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Heg Sustainable 2AC

Heg is sustainable – US has dominance in all areas of power and its not going anywhere

Brooks and Wohlforth 08  Associate Professor of Government in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College and Professor of Government in the Dartmouth College Department of Government

(Stephen and William, World Out of Balance, pg 27- 31)

“Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of power; nothing,” historian Paul Kennedy observes: “I have returned to all of the comparative defense spending and military personnel statistics over the past 500 years that I compiled in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, and no other nation comes close.” Though assessments of U.S. power have changed since those words were written in 2002, they remain true. Even when capabilities are understood broadly to include economic, technological, and other wellsprings of national power, they are concentrated in the United States to a degree never before experienced in the history of the modern system of states and thus never contemplated by balance-of-power theorists. The United spends more on defense than all the other major military powers combined, and most of those powers are its allies. Its massive investments in the human, institutional, and technological requisites of military power, cumulated over many decades, make any effort to match U.S. capabilities even more daunting that the gross spending numbers imply. Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investment that give the United States a dramatic qualitative edge in military capabilities. As table 2.1 shows, in 2004 U.S. military R&D expenditures were more than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half the military R&D expenditures in the world are American. And this disparity has been sustained for decades: over the past 30 years, for example, the United States has invested over three times more than the entire European Union on military R&D. These vast commitments have created a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all the other major powers that is unique after the seventeenth century. While other powers could contest U.S. forces near their homelands, especially over issues on which nuclear deterrence is credible, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally. This capacity arises from “command of the commons” – that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space. As Barry Posen puts it, Command of the commons is the key military enabler of the U.S global power position. It allows the United States to exploit more fully other sources of power, including its own economic and military might as well as the economic and military might of its allies. Command of the commons also helps the United States to weaken its adversaries, by restricting their access to economic, military, and political assistance….Command of the commons provides the United States with more useful military potential for a hegemonic foreign policy than any other offshore power has ever had. Posen’s study of American military primacy ratifies Kennedy’s emphasis on the historical importance of the economic foundations of national power. It is the combination of military and economic potential that sets the United States apart from its predecessors at the top of the international system. Previous leading states were either great commercial and naval powers or great military powers on land, never both. The British Empire in its heyday and the United States during the Cold War, for example, shared the world with other powers that matched or exceeded them in some areas. Even at the height of the Pax Britannica, the United Kingdom was outspent, outmanned, and outgunned by both France and Russia. Similarly, at the dawn of the Cold War the United States was dominant economically as well as in air and naval capabilities. But the Soviet Union retained overall military parity, and thanks to geography and investment in land power it had a superior ability to seize territory in Eurasia. The United States’ share of world GDP in 2006, 27.5 percent, surpassed that of any leading state in modern history, with the sole exception of its own position after 1945 (when World War II had temporarily depressed every other major economy). The size of the U.S economy means that its massive military capabilities required roughly 4 percent of its GDP in 2005, far less than the nearly 10 percent it averaged over the peak years of the Cold War, 1950-70, and the burden borne by most of the major powers of the past. As Kennedy sums up, “Being Number One at great cost is one thing; being the world’s single superpower on the cheap is astonishing.”

Heg Sustainable 1AR 

No challengers to US dominance

A) Aging 

Kurlantzick 10 (Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, “Dazzled by Asia,” The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full)
Yet there are many good reasons to think that Asia’s rise may turn out to be an illusion. Asia’s growth has built-in stumbling blocks. Demographics, for one. Because of its One Child policy, China’s population is aging rapidly: According to one comprehensive study by the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a Washington think tank, by 2040 China will have at least 400 million elderly, most of whom will have no retirement pensions. This aging poses a severe challenge, since China may not have enough working-age people to support its elderly. In other words, says CSIS, China will grow old before it grows rich, a disastrous combination. Other Asian powers also are aging rapidly - Japan’s population likely will fall from around 130 million today to 90 million in 2055 - or, due to traditional preferences for male children, have a dangerous sex imbalance in which there are far more men than women. This is a scenario likely to destabilize a country, since, at other periods in history when many men could not marry, the unmarried hordes turned to crime or political violence.

B. Political instability and nationalism

Kurlantzick 10 (Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, “Dazzled by Asia,” The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full)
Looming political unrest also threatens Asia’s rise. China alone already faces some 90,000 annual “mass incidents,” the name given by Chinese security forces to protests, and this number is likely to grow as income inequality soars and environmental problems add more stresses to society. India, too, faces severe threats. The Naxalites, Maoists operating mostly in eastern India who attack large landowners, businesses, police, and other local officials, have caused the death of at least 800 people last year alone, and have destabilized large portions of eastern India. Other Asian states, too, face looming unrest, from the ongoing insurgency in southern Thailand to the rising racial and religious conflicts in Malaysia. Also, despite predictions that Asia will eventually integrate, building a European Union-like organization, the region actually seems to be coming apart. Asia has not tamed the menace of nationalism, which Europe and North America largely have put in the past, albeit after two bloody world wars. Even as China and India have cooperated on climate change, on many other issues they are at each other’s throats. Over the past year, both countries have fortified their common border in the Himalayas, claiming overlapping pieces of territory. Meanwhile, Japan is constantly seeking ways to blunt Chinese military power. People in many Asian nations have extremely negative views of their neighbors - even though they maintain positive images of the United States. More broadly, few Asian leaders have any idea what values, ideas, or histories should hold Asia together. “The argument of an Asian century is fundamentally flawed in that Asia is a Western concept, one that is not widely agreed upon [in Asia],” says Devin Stewart, a Japan specialist at the Carnegie Council for Ethics and International Affairs. Even as Asia’s miracle seems, on closer inspection, less miraculous, America’s decline has been vastly overstated. 

C. Military

Kurlantzick 10 (Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, “Dazzled by Asia,” The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full)
To become a global superpower requires economic, political, and military might, and on the last two counts, the United States remains leagues ahead of any Asian rival. Despite boosting defense budgets by 20 percent annually, Asian powers like India, China, or Indonesia will not rival the US military for decades, if ever - only the Pentagon could launch a war in a place like Afghanistan, so far from its homeland. When a tsunami struck South and Southeast Asia five years ago, the region’s nations, including Indonesia, Thailand, and India, had to rely on the US Navy to coordinate relief efforts. America also has other advantages that will be nearly impossible to remove. With Asian nations still squabbling amongst themselves, many look to the United States as a neutral power broker, a role America plays around the world. German writer and scholar Joseph Joffe calls the United States today the “default power”: No one in the world trusts anyone else to play the global hegemon, so it still falls to Washington. 

D. Economy

Kurlantzick 10 (Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, “Dazzled by Asia,” The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full) 

Even in the economic realm, the United States remains strong. As Zakaria admits, the United States accounted for 32 percent of global output in 1913, 26 percent in 1960, and 26 percent in 2007, remarkably consistent figures. The United States remains atop nearly every ranking of economies according to openness and innovation. While Asia’s centrally planned economies can build infrastructure without worrying about public opposition - China has built impressive networks of airports and highways - they are less successful at nurturing world-beating companies, which thrive on risk-taking and hands-off government. Compared to Intel, Google, or Apple, China’s major companies still are state-linked behemoths that do little innovation of their own. The leading corporations in most other Asian nations (with the exception of Japan and South Korea) also are either giant state-linked firms or trading companies that invest little in innovation. And censorship or tight government controls alienate the most innovative firms - Google is now threatening to pull out of China entirely. As Asia throws up barriers to immigration, in the United States immigration helps ensure long-term economic vitality. Chinese and Indian immigrants accounted for almost one-quarter of all companies in Silicon Valley, according to research by AnnaLee Saxenian at the University of California-Berkeley. According to the most comprehensive global ranking of universities, compiled by Shanghai Jiao Tong University, American schools, powered by immigrants and flush with cash, dominate the top 100, with Harvard ranked first. Asia has no schools in the top 10. 

E. Global appeal

Kurlantzick 10 (Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, “Dazzled by Asia,” The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full)
Most important, the United States is a champion of an idea that has global appeal, and Asia is not. During the opposition protests in Iran, demonstrators look to the United States, not China or Indonesia or even India, to make a statement. In a reversal of the Iranian regime’s rhetoric, some protestors even chant “Death to China” because of Beijing’s support for the repressive government in Tehran. As long as protestors in places like Iran, or Burma or Ukraine, call out for the American president, and not China’s leader or India’s prime minister, the United States will remain the preeminent power. To be the global hegemon requires military, economic, and political might, but it also means offering a vision for the world. As Mahbubani admits, during Britain’s imperial period, elites in places like Malaya, India, or the Caribbean wanted to study in England, or read British authors and philosophers, because they believed that the ideas Britain had imparted - the rule of law, the Westminster political system, an idea of fair play, a meritocratic civil service, evidence-based scientific exploration - had merit for the entire world. Even men and women who, ultimately, became some of the biggest thorns in Britain’s side, like Jawarhal Nehru, cherished their British studies and their links to British culture. So, too, since World War II the United States has been, for many foreign publics, the nation looked up to in this way. Even at the worst moments, such as the period after 9/11 in which the Bush administration created the prison at Guantanamo Bay and allowed torture and other questionable tactics, I have rarely met anyone, in any country, who wanted to move to China, or India, or even Japan, rather than the United States. Foreigners may want to spend a few years in China or India or Indonesia, to see the dynamism of these places, but few, if any, have plans to become Chinese, Indian, or Indonesian citizens. Perhaps one day China or Indonesia or India will draw these migrants, who would come seeking the same dreams and openness as they do today in the United States. But it won’t be soon - and it might not even be this century.

