test Washington's resolve in the region. Certainly, the U.S. still retains the military ability to engage Chinese forces should they attempt to invade Taiwan; nevertheless, the fact that U.S. forces are so embroiled in other areas of the world means that any such engagement would be risky for the United States, and therefore less likely to occur. Beijing no doubt recognizes this and is now testing to see how far Washington will go to protect the small Taiwanese island from invasion by a state as large and potentially powerful as China. Since China is becoming such a force to contend with in the region, it seems a natural development that Taiwan will soon be engulfed by the mainland; it is not clear how beneficial it would be for the United States to risk a military engagement to impede such efforts. If Taiwan continues to flirt with independence, it is uncertain how long China will continue to refrain from taking serious action against the island. The best outcome for Beijing would be if Taiwan were to retreat from its talk of independence and continue to increase its economic relations with China; China already purchases 40 percent of Taiwan's exports. Under this scenario, as time proceeds, it would become easier for China and Taiwan to reunite peacefully. Yet, even if this failed, in future years, the leaders of Beijing recognize that they would have a better military capability to forcefully take Taiwan, which would demonstrate to the greater world that China was finally strong enough to assert itself as a major power in East Asia. For example, the Pentagon asserts that China is now spending between $50 and $70 billion a year on its military budget. While Beijing declares that its military spending is significantly lower, standing at $25 billion, it still admits that it increased its military budget 11.6 percent from 2003 to 2004. Furthermore, the money is being spent on more modern weapons, much of them being purchased from Russia. While Beijing would hope that a confrontation with Taipei would not occur until it had further advanced its military and economic might, it is preparing for such a confrontation now, should the need to invade Taiwan arise. The invasion of Taiwan would have important implications for the rest of the region. Most importantly, it would show that China was beginning its attempts to supplant U.S. influence in East Asia with its own. Similar to how the United States effectively prevented European powers from exploiting the markets in the Americas by establishing the Monroe Doctrine in 1823, China will follow its own doctrine to prevent the United States from exploiting markets in East Asia.   It will be important for the United States, which benefits tremendously -- strategically and economically -- from its immense influence in East Asia, to prevent China from gaining hegemony over the area. In order to stunt this possibility, Washington will need to devise methods and strategies to meet increased Chinese regional influence.

Heg solves Middle-East Stability

American Leadership is key to preventing future conflict in the Middle East

CHRISTOPHER, 2004 (December 30, Warren, New York Times staff writer, http://select.nytimes.com/search/restricted/article?res=FB0B14F93C5D0C738FDDAB0994DC404482)

America has always been the indispensable party for progress in the Middle East. The brilliant efforts of Secretary of State Henry Kissinger in 1974 and 1975 brought about Israel's withdrawal from the Sinai and the peninsula's return to Egypt. President Jimmy Carter's legendary endeavors at Camp David in 1978 produced the Israel-Egypt peace treaty, which was supported by American financial assistance to both countries. That aid continues to yield returns today. And when Israel and Jordan negotiated a peace accord in July 1994, King Hussein, the present King's father, told me that the negotiations could not have succeeded without tangible support from the United States, which was forthcoming in the form of debt forgiveness and military equipment. But meaningful American involvement at this critical time will require more than words and dollars -- it must take the form of action. It will not be enough for President Bush to make broad policy statements, however eloquent. It will also require something beyond telephone diplomacy by Secretary of State-designate Condoleezza Rice. Reliance on these hands-off methods promises a continuation of the past four years' failures.

Heg solves Balkan Stability

US hegemony is key to stability in the Balkans – power now checks extremists

BARDOS, 2006— (Assistant director of the Harriman Institute at Columbia University's School of International and Public Affairs. He also serves as a Balkans analyst for Freedom House.—Gordon N., ”Balkan Gains in Peril”, Editorial; B07, Final Edition, The Washington Post, June 25, 2006, lexis.)

All of this suggests how easy it would be, absent strong U.S. leadership, for events to spin out of control and erase 10 years of efforts to stabilize the region. In such an unstable political climate, statements by U.S. policymakers about their eagerness to pull U.S. troops out of the Balkans and turn the job over to the Europeans only embolden extremists. Bosnia-Herzegovina, Macedonia and Serbia are all gearing up for elections, and moderate political forces in these countries need U.S. support now to convince their electorates that the difficult choices being made to adopt economic and political reforms will pay off in the near future, not two or three electoral cycles down the line. The assassination of former Serbian prime minister Zoran Djindjic in March 2003 is a tragic reminder of the great personal risks reformers throughout southeastern Europe are taking. They need and deserve U.S. understanding and support. 

By visiting Baghdad this month, President Bush sent a strong personal message to Iraqis that the United States intends to support their country until its transition to democracy is completed. The administration should send a similar message to both extremists and moderates in the Balkans that the United States will actively lead the effort to integrate all the countries of southeastern Europe into both NATO and the European Union -- and that it won't pull out until the job is done. 

Heg solves Indo-Pak War

 US presence is key to India-Pakistan peace

KHALILZAD AND LESSER,1998 (Zalmay and Ian, Ambassador to Afghanistan and Sr. analyst at RAND, Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century, page 161)

The fifth driver is Indian, Pakistani, and Chinese perceptions of the role of extraregional powers in any future conflict. Although extraregional powers such as the United States will remain critical and influential actors in South Asia, the nature of their presence and the way their influence is exercised will remain important factors for stability in South Asia. The United States, in particular, contributes to stability insofar as it can creatively use both its regional policy and its antiproliferation strategies to influence the forms of security competition on the subcontinent, the shape and evolution of Indian and Pakistani nuclear programs, and the general patterns of political interaction between India and Pakistan. The nominally extraregional power, China, also plays a critical role here both because of its presumed competition with India and because Beijing has evolved into a vital supplier of conventional and nuclear technologies to Pakistan. 

 Heg Solves Israel-Palestine
Only heg solves a permanent Israel-Palestine solution

Lieber 2005 – PhD from Harvard, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown, former consultant to the State Department and for National Intelligence Estimates (Robert, “The American Era”, pages 152-154, WEA)

There can be no doubt that the United States has played an indispensable role in dealing with the Arab-Israeli conflict and that it is the only effective broker or mediator between the two sides. American diplomats and Presidents helped to negotiate cease-fire and disengagement agreements in the successive wars, hosted the Camp David talks of 1977 that led to peace between Israel and Egypt, provided economic aid to the former belligerents, and stationed troops in the Sinai to monitor compliance. Under President Clinton, the United States provided the venue for the signing of the Israeli-Palestinian Oslo Agreement in 1993, acted as indispensable intermediary during the rest of the decade, and led negotiations in the year 2000 that came close to ending the conflict. Following the collapse of those efforts and the coming to office of the Bush administration in January 2001, there was widespread criticism of the United States for its ostensible inaction. However, the administration repeatedly sought to halt the violence and renew the peace talks through a series of measures, including the Mitchell and Tenet Plans. In June 2002, President Bush took a groundbreaking step by calling for the establishment of an independent Palestinian state within three years, but conditioned this on the Palestinians achieving new leadership not compromised by corruption and terror. In 2003, together with the U.N., E.U., and Russia, a group known as the “Quartet,” his administration co-sponsored a new “road map” for peace. Despite a lesser degree of diplomatic engagement than had been the case in earlier years, there was a fundamental coherence to Bush policies, including the insistence that no progress could be made with Arafat, that Israel had the right to fight terrorism, that Arab neighbors needed to play a constructive role, and that Europeans should use their influence and financial incentives to discourage corruption and authoritarianism. In the meantime the United States would stand ready to facilitate peace once the necessary local conditions began to emerge. With the death of Arafat, followed by genuinely free elections in Gaza and the West Bank in January 2005, progress toward deescalating the conflict and establishing a viable peace process reemerged. The Israel government of Prime Minister Sharon and the Palestinian Authority under President Mahmoud Abbas swiftly agreed on a ceasefire and direct negotiations. Egypt and Jordan joined in this effort and returned their ambassadors to Tel Aviv, andWashington made clear its strong support for Israel’s disengagement from Gaza and for steps to strengthen the newly elected and relatively pragmatic Palestine leader. Daunting obstacles remained, including ensuring a lasting halt to terrorism, improving the living conditions of Palestinians, and grappling with difficult final status issues (borders, right of return, settlements, Jerusalem, security), but the logic of American policies was largely vindicated by these events. Again and again during the past half-century it has been painfully clear that only the United States has the ability to serve as an effective interlocutor between Israel and its Arab adversaries. This is a direct result of not just America’s power, but especially its long-standing ties with Israel. Other world actors lack sufficient weight, are seen by Israel as tilting toward their adversaries, or – in the case of the U.N. – so dominated by the weight of the Arab and non-aligned voting blocs in the General Assembly as to be biased against the Jewish state. Any resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict is inconceivable without Washington’s leadership. All the same, peace requires that each of the belligerents be prepared for a lasting peace. In assessing the failure of the peace talks that took place in the year 2000, Dennis Ross, America’s leading negotiator under three Presidents, later observed that although there was some blame on all sides, the tragic failure had stemmed primarily from Yasir Arafat’s ultimate unwillingness to end the conflict.54Although America’s role makes it the target of intense criticism within the Arab world, the problems plaguing the region occur largely independent of the Arab-Israeli conflict. The political, economic, and social difficulties of the Middle East would only secondarily be affected by a Palestinian solution. And some of the worst problems would be totally unaffected, for example, ethnic cleansing and murder in the Darfur region of Western Sudan, misrule by the mullahs in Iran, the treatment of women in Saudi Arabia, or the Islamists’ obsession with overturning existing regimes and imposing puritanical Muslim rule throughout the region. Insofar as Iraq is concerned, the IsraeliPalestine conflict was irrelevant to Saddam’s invasions of Iran (1980) and Kuwait (1990), his regional ambitions, weapons programs, and defiance of the U.N., his use of chemical weapons against Iranians and Kurds, his era of brutal Ba’athist rule, and his murder of at least 400,000 Iraqis. 

Heg solves NATO

Heg is key to the NATO alliance

Thayer 7 – Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University (Bradley A., American Empire, Routledge, page 108)

What is more, many of the allies of the United States have become more dependent on the United States for their security than during the Cold War. For many years now, most NATO countries have only spent a fraction of their budget on defense, and it is not transparent how they would defend them-selves if not for the United States did not. Only six of the twenty-ive members of NATO (not counting the United States) are spending 2 percent or more of their GDP on defense, while nineteen spend less than 2 percent. Such a low level of defense spending is possible only because of the security provided by the United States.

Heg solves Prez Powers

Heg is key to prez powers

Calleo 9 – David P. Calleo (University Professor at The Johns Hopkins University and Dean Acheson Professor at its Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS)) 2009 “Follies of Power:  America’s Unipolar Fantasy” p. 152

Building and exerting American global power adds extra strains on the federal system. Almost inevitably it means enhancing presidential power at home. By the same reasoning, sustaining outsized presidential power relies on maintaining an overbearing prominence for security and foreign policy issues in American politics. In other words, there exists for America a symbiosis between world hegemony and presidential primacy. Conversely, too little conflict in the world seems to threaten presidential power at home. In the last decades of the twentieth century, for example, d´etente and ending the Cold War, both which reduced America’s overseas preoccupations, also seriously undermined the presidency and, with it, the stability of the federal system. All three presidencies caught in this process – those of Reagan, the first Bush, and Clinton – found themselves seriously challenged by Congress and the courts. After several presidencies adrift in d´etente, the “War on Terror” allowed the second Bush administration to reassert the old bipolar global model with unprecedented extensions of presidential power – the “unitary executive,” the right to arrest arbitrarily and imprison indefinitely without trial, the official use and defense of torture – ideas and practices that draw their inspiration from another age. The constitutionalist tradition, however, remains deeply planted in American political culture. States still find imaginative ways to resist or bypass federal encroachment and there are recurring campaigns to cut the presidency down to size. Nevertheless America’s huge global military establishment weighs ever more heavily on its constitution. It remains to be seen what new balance will be struck after the elections of 2008. The Congressional elections of 2006 suggested that a countervailing reaction was building against presidential power. But the election of 2008 may well mean a rehabilitation of that power. In any event, without a determined effort to contain the country’s external role, little change can probably be expected in the long-standing drift toward presidential federalism. 

Heg solves Terrorism
Heg solves nuclear terrorism, which causes US retaliation

Kagan, 07 – Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund (Robert, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Institution, No. 144, August/September, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136)

Throughout all these efforts, whose success is by no means guaranteed and certainly not any time soon, the United States and others will have to persist in fighting what is, in fact, quite accurately called “the war on terrorism.” Now and probably for the coming decades, organized terrorist groups will seek to strike at the United States, and at modernity itself, when and where they can. This war will not and cannot be the totality of America ’s worldwide strategy. It can be only a piece of it. But given the high stakes, it must be prosecuted ruthlessly, effectively, and for as long as the threat persists. This will sometimes require military interventions when, as in Afghanistan, states either cannot or will not deny the terrorists a base. That aspect of the “war on terror” is certainly not going away. One need only contemplate the American popular response should a terrorist group explode a nuclear weapon on American soil. No president of any party or ideological coloration will be able to resist the demands of the American people for retaliation and revenge, and not only against the terrorists but against any nation that aided or harbored them. Nor, one suspects, will the American people disapprove when a president takes preemptive action to forestall such a possibility — assuming the action is not bungled. The United States will not have many eager partners in this fight. For although in the struggle between modernization and tradition, the United States, Russia, China, Europe, and the other great powers are roughly on the same side, the things that divide them from each other — the competing national ambitions and ideological differences — will inevitably blunt their ability or their willingness to cooperate in the military aspects of a fight against radical Islamic terrorism. Europeans have been and will continue to be less than enthusiastic about what they emphatically do not call “the war on terror.” And it will be tempting for Russian and Chinese leaders to enjoy the spectacle of the United States bogged down in a fight with al Qaeda and other violent Islamist groups in the Middle East, just as it is tempting to let American power in that region be checked by a nuclear-armed Iran. Unfortunately, the willingness of the autocrats in Moscow and Beijing to run interference for their fellow autocrats in Pyongyang, Tehran, and Khartoum increases the chance that the connection between terrorists and nuclear weapons will eventually be made.

Heg solves terrorism - deterrence

Thayer, 07 – Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University (Bradley A., American Empire, Routledge, page 16)

Another critical question is not simply how much the United States spends on defense but what benefits it receives from its spending: “Is the money spent worth it?” the benefits of American military power are considerable, and I will elaborate on five of them. First, and most importantly, the American people are protected from invasion and attack. The horrific attacks of 9/11 are—mercifully—an aberration. The men and women of the U.S. military and intelligence community do an outstanding job deterring aggression against the United States. 

Second, American interests abroad are protected. U.S. military power allows Washington to defeat its enemies overseas. For example, the United States has made the decision to attack terrorists far from America’s shores, and not to wait while they use bases in other countries to plan and train for attacks against the United States itself. Its military power also gives Washington the power to protect its interests abroad by deterring attacks against America’s interests or coercing potential or actual opponents. In international politics, coercion means dissuading an opponent from actions America does not want it to do or to do something that it wants done. For example, the United States wanted Libya to give up the weapons of mass destruction capabilities it pos-sessed or was developing. As Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz said, “I think the reason Mu’ammar Qadhai agreed to give up his weapons of mass destruction was because he saw what happened to Saddam Hussein.”21 
Heg solves terrorism - hearts and minds

Thayer, 06 – Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University (Bradley A., “In Defense of Primacy,” National Interest, November/December, Lexis)

American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74,000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible. To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United 
AT: Heg causes prolif
Heg collapse causes wild-fire proliferation

Stephen Peter Rosen (PhD from Harvard University in 1979 and is currently the Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs in the Department of Government, Harvard University) Spring 2003  “An Empire, If you Can Keep It,” The National Interest, , LN Academic, UK: Fisher

Rather than wrestle with such difficult and unpleasant problems, the United States could give up the imperial mission, or pretensions to it, now. This would essentially mean the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from the Middle East, Europe and mainland Asia. It may be that all other peoples, without significant exception, will then turn to their own affairs and leave the United States alone. But those who are hostile to us might remain hostile, and be much less afraid of the United States after such a withdrawal. Current friends would feel less secure and, in the most probable post-imperial world, would revert to the logic of self-help in which all states do what they must to protect themselves. This would imply the relatively rapid acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Iran, Iraq and perhaps Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Malaysia, Indonesia and others. Constraints on the acquisition of biological weapons would be even weaker than they are today. Major regional arms races would also be very likely throughout Asia and the Middle East. This would not be a pleasant world for Americans, or anyone else. It is difficult to guess what the costs of such a world would be to the United States. They would probably not put the end of the United States in prospect, but they would not be small. If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive.