Heg Sustainable – Generic 

US hegemony is sustainable – supremacy in all aspects of power and global support 

Min 04 (Min Ye, expert on China, Princeton University, “The US Hegemony and Implication for China,” http://www.chinaipa.org/cpaq/v1i1/Paper_Ye.pdf) 

Clearly Waltz argued that the unipolarity in the wake of the Cold War was temporary. For one, nations rise and decline. The U.S relative power will decline and it will increasingly become difficult for it to preserve unipolarity, as Robert Gilpin argued. Furthermore, other nations will come into each other’ aid to balance against the U.S, because minor states feel safer to be with other minor states. Waltz’s prediction may not hold, however, if we consider the following aspects of U.S power. First, from the aggregate power perspective, the U.S is simply too powerful for the other nations to catch up. William Wohlforth has done a comprehensive empirical study of U.S power, and concluded that U.S has enormous supremacy in all aspects of military power and almost all aspects of economic power as well, not to mention its normative and cultural powers. He also pointed out the U.S is a “benign hegemon” and it is in the world’s benefit for its presence. Similarly, Joanne Gowa observed that allies of the U.S benefited from trading with the U.S, hence it is in the nations’ interest to have an enduring U.S hegemony. Second, alliance against the U.S is unlikely and ineffective. Stephen Walt has listed the causes for alliance formation. Alliances form not to balance the biggest power but to balance against the biggest threat. Threat, in turn, is determined by (1) aggregate power, (2) geographic proximity, (3) offensive power, and (4) aggressive intention. The U.S is distant from all major powers geographically, although the most powerful nation in the world. Clearly the U.S does not demonstrate aggressive intentions against other major powers. Hence their balancing against the U.S is unlikely. Wohlforth observed that the other major powers before they balance against the U.S face counterbalancing of their own. China was perceived as a potential balancer of the U.S in many cases. Yet, China faces counterbalancing from Taiwan, Korea, Japan, Russia, and India in the Asian continent alone. Similarly, the other major powers— Russia, Japan, India, and Europe—have more difficulties dealing with their relationships than their relations with the U.S. In belief, the American hegemon not only does not face substantial balancing but serve as a balancer against others’ balancing actions. As a result, we see more “bandwagoning” with the U.S superpower rather than “balancing”. Finally, as John Ikenberry and other scholars observed, the U.S unipolarity is a hegemony based on “constitutional order”. At the end of the World War II, alongside its supremacy in power, the U.S also established the UN, IMF, World Bank, and other institutions in dealing with weapons proliferation and managing relations with allies. U.S exercise of power was self restraint through its memberships in the international institutions. Consequently, the other nations in the world can not only benefit from this constitutional order but to an extent exercise checks on the sole superpower and feel safer even in the unipolar world. 

Heg Sustainable – Latent Power

US has large wellsprings of “latent power” it can tap

Wohlforth 07  Olin Fellow in International Security Studies at Yale University

(William, Unipolar Stability: The Rules of Power Analysis, A Tilted Balance, Vol. 29 (1) - Spring 2007)

US military forces are stretched thin, its budget and trade deficits are high, and the country continues to finance its profligate ways by borrowing from abroad—notably from the Chinese government. These developments have prompted many analysts to warn that the United States suffers from “imperial overstretch.” And if US power is overstretched now, the argument goes, unipolarity can hardly be sustainable for long. The problem with this argument is that it fails to distinguish between actual and latent power. One must be careful to take into account both the level of resources that can be mobilized and the degree to which a government actually tries to mobilize them. And how much a government asks of its public is partly a function of the severity of the challenges that it faces. Indeed, one can never know for sure what a state is capable of until it has been seriously challenged. Yale historian Paul Kennedy coined the term “imperial overstretch” to describe the situation in which a state’s actual and latent capabilities cannot possibly match its foreign policy commitments. This situation should be contrasted with what might be termed “self-inflicted overstretch”—a situation in which a state lacks the sufficient resources to meet its current foreign policy commitments in the short term, but has untapped latent power and readily available policy choices that it can use to draw on this power. This is arguably the situation that the United States is in today.  But the US government has not attempted to extract more resources from its population to meet its foreign policy commitments. Instead, it has moved strongly in the opposite direction by slashing personal and corporate tax rates. Although it is fighting wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and claims to be fighting a global “war” on terrorism, the United States is not acting like a country under intense international pressure. Aside from the volunteer servicemen and women and their families, US citizens have not been asked to make sacrifices for the sake of national prosperity and security. The country could clearly devote a greater proportion of its economy to military spending: today it spends only about 4 percent of its GDP on the military, as compared to 7 to 14 percent during the peak years of the Cold War. It could also spend its military budget more efficiently, shifting resources from expensive weapons systems to boots on the ground. Even more radically, it could reinstitute military conscription, shifting resources from pay and benefits to training and equipping more soldiers. On the economic front, it could raise taxes in a number of ways, notably on fossil fuels, to put its fiscal house back in order. No one knows for sure what would happen if a US president undertook such drastic measures, but there is nothing in economics, political science, or history to suggest that such policies would be any less likely to succeed than China is to continue to grow rapidly for decades. Most of those who study US politics would argue that the likelihood and potential success of such power-generating policies depends on public support, which is a function of the public’s perception of a threat. And as unnerving as terrorism is, there is nothing like the threat of another hostile power rising up in opposition to the United States for mobilizing public support.  With latent power in the picture, it becomes clear that unipolarity might have more built-in self-reinforcing mechanisms than many analysts realize. It is often noted that the rise of a peer competitor to the United States might be thwarted by the counterbalancing actions of neighboring powers. For example, China’s rise might push India and Japan closer to the United States—indeed, this has already happened to some extent. There is also the strong possibility that a peer rival that comes to be seen as a threat would create strong incentives for the United States to end its self-inflicted overstretch and tap potentially large wellsprings of latent power. 

Heg Sustainable – AT: China Rise

China will not displace the US as hegemon – technology, military, geography

Brooks & Wohlforth 2 – Assistant Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth University, & Associate Professor in the Department of Government at Dartmouth University (Stephen G. Brooks & William C. Wohlforth, “American Primacy in Perspective,” Foreign Affairs, July-Aug 2002, Issue 4, p. 26, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/20033237.pdf)
Most analysts looking for a future peer competitor to the United States, therefore, focus on China, since it is the only power with the potential to match the size of the U.S. economy over the next several decades. Yet even if China were eventually to catch up to the United States in terms of aggregate GDP, the gaps in the two states' other power capabilities-technological, military, and geographic-would remain. 

U.S. hegemony remains strong even with Asia rise – economy, nationalism, military and global appeal

Kurlantzick 10 (Joshua, Fellow at the Council of Foreign Relations, “Dazzled by Asia,” The Boston Globe, February 7, http://www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2010/02/07/dazzled_by_asia/?page=full)
Over the past two years, some of the most important foreign policy thinkers have chronicled America’s decline, and argued that Asia is rising to preeminence. Parag Khanna’s “The Second World: Empires and Influence in the New Global Order” landed on the cover of The New York Times Magazine, while Fareed Zakaria’s “The Post-American World” became a bestseller. Meanwhile, the influential former Singaporean ambassador Kishore Mahbubani, who helped spark the “Asian values” debate of the 1990s, released “The New Asian Hemisphere: The Irresistible Shift of Global Power to the East.” Martin Jacques, a prominent columnist for The Guardian, took the idea one step further. In his book “When China Rules the World,” he contends that China’s rise will have a greater impact on the globe than the emergence of the United States as an international power in the 20th century. Yet predictions of America’s decline are vastly overstated. Asia is indeed increasing its economic footprint in the world, but it still lags far behind the United States in military might, political and diplomatic influence, and even most measures of economic stability. Asia’s growth, the source of its current strength, also has significant limits - rising inequality, disastrous demographics, and growing unrest that could scupper development. Nationalism in Asia will prevent the region from developing into a European Union-like unified area for the foreseeable future, allowing regional conflicts to continue, and preventing Asia from speaking, more powerfully, with a unified voice. The future of American power is a vital question. America’s foreign policy choices will be directed by judgments about the United States’ staying power, and how the United States, like Britain before it, should adapt to new powers emerging on the scene. If, as Jacques argues, America’s influence will naturally fade while Asia’s grows, Washington should adopt policies similar to Britain’s in the mid-20th century - ceding influence over large portions of the world while working to ensure that it remains an important player on a few key issues. American leaders would have to radically shift their style, adopting a new humility while selling the US public on a diminished global role, a major comedown for a superpower. Conversely, if it is not to be Asia’s century, Washington’s strategy would be radically different. No concessions of fading glory: Though the United States might not be the only superpower, it could assume that, for the near future, it would remain the preeminent power, allowing Washington to dictate the terms of everything from climate change negotiations to global talks on nuclear weapons. The idea of American power giving way to a rising Asia has been building for two decades. In the late 1980s and early 1990s, many in the United States predicted that Japan, which then seemed to have a hyper-charged economy, would rule the world. But Japan’s economy, built on a real estate bubble, imploded, and Japanese leaders never truly matched their economic power with political might; limited by a pacifist constitution, Japan did not fight in the first Gulf War and wound up merely paying the check for much of the battle. But now China has assumed the mantle. Next year, China will become the world’s second-largest economy, according to a study by the China Policy Institute of the University of Nottingham. The global financial crisis has badly dented the Western model of liberal capitalism, leaving Asia as the world’s growth engine, and main banker - China alone holds some $800 billion in American treasury securities. The chief economist of the Asian Development Bank, a regional organization, declared in September, “Developing Asia is poised to lead the recovery from the worldwide slowdown.” China and India likely will grow by more than 7 percent this year, compared to minimal growth in the West, and other leading Asian nations, like Indonesia and Vietnam, are also predicted to post high growth rates in 2010. At the recent Copenhagen climate summit, two of Asia’s most powerful leaders, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh, showed this newfound confidence. Meeting in a back room, they pointedly tried to exclude Obama from their negotiations. Obama ultimately had to burst into the closed-meeting like a kind of diplomatic party crasher. Asia’s new swagger has caused a crisis of confidence in the West that makes the fear of Japan in the late 1980s look like a mild tremor. In the late 1980s it was only one Asian giant growing powerful, and at that time Europe, newly united after communism, looked boldly to the future. Today many of Asia’s nations are getting stronger, and not one major Western nation can be confident about its future growth. The belief in Asia’s rise has sparked this mini-industry of books on the Eastern renaissance. In the most apocalyptic of the bunch, such as Jacques’, the authors focus on how Asia’s powers, from China to Malaysia to Singapore, are taking the final step from rising power to global hegemon - using state-directed economic policies to dominate industry after industry, while delivering what Mahbubani calls “modernity” - good governance, growth, and the rule of law, without the messiness of Western liberal democracy. In fact, Mahbubani suggests that this “modernity” ultimately may be more appealing than Western democracy, which has not helped produce growth in Africa, Latin America, or many other democratic regions. Other authors, like Zakaria, focus more on American decline. Yet there are many good reasons to think that Asia’s rise may turn out to be an illusion. Asia’s growth has built-in stumbling blocks. Demographics, for one. Because of its One Child policy, China’s population is aging rapidly: According to one comprehensive study by the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a Washington think tank, by 2040 China will have at least 400 million elderly, most of whom will have no retirement pensions. This aging poses a severe challenge, since China may not have enough working-age people to support its elderly. In other words, says CSIS, China will grow old before it grows rich, a disastrous combination. Other Asian powers also are aging rapidly - Japan’s population likely will fall from around 130 million today to 90 million in 2055 - or, due to traditional preferences for male children, have a dangerous sex imbalance in which there are far more men than women. This is a scenario likely to destabilize a country, since, at other periods in history when many men could not marry, the unmarried hordes turned to crime or political violence. Looming political unrest also threatens Asia’s rise. China alone already faces some 90,000 annual “mass incidents,” the name given by Chinese security forces to protests, and this number is likely to grow as income inequality soars and environmental problems add more stresses to society. India, too, faces severe threats. The Naxalites, Maoists operating mostly in eastern India who attack large landowners, businesses, police, and other local officials, have caused the death of at least 800 people last year alone, and have destabilized large portions of eastern India. Other Asian states, too, face looming unrest, from the ongoing insurgency in southern Thailand to the rising racial and religious conflicts in Malaysia. Also, despite predictions that Asia will eventually integrate, building a European Union-like organization, the region actually seems to be coming apart. Asia has not tamed the menace of nationalism, which Europe and North America largely have put in the past, albeit after two bloody world wars. Even as China and India have cooperated on climate change, on many other issues they are at each other’s throats. Over the past year, both countries have fortified their common border in the Himalayas, claiming overlapping pieces of territory. Meanwhile, Japan is constantly seeking ways to blunt Chinese military power. People in many Asian nations have extremely negative views of their neighbors - even though they maintain positive images of the United States. More broadly, few Asian leaders have any idea what values, ideas, or histories should hold Asia together. “The argument of an Asian century is fundamentally flawed in that Asia is a Western concept, one that is not widely agreed upon [in Asia],” says Devin Stewart, a Japan specialist at the Carnegie Council for Ethics and International Affairs. Even as Asia’s miracle seems, on closer inspection, less miraculous, America’s decline has been vastly overstated. To become a global superpower requires economic, political, and military might, and on the last two counts, the United States remains leagues ahead of any Asian rival. Despite boosting defense budgets by 20 percent annually, Asian powers like India, China, or Indonesia will not rival the US military for decades, if ever - only the Pentagon could launch a war in a place like Afghanistan, so far from its homeland. When a tsunami struck South and Southeast Asia five years ago, the region’s nations, including Indonesia, Thailand, and India, had to rely on the US Navy to coordinate relief efforts. America also has other advantages that will be nearly impossible to remove. With Asian nations still squabbling amongst themselves, many look to the United States as a neutral power broker, a role America plays around the world. German writer and scholar Joseph Joffe calls the United States today the “default power”: No one in the world trusts anyone else to play the global hegemon, so it still falls to Washington. Even in the economic realm, the United States remains strong. As Zakaria admits, the United States accounted for 32 percent of global output in 1913, 26 percent in 1960, and 26 percent in 2007, remarkably consistent figures. The United States remains atop nearly every ranking of economies according to openness and innovation. While Asia’s centrally planned economies can build infrastructure without worrying about public opposition - China has built impressive networks of airports and highways - they are less successful at nurturing world-beating companies, which thrive on risk-taking and hands-off government. Compared to Intel, Google, or Apple, China’s major companies still are state-linked behemoths that do little innovation of their own. The leading corporations in most other Asian nations (with the exception of Japan and South Korea) also are either giant state-linked firms or trading companies that invest little in innovation. And censorship or tight government controls alienate the most innovative firms - Google is now threatening to pull out of China entirely. As Asia throws up barriers to immigration, in the United States immigration helps ensure long-term economic vitality. Chinese and Indian immigrants accounted for almost one-quarter of all companies in Silicon Valley, according to research by AnnaLee Saxenian at the University of California-Berkeley. According to the most comprehensive global ranking of universities, compiled by Shanghai Jiao Tong University, American schools, powered by immigrants and flush with cash, dominate the top 100, with Harvard ranked first. Asia has no schools in the top 10. Most important, the United States is a champion of an idea that has global appeal, and Asia is not. During the opposition protests in Iran, demonstrators look to the United States, not China or Indonesia or even India, to make a statement. In a reversal of the Iranian regime’s rhetoric, some protestors even chant “Death to China” because of Beijing’s support for the repressive government in Tehran. As long as protestors in places like Iran, or Burma or Ukraine, call out for the American president, and not China’s leader or India’s prime minister, the United States will remain the preeminent power. To be the global hegemon requires military, economic, and political might, but it also means offering a vision for the world. As Mahbubani admits, during Britain’s imperial period, elites in places like Malaya, India, or the Caribbean wanted to study in England, or read British authors and philosophers, because they believed that the ideas Britain had imparted - the rule of law, the Westminster political system, an idea of fair play, a meritocratic civil service, evidence-based scientific exploration - had merit for the entire world. Even men and women who, ultimately, became some of the biggest thorns in Britain’s side, like Jawarhal Nehru, cherished their British studies and their links to British culture. So, too, since World War II the United States has been, for many foreign publics, the nation looked up to in this way. Even at the worst moments, such as the period after 9/11 in which the Bush administration created the prison at Guantanamo Bay and allowed torture and other questionable tactics, I have rarely met anyone, in any country, who wanted to move to China, or India, or even Japan, rather than the United States. Foreigners may want to spend a few years in China or India or Indonesia, to see the dynamism of these places, but few, if any, have plans to become Chinese, Indian, or Indonesian citizens. Perhaps one day China or Indonesia or India will draw these migrants, who would come seeking the same dreams and openness as they do today in the United States. But it won’t be soon - and it might not even be this century.

No risk of China overtaking the US – economy and military

Nye 10 (Joseph, Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations, Harvard John F. Kennedy School of Government, March 18, 2010, “China’s century is not yet upon Us” <http://www.hks.harvard.edu/news-events/news/commentary/chinas-century-not-upon-us>)

China’s current reputation for power benefits from projections about the future. Some young Chinese use these projections to demand a greater share of power now and some Americans urge preparation for a coming conflict similar to that between Germany and Britain a century ago. One should be skeptical about such projections. By 1900, Germany had surpassed Britain in industrial power, and the Kaiser was pursuing an adventurous foreign policy that was bound to bring about a clash with the other great powers. By contrast, China still lags far behind the US economically and militarily, and has focused its policies primarily on its region and on its economic development. While its “market Leninist” economic model (the so-called “Beijing Consensus”) provides soft power in authoritarian countries, it has the opposite effect in many democracies. Even if Chinese gross domestic product passes that of the US in about 2030 (as Goldman Sachs projects), the two economies would be equivalent in size, but not equal in composition. China would still have a vast underdeveloped countryside and it will begin to face demographic problems from the delayed effects of its one-child policy. Moreover, as countries develop, there is a tendency for growth rates to slow. Assuming Chinese growth of 6 per cent and American growth of only 2 per cent after 2030, China would not equal the US in per capita income until sometime in the second half of the century. Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an economy. While China’s impressive growth rate combined with the size of its population will surely lead it to pass the US economy in total size that is not the same as equality. And since the US is unlikely to be standing still during that period, China is a long way from posing the kind of challenge to America that the Kaiser’s Germany posed when it passed Britain at the start of the last century. Nonetheless, the rise of China recalls Thucydides’ warning that belief in the inevitability of conflict can become one of its main causes. During the past decade, China moved from being the ninth-largest exporter to the largest in the world, but China’s export-led development model will probably need to be adjusted as global trade and financial balances become more contentious in the aftermath of the financial crisis. Although China holds huge foreign currency reserves, it will have difficulty raising its financial leverage by lending overseas in its own currency until it has deep and open financial markets in which interest rates are set by the market, not the government. Unlike India, which was born with a democratic constitution, China has not yet found a way to solve the problem of demands for political participation (if not democracy) that tend to accompany rising per capita income. The ideology of communism is long gone, and the legitimacy of the ruling party depends upon economic growth and ethnic Han nationalism. Some experts argue that the Chinese political system lacks legitimacy, suffers from a high level of corruption and is vulnerable to political unrest should the economy falter. Whether China can develop a formula that can manage an expanding urban middle class, regional inequality and resentment among ethnic minorities remains to be seen. The basic point is that no one, including Chinese leaders, knows how the country’s political future will evolve and how that will affect its economic growth. In 1974, Deng Xiaoping told the United Nations General Assembly: “China is not a superpower, nor will it ever seek to be one.” The current generation of Chinese leaders, realizing that rapid growth is the key to domestic political stability, has focused on economic development and what they call a “harmonious” international environment that will not disrupt their growth. But generations change, power often creates hubris and appetites sometimes grow with eating. Some analysts warn that rising powers invariably use their newfound economic strength for wider political, cultural and military ends. Even if this were an accurate assessment of Chinese intentions, it is doubtful that China will have the military capability to make this scenario possible. Asia has its own internal balance of powers and, in that context; many states welcome a US presence in the region. Chinese leaders will have to contend with the reactions of other countries as well as the constraints created by their own goal of growth and the need for external markets and resources. Too aggressive a military posture could produce a countervailing coalition among its neighbors that would weaken both its hard and soft power. A recent Pew poll of 16 countries found a positive attitude towards China’s economic rise, but not its military rise. The fact that China is not likely to become a peer competitor to the US on a global basis does not mean that it could not challenge the US in Asia, and the dangers of conflict can never be ruled out. But Bill Clinton was basically right when he told Jiang Zemin in 1995 that the US has more to fear from a weak China than a strong China. Given the global challenges that China and the US face, they have much to gain from working together. But hubris and nationalism among some Chinese, and unnecessary fear of decline among some Americans make it difficult to assure this future. 

Heg Sustainable – AT: Past Empires 

America is fundamentally different than past empires 
Brendon 10 (Piers Brandon, fellow of Churchill College, Cambridge, February 25, The New York Times, “Like Rome before the Fall? Not Yet” http://www.nytimes.com/glogin?URI=http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/25/opinion/25brendon.html&OQ=_rQ3D1Q26pagewantedQ3D2&OP=113033dcQ2FA2ZGANMQ60iQ25MMTfAfQ5B_Q5BAQ5BfAfyAM8Q5EQ22Q5EMQ22AfyGQ25ZQ22NMQ22Q2BeT7V )