AT: China Balancing

China is not strong enough to challenge us right now

Gulick 11. (John, Department of Sociology at Hanyang University. “The Long Twentieth Century and Barriers to China’s Hegemonic Acccession.” American Sociological Association, Volume 17, Number 1, Pages 4-38.)

Arrighi’s formulations about these increasingly insuperable structural contradictions and their implications for the temporal durability of the world-system are among The Long Twentieth Century’s most overlooked theoretical innovations. Given many world-system theorists’ predilection for identifying cumulative trends in the punctuated evolution of the capitalist world-economy (e.g., Boswell and Chase-Dunn 2000; Chase-Dunn and Lawrence 2009), this oversight is surprising. It is also surprising because it has become ever more commonplace for world-system theorists and fellow travelers to claim that the global order has entered an epoch of watershed crisis of unknown proportions and unknowable outcomes (e.g., Amin 2004:17; Wallerstein 1996; Went 2001-2002:490). The claims of these analysts reflect the impasse which Arrighi himself starkly acknowledged well more than a decade ago. In its present instantiation, the world-system remains saddled with a possibly fatal mismatch between the seat of politico-military predominance (the US) 16 and the most robust basin of capitalist growth – the East Asian littoral, of which the factory zones, financial hubs, and research centers of urban coastal China are now an integral part (McNally 2009).17 Moreover, this mismatch prevails in a context where no single aspirant to hegemony – not even China, as I will argue below – possesses the scale and capability endowments sufficient to engineer new conditions of global rule and accumulation in a yet more deeply interpenetrating world-system. On the surface, then, it is surprising that in recent years, Arrighi entertains the notion that the Bush Administration’s futile effort at prolonging US primacy only quickened the pace at which China is ascending to the hegemonic throne (Arrighi 2005a, 2005b, 2007). To the extent that he waxes about the ripening prospects of a Sinocentric systemic cycle of accumulation, Arrighi has backed away from his insightful hypotheses about the aforementioned cumulative forces driving the world-system toward possible disintegration. But it is fair to surmise that changing facts on the ground since the publication of The Long Twentieth Century persuaded Arrighi to deemphasize his earlier position that because no viable hegemonic successor to the US waited in the wings, the world-system was headed toward possible break-up; that is, new empirical realities compelled him to reassess a hypothesis others might have mistakenly construed as an inflexible theoretical commitment. 

AT: K’s of Heg
Their (K) is an apologist for global genocide.

Shaw, ‘1 (IR Prof – Sussex, Review of International Studies 27)

That these are indeed ‘yesterday’s visions’ is clear from the selective way in which they are used. It is a curious anti-imperialism that attacks the so-called ‘imperialism of human rights’69 but provides the defence of sovereignty to the imperialism of genocidal oppression.70 Something is wrong with the radical tradition, when as distinguished a representative as Edward Said could write of the Kosovo war that what he found ‘most distressing’ was the ‘destruction from the air’ wrought by American power71—not the genocidal massacres by Serbian forces that prompted NATO’s (admittedly problematic) response. Said has reminded us recently of what Thompson called the ‘Natopolitan’ world, in which many intellectuals were indirectly on the payroll of the CIA.72 What he did not acknowledge was its Stalinist counterpart, in which intellectuals sold their souls to the KGB and the Stasi. And there was an anti-Cold War world, in which those who refused the choice of NATO and the Warsaw Pact elaborated their ideas. Although those of us in this intellectual third world turned down the lucre of the blocs, this did not guarantee lasting validity to our ideas. In the new global era, many characteristic assumptions of the old anti-Cold War left appear increasingly as prejudices. A whole generation has not let go of a mindset, four elements of which are problematic in the new situation. Most fundamental is a residual Third Worldist ideology. According to this, Western, especially American, imperialism is the touchstone for all world politics. Said’s anachronistic conclusion about Kosovo was to ask: ‘When will the smaller, lesser, weaker peoples realize that this America is to be resisted at all costs, not pandered to or given in to naively?’73 There are strong criticisms to be made of American and NATO policies in Kosovo. However a systematic blindness lies behind the continuing belief that America is the principal problem, coupled with the failure to recognize the need for international action against genocide.74 From this viewpoint, non-Western states are potential sites of resistance, organizers of ‘underdeveloped political economies’75 which can contest the dominant form. While sovereignty in general may be regarded as a political form of capitalist social relations76, the sovereignty of non-Western states must be defended from Western power. Yet to support Serbian sovereignty over Kosovo, or Chinese over Tibet, gives sustenance to forms of colonial domination deeply mired in blood. Critics find themselves in an inversion of the double standard of which they accuse NATO: if it is right to support Timorese self-determination against Indonesian  claims to sovereignty, how can the same right be denied to the Kosovans or Tibetans?77.

And – This outweighs their (K).

Vetleson, ‘2k (Arne Johan, Department of Philosophy University of Oslo, , “Genocide: A Case for the Responsibility of the Bystander”, Journal of Peace Research, July, p. 520-522)

is that not acting is still acting. Brought to bear on the case of genocide as a reported, on going affair, the inaction making a difference is the inaction of the bystander to unfolding genocide. The failure to act when confronted with such action, as is involved in accomplishing genocide, is a failure which carries a message to both the agent and the sufferer: the action may proceed. Knowing, yet still not acting, means-granting acceptance to the action. Such inaction entails letting things be done by someone else - clearly, in the case of acknowledged genocide, 'to the point of criminality', to invoke one of the quotes from Ricoeur. In short, inaction here means complicity; accordingly, it raises the question of responsibility, guilt, and shame on the part of the inactive bystander, by which I mean the bystander who decides to remain inactive. 
Kritiks of western imperialism and hegemony justify violence and genocide.

Reiff, ’99 (Famous Author & Columnist, Summer, http://www.worldpolicy.org/journal/rieff2.html, WPJ, XVI, No. 2)

The conclusion is inescapable. At the present time, only the West has both the power and, however intermittently, the readiness to act. And by the West, one really means the United States. Obviously, to say that America could act effectively if it chose to do so as, yes, the world's policeman of last resort, is not the same thing as saying that it should. Those who argue, as George Kennan has done, that we overestimate ourselves when we believe we can right the wrongs of the world, must be listened to seriously. So should the views of principled isolationists. And those on what remains of the left who insist that the result of such a broad licensing of American power will be a further entrenchment of America's hegemony over the rest of the world are also unquestionably correct. What Is to Be Done But the implications of not doing anything are equally clear. Those who fear American power are-this is absolutely certain-condemning other people to death. Had the U.S. armed forces not set up the air bridge to eastern Zaire in the wake of the Rwandan genocide, hundreds of thousands of people would have perished, rather than the tens of thousands who did die. This does not excuse the Clinton administration for failing to act to stop the genocide militarily; but it is a fact. And analogous situations were found in Bosnia and even, for all its failings, in the operation in Somalia. Continues Is this proposal tantamount to calling for a recolonization of part of the world? Would such a system make the United States even more powerful than it is already? Clearly it is, and clearly it would. But what are the alternatives? Kosovo demonstrates how little stomach the United States has for the kind of military action that its moral ambitions impel it to undertake. And there will be many more Kosovos in the coming decades. With the victory of capitalism nearly absolute, the choice is not between systems but about what kind of capitalist system we are going to have and what kind of world order that system requires. However controversial it may be to say this, our choice at the millennium seems to boil down to imperialism or barbarism. Half-measures of the type we have seen in various humanitarian interventions and in Kosovo represent the worst of both worlds. Better to grasp the nettle and accept that liberal imperialism may be the best we are going to do in these callous and sentimental times. Indeed, the real task for people who reject both realism and the utopian nihilism of a left that would prefer to see genocide in Bosnia and the mass deportation of the Kosovars rather than strengthen, however marginally, the hegemony of the United States, is to try to humanize this new imperial order-assuming it can come into being-and to curb the excesses that it will doubtless produce. The alternative is not liberation, or the triumph of some global consensus of conscience, but, to paraphrase Che Guevara, one, two, three, many Kosovos.

The blanket rejection of US power results in genocide- this card will toast their alternative

Gitlin 3.  Todd Gitlin, Writer for Mother Jones, an Investigative Activist  Organization, 7/14/2003 ("Goodbye, New World Order: Keep the Global Ideal  Alive" - MotherJones.Com)  http://www.motherjones.com/commentary/gitlin/2003/07/we_478_01.html 
The point is that this would be a terrible time to give up on internationalism. The simple fact that the US proved victorious in Iraq does not alter the following chain of truths: To push the world toward democratic rights, power must be legitimate; it is only legitimate if it is held to be legitimate; it is very unlikely to be legitimate if it is unilateral or close to unilateral; and the wider the base of power, the more likely it is to appear legitimate. Bush may have no doubt that American armed force in the Middle East is legitimate, and right now Americans may agree, but that won't do.  Common sense alone should tell us not to overreach. Even with the best intentions in the world -- which hundreds of millions doubt -- the United States is simply not up to the global mission that the Bush administration embraces. This nation hasn't the staying power, the economic strength, the knowledge, the wisdom, or the legitimacy to command the continents. It is sheerest delusion to think otherwise.  Meanwhile, it is an irony of the recent past that as the United States has lost prestige, the United Nations has gained it -- at least outside our borders. For all its demonstrable flaws, it retains some credibility -- no small thing in a world growing more anarchic. Even the U. N.'s sharpest critics concede that it learns from its mistakes. Having failed miserably to stop ethnic cleansing in Bosnia and Rwanda, it started talking about the need to keep constabulary forces at the ready. Having been assigned much of the world's dirty work -- peacekeeping, public health, refugee and humanitarian aid -- its institutions accumulate the lore of experience. Resolution 1441, which the Security Council passed unanimously last year, might even be interpreted, strange to say, as a step forward in the enforcement of international law, for if the U. S. had been more adroit and patient diplomatically, the French and others could have been nudged into signing onto limited force a few months hence. In the end, the organization failed to prevent war, but its hopes have never been more necessary, its resurrection more indispensable.  If internationalism is toothless, right now, that's not an argument against internationalist principle; it's an argument for implanting teeth. If what's left on the East River is nothing but a clunky hulk, there was still enough prestige left in the hulk that George W. Bush, master unilateralist, felt impelled to dally with the Security Council -- however reluctantly, however deceptively -- for months. No less a figure than his father's consigliore and former Secretary of State James W. Baker urged that course upon the president last summer. Going the Security Council route was the tribute George W. Bush paid to internationalism -- before underscoring his contempt for it by going to war on his own schedule.  This is not the first time an international assembly of nation-states has failed abjectly to prove its mettle. Indeed, in 1945, the UN itself was built atop the site of an earlier breakdown. The rubble of the collapsed League of Nations, which had failed to arrest blatant aggression by Italy, Japan, and Germany, had to be cleared away before the UN could rise from the ashes.  Yet rise it did. And people were inspired -- and frightened -- by it. Even as a spectral presence, the UN was substantial enough to arouse right-wingers to put up billboards urging the US to flee its clutches. Recently, George W. Bush fondly remembered those signs, conspicuous around Midland, Texas, during his early years. To Midland's America Firsters, the U. N. had a reputation as demonic as it was, to this writer, benign. In the General Assembly building, which my friends and I frequented in high school, the ceiling was left unfinished -- to signal, we were told, that world peace was unfinished. What if the symbolism was indeed a pointer toward a different order of things?  It is not always easy to tell the difference between dead symbols and promising ones. Push came to shove, and the UN was mainly an intimation -- at most an inspiration. Neither as peacemaker nor peacekeeper was it the world government-in-the-making that some desired and others feared. It was a force in Korea only because the Russians agreed not to play. It was useless in Vietnam. During the endless Israel-Palestine war, it has been bootless. In the 1990s, it failed miserably to stop Serb aggression in Bosnia and Kosovo. It stood by during the Rwandan genocide, too, though its own military commander on the scene, Canadian General Romeo Dallaire, pleaded desperately for UN reinforcements. You can see why realists like to smirk and claim it's hopelessly idealistic to think that the UN could ever amount to anything more than a debating society whose main achievement has been to reserve a lot of Manhattan parking spots.  Interestingly, Dallaire, who was shattered by UN failure in Rwanda, does not sneer. In retirement, he continues campaigning to strengthen world governance. "You can't on one side, say the UN is screwing it up and we're going to go to war, and on other side not give the UN the resources," he said recently. "It is not the UN that failed [in Iraq]. But it is the permanent five [members of the Security Council] in particular. If they don't want the UN to be effective, it won't be." Pause with this elementary observation a moment. The reasons for the UN's weakness are several, but not the least is that -- no surprise here -- the most powerful nations want it weak. They like the principle of national sovereignty, and then some, as the recent war amply demonstrates. It will take a long, steady, popular campaign to override the inhibitions.  Campaigners might start by underscoring some modest successes. For all the impediments thrown in its way -- and not only by the US -- the UN has done constructive work. It helped restore decent governments in Cambodia, East Timor, and Bosnia. It helps keep the peace on the Golan Heights. On a thousand unnoticed fronts, it daily comes to the aid of refugees, the sick, the malnourished. A top UN official recently told me that Secretary General Kofi Annan was inches away from a partition-ending deal in long-suffering Cyprus, only to lose momentum with the distraction of the Bush-Saddam confrontation. In Afghanistan and Iraq, we need not less of the UN, but much more -- more efficient, better led, better funded. Rebuild The Destroyed Nations: Now there's an agenda for a peace movement.  But much of the global movement that sprang up to oppose the Iraq war proceeded to subside into easy chants of "US Out" -- an analogue to the right wing's "US Out of the UN." This sort of short-circuit unilateralism begs the tough questions about the uses (as well as abuses) of international intervention. "US Out" resounds more ringingly if you refrain from thinking about what actual Afghans and actual Iraqis need -- constitutional rights, law enforcement, infrastructure. Protest has its time and place, but what's needed now is politics -- politics to plan the unilateralists' exit from office, combined with practical pressure, here and now, to solve practical problems. We must not permit ourselves to retreat noisily into protest's good night.  Most of all, internationalism needs more than a nudge here and there -- it needs a jump-start, a riveting proof that multilateral action can change facts on the ground. Here's one idea: What if the UN and Europe decided to take on the toughest assignment? There is no more stringent test for internationalism's future than what seems the world's most intractable trauma: The endless Israel-Palestine war, which has outlasted a thousand manifestos, plans, meetings about meetings. The new postwar situation might just be promising, the Bush administration just possibly susceptible to pressure. Practical, peace-seeking Jews and Palestinians ought to get in on the pressure; so should Europeans looking for payback, not least Tony Blair.  And we ought to be thinking of a practical role for a UN, or joint UN-NATO constabulary. As Tony Klug of Britain's Council for Jewish-Palestinian Dialogue has pointed out on openDemocracy.net, the two bloodied, intertwined, myopic peoples need far more than a road map: they need enforcement. Klug's idea is an international protectorate for the West Bank and Gaza. Some combination of the UN, NATO, and various national forces would play various parts. The point would be to supplant the Israeli occupation, relieve the immediate suffering, and guarantee secure borders.  Such a scheme would seem to have taken leave of this earth. The U. S. won't permit it....Sharon won't permit it....The Europeans won't pay for it....The Israelis won't trust the UN, or the Palestinians, who won't trust the Israeli. But what is the alternative? More living nightmares? Occupation and massacre in perpetuity?  Military enforcement on a global scale has been left to ad hoc coalitions -- sometimes with blue helmets, sometimes not. That won't do. To put human rights on the ground, avert genocides to come, and -- not incidentally -- help protect the United States from the more vengeful of empire's resentful subjects (funny, their not understanding how good our power is for them), we need a more muscular global authority -- including a global constabulary. Imagine, say, a flexible force permitted to commit, say, 10,000 troops if a simple majority, eight members, of the Security Council signed on, but expandable to 50,000 if the vote were unanimous. Wouldn't Europe have been in a stronger position to avert Bush's war if such a force had been in readiness to enforce resolutions of the Security Council? A wise superpower would know it needs to share responsibility -- which entails sharing the force that makes responsibility real.  Of course such a denouement is scarcely around the corner, nor is there any guarantee that it is destined to come at all. Like the abolition of slavery, or the unity of Europe, it surely will not come without pain or error, nor will it be the work of a single generation. But again, what is the alternative? Tyranny and unilateralism; hubris and mile-high resentment. In the world as it is, effective moral force cannot preclude military force. If internationalists don't press more strongly for international law and multilateralist order, one thing is certain: we shall be left with protests, playing catch-up forever, waiting for "told you so" moments. "No" is not a foreign policy. Coupled with the properly skeptical "no" must be the transformative "yes" -- not a grudging, perfunctory afterthought, but international law with enforcers; not empire, but human rights with guns.  
-- No offense -- The status quo is US imperialism through regime change and invasion – NOT hegemony.