Vice President Joe Biden complains that he is being driven crazy because so many people are betting on America’s demise. Reports of it are not just exaggerated; they are, he insists, ridiculous. Like President Obama, he will not accept “second place” for the United States. Despite the present crippling budget deficit and the crushing burden of projected debt, he denies that the country is destined to fulfill a “prophecy that we are going to be a great nation that has failed because we lost control of our economy and overextended.” Mr. Biden was referring in particular to the influential book “The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers” by Paul Kennedy, a British historian who teaches at Yale. Published in 1988, the book argues that the ascendancy of states or empires results from the superiority of their material resources, and that the wealth on which that dominance rests is eroded by the huge military expenditures needed to sustain national or imperial power, leading inexorably to its decline and fall. The thesis seems a tad schematic, but Professor Kennedy maintains it with dazzling cogency. In any debate about the development of the United States, one would certainly tend to side with the detached historian rather than the partisan politician. All too often, however, students of the past succumb to the temptation to foretell the future. For reasons best known to himself, for example, the eminent British historian A. J. P. Taylor predicted that the Second World War would reach its climax in the Spanish port of Vigo. Equally preposterous in its way was Francis Fukuyama’s claim that the conclusion of the cold war marked the end of ideological evolution, “the end of history.” When indulging his own penchant for prophecy, Paul Kennedy too proved sadly fallible. In his book, he wrote that Japan would not stagnate and that Russia, clinging to Communism, would not boom economically by the early 21st century. Of course, Professor Kennedy did not base his forecasts on runes or entrails or stars. He weighed the available evidence and extrapolated from existing trends. He studied form, entered suitable caveats and hedged his bets. In short, he relied on sophisticated guesswork. However, the past is a map, not a compass. It charts human experience, stops at the present and gives no clear sense of direction. History does not repeat itself nor, as Arnold Toynbee would have it, does it proceed in rhythms or cycles. Events buck trends. Everything, as Gibbon said, is subject to “the vicissitudes of fortune.” Still, history is our only guide. It is natural to seek instruction from it about the trajectory of earlier great powers, especially at a time when the weary American Titan seems to be staggering under “the too vast orb of its fate.” This phrase (loosely taken from Matthew Arnold) was used by the British politician Joseph Chamberlain to depict the plight of his nation in 1902. The country had indeed suffered a severe setback during its South African war and its global supremacy was under threat from mighty rivals in the United States and Germany. Yet the British Empire was at its apogee. Paradoxically, the larger great powers grow, the more they worry about their vulnerability. Rudyard Kipling wrote this elegy to the empire, of which he was unofficial poet laureate, to mark its most spectacular pageant, Queen Victoria’s Diamond Jubilee in 1897. Far-called, our navies melt away; on dunes and headlands sinks the fire; lo, all our pomp of yesterday is one with Nineveh and Tyre! Aptly quoting these lines exactly a century later, when Britain gave up its last major colony, Hong Kong, this newspaper’s editorial page noted that the queen’s empire had been relegated to the history books; the United States had become the heir to Rome. Now doom-mongers conjure with Roman and British analogies in order to trace the decay of American hegemony. In so doing they ignore Gibbon’s warning about the danger of comparing epochs remote from one another. It is obviously possible to find striking similarities between the predicament of Rome and that of Washington (itself modeled on classical lines, incidentally, because it aspired to be the capital of a mighty empire). Overstretch is common to both, for example: Rome defended frontiers on the Tigris, the Danube and the Rhine; America’s informal empire, controlled diplomatically, commercially and militarily, girdles the globe.  Vice President Joe Biden is right to insist that America has little in common with Rome or Britain before their empires collapsed. 

Heg Unsustainable – 1NC 

Heg will inevitably collapse – attempting to hold on makes the decline worse

Pape 9 (Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The Empire Falls”, The National Interest, June 28, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484)

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 China’s 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. The distinct quality of a system with only one superpower is that no other single state is powerful enough to balance against it. A true global hegemon is more powerful still—stronger than all second-ranked powers acting as members of a counterbalancing coalition seeking to contain the unipolar leader. By these standards, America’s relative decline is fundamentally changing international politics, and is fundamentally different from Russia circa 1850 and Great Britain circa 1910. In current-U.S.-dollar terms—the preferred measure of the unipolar-dominance school—the United States has already fallen far from being a global hegemon and unipolarity itself is waning, since China will soon have as much economic potential to balance the United States as did the Soviet Union during the cold war. At the beginning of the 1990s, the United States was indeed not only stronger than any other state individually, but its power relative to even the collective power of all other major states combined grew from 1990 to 2000. Although the growth was small, America almost reached the crucial threshold of 50 percent of major-power product necessary to become a true global hegemon. So it is understandable that we were lulled into a sense of security, believing we could do as we wished, whenever and wherever we wished. The instability and danger of the cold war quickly became a distant memory. Near the time of the Iraq War, it would have required virtually every major power to actively oppose the United States in order to assemble a counterbalancing coalition that could approximate America’s potential power. Under the circumstances, hard, military balancing against the United States was not a serious possibility. So, it is not surprising that major powers opted for soft-balancing measures—relying on institutional, economic and diplomatic tools to oppose American military power. And yet we are beginning to see “the conflict of history” repeat itself. Even with less relative power, in the run-up to the Iraq War, people grossly underrated the ability of Germany, France, Russia and China, along with important regional powers like Turkey, to soft balance against the United States; for instance, to use the United Nations to delay, complicate and ultimately deny the use of one-third of U.S. combat power (the Fourth Infantry Division) in the opening months of the Iraq War. This is not yet great-power war of the kind seen in centuries past, but it harkens the instability that future unilateral efforts may trigger. The balance of world power circa 2008 and 2013 shows a disturbing trend. True, the United States remains stronger than any other state individually, but its power to stand up to the collective opposition of other major powers is falling precipitously. Though these worlds depict potential power, not active counterbalancing coalitions, and this type of alliance may never form, nonetheless, American relative power is declining to the point where even subsets of major powers acting in concert could produce sufficient military power to stand a reasonable chance of successfully opposing American military policies. Indeed, if present trends continue to 2013 and beyond, China and Russia, along with any one of the other major powers, would have sufficient economic capacity to mount military opposition at least as serious as did the Soviet Union during the cold war. And it is worth remembering that the Soviet Union never had more than about half the world product of the United States, which China alone is likely to reach in the coming decade. The faults in the arguments of the unipolar-dominance school are being brought into sharp relief. The world is slowly coming into balance. Whether or not this will be another period of great-power transition coupled with an increasing risk of war will largely depend on how America can navigate its decline. Policy makers must act responsibly in this new era or risk international opposition that poses far greater costs and far greater dangers.   A COHERENT grand strategy seeks to balance a state’s economic resources and its foreign-policy commitments and to sustain that balance over time. For America, a coherent grand strategy also calls for rectifying the current imbalance between our means and our ends, adopting policies that enhance the former and modify the latter. Clearly, the United States is not the first great power to suffer long-term decline—we should learn from history. Great powers in decline seem to almost instinctively spend more on military forces in order to shore up their disintegrating strategic positions, and some like Germany go even further, shoring up their security by adopting preventive military strategies, beyond defensive alliances, to actively stop a rising competitor from becoming dominant. For declining great powers, the allure of preventive war—or lesser measures to “merely” firmly contain a rising power—has a more compelling logic than many might assume. Since Thucydides, scholars of international politics have famously argued that a declining hegemon and rising challenger must necessarily face such intense security competition that hegemonic war to retain dominance over the international system is almost a foregone conclusion. Robert Gilpin, one of the deans of realism who taught for decades at Princeton, believed that “the first and most attractive response to a society’s decline is to eliminate the source of the problem . . . [by] what we shall call a hegemonic war.” Yet, waging war just to keep another state down has turned out to be one of the great losing strategies in history. The Napoleonic Wars, the Austro-Prussian War, the Franco-Prussian War, German aggression in World War I, and German and Japanese aggression in World War II were all driven by declining powers seeking to use war to improve their future security. All lost control of events they thought they could control. All suffered ugly defeats. All were worse-off than had they not attacked. As China rises, America must avoid this great-power trap. It would be easy to think that greater American military efforts could offset the consequences of China’s increasing power and possibly even lead to the formation of a multilateral strategy to contain China in the future. Indeed, when China’s economic star began to rise in the 1990s, numerous voices called for precisely this, noting that on current trajectories China would overtake the United States as the world’s leading economic power by 2050.8 Now, as that date draws nearer—indeed, current-dollar calculations put the crossover point closer to 2040—and with Beijing evermore dependent on imported oil for continued economic growth, one might think the case for actively containing China is all the stronger. Absent provocative military adventures by Beijing, however, U.S. military efforts to contain the rising power are most likely doomed to failure. China’s growth turns mainly on domestic issues—such as shifting the workforce from rural to urban areas—that are beyond the ability of outside powers to significantly influence. Although China’s growth also depends on external sources of oil, there is no way to exploit this vulnerability short of obviously hostile alliances (with India, Indonesia, Taiwan and Japan) and clearly aggressive military measures (controlling the sea-lanes from the Persian Gulf to Asia) that together could deny oil to China. Any efforts along these lines would likely backfire—and only exacerbate America’s problems, increasing the risk of counterbalancing. Even more insidious is the risk of overstretch. This self-reinforcing spiral escalates current spending to maintain increasingly costly military commitments, crowding out productive investment for future growth. Today, the cold-war framework of significant troop deployments to Europe, Asia and the Persian Gulf is coming unglued. We cannot afford to keep our previous promises. With American forces bogged down in Iraq and 
Afghanistan and mounting troubles in Iran and Pakistan, the United States has all but gutted its military commitments to Europe, reducing our troop levels far below the one hundred thousand of the 1990s. Nearly half have been shifted to Iraq and elsewhere. Little wonder that Russia found an opportunity to demonstrate the hollowness of the Bush administration’s plan for expanding NATO to Russia’s borders by scoring a quick and decisive military victory over Georgia that America was helpless to prevent. 
If a large-scale conventional war between China and Taiwan broke out in the near future, one must wonder whether America would significantly shift air and naval power away from its ongoing wars in the Middle East in order to live up to its global commitments. If the United States could not readily manage wars in Iraq and Afghanistan at the same time, could it really wage a protracted struggle in Asia as well? And as the gap between America’s productive resources and global commitments grows, why will others pass up opportunities to take advantage of America’s overstretched grand strategy? Since the end of the cold war, American leaders have consistently claimed the ability to maintain a significant forward-leaning military presence in the three major regions of the globe and, if necessary, to wage two major regional wars at the same time. The harsh reality is that the United States no longer has the economic capacity for such an ambitious grand strategy. With 30 percent of the world’s product, the United States could imagine maintaining this hope. Nearing 20 percent, it cannot. Yet, just withdrawing American troops from Iraq is not enough to put America’s grand strategy into balance. Even assuming a fairly quick and problem-free drawdown, the risks of instability in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere in the region are likely to remain for many years to come. Further, even under the most optimistic scenarios, America is likely to remain dependent on imported oil for decades. Together, these factors point toward the Persian Gulf remaining the most important region in American grand strategy. So, as Europe and Asia continue to be low-order priorities, Washington must think creatively and look for opportunities to make strategic trades. America needs to share the burden of regional security with its allies and continue to draw down our troop levels in Europe and Asia, even considering the attendant risks. The days when the United States could effectively solve the security problems of its allies in these regions almost on its own are coming to an end. True, spreading defense burdens more equally will not be easy and will be fraught with its own costs and risks. However, this is simply part of the price of America’s declining relative power. The key principle is for America to gain international support among regional powers like Russia and China for its vital national-security objectives by adjusting less important U.S. policies. For instance, Russia may well do more to discourage Iran’s nuclear program in return for less U.S. pressure to expand NATO to its borders. And of course America needs to develop a plan to reinvigorate the competitiveness of its economy. Recently, Harvard’s Michael Porter issued an economic blueprint to renew America’s environment for innovation. The heart of his plan is to remove the obstacles to increasing investment in science and technology. A combination of targeted tax, fiscal and education policies to stimulate more productive investment over the long haul is a sensible domestic component to America’s new grand strategy. But it would be misguided to assume that the United States could easily regain its previously dominant economic position, since the world will likely remain globally competitive. To justify postponing this restructuring of its grand strategy, America would need a firm expectation of high rates of economic growth over the next several years. There is no sign of such a burst on the horizon. Misguided efforts to extract more security from a declining economic base only divert potential resources from investment in the economy, trapping the state in an ever-worsening strategic dilemma. This approach has done little for great powers in the past, and America will likely be no exception when it comes to the inevitable costs of desperate policy making. The United States is not just declining. Unipolarity is becoming obsolete, other states are rising to counter American power and the United States is losing much of its strategic freedom. Washington must adopt more realistic foreign commitments.  