Bennis, 03 (Director of the Transnational Institute, April, http://www.globalpolicy.org/ngos/advocacy/protest/iraq/2003/0530global.htm)

Claiming the right of pre-emptive war would not, by itself, be proof of empire. Even launching a war more accurately defined as an aggressive preventive war (since a preemptive attack implies an imminent threat) does not by itself represent such proof. But the eagerness, of Washington's powerful to launch this war, without United Nations authorization and with such reckless disregard for the consequences, with the expressed aim of toppling the government of an independent country, albeit one mortally wounded from war and twelve years of murderous sanctions, may represent just such proof. Certainly one can argue, as Paul Schroeder does, that there is a critical distinction between hegemony and empire. (The History News Network, Center for History and the New Media, George Mason University, 3 February 2003.) "Hegemony," he writes, "means clear, acknowledged leadership and dominant influence by one unit within a community of units not under a single authority. A hegemon is first among equals; an imperial power rules over subordinates. A hegemonic power is the one without whom no final decision can be reached within a given system; its responsibility is essentially managerial, to see that a decision is reached. An imperial power rules the system, imposes its decision when it wishes."  Schroeder concludes that the US "is not an empire-not yet." Writing some weeks before Washington's invasion of Iraq, he describes the US as "at this moment a wannabe empire, poised on the brink. The Bush Doctrine proclaims unquestionably imperialist ambitions and goals, and its armed forces are poised for war for empire-formal empire in Iraq through conquest, occupation, and indefinite political control, and informal empire over the whole Middle East through exclusive paramountcy." The rapid overthrow of the Iraqi regime, with its attendant moments of exhilaration and long hours of horror for tens of thousands of Iraqi civilians, has pushed Bush administration officials over that brink. Their smug "other Middle Eastern governments better learn their lesson" attitude indicates an even fortified sense of self-righteousness and the justice of their cause. If Washington has not yet consolidated its global empire, the drive towards it is now undeniable.  Ultimately though, what is key is less the debate over whether the US today is an aggressive hegemon or an imperial center bound for global domination, than understanding the political significance and consequence of this historical moment. US tanks control the Euphrates valley and US troops occupy the sites of the earliest recorded history of humanity. But US policymakers willing to look out beyond their own euphoria will see not only a devastated and dishonored Iraq facing at best an uncertain and difficult future; not only an Iraqi population whose largest components are calling equally for "No to Saddam Hussein" and "No to the US" in their street protests; but as well a humiliated and enraged Arab world; a shattered system of alliances; and a constellation of international opposition growing that includes Washington's closest allies and an emerging global people's movement saying no to Washington's war, and no to Washington's empire.  If war in Iraq were the only clear imperial thrust of the Bush administration, it would be tempting to reduce it to the resource-grabbing of an oil industry administration, the actions of an irresponsible hegemony soon to be taken to task by the rest of the global community of units. Opposition to the war could indeed be reduced to the demand of "no blood for oil." But when taken in the context of even longer-standing, and more visionary efforts to reshape regional and global power relations, the Iraq war emerges far more as exemplar of a broad and entrenched pattern, than as an isolated proof of US intent. 

-- Plan reverses this – it deploys US hegemony as a progressive force.

Thompson, ‘3(CUNY Hunter College Political Theory Teacher, Fall, Logos Journal, Vol. 2, No. 4, http://www.logosjournal.com/thompson_iraq.htm)

Hegemony in international terms without some kind of competing force, such as the Soviets, can clearly lead to the abuse of power and a unilateralist flaunting of international institutions that do not serve at the imperium's whim. But this should not mean that hegemony itself is a negative concept. Although empire is something rightfully reviled, hegemony may not be as bad as everyone thinks. We need to consider what is progressive and transformative in the ideas and values of the western republican and liberal traditions. We need to advocate not an anti-hegemonic stance in form, but an anti-hegemonic and anti-imperialist stance in content, one that advocates the particular interests of capital of the market in more broad terms rather than the universal political interests of others. Rather than choose between western hegemony on the one hand and political and cultural relativism on the other, we need to approach this problem with an eye toward cosmopolitanism and what the political theorist Stephen Eric Bronner has called "planetary life."  Simple resistance to American "imperial" tendencies is no longer enough for a responsible, critical and rational left. Not only does it smack of tiers-mondisme but at the same time it rejects the realities of globalization which are inexorable and require a more sophisticated political response. The real question I am putting forth is simply this: is it the case that hegemony is in itself inherently bad? Or, is it possible to consider that, because it can, at least in theory, consist of the diffusion of western political ideas, values and institutions, it could be used as a progressive force in transforming those nations and regions that have been unable to deal politically with the problems of economic development, political disintegration and ethnic strife? 
-- We control uniqueness – hegemony is inevitable.  It is a question of whether it deployed for good or evil.

Lobe, 02 (Executive Director – Campaign for UN Reform, http://www.fpif.org/fpiftxt/2273)

But, even those who believe that the military and economic roots of Washington's dominance remain strong warn that the country's supremacy may erode much more quickly if Washington continues along the triumphalist and imperious trajectory on which the hawks in the administration have set it. Washington "needs to be concerned about the level of resentment that an aggressive unilateral course would engender among its major allies," write Stephen Brooks and William Wohlfurth in the current issue of Foreign Affairs. "After all, it is influence, not power, that is ultimately most valuable." "Arrogance has its own negatives," writes Wallerstein. "Calling in chips means leaving fewer chips for next thing, and surly acquiescence breeds increasing resentment." "American hegemony is inevitable," according to Pierre Hassner of the Centre for International Studies and Research in Paris, "but the question is whether it will be bound to law or not. Hegemony can be viable only if it has an element of multilateralism."
***HEG GOOD***

Heg Sustainable 

Heg is durable -- status quo conditions of accommodation instead of containment as well as nuclear peace promote one power OR as long as status quo conditions of accommodation and nuclear peace prevail heg is durable. 

Monteiro 11 - Nuno P., Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University (June 13, 2011, “BALANCING ACT WHY UNIPOLARITY MAY BE DURABLE,” http://www.nunomonteiro.org/wp-content/uploads/Nuno-Monteiro-Balancing-Act-20110613.pdf)

What is, then, wrong with the argument that unipolarity is indeed durable? Why are primacists not right? If the impact of the nuclear revolution on the structure of international politics reduces the salience of survival concerns for major powers, then unipolarity should necessarily last. 44 This should settle the debate on unipolar durability in favor of primacist views. Not so fast. Survival is indeed the first goal of states and, therefore, nuclear weapons, by guaranteeing state survival, eliminate the need for major powers to balance against a unipole. But states do not care only about survival. Economic growth is also important for states, for at least two reasons. First, states care about economic growth as an end in itself. 45 One of the primary raisons d’être of the state is, after all, the well-being of its citizens, defined largely in terms of material wealth. Second, and more importantly for the purposes of this paper, states care about economic growth also for security reasons. If a major power is prevented from continuing to grow economically, then its future security may be imperiled. Nothing ensures xthat nuclear weapons will continue to guarantee survival indefinitely. A major technological breakthrough, such as comprehensive missile defense, might erode the deterring effect of a survivable nuclear arsenal. Major powers therefore have strong incentives not to fall behind in economic terms. But this pursuit of wealth is subordinated to survival concerns. In other words, I expect major powers to pursue wealth only once the goal of state survival is fully ensured and in ways that do not undermine it. To borrow a concept from John Rawls, this means that survival has ‘lexical priority’ over all other state aims, including wealth creation. 46 What does this mean for balancing and, consequently, for the durability of a unipolar world? In the previous section, I introduced a revised logic of balancing focused exclusively on the goal of state survival. It is now time to expand it to account for the secondary goal of economic growth. This means that (2’) must be revised to include not only threats to state survival but also to their economic growth. In the expanded logic, then, states will (3’) balance against concentrated power to the extent that it threatens both these goals. Consequently, states will now balance until they minimize (4’’) both threats to their survival and to their economic growth. The expanded logic goes like this (with italics indicating change from the revised version above): 1) States care first and foremost about their own survival and only pursue other goals, such as wealth, to the extent they do not threaten survival; 2’’) An unmatched concentration of power in one state may threaten the survival of others as well as their pursuit of economic growth; 3’) To the extent that it does, other states will balance against concentrated power; 4’’) Threats to survival and to economic growth may be minimized short of amassing as much or more power than any other state; 5’) Balancing efforts will therefore not necessarily lead to shifts in the systemic balance-of-power; 6’) As a result, unmatched concentrations of power in one state may be longlasting. The result (6’) is the same. But the conditions of possibility for an unmatched concentration of power in one state to be long-lasting have changed. Now, the durability of unipolarity depends, beyond major powers’ guaranteed survival, on a second factor: the presence of international conditions that make the continuation of their economic growth possible. The absence of such conditions, by endangering the long-term ability of the state to maintain its deterrent capability, ultimately places the survival of the state at risk. Therefore, major powers have a strong incentive to balance against a unipole that is -- purposely or not -- containing their economic growth. This extends the conditions of possibility of a durable unipolar world from the structural to the strategic level. In a nutshell, if a major power’s economic growth is constrained by the unipole’s strategy then that major power has incentives to continue to balance against the unipole beyond the point at which nuclear weapons ensure its immediate survival. In sum, a strategy of containment on the part of the unipole, by constraining the economic growth of major powers, will lead the latter to balance, converting their latent capabilities into military power. Containment, therefore, leads major powers to balance beyond the point at which their immediate survival is guaranteed, up to the point at which they effect a shift in the systemic balance of power, bringing about the end of unipolarity. A strategy of accommodation, on the contrary, allows major powers to continue their economic growth, thus guaranteeing that their immediate ability to secure their own survival will not be eroded over time. By doing so, accommodation takes away the incentives major powers might have to balance beyond the point at which their immediate survival is guaranteed. Consequently, a strategy of accommodation -- when implemented under conditions in which survival may be guaranteed even in the absence of a systemic balance of power -- makes unipolarity durable.  V. EMPIRICAL IMPLICATIONS AND ILLUSTRATION This section extracts empirical implications from my theory and tests the argument against the evolving empirical record. My “qualified durability” argument yields two empirical implications for contemporary world politics. First, for as long as the United States pursues a strategy of economic accommodation, major powers, all of which today possess a survivable nuclear arsenal, should not pursue further balancing against the United States. Second, in case the United States shifts towards a strategy of containment, major powers should initiate a balancing effort, increasing the rate at which they convert their latent power into military capabilities and pooling those capabilities together through the formation of alliances, eventually shifting the systemic balance of power and putting an end to unipolarity.

Unipolarity is durable. 

Monteiro 11 - Nuno P., Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University (June 13, 2011, “BALANCING ACT WHY UNIPOLARITY MAY BE DURABLE,” http://www.nunomonteiro.org/wp-content/uploads/Nuno-Monteiro-Balancing-Act-20110613.pdf)

Debate on unipolar durability has generated great controversy, placing it at the center of scholarship on unipolarity. This prominent place stems from two factors driving scholarly concerns. First, having failed to predict the end of the Cold War -- arguably the most momentous transformation of the international system since the emergence of IR as a scientific discipline in the post-WWII years -- IR scholars are determined to “get it right” next time. 69 Second, systemic theory has always placed a great emphasis on balance-of-power mechanisms, creating an expectation that unipolarity (a systemic imbalance of power) would last only briefly until other great powers (re)emerged. Accordingly, a durable unipolar system poses a serious theoretical challenge, emphasizing the importance of the durability question. 70 In response to this challenge, two views have emerged. Declinists predict the inevitable, nay, impending end of our unipolar world. Primacists argue that, on the contrary, US-led unipolarity is here to stay. In this paper, I make three central claims. First, I argue that neither declinists nor primacists -- both of which focus on latent, economic power -- are looking at the right variable to predict the durability of a unipolar world. Unipolarity is a description of the balance of military, not economic power. For as long as the US military remains unchallenged, the world will remain unipolar regardless of the relative size of the US economy. Second, I argue that the distribution of military power is independent from the distribution of economic power. In other words, balancing will only result in a change in the systemic balance of power when the latter is required to guarantee state survival. That is the case in a conventional world. But in a nuclear world, possession of a small but robust nuclear arsenal virtually guarantees survival. Therefore, rising economic powers may, in a nuclear world, achieve the primary goal of balancing short of effecting a systemic balance of power. This means that, in a nuclear world, unipolarity is in principle durable. Third, I argue that whether rising economic powers in a nuclear world will continue to balance past the point at which their survival is ensured by a robust nuclear deterrent depends on the strategy of the unipole towards their economic growth. If the unipole accommodates their economic growth, rising powers have no incentive to continue balancing past that point, making unipolarity durable. If, however, the unipole takes actions that contain their economic growth, then rising powers have an incentive to continue balancing, ultimately leading to the end of a unipolar world. My theory thus draws attention to the logical separation between theories of balancing and balance-of-power theories. The goals of balancing may successfully be achieved without any transformations in the systemic balance of power. Such is the case in a nuclear unipolar world. While states will balance against a unipolar power regardless of its strategy by acquiring survivable nuclear arsenals, the fact that they can guarantee their survival by doing so frees them from the need to pursue a shift in the systemic balance of power in order to guarantee this aim. This argument has important policy implications. First of all, it gives the unipole significant agency in determining the durability of a unipolar world. Rather than being at the mercy of differential rates of economic growth, a unipole in a nuclear world is fully in control of whether its military power preponderance lasts. Its policies vis-à-vis major powers’ economic growth thus acquire a central place in the toolkit with which it manages the systemic balance of military power. Second, my argument suggests that unipolarity presents particular incentives for nuclear proliferation. But, as Robert Jervis has noted, the spread of nuclear weapons -- the nuclear revolution -- brings with it a decreased salience for the systemic balance of power. For a nuclear power, the systemic balance of power no longer necessarily determines its chances of survival. On the transformational character of proliferation in a unipolar world, Jervis writes: This raises the question of what would remain of a unipolar system in a proliferated world. The American ability to coerce others would decrease but so would its need to defend friendly powers that would now have their own deterrents. The world would still be unipolar by most measures and considerations, but many countries would be able to protect themselves, perhaps even against the superpower. How they would use this increased security is far from clear, however. They might intensify conflict with neighbors because they no longer fear all-out war, or, on the contrary, they might be willing to engage in greater co-operation because the risks of becoming dependent on others would be reduced. In any event, the polarity of the system may become less important. Unipolarity -- at least under current circumstances -- may then have within it the seeds if not of its own destruction, then at least of its modification, and the resulting world would pose interesting challenges to both scholars and national leaders. 71 More broadly, my theory highlights what is perhaps the key dilemma faced by a unipolar power. It may attempt to contain the economic growth of other states, thus remaining the most powerful state in terms of latent power, but triggering a balancing effort that may ultimately undermine its preeminence in military power. Or it may accommodate other states’ economic growth, thus avoiding a military challenge and maintaining its preeminence in military power, but eventually losing its place as the most powerful economy in the system. In other words, military unipolarity is durable only at the expense of economic hegemony.