Heg Unsustainable – Generic

Heg unsustainable – weakened military and economy, rising powers

Hoffman 9 (Andy Hoffman, a professor of sustainable enterprise at the University of Michigan, “US Global Hegemony- The Beginning and the End,” Midasletter.com, April 18, http://www.midasletter.com/commentary/090418-2_US-hegemony-the-beginning-and-the-end.php)
The financial market madness we are currently witnessing is difficult to put into words. So much so, that for the first time in years, I find myself at times speechless. Irrespective, I have untied my tongue long enough to put together some thoughts describing my view of what is going on from the highest-level, macroeconomic sense. In essence, what we are seeing today is the death throes of U.S. global hegemony, as described below. In my opinion, September 11th marked the beginning of the end of U.S. global hegemony, or in simple terms its role as a global superpower. Not because of the damage done by Islamic terrorists, which was trivial, but to itself by the powers that be in Washington and Wall Street. Since that day, the forces pushing the U.S. down the slope of the global power chain accelerated, with the 9/11 attacks essentially lighting the fuse. The History of U.S. Hegemony the U.S. has been the lone global superpower for roughly 20 years, probably the shortest period of such hegemony by a major economic power in the world's history. If you combine that period with the previous 45 years when the U.S. shared that status with the Soviet Union, we are talking about a total of 65 years, still a tiny drop in the bucket of time. If you want to think in terms of significant superpowers, counted in centuries rather than decades, think of the Egyptians, Greeks, Romans, Ottomans, Shangs and Zhous (of China), or even the British and Spanish of the 13th to 19th centuries. The U.S. and Russia were fortunate enough to find themselves in that position because the major European powers nearly destroyed themselves during World War II. At that time, Japan's economic advancement had not yet commenced, while China remained mired in the throes of unproductive communism. In the post World War II era, the United States, through a combination of ingenuity, financial strength, and a (now long-gone) work ethic, managed to secure a major share of global manufacturing market share, reaching a golden age in the 1950s and 60s which marked the peak of its standing in the world. Russia similarly was in a strong financial position following the war, but its leadership instead promoted the closed-minded communist policies which yielded growth (and ultimately collapse) in but one area, its nuclear arsenal. But even as America was flourishing, the inevitable competition from the "Rest of World" was smoldering behind the scenes. Once the aftermath of World War II passed, which in Europe took many years, these forces started to gain momentum. Remember, the U.S. possesses less than 3% of the world's population but consumes roughly 30% of its energy, and is not particularly blessed with natural resources. Thus, it was only a matter of time before the "Rest of World" caught up. By the 1960s, little Japan, with barely one-third of the U.S. population, one-twentieth the land, and even less natural resources, had already snagged a major share of global manufacturing market share, particularly in the automotive industry, one of America's truly "own" creations and sources of pride. And all the while, completely under the radar, the seeds of domination were growing in China, India, and Southeast Asia. These indomitable forces have gained strength over the past five decades, but in my view two key events served to accelerate them exponentially, yielding the situation where, here in 2009, the U.S. has lost essentially ALL of its superpower status. The 1st Flashpoint - Vietnam The first of the two events was the Vietnam War in 1965 (and the consequential end of the gold standard in 1971), and the second was September 11th, 2001. All empires peak when arrogance rears its ugly head, and in the U.S.'s case it was Vietnam that triggered it. As someone too young to have been around during the era of the "Red Peril", it is hard to envision the fear of the spread of Communism that existed in America. But it most certainly did, yielding numerous standoffs, skirmishes, and wars (such as the Korean conflict and the Cuban missile conflict) before the real damage occurred in Vietnam. Part of the rationale for Vietnam was the fear of communism, particularly the Russians, but an equal part was the growing U.S. belief that, thanks to just 20 years of global hegemony, its beliefs and ideals, politically, economically, and socially, should be foisted onto the rest of the world, at any cost. That line of thinking is what made the Egyptians and Romans into global empires, and even the British for that matter. But those were different times, when worldwide communications and technologies were more limited and protected, unlike today where ideas and processes are instantaneously transferred around the world with the click of a mouse. Thus, Vietnam was a critical point in U.S. history, representing the point that it started to squander its financial advantage, spread its military too thin, and sow the seeds of global resentment. Not to mention, just like Iraq it was a completely unprovoked war, started by propaganda in Washington targeted at stirring up "patriotism." In Iraq, it was about the utter lies that Saddam Hussein was behind 9/11 and held dangerous WMDs, while in Vietnam it was about two obscure naval skirmishes in Vietnamese waters, the latter of which (the U.S.S. Turner Joy) was proven to be a lie after we had already joined the war. In other words, we had no reason to invade either Vietnam or Iraq (heck, in Iraq Congress didn't even vote on it), but the powers that be in Washington had their own agendas and thus lied to the American people to advance them. And we see how both of these matters have turned out. Anyhow, the 1944 Bretton Woods agreement effectively made the U.S. dollar the world's reserve currency. Until 1971 the dollar was pegged to gold, and what a surprise this period represented the heights of U.S. economic advancement and the depths of inflation. Equally importantly, the majority of global transactions were now executed in U.S. dollars, yielding dramatic increases in dollar currency reserves for all the world's major economic powers, including the Europeans, Japanese, and in recent years the Chinese, Russians, Indians, and Southeast Asians. When U.S. government spending in Vietnam accelerated in the late 1960s (signified by Lyndon Johnson's "Guns and Butter" fiscal policy), the gold standard threatened to bankrupt America. In other words, other nations rightfully demanded the U.S.'s gold stocks due to our violation of the currency/gold ratios imposed by Bretton Woods. But the U.S. would have none of those restrictions on its printing of money, and thus Richard Nixon "closed the gold window" in 1971, in other words ending the gold standard which had for 27 years imposed monetary discipline on the world's economy. Following the end of Vietnam in 1975, the U.S. faced a very painful recession in the late 1970s as it endured its own "post-war aftermath", exacerbated by heightened Middle Eastern tensions which yielded soaring energy prices and rising anti-Arab (and anti-Jewish) sentiments across America. Which is precisely the time that "Wall Street" took over. The Beginnings of Financial Terrorism When Ronald Reagan became President; the U.S. was at the tail end of the traumatic post-Vietnam period. U.S. pride was seriously wounded by the decisive military defeat and its financial position significantly compromised by massive government spending and the resultant inflation, particularly following the end of the gold standard. Thus, the U.S. government decided that it needed to "try something new" if it wanted to put the U.S. back at the top of the global map. So "Version 1.0" of financial engineering began with Reagan's simply-termed "supply-side economics", which were nothing more than lowering taxes (despite fiscal deficits) and reducing regulation so that businesses could fully display their entrepreneurial spirit. Does lowering interest rates and regulation sound familiar? Back then, supply-side economics was hailed a big success because the U.S. economy turned around shortly afterward. However, in actuality it turned around for several other reasons, one being the end of a long economic down cycle (yes, in unmanipulated economies things go up and down), two the end of the draining Vietnam War, and three the decline in global inflation brought on by the demise of the Soviet Union. Not to mention, even after the gold standard was ended, nearly all the world's economic powers held the majority of their currency reserves in dollars, so it was in everyone's best interest to keep the dollar's purchasing power strong. Thus started the era of competitive currency devaluation which has infected the world's financial system for nearly 30 years like the plague, causing so many of the problems we face today. The Japanese, Germans, Chinese, etc., all realized that by artificially keeping their currencies weak (by printing money and selling it), they could increase their manufacturing cost advantage and simultaneously sucker Americans into buying more of their goods with the increased purchasing power of a stronger dollar. This global "confidence" in the dollar is what spawned the explosion of the U.S. credit industry, which itself ingrained itself into U.S. consumers' psyche that Americans were invincible and invulnerable, and that they "deserved" to spend beyond their means due to their political, economic, military, and social superiority. In fairness, America had one more brief moment of dominance, as the technology revolution of the 1980s and 1990s was clearly spawned in Silicon Valley. The birth of the modern age of electronics and internet applications was clearly an American phenomenon, and for a brief time spurred the 1990s hype that the age of the Jetsons was upon us. This myth, combined with massive monetary stimulus following the brief 1987 stock market crash, was what created the stock market bubble that ended in 2000. Oh, and guess who took over as head of the Federal Reserve in 1987, and was the brains and brawn behind this indiscriminant money printing? Yep, you guessed it, the one and only Alan Greenspan. Another event occurred in 1987 that few realized would have such an incredibly detrimental impact on America; the creation of the innocently termed "President's Working Group on Capital Markets", aka the "Plunge Protection" team. Back then, its purpose was solely to protect the financial market from the near-term impact of a market crash, such as what happened in October 1987. However, under the tutelage of the "Maestro" Alan Greenspan, it morphed into an unimaginable evil over the next two decades.. After the stock market crashed in 2000, the U.S. economy began to contract. While the early part of the 1990s economic growth was real, the latter half was all about hyperactive stock markets and insane financial deals (such as multi-billion dollar mergers of companies with no revenues and limited assets). It took some time for the bubble to burst (about 12-18 months), and then, by pure coincidence, September 11th occurred. The 2nd Flashpoint - 9/11 In many ways, the aftermath of September 11th was not different than what happened after the aforementioned U.S.S. Turner Joy incident in Vietnam. The leaders in Washington created a ruse to start a "patriotic war", while the masses swallowed all the spoon-fed propaganda due to nationalistic pride. Not to mention, the declining economy and stock market served as the perfect backdrop for a new "cause" to believe in, especially one that would entail massive government spending. Sound familiar? If not, look up "Naziism, post-World War I Germany" and, frankly, dozens of other similar political situations in global history. However, there were significant differences between the U.S. in 1965 and the U.S. in 2001. In 1965, the U.S. had a large share of global manufacturing market share, a strong balance sheet, a positive trade balance, and the global goodwill engendered by its positive contributions to the end of World War II. Conversely, in 2001, the U.S.'s manufacturing base was greatly diminished, with Japan alone having commandeered the automotive and electronics businesses. Moreover, the "giant sucking sound" that Ross Perot warned of in 1992 had not only sent millions of American jobs to Mexico, but by then those jobs had already been sucked out of Mexico into China and points East. For a brief moment of time, the U.S. had a budget surplus. However, that moment came and went in a flash in the early 2000s. Given the rising levels of U.S. debt and unsustainable levels of foreign dollar currency reserves, the post-9/11 landscape yielded an avalanche of U.S. deficits and the historic peak of dollar purchasing power. Moreover, the "political capital" earned in World War II was gradually being forgotten, in no small way due to damage done by our failed involvement in Vietnam. Confronted by the burst stock market bubble, declining economy, massive financial burdens of the Iraqi war, a plummeting dollar, and rising budget and trade deficits, the powers that be in Washington (by now controlled by Wall Street thanks to the massive profits earned in the fake internet bubble) once again turned to their "Maestro", Alan Greenspan. And what do you think he did? Yep, you guessed it, he lowered interest rates to 1%, printed more money, and reduced financial market regulations further. Sound anything like "supply-side economics", (which not coincidentally commenced at the same time Greenspan was appointed head of the Federal Reserve)? To this day, Greenspan is still somehow revered as a great financial mind, which is yet another example of the "black is white" thinking in today's America. In my view, he will one day be remembered for the catastrophic effects of these decisions, in my mind the single most responsible individual for what we are enduring today. In fact, he encouraged borrowers to take out Adjustable-Rate Mortgages (ARMs) when mortgage rates were at all-time lows, and actually stated that derivatives are a great invention because they serve to spread out risk. Well, what happened next? Not surprisingly, a combination of historically low interest rates, reduced regulation on the credit industry and Wall Street financial engineering, global competitive currency devaluations, and massive monetary and fiscal stimulus created credit and housing bubbles that dwarfed the stock market bubble before it, as well as the explosion of publicly-traded and OTC derivatives, which more than anything else are the source of the financial catastrophe that is tearing apart America. Which brings me to the final part of this missive, the one describing what we are seeing TODAY. The End of the End The U.S.'s brief reign as world superpower has been marked by the continuing application of short-term "band-aids" to try and buy time, with the hope that things will get better. No long-term strategies, no game plans, nothing. Just politicians being politicians, doing what it takes to get re-elected. All along the "foundation" of U.S. global hegemony was its manufacturing base. This area was rock-solid during the 50s and 60s, but has proven to be fleeting in the 90s and 00s due to the decline in America's finances, the weakening of its military due to a series of unproductive, draining wars, and the growth of more significant manufacturing powers such as Japan, China, and others. Thanks to the natural weakening of this foundation, as well as the horribly counterproductive actions taken during Clinton/Bush/Obama, Rubin/Summers/Lindsay/Snow/Paulson/Geithner, and Greenspan/Bernanke administrations, there are no longer anymore viable "band-aids" to apply. Thus, the only thing left has been the 24/7 rigging of markets and printing, printing, printing of money. 