Heg is sustainable – declinists use false indicators of US primacy and the US controls the strategic areas of the world’s economy

Cook et al 10 – Malcolm, East Asia Program Director at the Lowy Institute for International Policy (June 2010, MacArthur Foundation and the Lowy Institute, Raoul Heinrichs, Rory Medcalf, Andrew Shearer, “Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures,” http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf)

Attempts to gauge change to American strategic primacy face three particular problems. There is a tendency to crudely equate a country’s total GDP with its government’s purported strategic weight and influence in the world. Yet, clearly, Moscow wields much more strategic weight than Rome despite Italy’s 2008 GDP being 1.7 times larger. Even greater distortions arise when relative GDP sizes are measured by Purchasing Power Parity (PPP). Thailand’s GDP by this measure is roughly equal to Saudi Arabia’s, yet Saudi Arabia’s strategic importance and diplomatic influence are clearly much greater. 13 • An indicator of American soft power is how domestic, often partisan, debates over its position in the world are transferred and amplified globally. At the beginning of the George W. Bush era, the discussion was of the United States as a hyper-power. Less than a decade later, it is of supposedly terminal decline. Each of the last four decades has witnessed a period of declinist soul-searching in the United States focused on its fiscal problems, dysfunctional political system, cultural decline and overseas commitments. 14 Yet, over this period, the United States’ share of the global economy has remained basically the same. • Today, many groups – those concerned with an increasingly gridlocked political system, American liberals disillusioned with the interventionist policies associated with the Bush era (2000 – 2008), American realists concerned with America’s place in the balance of power, and scholars and policymakers outside the United States frustrated by the contradictions of US primacy – contribute to the present declinist narrative for very different reasons. 15 Liberals focus on the supposed surrendering of strategic influence by the United States over the last decade, while realists focus on the rise of China and the return to a more anarchic, and for them natural, interstate system. 16 Four features of Asia’s present strategic situation combine to suggest that American strategic primacy will continue for the next two to three decades at least. According to IMF estimates, in 2009 the US economy was the largest in the world and three times larger on market exchange rate terms than China’s. Not only is the American economy by far the largest in aggregate, it is particularly dominant in economic areas with strategic significance. As the People’s Bank of China, the Bank of Japan and the European Central Bank among many others well know, the greenback is still the only global reserve currency. Ironically, the role of the American dollar actually increased in East Asia after the Asian financial crisis, with China and its massive foreign exchange reserves being a major contributor to this. Aided by the global supremacy of the US dollar, American investment banks still dominate global financial markets. In the first half of 2009, the top four and five advisors globally for mergers and acquisitions by transaction size were American investment banks. No East Asian bank made the top ten. When it came to imputed fees earned worldwide from completed mergers and acquisitions, the top three and five earners were again American investment banks. 17 Third, the United States is the paramount global power intellectually. It can still attract more of the globally mobile intellectual elite than any other country, including its earlier would-be Asian competitor, Japan, and its present-day one, China. When it comes to ranking countries by academic citations or the quality of their leading universities, the United States again reigns supreme, and on a scale that is much larger than its share of the global economy. 18 According to the International Organisation for Migration, the United States hosts the largest number of immigrants at 42.8 million (Russia is next with 12.8 million). By contrast, China is the world’s largest source of migrants with an estimated diaspora of 35 million (followed by India with 20 million). Finally, the United States has an unparalleled position in the global arms market, particularly in relation to the kind of high-end, force-projection capabilities it seeks to deny China. According to the Congressional Research Service, in 2008 the United States sold 68.4 per cent in value terms of all arms sold and publicly reported globally. Italy came next at 6.8 per cent. For sales to the developing world, the United States accounted for 70.1 per cent of sales. Russia was a very distant second at 7.8 per cent. 1 9 American dominance in the global arms market stems directly from another important feature of American strategic primacy, its unparalleled defence budget and doctrinal focus on forward defence globally. According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), in 2007 the United States alone accounted for 45 per cent of total estimated defence spending, over nine times as much as China, which was estimated as the third-largest spender. 2 0 According to SIPRI’s conservative estimate, in purchasing power parity terms, China moves up to second at roughly one quarter the total budget of the United States. The Pentagon and the International Institute of Strategic Studies estimate that Chinese defence spending is significantly higher. 21 The United States is the only country with a globally based forward defence posture. China’s greatest security risks and hence its defence posture are much more limited in geographic scope. It has no overseas bases and the party-controlled People’s Liberation Army, as suggested by its very name, has traditionally been dominated by its army component that boasts the largest ground force in the world.

Nuclear deterrence sustains primacy. 

Monteiro 11 - Nuno P., Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University (June 13, 2011, “BALANCING ACT WHY UNIPOLARITY MAY BE DURABLE,” http://www.nunomonteiro.org/wp-content/uploads/Nuno-Monteiro-Balancing-Act-20110613.pdf)

To begin with proposition (2): an unmatched concentration of power in one state only threatens the survival of other states under certain conditions, which are underspecified in balance-of-power theory. Unmatched power threatens the survival of less powerful states only if survival depends on a balance of power. This is the case in a conventional world. 21 In order to deter an attack launched by a competitor, a state needs to possess matching conventional power. Conventional inferiority vis-à-vis another state leads to military vulnerability and the inability to deter the adversary, ultimately undermining the goal of state survival. But this is not the case in a nuclear world. Deterrence between nuclear powers -- those with survivable nuclear arsenals -- is based on each state being unable to avoid suffering horrendous cost at the hands of the other in the case of an all-out conflict. Since this ability does not depend on a balance of conventional power, a nuclear power may deter any state -- even states significantly more powerful in conventional terms -- from threatening its survival. This conditioning of proposition (2) does not impact (3), the claim that states will balance against concentrated power in order to improve their odds of survival. At least some states will balance against more powerful states even in a nuclear world. Minor powers, particularly those not aligned with the unipole, will try to develop a nuclear capability and ascend to the ranks of major powers, those states that possess the capability to deter any state, including one possessing unmatched conventional power. But the caveat to proposition (2) I introduced above does condition whether proposition (3) will indeed lead to (4). In other words, the caveat that a nuclear power is able to deter any state despite being conventionally inferior requires us to revise the view that states are able to guarantee their survival, and therefore stop their balancing efforts, only once they have amassed as much power as any other state. In a conventional world, that is in fact true. In the absence of nuclear weapons, states, in order to guarantee their survival, will have to balance against more powerful states until they have matched or even surpassed the latter’s military capabilities. Only at this point would threats to their survival be minimized, as postulated by (4). In a nuclear world, however, the foremost goal of balancing (to guarantee survival) can be achieved short of amassing as much power as any potential competitor, thus violating proposition (4). States that acquire a nuclear arsenal have virtually guaranteed their survival even though they may possess negligible relative conventional capability. Therefore, in a nuclear world, proposition (4) must acquire a conditional character, becoming “threats to survival may be minimized short of amassing as much or more power than any other state.” The reason for this is well-developed in the literature. Basically, there is no defense against nuclear weapons. Their offensive advantage, being insurmountable, places an emphasis on deterrence -- the avoidance of conflict because victory is impossible, or meaningless. They therefore end up, in a counterintuitive way, providing an overwhelming advantage to the defense. As Campbell Craig writes, “[n]uclear weapons create stability primarily because they give a decisive advantage to a nation defending itself over a nation wanting to attack.” 22 John Mearsheimer puts it with characteristic succinctness: “no state is likely to attack the homeland or vital interests of a nuclear-armed state for fear that such a move might trigger a horrific nuclear response.” 23 This realization that, in a nuclear world, threats to a state’s survival can be minimized short of amassing as much power as any other state in the system in turn requires us to revise proposition (5), decoupling balancing efforts from any necessary shift in the systemic balance-of-power. As a result, proposition (6) must now accommodate the possibility that unmatched concentrations of power in one state may last for long. In other words, unipolarity may be durable.
Heg Sustainable (Asia)

Heg is durable in East Asia -- even with a China rise the US presence will deter conflicts and prevent another hegemon from rising

Cook et al 10 – Malcolm, East Asia Program Director at the Lowy Institute for International Policy (June 2010, MacArthur Foundation and the Lowy Institute, Raoul Heinrichs, Rory Medcalf, Andrew Shearer, “Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures,” http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf)

Yet despite speculation following the global financial crisis that China’s authoritarian system might provide an attractive alternative model, Beijing’s increasingly assertive international behaviour and tendency to ‘overreach’ is likely to limit the degree to which others choose to bandwagon with its rising power. This will be even more the case to the extent that the US economy recovers and regional powers, including China as well as American allies, are convinced that US engagement in Asia remains durable. The US role in an Asian balance of power In this scenario America no longer enjoys strategic primacy in Asia. But it remains a resident Pacific power and will play a critical role in the regional balance. China’s development of area-denial capabilities is beginning to complicate US freedom of manoeuvre inside the so-called first island chain delineating the waters immediately around China. Over time China’s influence out to the second island chain and into the Indian Ocean will also grow. Increasing uncertainties are developing about the character and dynamic of the US-China military balance, including the risks each side might be willing to take in a crisis and the losses they might readily incur in a conflict. Chinese calculations based on a strategy of asymmetry and a willingness to take greater risks would need to be weighed against the formidable capability edge that America will very likely continue to enjoy for at least the next few decades, in maritime conventional forces and nuclear weapons. 52 Much will depend on US political will in a crisis, which might in turn be influenced by the depth of difficulty Washington faces at home or elsewhere in the world. Absent a major strategic shock (such as those discussed in Chapter 5), US forces seem likely to remain present in Japan and South Korea in significant numbers for at least the next decade and, depending on other events, possibly beyond. Even should they eventually withdraw to Hawaii and Guam, however, the United States remains well positioned to influence future strategic developments in Asia. Bush-era changes to US global force posture (including the build-up on Guam, stationing of a nuclear-powered carrier in Japan and realignment of US forces in Korea) and new capabilities will increase US military power, reach and strategic flexibility in Asia and seem likely to continue under President Obama. The 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review emphasises the need for the United States to develop and sustain capabilities to deter and defeat aggression in anti-access environments. 53 The margin may not be sufficient to maintain US primacy, but it will almost certainly ensure that – with careful, hard-headed statecraft and support from allies – America can continue to project sufficient force throughout the region to play a decisive balancing role: putting its finger on the scales when necessary to prevent any other major power from establishing primacy.

More ev -- multilateral institutions will rise but the US will remain the major power player

Cook et al 10 – Malcolm, East Asia Program Director at the Lowy Institute for International Policy (June 2010, MacArthur Foundation and the Lowy Institute, Raoul Heinrichs, Rory Medcalf, Andrew Shearer, “Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures,” http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf)

Adapting longstanding alliance relationships to changing needs and circumstances will require constant political commitment, effort and attention by all the parties. Unforeseen domestic political developments and regional strategic events will mean occasional stresses and strains among allies – as currently between the Obama administration and Japan’s Hatoyama government – along with tensions between strategic competitors. But the emergence of a balance of power system in Asia is likely to consolidate the US alliance system. The major spokes of the US alliance system are likely to endure. But we are also likely to see the addition of new spokes and the strengthening of links between the various spokes, in a process of strategic cross-bracing. Strategic minilateralism is also likely to accelerate – with key drivers and practical manifestations to include missile defence as well as the more collaborative provision of enabling capabilities such as intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, and strategic lift. It seems unlikely that China will seek to counteract these trends – let alone succeed – by developing its own formal alliance system. It may pursue an informal, looser system, based around economic leverage and a preparedness to engage regimes that are distasteful to the West. Beijing’s active FTA diplomacy, mercantilist aid policies and preparedness to combine all elements of national power in pursuit of its strategic objectives are likely pointers. China is also likely to make increasing use of its power in multilateral institutions – including but not confined to its UN Security Council veto – to undermine US leadership by blocking effective international governance and thwarting American objectives, as Beijing did most conspicuously at the Copenhagen climate change summit. But the prospect of China’s overreaching and generating unintended counter-reactions – combined with limitations on its soft power because of its authoritarian political system – will likely continue to limit its ability to attract dependable, durable strategic partners. An Asian balance of power system will not see the disappearance of the region’s plethora of diplomatic institutions. dBut it will be incompatible with strong, ambitious multilateral security institutions in Asia – as evidenced by the deeply ambivalent regional reactions to proposals in recent years by the Australian and Japanese prime ministers to establish respectively an Asia-Pacific or an East Asian community.

UQ – Yes Heg Now 

The US is still ahead and rivals aren’t as close as declinists want you to believe

Wheat 10 – Treston, columnist for the Daily Beacon and a senior in political science at UT (November 10, 2010, “Concerns about US hegemony overstate,” http://utdailybeacon.com/opinion/columns/immutably-right/2010/nov/10/concerns-about-us-hegemony-overstated/)

Any casual observer of the world can see that its geopolitical landscape is drastically changing. There are supposedly several rising powers that will challenge the U.S. hegemony across the world. However, we should be careful to utilize this framework when analyzing the world’s situation. Every country and region has its own problems, which could limit its growth and influence in the world. During the 1990s, many people believed that Japan would overtake America as the largest economy, but then an economic collapse in the country has now prevented it from having the influence everyone thought it would. Places like China, India and others might not pose the threat many people assume because of their own problems. The United States has feared China as a rising power for two centuries, because we always saw its potential. China’s economy may have grown steadily, but there are certain demographic and political problems with the country. First, China’s one-child policy is actually working, which has two problems. The 4-2-1 problem means that four grandparents have two parents who have one grandchild. This seriously limits the number of workers in the population and creates an aging population. In addition, the numbers of births for women have reduced from five in the 1970s to only 1.8. This is bad for China, because a country needs a birthrate of 2.1 to maintain its economy. Therefore, although China gains economic power, if its birthrate continues to decline, the country will face irreversible problems. Besides a demographic problem, China also faces a severe political predicament. The government oppresses the people to the point where there is little individual freedom if they have more choice in the economy. They face a possible revolution or breaking down of the government because the people want freedom. Just look at the recent Nobel Peace Prize winner, Liu Xiaobo. He is a man fighting for political freedom, which could have radical implications for the country’s future. Another rising power is the world’s largest democracy. India is becoming one of the largest economies in the world and gaining military strength, but its demographic problems also pose a challenge to its growing power. The adult literacy rate is about two-thirds, and more than 40 percent of the country lives in poverty. There are many new jobs and education opportunities in the country, but this is not enough to help a country of its size. Hundreds of millions of people are still in abhorrent conditions. Although there are demographic problems, India is always near war, and possibly nuclear war, with Pakistan because of the contentious ethnic and border issues, especially concerning Kashmir. Also, India is facing terrorist problems. Although people know about Islamist attacks like in Mumbai, they do not often know that India has a situation with Maoist terrorists. In April of this year, the Naxalite-Maoist insurgency of 1,000 led an assault that killed 76 policemen in the Chattisgarh’s Dantewada district. Other possible challengers to U.S. hegemony are the European Union, Russia and Japan. The latter two have decreasing populations, which will limit the number of workers in their countries and negatively impact the economy in coming decades. Russia continues to have authoritarian tendencies, and it has terrorist problems as well, like Chechen terrorists. In the last few years, violence has drastically increased, and suicide bombers have quadrupled. The EU has illegal and legal immigration problems, but more importantly, adding new countries from the Eastern Bloc and bailing out countries like Greece pose major economic problems. The largest expenditure of the EU is agricultural subsidies. Soon the larger economies in the community will prop up the weaker economies that are too poor to help themselves. Furthermore, the EU is finding it nigh impossible to create a unified foreign policy that could challenge U.S. dominance. This is not to say that America does not have problems of its own. However, it is important to note that when analysts claim America’s place in the world is threatened by rising powers, remember that these powers also face negative oscillations. It is impossible to know where the world will end up in the next century. China, India, the EU, Russia, Japan, etc., are all rising powers that rival America, but their own domestic issues are just as threatening, if not more so, than ours. Immigration, demographics, terrorism and poverty are no Lilliputian tribulations. Yet, empires rise and fall, but America’s place in the world and in history is not as threatened as one might think.