Policy changes are necessary to accommodate the decline – the plan just accelerates the downfall

Pape 9 (Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The Empire Falls”, The National Interest, June 28, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484)

For the past eight years, our policies have been based on these flawed arguments, while the ultimate foundation of American power—the relative superiority of the U.S. economy in the world—has been in decline since early on in the Bush administration. There is also good reason to think that, without deliberate action, the fall of American power will be more precipitous with the passage of time. To be sure, the period of U.S. relative decline has been, thus far, fairly short. A healthy appreciation of our situation by American leaders may lead to policies that could mitigate, if not rectify, further decline in the foreseeable future. Still, America’s shrinking share of world economic production is a fact of life and important changes in U.S. grand strategy are necessary to prevent the decline in America’s global position from accelerating. Although the immediate problems of war in Iraq and Afghanistan, al-Qaeda’s new sanctuary in western Pakistan, Iran’s continued nuclear program and Russia’s recent military adventure in Georgia are high-priority issues, solutions to each of them individually and all of them collectively will be heavily influenced by America’s reduced power position in the world. Most important, America’s declining power means that the unipolar world is indeed coming to an end, that major powers will increasingly have the strength to balance against U.S. policies they oppose and that the United States will increasingly face harsh foreign-policy choices. Like so many great powers that have come and gone before, our own hubris may be our downfall.

Heg unsustainable – the stats are devastating
Pape 9 (Robert A. Pape, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The Empire Falls”, The National Interest, June 28, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20484)

THE EROSION of the underpinnings of U.S. power is the result of uneven rates of economic growth between America, China and other states in the world. Despite all the pro-economy talk from the Bush administration, the fact is that since 2000, U.S. growth rates are down almost 50 percent from the Clinton years. This trajectory is almost sure to be revised further downward as the consequences of the financial crisis in fall 2008 become manifest. As Table 3 shows, over the past two decades, the average rate of U.S. growth has fallen considerably, from nearly 4 percent annually during the Clinton years to just over 2 percent per year under Bush. At the same time, China has sustained a consistently high rate of growth of 10 percent per year—a truly stunning performance. Russia has also turned its economic trajectory around, from year after year of losses in the 1990s to significant annual gains since 2000. Worse, America’s decline was well under way before the economic downturn, which is likely to only further weaken U.S. power. As the most recent growth estimates (November 2008) by the IMF make clear, although all major countries are suffering economically, China and Russia are expected to continue growing at a substantially greater rate than the United States. True, the United States has not lost its position as the most innovative country in the world, with more patents each year than in all other countries combined. However, the ability to diffuse new technology—to turn chalkboard ideas into mass-produced applications—has been spreading rapidly across many parts of the globe, and with it the ultimate sources of state power—productive capacities.  America is losing its overwhelming technological dominance in the leading industries of the knowledge economy. In past eras—the “age of iron” and the “age of steel”—leading states retained their technological advantages for many decades.4 As Fareed Zakaria describes in his recent book, The Post-American World, technology and knowledge diffuse more quickly today, and their rapid global diffusion is a profound factor driving down America’s power compared to other countries. For instance, although the United States remains well ahead of China on many indicators of leading technology on a per capita basis, this grossly under-weights the size of the knowledge economy in China compared to America. Whereas in 2000, the United States had three times the computer sales, five times the internet users and forty times the broadband subscribers as China, in 2008, the Chinese have caught or nearly caught up with Americans in every category in the aggregate.5 The fact that the United States remains ahead of China on a per capita basis does matter—it means that China, with more than four times the U.S. population, can create many more knowledge workers in the future. So, how much is U.S. decline due to the global diffusion of technology, U.S. economic weaknesses under Bush or China’s superior economic performance? Although precise answers are not possible, one can gain a rough weighting of the factors behind America’s shrinking share of world production by asking a few simple counterfactual questions of the data. What would happen if we assumed that the United States grew during the Bush years at the same rate as during Clinton’s? What would have happened had the world continued on its same trajectory, but we assume China did not grow at such an astounding rate? Of course, these are merely thought experiments, which leave out all manner of technical problems like “interaction effects.” Still, these back-of-the-envelope approximations serve as useful starting points. The answers are pretty straightforward. Had the American economy grown at the (Clinton) rate of 3.7 percent per year from 2000 to 2008 instead of the (Bush) rate of 2.2 percent, the United States would have had a bigger economy in absolute terms and would have lost less power relative to others. Assuming the rest of the world continued at its actual rate of growth, America’s share of world product in 2008 would h;ave risen to 25.2 percent instead of its actual 23.1 percent.6 When compared to the share of gross world product lost by the United States from 2000 to 2008—7.7 percent—the assumed marginal gain of 2.1 percent of world product amounts to some 27 percent of the U.S. decline. How much does China matter? Imagine the extreme case—that China had not grown, and the United States and the rest of the world continued along their actual path of economic growth since 2000. If so, America’s share of world product in 2008 would be 24.3 percent, or 1.2 percent more than today. When compared to the share of world product lost by the United States from 2000 to 2008—7.7 percent—the assumed marginal gain of 1.2 percent of world product accounts for about 15 percent of the U.S. decline.  These estimates suggest that roughly a quarter of America’s relative decline is due to U.S. economic weaknesses (spending on the Iraq War, tax cuts, current-account deficits, etc.), a sixth to China’s superior performance and just over half to the spread of technology to the rest of the world. In other words, self-inflicted wounds of the Bush years significantly exacerbated America’s decline, both by making the decline steeper and faster and crowding out productive investment that could have stimulated innovation to improve matters. 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

Heg unsustainable – US can’t maintain global dominance

Chomsky 7 (Chomsky is a linguist, philosopher, cognitive scientist, political activist, Institute Professor, and a Professor Emeritus of Linguistics at MIT and (interviewed by) Assaf Kfoury, a professor of computer science at Boston University and a political activist, “US hegemony will continue to Decline, says Chomsky”, Share the World’s Resources, November 27, http://www.stwr.org/united-states-of-america/us-hegemony-will-continue-to-decline-says-chomsky.html)  

AK: The economic crisis is felt acutely in the US, but has now spread to the entire world, even to countries (in South America, for example) that initially thought they would be spared. And the American presidential campaign and elections cannot but concern people everywhere, given the dominant role of the US globally. The simultaneous unfolding of the two -- the crisis and the presidential campaign -- has naturally elicited considerable discussion outside the US. In the Middle East, in particular, there has been a kind of speculation, perhaps wishful thinking, be it from the left or from the right. Some Arab commentators have speculated that an Obama administration will follow less aggressive policies. Some other Arab commentators want to see the economic crisis as the sign of an imminent American global decline, and warn pro-American governments and parties to stop doing the bidding of a doomed North American hegemon. What is your response to this kind of thinking? More generally, in relation to the Middle East, what direction is US policy likely to take with the coming Obama administration in the wake of the economic crisis? NC: I think that US hegemony will continue to decline as the world becomes more diverse. That process has been underway for a long time. US power peaked at the end of World War II, when it had literally half the world's wealth and incomparable military power and security. By 1970, its share of global wealth had declined by about half, and it has remained fairly stable since then. In some important respects, US domination has weakened. One important illustration is Latin America, Washington's traditional "backyard." For the first time since European colonization 500 years ago, South America is making significant progress towards integration and independence, and is also establishing South-South relations independent of the US, specifically with China, but elsewhere as well. That is a serious matter for US planners. As it was discussing the transcendent importance of destroying Chilean democracy in 1971, Nixon's National Security Council warned that if the US cannot control Latin America, it cannot expect "to achieve a successful order elsewhere in the world" -- that is, to control the rest of the world. Controlling Latin America has become far more difficult in recent years. It is important to recognize that these goals were explicitly and clearly articulated during World War II. Studies of the State Department and Council on Foreign Relations developed plans, later implemented, to establish a "Grand Area," in which the US would "hold unquestioned power," displacing Britain and France and ensuring the "limitation of any exercise of sovereignty" by states that might interfere with its global designs. Planners called for "an integrated policy to achieve military and economic supremacy for the United States" in the Grand Area, which was to include at least the Western hemisphere, the former British Empire, and the Far East. As the war progressed, and it became clear that Soviet military power was crushing the Nazi war machine, Grand Area planning was extended to include as much of Eurasia as possible. Since that time fundamental policies have changed more in tactics than in substance. And there is little reason to expect any change of goals with a new US administration, though the possibilities of realizing them are declining in a more complex and diverse global system. With regard to the Middle East, policy has been quite stable since World War II, when Washington recognized that Middle East oil supplies are "a stupendous source of strategic power" and "one of the greatest material prizes in world history." That remains true. It is interesting that as the pretexts for invading Iraq become more difficult to sustain, mainstream commentary is beginning to concede the obvious reasons for the invasion, and the need for the US to maintain control of Iraq, to the extent that it can. Thus when Obama called for shifting the focus of US military operations from Iraq to Afghanistan, the Washington Post editors instructed him that he was making a serious mistake, since Afghanistan's "strategic importance pales beside that of Iraq, which lies at the geopolitical center of the Middle East and contains some of the world's largest oil reserves." Propaganda about WMD and democracy is fine to keep the domestic public quiet, but realities must be recognized when serious planning is at stake. Both Democrats and Republicans accept the principle that the US is an outlaw state, entitled to violate the UN Charter at will, whether by threatening force against Iran (an explicit violation of the Charter) or by carrying out aggression (the "supreme international crime," in the words of the Nuremberg Tribunal). They also accept the principle that the US not only has the right to invade other countries if it chooses, but also to attack any country that it alleges is supporting resistance to its aggression. Here the guise is "the war on terror." Murderous attacks by US drones in Pakistan are one illustration. The recent US cross-border raid from Iraq, on October 26, on the town of Bukamal in Syria is another. The editors of the Lebanese Daily Star are quite right in warning that the attack on Syria is another contribution to the "loathsome legacy" of the Bush II administration. But it is not just Bush II, and there is, currently, no substantial basis for expecting any significant change under a new administration with regard to Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan, Israel-Palestine, or any other crucial issue involving the Middle East.

 AK: Some on the left in the US have warned that, as American economic power wanes and with it the political influence that follows, the US will rely more on military force to assert itself. So, unless there is a concomitant drop in Washington's drive to remain the dominant global power, there will be more military provocations and a far more dangerous world. However, the US military is already over-stretched -- in Iraq, in Afghanistan, and elsewhere -- and many former military officers have recently gone public in expressing their concerns about a broken army. So, is this kind of speculation unduly alarmist? NC: I am frankly somewhat skeptical. For one thing, though ground forces are indeed overstretched, the US military is awesome in scale and power. US military spending is roughly comparable to the rest of the world combined, and the military is far more advanced technologically. It is rather striking that a small client state, Israel, claims to have air and armored forces that are larger and technologically more advanced than any NATO power, apart from the US. And the US is alone in the world in having a global basing system and naval and air forces that allow it to carry out violent action virtually everywhere. It is also alone in developing capacities for space warfare, over the strong objections of the rest of the world. In the economic sphere, for about thirty years the world has been tripolar, with powerful centers in North America, Europe, and East Asia. The diversification of the global economy has proceeded since, and may be somewhat accelerated by the current financial crisis, though that is not obvious. The US has enormous advantages in the economic domain, though also substantial weaknesses, like severe indebtedness. Europe could become an independent force in world affairs, but has chosen to subordinate itself to Washington. It has readily accepted extreme provocations, among them, Clinton's expansion of NATO to the East in violation of firm promises by the Bush I administration to Gorbachev, when he made the astonishing concession of allowing a united Germany to join a hostile military alliance. Some recent consequences in the Caucasus of this policy of expansion to the East have been on the front pages. The Asian countries have accumulated huge financial reserves, so much so that Japan, despite its stalling economy, is purchasing major US assets. In principle, China and Japan could diversify their currencies away from dollars. The effects could be dramatic, but it is not likely, for one reason because of their reliance on the US market, for another, because of US power, which they do not want to confront. It is true that Bush II has severely harmed the interests of those who own and run the society, one reason why he has come under such intense criticism within the mainstream. But it has hardly been a lethal blow. There is much talk about India and China becoming the major powers of the next century. No doubt they will continue to gain economic power, but they have enormous internal problems, unknown in the West. One indication is given by the UN Human Development Index, in which China ranks 81st and India 128th (unchanged through the period of its partial liberalization and rapid growth). And there is much more. 


Heg Unsustainable – Rising Powers
U.S. hegemony declining – China and Russia will fill in

Hunt 10. (Tam Hunt, attorney, consultant, and lecturer on Climate Change law and policy at UCBS’s Bren School of Environmental Science and Management, “Tam Hunt: The Unipolar Moment Reconsidered”, 6/20, Noozhawk, http://www.noozhawk.com/tam_hunt/article/061810_tam_hunt/)  

Columnist Charles Krauthammer wrote in 2004 that the predominance of U.S. power in the world after the fall of the Soviet Union was a “staggering development in history, not seen since the fall of Rome.” Krauthammer and his fellow neoconservatives famously concluded from this disparity in power that the United States needed to adopt an aggressive foreign policy agenda to enhance and continue its dominance in the “New American Century.” Tam Hunt This conclusion was the wrong lesson from history and from any reasonable and compassionate view of the desirable future arc of humanity. Rather than consolidate and expand U.S. power in the 21st century, with a mix of military, economic and cultural coercion — the neocon strategy — the United States should instead seize what is still our unique unipolar moment and work toward a truly multilateral and multipolar world. The last two centuries have been dominated by one nation — the hegemon, which comes from the Greek for “leader.” Britain was the first global hegemon, and indeed the “sun never set on the British empire.” Britain’s dominance was fueled, literally, by coal, which allowed the industrial revolution to work its magic first in Britain. This led to great economic might, which was translated into military might. With a sense of cultural superiority, the “White Man’s Burden,” the British empire was ruthless in its domination of areas of the world as far-flung as North America, India, Jamaica, Gibraltar and Australia. Britain at its peak, however, never comprised more than 10 percent of the global economy. The United States, fueled by coal and oil, which was first found in Titusville, Pa., in 1859, an expansive and ever-growing territory that spanned a whole continent, and a sense of “American exceptionalism,” was the successor to the British empire, reaching 19 percent of global economic output in 1913, at the verge of World War I, and 35 percent at the height of World War II. The United States is now about 20 percent of the global economy, its share shrinking as other nations grow rapidly. The United States’ historical wealth of oil, coal and natural gas allowed it to grow to such a dominant economic and military position that it is truly deserving of being called an empire. As a global empire, the United States spends as much on its military as the rest of the world combined. If Britain was the first global hegemon, the United States became the first hyper-hegemon. We keep about 800 military bases in 160 nations. There is no place immune from our power and, increasingly, no place immune from our surveillance. We are now expanding and enforcing our empire with increasingly inhumane robotic drone attacks in Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan and other countries, creating a whole new generation of bitter enemies. There are chinks in our armor, however. Clearly. The neocon agenda was made real after the 9/11 attacks, with the Bush administration launching ill-fated invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq and the Obama administration expanding the Afghanistan war into Pakistan. These military responses are exactly the wrong lesson to be learned from history and will do nothing in the long run to improve humanity’s lot on a limited planet. The longer-term threat to U.S. dominance is economic. The United States is by far the largest economy today, although down to a “mere” 20 percent of world economic output from its World War II peak. Economic threats loom not far over the horizon, however. China surpassed Germany as the third largest economy in the world in 2007 and will likely surpass Japan as the second largest this year. The United States remains, however, almost three times as large as China and Japan in economic terms. But China is set to surpass the United States as the leading economy in 15 to 20 years, based on Goldman Sachs projections, and by 2050 the United States and India will probably be about half the size of the Chinese economy. Goldman Sachs projections of global economic growth by 2050. With economic might comes military might. As Martin Jacques writes in When China Rules the World (2009), China is best described as a “civilization-state” because of its history as a unitary civilization in essentially the same borders for about 2,000 years and a 5,000-year cultural history going back even further. It has exercised its power beyond its borders, as a “tributary state” that collected tribute from surrounding nations without subjecting them to the same type of control that Western colonial powers perfected. Until recent decades, however, China limited its influence to East Asia. More recently, China has become increasingly aggressive in securing the resources it needs to continue its rapid double-digit growth, using its largely state-controlled companies like the China National Offshore Oil Corp. to snap up oil resources around the world. China knows full well the role that energy plays in economic growth and national power. Less discussed as a challenger to U.S. dominance is Russia. Isn’t Russia old news, with its influence minimized since the fall of the Soviet Union? Well, yes and no. Russia is projected by Goldman Sachs to be the world’s sixth largest economy in both 2025 and 2050. However, beyond “mere” GDP comparisons, Russia’s influence will be magnified in coming years because of its huge hydrocarbon resources. Russia is now the world’s largest producer of oil, surpassing Saudi Arabia. Russia produced almost 10 million barrels per day of oil in 2009, beating the Saudis by about 800,000 barrels. The United States was third, with about 8.5 million barrels per day and Iran a distant fourth. But Russia’s natural wealth goes far beyond oil. Russia is the world’s largest natural gas producer, producing more than 20 percent of the world’s demand in 2009. The United States was second and Canada a distant third. Long-term, Russia has by far the biggest natural gas reserves of any country. As the world decarbonizes, which means in the electricity sector switching to natural gas and renewables from coal, natural gas production will become an increasingly important component of national power. We’ve already seen this story unfurled in Europe over the last few years as Russia has used its natural gas supplies to exert control over neighboring countries like Ukraine and Belarus. Russia is not dominant in coal production; China is by far the biggest producer of coal. The United States is second. But China and the United States use all of their own production, and Australia and Indonesia are the largest coal exporters, so the net hydrocarbon export situation is surprisingly not changed much by looking at coal in addition to oil and natural gas. Net hydrocarbon exports of selected countries — million tons of oil equivalent. (Energy Information Administration graphic) This energy dynamic can be summed up nicely by comparing net hydrocarbon exports. This measure subtracts from total hydrocarbon production what each country consumes itself. The nearby chart, compiled with Energy Information Administration data, compares the world’s largest economies and the world’s major hydrocarbon producers. It is an interesting alternative view of what constitutes national power. It’s more difficult to predict what the future holds for this dynamic because as nations like Saudi Arabia and Russia continue to grow they consume more of their own products. The Export Land Model attempts to project how quickly major exporting nations cease to export oil due to increased domestic consumption and declining production, demonstrating how quickly net exporters can become net importers, as China did recently with coal and the United Kingdom did with oil. However, the long-term trends in heavily import-dependent nations like the United States, Japan, China, etc., are exacerbated because these countries’ hydrocarbon wealth has long since peaked and it’s all downhill moving forward. It looks, then, like China and Russia are the key U.S. competitors in coming decades. The inevitable peak in global oil and other hydrocarbon resources will further exacerbate these issues. 