US heg is strong now – we have the most strategic global assets and cooperation with other countries only reinforces our position as the leader

Cook et al 10 – Malcolm, East Asia Program Director at the Lowy Institute for International Policy (June 2010, MacArthur Foundation and the Lowy Institute, Raoul Heinrichs, Rory Medcalf, Andrew Shearer, “Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures,” http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf)

All of these measures are global, not regional, in nature, and the United States is the only major power with a truly global set of security interests and instruments. It is a familiar refrain among American Asia watchers and Asian America watchers that the United States does not pay enough attention to Asia. 2 3 This sense of being ignored and of potential abandonment is not new. Many in the region feared (while in other cases some hoped) that the winding down of the Cold War would lead the US to withdraw, or at least ratchet down, its strategic commitment. 24 The opposite has happened. The US strategic commitment to the region has been consolidated and its long-term challenge of dealing with a strengthening and more outward-looking China has increased. 2 5 The combination of structural challenges posed by the rise of China, Islamist terrorism and North Korea’s nuclear ambitions have all concentrated US strategic thinking on Asia. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates noted this in his speech at the 2008 Shangri-La Dialogue in Singapore: “For those who worry that Iraq and Afghanistan have distracted the United States from Asia and developments in the region, I would counter that we have never been more engaged with more countries.” Later in this same presentation, Secretary Gates noted “America plays many roles in Asia: as an ally, partner, and friend; as a routine offshore presence; as a resident power; and as an agent of professionalism.” 2 6 The clearest sign of this commitment has been the steady strengthening and postCold War diversification of the US alliance relationships in East Asia. In 1989, Japan, Australia and South Korea were designated as major non-NATO allies along with Israel and Egypt. The US-Japan alliance was renewed and reoriented in 1996 away from the territorial defence of Japan towards a regionally oriented one that included for the first time direct reference to the Taiwan Strait problem. In 1999, eight years after the US military bases closed in the Philippines, Manila and Washington signed the Visiting Forces Agreement. After the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, American security engagement with and in the Philippines increased sharply. By 2003, Thailand and the Philippines joined the other three US alliance partners in the region as major non-NATO alliance partners. Over the last decade the United States’ security relationships with non-alliance partners in Asia have flourished. In 1998, Singapore announced that the new Changi Naval Base, which includes a pier constructed to be able to service aircraft carriers, would be made available to the US Navy, the only naval force in the region with a serviceable carrier capability. Quickly after the fallout from the independence of East Timor in 1999 and the shock of September 11, Indonesia and the United States, the second and third largest democracies in the world, focused on strengthening their strained security relations. On 19 September 2001, the two sides held the first United States-Indonesia Security Dialogue. In 2005, the United States readmitted Indonesia to the International Military Education and Training programs. This was followed up by readmission to the Foreign Military Financing program and the lifting of restrictions on exports of defensive articles to Indonesia. And in 2010, President Obama is widely anticipated to outline a new comprehensive partnership with Indonesia, with both economic and security dimensions. The United States has even developed new cooperative security relations with a former Cold War enemy, Vietnam, and with once Soviet-leaning India. Both of course are also neighbours of China with relatively recent memories of its aggression. In the case of Vietnam, only eight years after normal diplomatic relations were established in 1995, US warships began annual port visits. In 2008, Vietnam hosted its first bilateral strategic dialogue with the United States. 27 In the case of India, security cooperation has gone even further. In 1998, in the same year as India’s last nuclear tests, the two governments launched a strategic dialogue. Since then the security and larger strategic relationship between the world’s two largest democracies has blossomed. In 2005, the US State Department announced that the United States would “help India become a major world power in the [twenty first] century.” 2 8 The best example of this American commitment was the bipartisan support for the ratification of the US-India civil nuclear agreement in 2008. The US Senate voted for agreement by 86 to 13 and the House of Representatives by 298 to 117. Washington also used its significant diplomatic weight to ensure that the Nuclear Suppliers Group also supported the deal

Brink

Heg now but its declining -- we’ll lose primacy by 2030. 

Quinn 11 – Adam, Lecturer in International Studies. Adam Quinn, University of Birmingham (July 1, 2011, “The Art of Declining Politely,” International Affairs Volume 87, Issue 4)

There are several substantive rejoinders to the declinist proposition. Some analysts have noted that the United States’ present advantage over potential rivals remains very large, making it unlikely that any other power will catch up with it in the near future. 19 Some highlight the danger of extrapolating unthinkingly from present trends, noting that any prospective alternative leading power, for example China, still has a daunting mountain to climb in terms of financial clout, political will and international legitimacy before it could rival America. 20 Some believe that even as the United States loses its advantage in raw coercive ability, it could continue to reap advantage from the embedded institutional and normative order established during its hegemony. 21 Some, distressed by the spectre of decline, take comfort in the thought that America’s problems stem not from an objective lack of economic capacity, but rather from dysfunctional domestic politics blocking the sound decisions needed to curtail spending in some domestic areas and invest in national security priorities. 22 Finally, there are those who argue that ‘power’ must be reconceptualized to take account not only of material resources but of its ideational and relational aspects. This may mean a greater appreciation for the non-coercive face of power, whereby its possession is defined by a nation’s ability not merely to compel but also to influence, attract and persuade (‘soft power’). 23 Or it may mean moving away from measuring traditional national attributes in favour of something altogether qualitatively different, such as ‘connectedness’ in an environment defined by networks. 24 Each of these arguments has some merit as a check on any overly crude or complacent presentation of the declinist thesis. But if that thesis is presented with appropriate clarity and care, they serve to add caveats or to qualify it rather than convincingly contradict it. First there is the question of timing, upon which the true differences may in fact be smaller than the tone of the debate suggests. In Kennedy’s seminal declinist argument, the process of decline was imagined to unfold over a generational timescale of decades from start to finish. Today’s prophets of decline, such as Zakaria, may talk up the pace of America’s slide towards ‘mediocrity’—to some extent for political effect, to shock the nation into course correction—but on inspection the argument remains one of change unfolding over decades, not precipitate American collapse over a handful of years. 25 Meanwhile analysts such as Brooks and Wohlforth, who are as confident of the durability of America’s lead as any serious scholars, argue that the United States will not be ‘replaced as the sole superpower for a very long time’, and that ‘relative power between states shifts slowly’. 26 It thus becomes apparent that disagreement may relate not to the fundamental question of the direction in which the United States’ level of relative power is headed, but rather to the pace of its decline, perhaps even boiling down simply to what each side intuitively understands by ‘a long time’ and ‘slowly’. Any careful statement of the declinist thesis would make it clear that the ‘replacement’ of the US by another state as a hegemonic power must, even on present trends, be decades away, while true peer competition with, say, China is probably at least two decades off (though with the gap narrowing ever more throughout the intervening years). This might reasonably qualify as either ‘slowly’ or ‘rapidly’ depending on one’s chosen scale. Is 20 to 30 years sufficiently far in the future that we need not concern ourselves overly with prognostications as to relative power at that time? There is no objective answer to such a question, and thus the issue begins to seem less a disagreement on the facts than an instance of debating whether the proverbial glass is half-full or half-empty. One side surveys the geopolitical scene and sees relative decline unfolding over a generation; the other sees America’s relative superiority holding on, albeit shrinking, for a few decades yet. 

China rise puts heg on the brink. 

Quinn 11 – Adam, Lecturer in International Studies. Adam Quinn, University of Birmingham (July 1, 2011, “The Art of Declining Politely,” International Affairs Volume 87, Issue 4)

Second, those who highlight the dangers of unreflective extrapolation from present trends are of course correct. China has significant hurdles to overcome if it is to maintain economic growth at the same time as remaining stable and politi-cally united, and it must contend with serious environmental and demographic challenges ahead. Even best-case trends from the Chinese perspective point to a long-term shift in relative capacity rather than a sudden overtaking. 27 The United States, meanwhile, retains significant advantages in facing the future. Its economy has an impressive record of fostering innovation, allowing it to play host to the profitable rise of new technologies and new corporations. Its universities currently lead the world in prestige, allowing them to attract the best and brightest students and teachers. 28 Projections of its demographic future are more optimistic than those relating to other parts of the world, so long as it maintains an enthusiastic attitude towards immigration. 29 Yet even while injecting all due circumspection, present trends still represent the imperfect ‘best we have’ in seeking to envision a plausible future, and those trends portray an American economy struggling to regain consistent forward momentum after the economic crisis of recent years, while China, among other rising powers, continues to motor ahead. During the first decade of the twentyfirst century, real GDP growth averaged 10.5 per cent per year in China and 1.7 per cent in America. According to ‘best guess’ estimates published by The Economist for the next decade, assuming annual real GDP growth averages of 7.75 per cent for China and 2.5 per cent for the US alongside moderate estimates for inflation and a gradually appreciating Chinese currency, the absolute size of the Chinese economy will overtake that of the United States by 2019. With Chinese growth estimates reduced to 5 per cent, the date moves back to 2022. 30 Given its relatively larger population, it will of course be far longer before China’s GDP per head can match that of the United States or the average citizen in each country can enjoy an equal standard of living (if, given environmental constraints, that is even possible). From a geopolitical perspective, however, the absolute figures are the more important ones, since it is in the nature of military expenditure that one’s absolute capacity matters far more than the scale of one’s spending relative to GDP. If this were not so, then both the United States and China would be dwarfed as military powers by Oman, Saudi Arabia and Timor-Leste, which in 2009 spent 8.7 per cent, 11 per cent and 11.8 per cent of their respective GDPs on the military. 31 Chinese military spending is presently low by world standards as a share of GDP, but rising faster than the nation’s rate of economic growth. 32 It is always rash to predict without caveats that the future will consist of the uncomplicated transformation of today’s projected trends into realized facts. But it is surely bolder still to prognosticate that the future will instead be shaped by  decline over the coming decades will require either the discovery of some as yet unknown propulsive engine for revitalizing its own economic growth or some grave breakdown disproportionately afflicting the rising powers. Such a prediction requires laying a bet on the abrupt reversal of present circumstances that seems on the face of it more courageous than any declinist extrapolation. As regards warnings that China lacks as yet the political and ideological reach of the US, thus hindering the legitimacy of any would-be replacement hegemony, this is surely to demand that the chicken materialize fully formed before the evolution of the egg. The establishment of material power and the extension of political and ideological reach are inextricably intertwined processes. The United States did not first sweep the world gathering recognition for its hegemonic legitimacy and then build material preponderance on the basis of it. In fact, it did something resembling the reverse: first establishing substantial national wealth while relatively disengaged from global politics, then becoming militarily entangled abroad, and then seeking to establish a framework for ideological hegemony last of all. 33 In any case, predicting America’s relative decline and predicting the establishment of a comparable new hegemony with a single state at its apex are quite different things. More likely, in the absence of some unforeseen implosion on the part of the United States, is the creation of a world where no single power exercises the level of influence previously enjoyed by the US.

Brink (Asian Heg)

East Asian heg is on the brink – an economic downturn turns our primacy

Cook et al 10 – Malcolm, East Asia Program Director at the Lowy Institute for International Policy (June 2010, MacArthur Foundation and the Lowy Institute, Raoul Heinrichs, Rory Medcalf, Andrew Shearer, “Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures,” http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf)

The current regional security order rests on and is defined by US power – economic, political and, fundamentally, military. It follows that any sudden diminution in American power in Asia – particularly military power – would transform the regional balance, with profound implications for Asia’s security future. Governments across Asia are acutely sensitive to perceived shifts in the distribution of power in the region. This is not the first time that the scope and longevity of US military power in Asia have come into question. The United States has been a Pacific power for over a century, but US engagement with the world – and with Asia – has always had its limits. During that period America’s innate but generally repressed isolationist impulse and occasional strategic reverses have triggered regional concerns about potential US retrenchment. Pearl Harbor, the Korean War, Vietnam, trade tensions with Japan during the 1980s and the loss of bases in the Philippines each in their time were seen as harbingers of US decline and strategic withdrawal from the region. The longevity of the US presence despite these episodes does not mean, however, that US interests in Asia will inevitably always be matched by the resources it needs to protect and pursue them. Nor can we assume that the United States will necessarily have the will to deploy those resources in all circumstances. In our judgment a significant US retrenchment in Asia remains highly unlikely precisely because of the extent of American interests in the region and because of its significant advantages in economic power, technology, soft power and military power in particular. But a US strategic disengagement – whether as a result of a lack of capacity or a lack of will, or perhaps both – is not completely unthinkable. The most likely causes of such a crisis – and it would precipitate a crisis in Asia – would be internal to the United States: a sustained economic downturn, a breakdown of confidence in the benefits of globalisation, and a collapse of public support for the US role as a global provider of public goods including security. A major strategic setback in Asia or the Middle East could trigger or exacerbate such a crisis (although in some circumstances this could also have a galvanising effect – for example, as the North’s invasion of South Korea did in 1950). Possible examples include: • The United States fights China over Taiwan but suffers a major reverse • the United States fails to intervene in response to a Chinese attack on Taiwan, undermining confidence in US alliance commitments across the region and leading to rapid, destabilising realignments • a drastic deterioration in US-Japan relations, perhaps driven by Japanese domestic politics, sees the withdrawal of all US forces from Japan • a major US strategic reverse in the Middle East causes a spike in isolationist sentiment in America and a broader global retrenchment of US military power • a future US economic crisis exacerbates isolationist sentiment and forces drastic cuts to US defence spending over a protracted period.

No Counterbalancing (General) 

Heg is sustainable -- no counterbalancing. 

Monteiro 11 - Nuno P., Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University (June 13, 2011, “BALANCING ACT WHY UNIPOLARITY MAY BE DURABLE,” http://www.nunomonteiro.org/wp-content/uploads/Nuno-Monteiro-Balancing-Act-20110613.pdf)

The post-Cold War empirical record is insufficient for a definitive test of my theory. Still, the absence of militarization by China provides support for my qualified-durability thesis in contrast with declinist views. Declinists have no good account for why a balancing effort has not taken place thus far but is nevertheless guaranteed to take place in the future. Their argument that US competitors are still too weak to put up a militarized challenge to US hegemony is unpersuasive. Japan challenged US preponderance in the Pacific head-on in 1941 when it had only about 12% of US GDP. China’s GDP is today over 35% of the US’s, or three times higher in comparison. 47 And yet, China has not challenged US global preponderance militarily. But, by the same token, the history of the last twenty years does not allow us to adjudicate between my theory and primacists views. After all, primacists can only be refuted once a balancing effort against the United States is under way. Nonetheless, it is possible to compare the two theories’ accounts of the reasons behind the absence of balancing. According to my view, China has not balanced against the United States because its nuclear arsenal guarantees its survival and its long-term economic prospects are facilitated by a US strategy of accommodation. According to the primacist view, in contrast, the absence of a Chinese balancing effort against the United States results from the insurmountable power gap between the two countries. For primacists, the power gap between the United States and China heightens the difficulty -- in terms of inefficiency, cost, and collective-action problems -- of balancing, beyond the point at which it stops making sense. 48 But this cannot be the case. Again, if Japan challenged US preponderance in 1941 with one-third of the relative economic power China possesses today, something other than insufficient economic power must account for the absence of a Chinese military challenge to the United States. In order to show how the contemporary historical record matches the empirical implications of my theory, the remainder of this section will establish four points. First, that Chinese economic power has been increasing steadily and rapidly. Second, that the United States has actively accommodated this rise in Chinese latent power, even at the expense of its own relative power. Third, that China’s survival is guaranteed by its nuclear arsenal. Fourth, that despite the rapid rise in Chinese economic power, Beijing has thus far eschewed a strategy of militarization and armed competition with the United States.

No Counterbalancing (China) 

No China balancing – strategies of accommodation work to maintain US hegemony – relative military power proves

Monteiro 11 - Nuno P., Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University (June 13, 2011, “BALANCING ACT WHY UNIPOLARITY MAY BE DURABLE,” http://www.nunomonteiro.org/wp-content/uploads/Nuno-Monteiro-Balancing-Act-20110613.pdf)

Throughout this period, the United States has actively accommodated China’s economic rise. Specifically, throughout the 1990s, US presidents annually renewed China’s mostfavored nation (MFN) status as a trading partner, maximizing the terms under which Chinese companies were given access to the US market. In December 2001, China entered the World Trade Organization (WTO) with the US’s endorsement, thus guaranteeing in perpetuity its MFN status with all other WTO members. In short, in the domain of trade, the United States could hardly have been more accommodating in terms of securing international conditions conducive to Chinese economic growth.Over the past few years, US government officials have been increasingly vocal in their complaints about China’s exchange rate. 53 According to currency experts, the Chinese government has kept the renminbi between 20 and 25% below its natural market rate, thus providing a substantial subsidy to Chinese companies -- and undermining foreign ones. In early 2009, US Treasury Secretary Geithner stated that China was “manipulating” its currency, an accusation that could lead to a request for IMF intervention. 54 But despite Chinese authorities’ largely nominal efforts to rectify this situation in response to US complaints, Washington has not taken any significant retaliatory steps against Beijing’s policies. Only months after Secretary Geithner’s statement, the Treasury Department did not include any mention to Chinese currency “manipulation” in its April 2009 report. 55 To the contrary, accommodation has been the hallmark of US policy also in the currency realm. This strategy of US accommodation towards Chinese economic growth has a pacifying effect in US-Chinese relations because China’s survival is already assured. China has developed a small but survivable nuclear arsenal. In fact, the Chinese nuclear arsenal is among the smallest of the nuclear powers that have signed the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. China possesses around 2.5% of the nuclear warheads in the American arsenal. Table 1 below compares the strategic forces of the P5 states: Chinese nuclear forces include around sixty delivery vehicles -- both land- and submarine-launched -- capable of hitting the US mainland. 57 By comparison, the US arsenal includes delivery vehicles that could place at least 1,652 warheads on the Chinese mainland. 58 Even after the decrease in size that is slated to take place over the next seven years as a result of the 2010 New START bilateral treaty with Russia, the US nuclear arsenal will -- at 1,550 deployed warheads -- continue to be much larger than the Chinese one. 59 In sum, to use Jeffrey Lewis’s felicitous turn of phrase, once China acquired “the minimum means of reprisal,” Beijing adopted a prudent nuclear posture, guaranteeing the nation’s survival but avoiding an expansion that might be interpreted as having offensive purposes. 60 Chinese nuclear doctrine is also indicative of a non-threatening posture vis-à-vis the United States. The Chinese government has a declared “no first use policy” for its nuclear weapons and keeps them at a low level of readiness, providing additional reassurance of their deterrent purpose. 61 All in all, it is clear that China, were it to believe its survival is threatened by the United States, could do much more to balance against it at the nuclear level. Jeffrey Lewis is instructive on this point: So far, none of the US intelligence community’s dire predictions about China’s nuclear forces have come to pass. Chinese nuclear forces today look remarkably like they have for decades. The picture of china’s nuclear arsenal that emerges from this study suggests a country that -- at least in the nuclear field -- deploys smaller, less ready forces than are within its capabilities. That reflects a choice to seek the “minimum means of reprisal” -- a nuclear deterrent that sacrifices offensive capability in exchange for maximizing political control and minimizing economic cost. This decision, in retrospect, seems eminently sensible. The great mystery is not that Beijing chose such an arsenal, but why anyone would be eager to do anything that might change it. 62 In the conventional military realm, too, China has opted for not converting its rising economic power into a military challenge against US global preeminence. Whereas China’s economy grew 4.1-fold during the 2000-2009 period, its defense spending grew only 3.4- fold, averaging 2.1% of GDP. By comparison, the US economy grew 1.4 times over the same period, but US defense spending grew 1.8 times, averaging 3.8% of GDP. In 2010, the United States spent USD $687 billion in defense -- more than six times what China spent, USD $114 billion. 63 Figure 4 below compares the evolution of US and Chinese defense spending over the last decade. Beyond mere numbers, “China pursues a national defense policy which is defensive in nature.” 64 Indeed, the goals of the Chinese military’s recent modernization effort and development of an “asymmetric strategy” are overall defensive, aimed at eroding the current US capability to contain China militarily. To be specific, the US Navy presently dominates the Western Pacific and will continue to do so, as China’s navy will be no match for it in the foreseeable future. 65 This is particularly problematic for China because it depends heavily on inbound trade of raw materials and energy sources and outbound trade of manufactured goods through the East and South China seas, currently under US control. 66 China’s aim, therefore, is not naval parity with the United States in the Western Pacific, but a more modest strategy of “anti-access” or “areadenial,” by which it would raise the risks and costs faced by the US Navy when operating in the region without Chinese approval. 67 With this limited aim in mind, China has been developing weapons-systems and strategies that will enable it to deny US forces the ability to operate efficiently in the Western Pacific against Beijing’s will. China currently has no programs to develop a global blue-water navy, strategic airlift or bombing capabilities, or the network of satellites required for precision targeting. To sum up, China’s economy is growing remarkably fast, a process aided by a US strategy of accommodation. And yet, China is investing in its military far less than it could -- and indeed far less than would be necessary to mount a full-fledged military challenge to the United States. At the nuclear level, Beijing has opted for a minimum deterrent force, capable of assuring China’s survival without triggering an arms race in the region. At the conventional level, China is modernizing its forces in an attempt at eroding the US’s current ability to back up with military power an eventual strategy of economic containment. None of these trends points to an inevitable path of global military expansion or competition with the United States. Having its survival guaranteed by a small but robust nuclear deterrent, China is likely to focus on economic growth through cooperation with the United States for as long as the latter continues to ensure the international conditions conducive to this goal. 

Chinese ideology means they won’t aggressively counterbalance US dominance. 

Qingchuan ’10 - Chinese Academy of Agricultural Sciences - author with Xinhua News Agency (11/17/2010, Yang, China Daily, “Hegemony theory never fit for China”, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2010-11/17/content_11560689.htm, je)

In recent decades, after ending the sufferings from internal upheavals and foreign invasions, China is once again progressing on a path of rapid economic and social development and observing its opening-up policies. In relations with neighboring countries, China always sticks to the principles of mutual respect, good-neighborliness, seeking common grounds despite differences, and harmonious coexistence. The launch of a free trade area between China and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) at the beginning of 2010 has enhanced the flow of capital, resources, technology and personnel between the two sides. China is also working with Japan, South Korea and other neighbors to push forward the establishment of free trade in East Asia. On security issues, China is playing a constructive role by promoting friendly negotiations for peaceful solution to regional security challenges and territorial disputes. China's communications with other countries on the South China Sea issue are going smoothly and its call for "setting aside disputes and pursuing joint development" was well-received in the region. It is crystal clear that there is neither historical precedent nor contemporary proof that China is on her way to become a threat to the neighbors or a new hegemony. So why all the fuss about the talks of "China threat" from the West? A possible explanation is that the West looks at China through a lens of its own past. A modern US theory on international relations argued that a hegemonic superpower like the United States is indispensable for maintaining a "free and open" international order. But such a hegemony theory runs counter to Chinese philosophic traditions, which expound the concept of "harmony without uniformity," which means the world is full of differences and contradictions, but the righteous man should balance them and achieve harmony. Moreover, China is still a developing country with a large poor population and backward rural areas. Its leaders and people are clear that it has a long way to go before it is fully developed. Thus it is in China's fundamental interest to maintain good relations with all its neighbors and promoting common development. It is also in the world's vital interest to maintain a good relationship between China and the rest of Asia. Given Asia's growing prominence in the world economic structure, any turbulence in the region could jeopardize the world growth. So painting the China-Asian relations with colors of Western hegemony theory is both irrelevant and harmful, and it just shows how outdated and absurd the theory itself is.

No Counterbalancing (Russia)

Russia can’t challenge heg. 

Bradley ’11- former military member with combat experience in Iraq and time in Europe- background is in national security and has remained in the field since separating from the military after eight years of service- political science major with strong interests in American politics, history, economics, and foreign policy (3/5/11, Jason, Big Peace, “Russia Will Not and Cannot Challenge US Hegemony”, http://bigpeace.com/jbradley/2011/03/05/russia-will-not-and-cannot-challenge-us-hegemony/, je)

Fellow contributor here, Jim Hanson, beat me to the punch on Russia’s military buildup. While true they are making efforts to modernize their military, mostly comprised of old Soviet era equipment, they still have a lot of making up to do. Even under the most optimistic of circumstances, Russian military clout would still leave a lot to be desired, at least compared to the US. What is clear, at least for the foreseeable future, is a resurgent Russia set to challenge US hegemony just isn’t in its future. The Russian Federation’s ascension from the Cold War has operated paradoxically. It is not a nation state (in the European sense) but has strong currents of nationalism running through the mainstream of life, entertainment, politics, and education. It projects itself as modern, democratic, and Western but distinctly Russian therefore often putting it at odds with the Western nations. Yet it has steadily veered towards reimperialization, struggles with implementing a market economy, shown no use for political pluralism, and autocratic control from the Kremlin increases each year, with each passing election. Relations between the US and Russia have reached different points of and hot and cold over the years since the Cold War ended. They seemed to have worsened in the last months of George W Bush’s presidency. Some have tried to make it easy to speculate that an extension of the Cold War resumed when the US placed American missiles in the Czech Republic and Poland. Likewise, they made easy to entertain the Cold War entered a re-icing stage when Russia invaded Georgia. The Russian-Georgia war could be viewed as a turn for the worse in the US-Russian confrontation. And the Russian victory plus the will to use military force in its region, tipped the balance to Russia. This is fanciful thinking. Russia does not possess the superpower qualities needed in order to align the world back in a bipolar arrangement, as was the case during the Cold War. Nor is it able to operate and deploy globally to such an extent as to significantly undermine America’s long-term interests or force it to reallocate resources away from fighting terrorism in the Middle East. Instead, Russia exists on the periphery of Europe with a few basic goals: Sovereignty, reclaiming some of its geopolitical clout, oil production, nuclear non-proliferation, and counter-terrorism. As is always dominant in international relations, Russia has sought domestic strength and stability through its oil supply and used its leverage in natural resources as a political weapon. Between 1998 and 2006, the price of oil rose from $15 to $70 per barrel creating huge cash surpluses. When the price of oil plummeted, the vulnerabilities of Russia’s economy were apparent. While it is true that Russia is the main oil and natural gas supplier in Europe, with some future estimates predicting it could possibly export 70 percent to the region, it appears these estimates could be flawed. Partly the reason why Russia is exporting so much oil in recent years is because it started at the bottom after the Soviet collapsed. In other words, Russia climbed so high because of how far it had fallen. Since then, however, it has discovered no new oil, relies on old wells, and allows little foreign investment for industry growth. As a result, oil exports have declined since 2008. Russia’s oil exports seem to have peaked at least for the time being. Even more troubling perhaps is Russia’s demographic crisis. Russia’s population has lost 7 million people since 1992; death rates outnumber birth rates by a quarter million. “In the last 40 years the death rate for men between 15 and 64 years of age has jumped by an average of 50 percent” (J. McHugh, 2008). Conclusion These are not the qualities of a robust nation destined to challenge US hegemony. Instead, Russia resents the US policy of full spectrum dominance and nuclear supremacy, because of which Russia finds itself unable to compete. All the old Cold War relics simply add theater to a very basic international relations scenario. A stronger power is preventing a weaker one from doing what it wants. Nonetheless, there is real apprehension on the part of Russia from perceived encirclement by NATO, a growing number of American military bases throughout the world, and American missiles. The simple truth is that the Cold War did indeed end with the collapse of the Soviet Empire and Russia is not likely to fill the role as new Cold War nemesis. Neither though does it have to be a partner with the US or the West. “Until recently, Russia saw itself as Pluto in the Western Solar system, very far from the center but still fundamentally a part of it. Now it has left that orbit entirely: Russia’s leaders have given up on becoming part of the West and have started creating their own Moscow-centered system” (D. Trenin, 2007). In the eyes of Russia, the missile shield project is about America establishing nuclear primacy. With American missiles in the region, American military armaments going to Georgia, and high tech experimental missile defense satellites into space, Russia has lost the capability to counter a nuclear first strike. Russia finds its considerable nuclear arsenal vulnerable if not obsolete. By greatly reducing Russia’s threat of nuclear strike, the US has essentially eliminated “mutually assured destruction (MAD). MAD of course was viewed as the ultimate equilibrium in the nuclear standoff during the Cold War. American nuclear primacy, however, swung the equilibrium decidedly in the favor of America leaving Russia out in the cold. It is no mystery as to why Russia feels exposed to possible hostility from the U.S. and NATO over its expansion. In view of this, Russia can become more aggressive, obstruct international cooperation, and exert its influence in places that are possible. It can even increase its military posture and become more Moscow-centric. For example, Russia announced this year it will continue its military modernization and buildup that started in 2008. Reportedly, Russia is willing to spend an estimated $600 to 700 billion over ten years to move away from its Soviet era weaponry. This equates to roughly 5 percent of Russia’s estimated gross domestic product. In comparison, the US on the other hand makes up roughly 47 percent of the world’s total military spending! At such a reduced state and under an insurmountable disadvantage, militarily and economically speaking, today’s Russia and the world it finds itself in pales in comparison to yesterday’s Soviet Union and the bygone Cold War era. Therefore, at no time in the foreseeable future can Russia rise to the status of the former Soviet Union, realign the world back into a bipolar arrangement, and hope to challenge the US across the globe.

AT China Rise/Defense Spending

Despite military spending, China won’t overtake the US. 

Bandow ’09- senior fellow at the Cato Institute in Washington, D.C., is a nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and is the former editor of Inquiry magazine- served as a special assistant to President Reagan and as a senior policy analyst in the office of the president-elect and the Reagan for President campaign (5/5/09, Doug, CATO Institute, “China's Military Rise Means End of US Hegemony?”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10175, je)

U.S. military spending continues to increase even though conventional threats against the United States are de minimis. China is the leading contender for Enemy Number 1. But if Beijing poses a threat, it is to U.S. domination of East Asia, not the country itself. Only the latter is worth fighting for. Commonly expressed is fear of growing Chinese military outlays. The Pentagon highlighted its concern with the latest annual report on the Chinese defense budget. Yet Beijing's armed forces remain dwarfed by America's military, which starts at a vastly higher base and spends several times as much. The Pentagon report states that the United States "encourages China to participate responsibly in the international system." True enough, but how does Washington define "responsibly"? One suspects it means accepting American military hegemony in East Asia — something with which Beijing isn't likely to agree. The Chinese military buildup so far has been significant but measured. "The People's Liberation Army (PLA) is pursuing comprehensive transformation from a mass army designed for protracted wars of attrition on its periphery against high-tech adversaries," explains the Pentagon. Moreover, China's "armed forces continue to develop and field disruptive military technologies, including those for anti-access/area-denial, as well as for nuclear, space, and cyber warfare, that are changing regional military balances and that have implications beyond the Asia-Pacific region." Yet this concerted expansion little threatens U.S. security. Only the Chinese nuclear force is theoretically able to strike America today. Beijing possesses about 60 missiles, some of limited range. In contrast, the U.S. nuclear arsenal includes thousands of sophisticated warheads on hundreds of missiles. Beijing is going to have to spend years to build a modest force simply capable of deterring America. Of course, China intends to move beyond its own shores. China is "developing longer-range capabilities that have implications beyond Taiwan," which "could allow China to project power to ensure access to resources or enforce claims to disputed territories," warns the Pentagon. However, notes the Department of Defense (DOD), China's military "continues to face deficiencies in inter-service cooperation and actual experience in joint exercises and combat operations." Moreover, Beijing is not yet capable of "defeating a moderate-size adversary." The Pentagon adds, "China will not be able to project and sustain small military units far beyond China before 2015, and will not be able to project and sustain large forces in combat operations far from China until well into the following decade."

AT Obama Focuses Too Much on Multilat 

Obama’s presidency hasn’t brought new actual emphasis on relation building

Watson 10 – Allan, lecturer in Human Geography at Staffordshire University, UK and a research fellow of the Globalisation and World Cities research network based at Loughborough University, UK. (February 18, 2010, “US Hegemony and the Obama Administration: Towards a New World Order?,” AntipodeVolume 42, Issue 2)

We appear to have reached a turning point in American hegemony. The election of a new American president, Barack Obama, combined with global financial crisis, have left us in uncertain times. While the 9/11 attacks were a defining moment for the USA and its relationship with the rest of the world, as the pretext for a more aggressive and contradictory hegemony (Anderson 2003), the events of late 2008 could arguably prove to have more fundamental and far-reaching consequences. Worldwide media coverage of Obama’s “historic” election win was unprecedented in its scale. However, as Sarah Starkweather argues in the preceding intervention, the constitution of an extra-national public around the election should be seen as more than a media spectacle. Perhaps most significant is that it reflects how American national policies have far-reaching effects well outside of national politics. Both among those who do have recourse in American electoral politics, and those who do not, the result of the election has brought universal talk of change and of the dawn of a “new world”. However, while the effect of such optimism should not be understated, the actual impact that an Obama administration will be able to have in changing deep-rooted US policies, and in halting global shifts which already have momentum, needs to be more carefully considered. The aim of this short intervention is to speculate as to the likely impacts of the events of 2008, and to stimulate debate as to the future shape of global geopolitics. With the election of Obama have come hopes that the USA will now enter a bright new age of multilateralism. These hopes will arguably  prove to be misguided. While it is widely recognised that under the Bush administration there was a distinct unilateralism and prioritisation of US interests bound up in an aggressive geopolitics, the main themes of US foreign policy and its relations with “allies” and “enemies” were well established before the Bush administration was in place (Anderson 2003; see also Agnew 2003; Andreani 2004; Kelly 2003). For Toal ´ (2003) US geopolitical culture is triangulated between universalism, regionalism, and ignorance, and for Slater (2004a) it is only the lack of attempts to conceal such a strategy that made the Bush administration distinctive. While the banner of multilateralism may well be waved by the new administration, it is likely to be in their interests to simply return to a more concealed form of unilateralism. The unilateral use of military power in Iraq has had many negative consequences, including the labelling of the USA as the leading terrorist state, a rogue with massive economic and military power (Blum 2000; Sardar and Davis 2002; also see Bauman 2001), and the “unaccountable hegemon” (Anderson 2003). For Toal (2003), these US displays of violence have however offered only an illusion of power, and indeed it is in projecting US hegemonic power that the interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan would appear to have failed most dramatically (Allin and Simon 2004; Ikenberry 2004): Bush’s tactless imprudence and his brazen belief that he can run the world with his riot squad . . . has achieved what writers, activists and scholars have striven to achieve for decades. He has exposed the ducts. He has placed on full public view the working parts, the nuts and bolts of the American empire (Roy 2003). Currently, US hegemony looks extremely vulnerable, and it is less in command of a world that looks entirely more closed and hostile to American values. This condition is in part due to a legacy of isolation from the international community and European allies, relationships which Obama must rebuild if he truly wishes to build a new American age. Obama has spoken openly about the task of relationship rebuilding, but while his words may suggest a multilateral approach, his focus has been very much on US global “leadership”: To renew American leadership in the world, I intend to rebuild the alliances, partnerships, and institutions necessary to confront common threats and enhance common security. Needed reform of these alliances and institutions will not come by bullying other countries to ratify changes we hatch in isolation. It will come when we convince other governments and peoples that they, too, have a stake in effective partnerships . . . America cannot meet the threats of this century alone, and the world cannot meet them without America . . . We must lead the world, by deed and by example (Obama 2007). 

Econ T/Asian Heg

East Asian heg is on the brink – an economic downturn turns our primacy

Cook et al 10 – Malcolm, East Asia Program Director at the Lowy Institute for International Policy (June 2010, MacArthur Foundation and the Lowy Institute, Raoul Heinrichs, Rory Medcalf, Andrew Shearer, “Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures,” http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf)

The current regional security order rests on and is defined by US power – economic, political and, fundamentally, military. It follows that any sudden diminution in American power in Asia – particularly military power – would transform the regional balance, with profound implications for Asia’s security future. Governments across Asia are acutely sensitive to perceived shifts in the distribution of power in the region. This is not the first time that the scope and longevity of US military power in Asia have come into question. The United States has been a Pacific power for over a century, but US engagement with the world – and with Asia – has always had its limits. During that period America’s innate but generally repressed isolationist impulse and occasional strategic reverses have triggered regional concerns about potential US retrenchment. Pearl Harbor, the Korean War, Vietnam, trade tensions with Japan during the 1980s and the loss of bases in the Philippines each in their time were seen as harbingers of US decline and strategic withdrawal from the region. The longevity of the US presence despite these episodes does not mean, however, that US interests in Asia will inevitably always be matched by the resources it needs to protect and pursue them. Nor can we assume that the United States will necessarily have the will to deploy those resources in all circumstances. In our judgment a significant US retrenchment in Asia remains highly unlikely precisely because of the extent of American interests in the region and because of its significant advantages in economic power, technology, soft power and military power in particular. But a US strategic disengagement – whether as a result of a lack of capacity or a lack of will, or perhaps both – is not completely unthinkable. The most likely causes of such a crisis – and it would precipitate a crisis in Asia – would be internal to the United States: a sustained economic downturn, a breakdown of confidence in the benefits of globalisation, and a collapse of public support for the US role as a global provider of public goods including security. A major strategic setback in Asia or the Middle East could trigger or exacerbate such a crisis (although in some circumstances this could also have a galvanising effect – for example, as the North’s invasion of South Korea did in 1950). Possible examples include: • The United States fights China over Taiwan but suffers a major reverse • the United States fails to intervene in response to a Chinese attack on Taiwan, undermining confidence in US alliance commitments across the region and leading to rapid, destabilising realignments • a drastic deterioration in US-Japan relations, perhaps driven by Japanese domestic politics, sees the withdrawal of all US forces from Japan • a major US strategic reverse in the Middle East causes a spike in isolationist sentiment in America and a broader global retrenchment of US military power • a future US economic crisis exacerbates isolationist sentiment and forces drastic cuts to US defence spending over a protracted period.

Heg Good – Global Stability/War

Heg is the anchor of global stability that solves every scenario for nuclear war and solidifies the world economy – offshore balancing can’t solve

Kagan 11 – Robert, Senior Fellow in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution (January 24, 2011, “The Price of Power,” http://www.weeklystandard.com/articles/price-power_533696.html?page=3)

Others have. For decades “realist” analysts have called for a strategy of “offshore balancing.” Instead of the United States providing security in East Asia and the Persian Gulf, it would withdraw its forces from Japan, South Korea, and the Middle East and let the nations in those regions balance one another. If the balance broke down and war erupted, the United States would then intervene militarily until balance was restored. In the Middle East and Persian Gulf, for instance, Christopher Layne has long proposed “passing the mantle of regional stabilizer” to a consortium of “Russia, China, Iran, and India.” In East Asia offshore balancing would mean letting China, Japan, South Korea, Australia, and others manage their own problems, without U.S. involvement—again, until the balance broke down and war erupted, at which point the United States would provide assistance to restore the balance and then, if necessary, intervene with its own forces to restore peace and stability. Before examining whether this would be a wise strategy, it is important to understand that this really is the only genuine alternative to the one the United States has pursued for the past 65 years. To their credit, Layne and others who support the concept of offshore balancing have eschewed halfway measures and airy assurances that we can do more with less, which are likely recipes for disaster. They recognize that either the United States is actively involved in providing security and stability in regions beyond the Western Hemisphere, which means maintaining a robust presence in those regions, or it is not. Layne and others are frank in calling for an end to the global security strategy developed in the aftermath of World War II, perpetuated through the Cold War, and continued by four successive post-Cold War administrations. At the same time, it is not surprising that none of those administrations embraced offshore balancing as a strategy. The idea of relying on Russia, China, and Iran to jointly “stabilize” the Middle East and Persian Gulf will not strike many as an attractive proposition. Nor is U.S. withdrawal from East Asia and the Pacific likely to have a stabilizing effect on that region. The prospects of a war on the Korean Peninsula would increase. Japan and other nations in the region would face the choice of succumbing to Chinese hegemony or taking unilateral steps for self-defense, which in Japan’s case would mean the rapid creation of a formidable nuclear arsenal. Layne and other offshore balancing enthusiasts, like John Mearsheimer, point to two notable occasions when the United States allegedly practiced this strategy. One was the Iran-Iraq war, where the United States supported Iraq for years against Iran in the hope that the two would balance and weaken each other. The other was American policy in the 1920s and 1930s, when the United States allowed the great European powers to balance one another, occasionally providing economic aid, or military aid, as in the Lend-Lease program of assistance to Great Britain once war broke out. Whether this was really American strategy in that era is open for debate—most would argue the United States in this era was trying to stay out of war not as part of a considered strategic judgment but as an end in itself. Even if the United States had been pursuing offshore balancing in the first decades of the 20th century, however, would we really call that strategy a success? The United States wound up intervening with millions of troops, first in Europe, and then in Asia and Europe simultaneously, in the two most dreadful wars in human history. It was with the memory of those two wars in mind, and in the belief that American strategy in those interwar years had been mistaken, that American statesmen during and after World War II determined on the new global strategy that the United States has pursued ever since. Under Franklin Roosevelt, and then under the leadership of Harry Truman and Dean Acheson, American leaders determined that the safest course was to build “situations of strength” (Acheson’s phrase) in strategic locations around the world, to build a “preponderance of power,” and to create an international system with American power at its center. They left substantial numbers of troops in East Asia and in Europe and built a globe-girdling system of naval and air bases to enable the rapid projection of force to strategically important parts of the world. They did not do this on a lark or out of a yearning for global dominion. They simply rejected the offshore balancing strategy, and they did so because they believed it had led to great, destructive wars in the past and would likely do so again. They believed their new global strategy was more likely to deter major war and therefore be less destructive and less expensive in the long run. Subsequent administrations, from both parties and with often differing perspectives on the proper course in many areas of foreign policy, have all agreed on this core strategic approach. From the beginning this strategy was assailed as too ambitious and too expensive. At the dawn of the Cold War, Walter Lippmann railed against Truman’s containment strategy as suffering from an unsustainable gap between ends and means that would bankrupt the United States and exhaust its power. Decades later, in the waning years of the Cold War, Paul Kennedy warned of “imperial overstretch,” arguing that American decline was inevitable “if the trends in national indebtedness, low productivity increases, [etc.]” were allowed to continue at the same time as “massive American commitments of men, money and materials are made in different parts of the globe.” Today, we are once again being told that this global strategy needs to give way to a more restrained and modest approach, even though the indebtedness crisis that we face in coming years is not caused by the present, largely successful global strategy. Of course it is precisely the success of that strategy that is taken for granted. The enormous benefits that this strategy has provided, including the financial benefits, somehow never appear on the ledger. They should. We might begin by asking about the global security order that the United States has sustained since Word War II—the prevention of major war, the support of an open trading system, and promotion of the liberal principles of free markets and free government. How much is that order worth? What would be the cost of its collapse or transformation into another type of order? Whatever the nature of the current economic difficulties, the past six decades have seen a greater increase in global prosperity than any time in human history. Hundreds of millions have been lifted out of poverty. Once-backward nations have become economic dynamos. And the American economy, though suffering ups and downs throughout this period, has on the whole benefited immensely from this international order. One price of this success has been maintaining a sufficient military capacity to provide the essential security underpinnings of this order. But has the price not been worth it? In the first half of the 20th century, the United States found itself engaged in two world wars. In the second half, this global American strategy helped produce a peaceful end to the great-power struggle of the Cold War and then 20 more years of great-power peace. Looked at coldly, simply in terms of dollars and cents, the benefits of that strategy far outweigh the costs. The danger, as always, is that we don’t even realize the benefits our strategic choices have provided. Many assume that the world has simply become more peaceful, that great-power conflict has become impossible, that nations have learned that military force has little utility, that economic power is what counts. This belief in progress and the perfectibility of humankind and the institutions of international order is always alluring to Americans and Europeans and other children of the Enlightenment. It was the prevalent belief in the decade before World War I, in the first years after World War II, and in those heady days after the Cold War when people spoke of the “end of history.” It is always tempting to believe that the international order the United States built and sustained with its power can exist in the absence of that power, or at least with much less of it. This is the hidden assumption of those who call for a change in American strategy: that the United States can stop playing its role and yet all the benefits that came from that role will keep pouring in. This is a great if recurring illusion, the idea that you can pull a leg out from under a table and the table will not fall over. 

Heg solves terrorism and multiple scenarios for war. 

Kagan 11 – Robert, Senior Fellow in foreign policy at the Brookings Institution (January 24, 2011, “The Price of Power,” http://www.weeklystandard.com/articles/price-power_533696.html?page=3)

Today the international situation is also one of high risk. • The terrorists who would like to kill Americans on U.S. soil constantly search for safe havens from which to plan and carry out their attacks. American military actions in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Iraq, Yemen, and elsewhere make it harder for them to strike and are a large part of the reason why for almost a decade there has been no repetition of September 11. To the degree that we limit our ability to deny them safe haven, we increase the chances they will succeed. • American forces deployed in East Asia and the Western Pacific have for decades prevented the outbreak of major war, provided stability, and kept open international trading routes, making possible an unprecedented era of growth and prosperity for Asians and Americans alike. Now the United States faces a new challenge and potential threat from a rising China which seeks eventually to push the U.S. military’s area of operations back to Hawaii and exercise hegemony over the world’s most rapidly growing economies. Meanwhile, a nuclear-armed North Korea threatens war with South Korea and fires ballistic missiles over Japan that will someday be capable of reaching the west coast of the United States. Democratic nations in the region, worried that the United States may be losing influence, turn to Washington for reassurance that the U.S. security guarantee remains firm. If the United States cannot provide that assurance because it is cutting back its military capabilities, they will have to choose between accepting Chinese dominance and striking out on their own, possibly by building nuclear weapons. In the Middle East, Iran seeks to build its own nuclear arsenal, supports armed radical Islamic groups in Lebanon and Palestine, and has linked up with anti-American dictatorships in the Western Hemisphere. The prospects of new instability in the region grow every day as a decrepit regime in Egypt clings to power, crushes all moderate opposition, and drives the Muslim Brotherhood into the streets. A nuclear-armed Pakistan seems to be ever on the brink of collapse into anarchy and radicalism. Turkey, once an ally, now seems bent on an increasingly anti-American Islamist course. The prospect of war between Hezbollah and Israel grows, and with it the possibility of war between Israel and Syria and possibly Iran. There, too, nations in the region increasingly look to Washington for reassurance, and if they decide the United States cannot be relied upon they will have to decide whether to succumb to Iranian influence or build their own nuclear weapons to resist it.

Heg decline leads to global instability and conflict – empirics prove

Pape 9 – Robert A., Professor of political science at the University of Chicago (Jan-Feb. 2009, “Empire Falls,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_99/ai_n32148803/?tag=content;col1 originally from The National Interest)

All of this has led to one of the most significant declines of any state since the mid-nineteenth century. And when one examines past declines and their consequences, it becomes clear both that the U.S. fall is remarkable and that dangerous instability in the international system may lie ahead. If we end up believing in the wishful thinking of unipolar dominance forever, the costs could be far higher than a simple percentage drop in share of world product. The United States has always prided itself on exceptionalism, and the U.S. downfall is indeed extraordinary. Something fundamental has changed. America's relative decline since 2000 of some 30 percent represents a far greater loss of relative power in a shorter time than any power shift among European great powers from roughly the end of the Napoleonic Wars to World War II. It is one of the largest relative declines in modern history. Indeed, in size, it is clearly surpassed by only one other great-power decline, the unexpected internal collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991. Most disturbing, whenever there are major changes in the balance of power, conflict routinely ensues. Examining the historical record reveals an important pattern: the states facing the largest declines in power compared to other major powers were apt to be the target of opportunistic aggression. And this is surely not the only possible danger from relative decline; states on the power wane also have a history of launching preventive wars to strengthen their positions. All of this suggests that major relative declines are often accompanied by highly dangerous international environments. So, these declines matter not just in terms of economics, but also because of their destabilizing consequences. Tsarist Russia presents the first case in point. Compared to other great powers on the European continent, its power declined the most during the mid-nineteenth century. And, it became the target of opportunistic aggression by the state with the greatest rising power, Great Britain, during the Crimean War (1854-1856). Indeed, the consequences of Russia's decline were not fully recognizable until the war itself. Though Russia was still a great power and the war cost Britain and France more than expected, Russia emerged the clear loser. Russia's inability to defend the status quo in the Crimea confirmed its grand-strategic weaknesses, and ultimately left it worse-off than had it anticipated its vulnerabilities and sought to negotiate a reduction in its military commitments to the region peacefully. Considering that the Crimea conflict left Russia with fairly gaping wounds, and that even its slow 10 percent decline in relative power over twenty years left the country bruised and battered, one might wonder how our far more rapid descent might play out. Meanwhile, similar destabilization occurred in the two decades before World War I and before World War II, when France and Great Britain were declining European powers. In both instances, France and Britain became targets of opportunistic aggression by one of the strongest rising powers in the region: Germany. And as a small cottage industry of scholarship suggests, Germany's fairly modest relative declines compared to Russia prior to World War I and the Soviet Union prior to World War II encouraged German leaders to wage preventive wars. Again, these declines occurred as another power was concomitantly rising (Germany in the case of France and Britain, and Russia--later the Soviet Union--relative to Germany). Of course, this only served to increase the danger. But again, these rises and falls were less precipitous than America's current losses, and our descent appears far trickier to navigate. As we look to address our current fall from grace, lest we forget, the United States faced two major declines of its power during the cold war as well. Neither was without risk. The first occurred shortly after World War II, when the devastation of the Soviet, European and many Asian economies, combined with the increasingly productive American economy, left the United States with a far larger share of gross world product--41 percent in 1948--than it even possessed in the age of unipolar dominance beginning in 1991. As the wartorn economies recovered, U.S. share of world product fell 20 percent by 1961 while that of its main rival, the Soviet Union, grew by 167 percent. This relative American decline corresponds to the height of U.S.-Soviet cold-war rivalry in Europe and Asia. Eight of the nine U.S.-Soviet nuclear crises occurred from 1948-1962, all of which involved efforts by the Soviet Union or its allies to revise the political status quo in their favor (7)--that is, all could be reasonably interpreted as instances in which the United States or its allies became the targets of opportunistic aggression. The second major U.S. relative decline occurred from 1970 to 1980, when the U.S. share of world product fell 27 percent. This decade brought with it challenges to America's position in the world. This was especially true toward the end of the decade with the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan and the Iranian Revolution, which collectively increased concern about Soviet dominance of Persian Gulf oil. However, the 1970s was mainly a period of "detente" between the cold-war protagonists, which corresponds to the fact that the shares of world product for both the United States and the Soviet Union were in decline. In other words, it is reasonable to think that America's decline in the 1970s did not lead to more significant trouble for the United States because its main rival was descending even faster. Clearly, major shifts in the balance of power in the international system often lead to instability and conflict. And America's current predicament is far more severe. This time, our relative decline of 32 percent is accompanied, not by an even-steeper decline of our near-peer competitor, but rather by a 144 percent increase in Chinas relative position. Further, the rapid spread of technology and technological breakthroughs means that one great discovery does not buoy an already-strong state to decades-long predominance. And with a rising China--with raw resources of population, landmass and increasing adoption of leading technology--a true peer competitor is looming. America's current, rapid domestic economic decline is merely accelerating our own downfall.

Heg Good – Asia 

Heg is sustainable and declinists are wrong – heg fosters stability and prevents prolif in East Asia

Cook et al 10 – Malcolm, East Asia Program Director at the Lowy Institute for International Policy (June 2010, MacArthur Foundation and the Lowy Institute, Raoul Heinrichs, Rory Medcalf, Andrew Shearer, “Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures,” http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf)

Today, in 2010, it is widely held that the United States is the predominant security player in Asia. Yet, there is also a growing consensus – including in some quarters in America – that US primacy is already in terminal decline. Today, the orthodox question about US strategic primacy in Asia is when, not if, it will end. The global financial crisis and its aftermath have simply increased the number and volume of those voicing this conventional wisdom. The logic goes that as China rises in most facets of national power, the United States’ relative power will naturally decline, and over time even US alliance partners in Asia will seek to become more autonomous from the United States and develop strong ties across the board with China. This logic has been applied to portray the Roh Moo-hyun regime in South Korea – before it was replaced by a pro-alliance conservative administration under Lee Myung-bak; 10 to the latest Australian defence white paper, despite its ambiguous judgements on the prospective endurance of US primacy; 11 and to the campaign rhetoric of Japan’s new Prime Minister, Yukio Hatoyama, and the early days of his administration. 1 2 This chapter goes against that grain and argues that US strategic primacy in Asia will continue for the next two to three decades at least. Not only that, but the changing interests of the major powers in Asia outside China and the changing way the United States maintains its primacy will actually strengthen the political and diplomatic foundations of this status quo. A dramatic diminution of American power, whether through retrenchment or the rise of competitors, has long been a nightmare among many of Asia’s security thinkers, and especially for US allies who, faced with a choice, may well prefer to assume greater alliance burdens than to see the wholesale erosion of America’s position in Asia. US strategic primacy has underpinned the security of the sea lines of communication the region depends on for trade and energy, while extended nuclear deterrence has eased the proliferation pressures on allies and partners and the threats posed to them by Chinese, Russian and now North Korean nuclear capability.

Heg Good – China Rise/Transition War

China rise causes unrest and war -- Layne concedes. 

Layne ’08- Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute and Mary Julia and George R. Jordan Professorship of International Affairs at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University (Christopher, Global Security Trends 2006, “China’s Challenge to US Hegemony”, http://acme.highpoint.edu/~msetzler/IR/IRreadingsbank/chinauscontain.ch08.6.pdf, je)

The Soviet Union’s collapse transformed the bipolar cold war international system into a “unipolar” system dominated by the United States. During the 1990s, the US foreign policy community engaged in lively debate about whether America’s post–cold war hegemony could be sustained over the long haul or was merely a “unipolar moment.” More than 15 years after the cold war’s end, it is obvious that American hegemony has been more than momentary. Indeed, the prevailing view among policy makers and foreign policy scholars today is that America’s economic, military, and technological advantages are so great that it will be a long time before u s dominance can be challenged. There is mounting evidence, however, that this view is mistaken, and that, in fact, the era of American hegemony is drawing to a close right before our eyes. The rise of China is the biggest reason for this. Notwithstanding Washington’s current preoccupation with the Middle East, in the coming decades China’s great power emergence will be the paramount issue of grand strategy facing the United States. Whether China will undergo a “peaceful rise”—as Beijing claims—is doubtful. Historically, the emergence of new poles of power in the international system has been geopolitically destabilizing. For example, the rise of Germany, the United States, and Japan at the end of the nineteenth century contributed to the international political frictions that culminated in two world wars. There is no reason to believe that China’s rise will be an exception. However, while it is certainly true that China’s rise will cause geopolitical turmoil, a Sino-American war is not inevitable. Whether such a conflict occurs will hinge more on Washington’s strategic choices than on Beijing’s

Heg Good – Space Coop 

US leadership key to space cooperation 

Friedman ’11- 30 years as Executive Director of The Planetary Society- Director of the Society's LightSail Program and remains involved in space programs and policy- Navigation and Mission Analysis Engineer and Manager of Advanced Projects at JPL (2/14/11, Lou, The Space Review, “American leadership”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1778/1, je)
American leadership in space is much more desired than resented—except when it gets used unilaterally, as in the past Administration’s call for “dominance in cislunar space.” Asian countries (China, Japan, India) are especially interested in lunar landings; Western countries, including the US, much less so. However, cooperating with Asian countries in lunar science and utilization would be both a sign of American leadership and of practical benefit to US national interests. Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin has been a leader advocating such cooperation. At the same time American leadership can be extended by leading spacefaring nations into the solar system with robotic and human expeditions to other worlds. The US can’t do everything alone. Climate monitoring, Earth observation, space weather prediction, and ultimately asteroid deflection are huge and vital global undertakings that require international participation. That is also true with exploration projects sending robots and human to other worlds. American leadership in these areas is welcomed and used by other countries, even as they develop their own national programs. The US government should make more of this and not treat it as an afterthought—or even worse, prohibit American leadership as the House of Representatives is doing this week by banning any China collaboration or cooperation. (The proposed House continuing resolution for fiscal year 2011 prohibits OSTP or NASA funds to be used for anything to do with China.)

AT Offshore Balancing

Offshoring balancing fails -- causes war.

Schake ’10- research fellow at the Hoover Institution and an associate professor of international security studies at the United States Military Academy (10/13/10, Kori, Foreign Policy, “Limits of offshore balancing”, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/10/13/limits_of_offshore_balancing, je)

The New America Foundation convened a conference this week to showcase the work of Robert Pape, in the hopes that his policy prescriptions will be picked up as an alternative to our current strategy in Afghanistan. This would be a terrible idea. Pape's research shows that the majority of suicide bomb attacks occur in places occupied by U.S. military forces; from this he concludes that we should adopt a strategy of "offshore balancing." By which he means to remove U.S. forces and rely on military strikes into the countries, along with more effective political and economic engagement. Neither the research nor the prescriptions are sound bases for policy. To say that attacks occur where U.S. forces are deployed is to say no more than Willy Sutton, who robbed banks because "that's where the money is." Pape's approach ignores the context in which deployment and stationing of U.S. forces occurs. We send troops to advance our interests, protect our allies, and contest the political and geographic space that groups like al Qaeda and the Taliban are operating in. Of course the attacks will stop if we cede those political objectives. But the troops are not the point, the political objectives are the point. The second important context Pape glosses over is that suicide attacks do not occur wherever in the world U.S. troops are deployed. Troops stationed in Germany, Japan, or South Korea are not at risk of suicide attacks from the people of those countries. This is not just about U.S. troops, but also about the societies we are operating in. It is about a radical and violent interpretation of Islam that we are using military force to contest. The policy prescriptions Pape advances are also problematic. An offshore balancing approach means that we will not be engaged with military forces on the ground, and yet what we have learned in the Balkans, Iraq, and Afghanistan is that we achieve our objectives most fully when indigenous forces are partnered with us and made able to take over the work of U.S. forces in the fight. They have greater legitimacy, local knowledge, and make the outcome most durable. That was the Bush administration's strategy in Iraq, and it is the purported approach of the Obama administration in Afghanistan. Pape's policies have no way to achieve that improvement in the capacity of partner forces. An offshore balancing approach is also inherently retaliatory and has been shown to increase the resistance of affected populations to supporting our objectives. We threaten to use force from the safe confines of distance; that use of force may have pinpoint accuracy but will often be less precise and cause more civilian casualties than forces on the ground, which will again feed into public attitudes about whether to support U.S. goals. Instead of working with the people most affected and helping build their capacity to protect themselves, offshore balancing does little to change the problem in positive ways. Except for the "improved" political and economic activity. How that will be undertaken in a deteriorating security environment is mysterious. Moreover, if we could do any better at the provision of political and economic engagement, we'd already be doing that. Convincing allies the U.S. will commit itself to fight unless we have troops stationed where we expect the fight to occur has always been difficult. The history of the Cold War is replete with transatlantic discussion of extended deterrence: would the United States really send the boys back over if Germany were attacked? Would the United States really use nuclear weapons when our own homeland would be at risk of retaliation? It seems unlikely those concerns would be attenuated in societies we are less politically and culturally similar to than we are to Europeans. In short, Robert Pape's "offshore balancing" approach would reduce violence by giving our enemies what they want: our disengagement, the ability to terrorize with impunity the people of Afghanistan, Pakistan, and other places where the battle of ideas about Muslim modernity is engaged.

Offshore balancing fails – kills heg and causes re-intervention that escalates. 

Kagan ’11- Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution (1/24/11, Robert, The Weekly Standard, “The Price of Power”, http://www.weeklystandard.com/articles/price-power_533696.html?page=1, je)

Others have. For decades “realist” analysts have called for a strategy of “offshore balancing.” Instead of the United States providing security in East Asia and the Persian Gulf, it would withdraw its forces from Japan, South Korea, and the Middle East and let the nations in those regions balance one another. If the balance broke down and war erupted, the United States would then intervene militarily until balance was restored. In the Middle East and Persian Gulf, for instance, Christopher Layne has long proposed “passing the mantle of regional stabilizer” to a consortium of “Russia, China, Iran, and India.” In East Asia offshore balancing would mean letting China, Japan, South Korea, Australia, and others manage their own problems, without U.S. involvement—again, until the balance broke down and war erupted, at which point the United States would provide assistance to restore the balance and then, if necessary, intervene with its own forces to restore peace and stability. Before examining whether this would be a wise strategy, it is important to understand that this really is the only genuine alternative to the one the United States has pursued for the past 65 years. To their credit, Layne and others who support the concept of offshore balancing have eschewed halfway measures and airy assurances that we can do more with less, which are likely recipes for disaster. They recognize that either the United States is actively involved in providing security and stability in regions beyond the Western Hemisphere, which means maintaining a robust presence in those regions, or it is not. Layne and others are frank in calling for an end to the global security strategy developed in the aftermath of World War II, perpetuated through the Cold War, and continued by four successive post-Cold War administrations. At the same time, it is not surprising that none of those administrations embraced offshore balancing as a strategy. The idea of relying on Russia, China, and Iran to jointly “stabilize” the Middle East and Persian Gulf will not strike many as an attractive proposition. Nor is U.S. withdrawal from East Asia and the Pacific likely to have a stabilizing effect on that region. The prospects of a war on the Korean Peninsula would increase. Japan and other nations in the region would face the choice of succumbing to Chinese hegemony or taking unilateral steps for self-defense, which in Japan’s case would mean the rapid creation of a formidable nuclear arsenal. Layne and other offshore balancing enthusiasts, like John Mearsheimer, point to two notable occasions when the United States allegedly practiced this strategy. One was the Iran-Iraq war, where the United States supported Iraq for years against Iran in the hope that the two would balance and weaken each other. The other was American policy in the 1920s and 1930s, when the United States allowed the great European powers to balance one another, occasionally providing economic aid, or military aid, as in the Lend-Lease program of assistance to Great Britain once war broke out. Whether this was really American strategy in that era is open for debate—most would argue the United States in this era was trying to stay out of war not as part of a considered strategic judgment but as an end in itself. Even if the United States had been pursuing offshore balancing in the first decades of the 20th century, however, would we really call that strategy a success? The United States wound up intervening with millions of troops, first in Europe, and then in Asia and Europe simultaneously, in the two most dreadful wars in human history. It was with the memory of those two wars in mind, and in the belief that American strategy in those interwar years had been mistaken, that American statesmen during and after World War II determined on the new global strategy that the United States has pursued ever since. Under Franklin Roosevelt, and then under the leadership of Harry Truman and Dean Acheson, American leaders determined that the safest course was to build “situations of strength” (Acheson’s phrase) in strategic locations around the world, to build a “preponderance of power,” and to create an international system with American power at its center. They left substantial numbers of troops in East Asia and in Europe and built a globe-girdling system of naval and air bases to enable the rapid projection of force to strategically important parts of the world. They did not do this on a lark or out of a yearning for global dominion. They simply rejected the offshore balancing strategy, and they did so because they believed it had led to great, destructive wars in the past and would likely do so again. They believed their new global strategy was more likely to deter major war and therefore be less destructive and less expensive in the long run. Subsequent administrations, from both parties and with often differing perspectives on the proper course in many areas of foreign policy, have all agreed on this core strategic approach. From the beginning this strategy was assailed as too ambitious and too expensive. At the dawn of the Cold War, Walter Lippmann railed against Truman’s containment strategy as suffering from an unsustainable gap between ends and means that would bankrupt the United States and exhaust its power. Decades later, in the waning years of the Cold War, Paul Kennedy warned of “imperial overstretch,” arguing that American decline was inevitable “if the trends in national indebtedness, low productivity increases, [etc.]” were allowed to continue at the same time as “massive American commitments of men, money and materials are made in different parts of the globe.” Today, we are once again being told that this global strategy needs to give way to a more restrained and modest approach, even though the indebtedness crisis that we face in coming years is not caused by the present, largely successful global strategy. Of course it is precisely the success of that strategy that is taken for granted. The enormous benefits that this strategy has provided, including the financial benefits, somehow never appear on the ledger. They should. We might begin by asking about the global security order that the United States has sustained since Word War II—the prevention of major war, the support of an open trading system, and promotion of the liberal principles of free markets and free government. How much is that order worth? What would be the cost of its collapse or transformation into another type of order? Whatever the nature of the current economic difficulties, the past six decades have seen a greater increase in global prosperity than any time in human history. Hundreds of millions have been lifted out of poverty. Once-backward nations have become economic dynamos. And the American economy, though suffering ups and downs throughout this period, has on the whole benefited immensely from this international order. One price of this success has been maintaining a sufficient military capacity to provide the essential security underpinnings of this order. But has the price not been worth it? In the first half of the 20th century, the United States found itself engaged in two world wars. In the second half, this global American strategy helped produce a peaceful end to the great-power struggle of the Cold War and then 20 more years of great-power peace. Looked at coldly, simply in terms of dollars and cents, the benefits of that strategy far outweigh the costs. The danger, as always, is that we don’t even realize the benefits our strategic choices have provided. Many assume that the world has simply become more peaceful, that great-power conflict has become impossible, that nations have learned that military force has little utility, that economic power is what counts. This belief in progress and the perfectibility of humankind and the institutions of international order is always alluring to Americans and Europeans and other children of the Enlightenment. It was the prevalent belief in the decade before World War I, in the first years after World War II, and in those heady days after the Cold War when people spoke of the “end of history.” It is always tempting to believe that the international order the United States built and sustained with its power can exist in the absence of that power, or at least with much less of it. This is the hidden assumption of those who call for a change in American strategy: that the United States can stop playing its role and yet all the benefits that came from that role will keep pouring in. This is a great if recurring illusion, the idea that you can pull a leg out from under a table and the table will not fall over.