U.S. hegemony declining now – regional powers have replaced US dominance

Rogers 9 (Walters Rogers, former senior international correspondence for CNN, “America: a Superpower no more,” The Christian Science Monitor, April 8, http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2009/0408/p09s01-coop.html)

Two American icons, General Electric and Berkshire Hathaway, lost their triple-A credit ratings. Then China, America's largest creditor, called for a new global currency to replace the dollar just weeks after it demanded Washington guarantee the safety of Beijing's nearly $1 trillion debt holdings. And that was just in March. These events are the latest warnings that our world is changing far more rapidly and profoundly than we – or our politicians – will admit. America's own triple-A rating, its superpower status, is being downgraded as rapidly as its economy. President Obama's recent acknowledgement that the US is not winning in Afghanistan is but the most obvious recognition of this jarring new reality. What was the president telling Americans? As Milton Bearden, a former top CIA analyst on Afghanistan, recently put it, "If you aren't winning, you're losing." The global landscape is littered with evidence that America's superpower status is fraying. Nuclear-armed Pakistan – arguably the world's most dangerous country – is falling apart, despite billions in US aid and support. In Iraq, despite efforts in Washington to make "the surge" appear to be a stunning US victory, analysts most familiar with the region have already declared Iran the strategic winner of the Bush administration's war against Saddam Hussein. The Iraq war has greatly empowered Iran, nurturing a new regional superpower that now seems likely to be the major architect of the new Iraq. Sadly, what was forgotten amid the Bush-era hubris was that America's edge always has been as much moral and economic as military. Officially sanctioned torture, the Abu Ghraib scandal, US invasion of a sovereign country without provocation, along with foolishly allowing radical Islamists to successfully portray the US as the enemy of the world's 1.5 billion Muslims, shattered whatever moral edge America enjoyed before 2003. Washington's uncritical support of Israel at the expense of Palestinians is perceived by much of the world as egregiously hypocritical. Consequently, America's collision course with Islam may be irreversible. Muslims believe Islam never lost the moral high ground – and they won't readily relinquish it for Western secularism. Even politically conservative journals such as The National Interest recognize something has gone wrong. Now, as a massive retrenchment of the US economy is under way, it is time to shake the mental shackles of the superpower legacy and embrace a more peripheralist agenda. That need not mean isolationism or retreat. It would still require maintaining substantial armed forces with a qualitative edge, but using them only when there is an affordable and persuasive American national interest. Iraq never fitted that description. The price tag for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan wars is in the trillions. Sun Tzu, the ancient Chinese military commentator, prophetically observed 2,500 years ago, "[W]hen the army marches abroad, the treasury will be emptied at home." It remains a lingering American myth that US troops and warships can go anywhere and pay any price. Not so. The modern Chinese have discovered a better way. The Washington Post reports that the Chinese went on a shopping spree recently, taking advantage of fire-sale prices to lock up global supplies of oil, minerals, and other strategic resources for their economy. That amounts to a major economic conquest – without using a single soldier. By contrast, American efforts to secure oil have looked clumsy. Iran also is achieving serious regional hegemony, without armadas, using proxy guerrilla armies to dominate its near neighbors. Its rebuffs to President Obama's recent outreach speaks to Tehran's growing confidence in its ability to manipulate its home-field advantage – stage-managing events from Afghanistan to Lebanon, all the while thumbing its nose at both the American and Israeli "superpowers." Last August's Russian invasion of Georgia was a painful reminder that Russia has what its leadership calls "privileged interests" on its periphery. Yesterday's superpowers have been replaced by regional hegemons, as the globe is being carved up into more-defensible spheres of interest. Americans need to acknowledge that war, like politics, is the art of the possible, and both have their limits. The Bush administration was unable to deliver its promised democratic remake of the Muslim Middle East. Thus, another unpleasant truth: The Western democratic model has no appeal to much of the Arab world. Nor is democracy an attractive model for huge swaths of the rest of the world, such as Russia and China. It's time to lower our geopolitical sights and end America's unrealistic crusade. We shouldn't expect "them" to want to be like "us." It took years for the US to recover its moral authority after Vietnam. It will be an even harder comeback this time. 

U.S. hegemony declining – China and Russia will fill in

Hunt 10. (Tam Hunt, attorney, consultant, and lecturer on Climate Change law and policy at UCBS’s Bren School of Environmental Science and Management, “Tam Hunt: The Unipolar Moment Reconsidered”, 6/20, Noozhawk, http://www.noozhawk.com/tam_hunt/article/061810_tam_hunt/)  

Do we want a unipolar world dominated by either Russia or China as the new hegemon? My answer is a resounding “no.” These nations are not models for an enlightened human future, to say the least. And nor is the current U.S. empire. These are not, however, the only choices. The United States should, in these remaining years of global dominance that constitute the “unipolar moment,” use its influence to create a truly multipolar and multilateral world order. What does this mean? A multilateral world is one in which no single power, no matter how dominant economically or militarily, can dominate geopolitically or bully others into submission by whatever means used historically. A multilateral world is one in which no hegemon is possible or required. A multilateral world is one in which international organizations like the United Nations wield real power, designated and determined by its members, but in a far more egalitarian and democratic manner than is currently the case. The U.N. Security Council, the key body in the U.N. system, has 15 members, five of them “permanent.” The P5, as they are known, are essentially the World War II victors: the United States, Britain, China, Russia and France. The P5 wield veto power over any decision before the Security Council. No other nations enjoy this privilege. The other 10 nations on the Security Council rotate through each year and all decisions must be approved by a majority vote. The United States has historically wielded its veto power far more than any other country, demonstrating its influence in this key international forum, as is the case with all other similar forums like the International Monetary Fund, World Trade Organization and World Bank. Conventional wisdom holds that it is futile to expect the P5 to give up its veto power or to extend this veto power to other nations. Conventional wisdom has, however, been proven wrong time and time again. This is how change happens. And an egalitarian international order won’t happen by itself — it must be dreamed of first, with the hard slog in the middle and the desired outcome at the end. As Gandhi said about his movement for nonviolent overthrow of India’s British overlords: “First they ignore you, then they laugh at you, then they fight you, then you win.” We will tackle some of the most serious problems we’ve ever faced in the coming decades, including peak oil, climate change, the rise of China and Russia, and others. If we are to forge a path to progress in international and human affairs at the same that we tackle these momentous problems, we must ensure that a multipolar and multilateral world is our goal — not a world with continued U.S. domination because, simply put, U.S. domination will not last much longer. 

U.S. hegemony declining – China and Russia will fill in

Hunt 10. (Tam Hunt, attorney, consultant, and lecturer on Climate Change law and policy at UCBS’s Bren School of Environmental Science and Management, “Tam Hunt: The Unipolar Moment Reconsidered”, 6/20, Noozhawk, http://www.noozhawk.com/tam_hunt/article/061810_tam_hunt/)  

AMERICA IS in unprecedented decline. The self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq War, growing government debt, increasingly negative current-account balances and other internal economic weaknesses have cost the United States real power in today’s world of rapidly spreading knowledge and technology. If present trends continue, we will look back at the Bush administration years as the death knell for American hegemony. Since the cold war, the United States has maintained a vast array of overseas commitments, seeking to ensure peace and stability not just in its own neighborhood—the Americas—but also in Europe and Asia, along with the oil-rich Persian Gulf (as well as other parts of the world). Simply maintaining these commitments requires enormous resources, but in recent years American leaders have pursued far more ambitious goals than merely maintaining the status quo. The Bush administration has not just continued America’s traditional grand strategy, but pursued ambitious objectives in all three major regions at the same time—waging wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, seeking to denuclearize North Korea and expanding America’s military allies in Europe up to the borders of Russia itself. For nearly two decades, those convinced of U.S. dominance in the international system have encouraged American policy makers to act unilaterally and seize almost any opportunity to advance American interests no matter the costs to others, virtually discounting the possibility that Germany, France, Russia, China and other major powers could seriously oppose American military power. From public intellectuals like Charles Krauthammer and Niall Ferguson to neoconservatives like Paul Wolfowitz and Robert Kagan, even to academicians like Dartmouth’s William Wohlforth and Stephen Brooks, all believe the principal feature of the post-cold-war world is the unchallengeable dominance of American power. The United States is not just the sole superpower in the unipolar-dominance school’s world, but is so relatively more powerful than any other country that it can reshape the international order according to American interests. This is simply no longer realistic. 

Heg Unsustainable – Soft Balancing

Hegemony is low now --- nations are already soft balancing to balance against the US 

Newmann 08 (William W. Newmann, political analyst, L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs, “Hegemonic Competition, Hegemonic Disruption, and the Current War,” All Academic, April 3, 2008, http://www.allacademic.com/one/prol/prol01/index.php?click_key=1&PHPSESSID=7d0a614d8092e39f85db5e5258663110)

As the cold war ended, scholars and policy makers alike turned their attention to the meaning and uses of a unipolar world led by the US. In most cases, unipolarity was viewed as a temporary phenomenon.5 Neorealist theory predicts that nation-states will balance against a unipolar power. In an anarchic structure, the unmatched power of the US will be seen as a threat to second-tier powers, who will act to balance against it to protect themselves and maximize their power in the international system.6 As nations failed to balance against the US in the predicted manner, proponents of neorealist theories and its critics began an important debate concerning two issues. The first debate concerned whether nations would begin to balance against US preponderance. Offensive realists argued that balancing behavior would begin; in an anarchic world nations balance against concentrations of power. The end of the cold war did not bring a change in the basic structure and processes of international affairs.7 Defensive realists argued that balancing against the US depended on US policies; if nations perceived US unipolar or hegemonic power as a threat to their interests, they would balance against that threat.8 The second debate included a defense of neorealist theories, perhaps even a “neo-neorealist” revision of the theory accepting that balancing behavior would begin, but speculated on reasons why it had not. Scholars argued that balancing is inevitable, but not immediate; nations need time to catch up. Several scholars developed a model of “soft balancing,” in which nations essentially hedge against hegemonic power by increasing their ability to act independently of the hegemon, while carefully avoiding the direct challenges – hard balancing – that balance of power theory predicts.9 From the perspective of soft balancing, nation-states are already balancing against US hegemony in a cautious, but identifiable way. 

Heg Unsustainable – Allies 

U.S. heg declining – deteriorating relations with Georgia, Russia, and Middle East 

Hadar 10. (Leon T. Hadar, journalist and foreign affairs analyst, “Welcome to the Post-Unipolar World: Great for U.S. and for Rest”, Huffington Post, July 8, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/leon-t-hadar/welcome-to-the-post-unipo_b_639629.html)

The traditionally pro-Western Georgia has been strengthening its ties with the Islamic Republic of Iran, according to a recent report in Newsweek. The author of the article subtitled, "Washington's new friendship with Moscow has one very clear casualty: Georgia," is blaming the efforts by the Obama administration to "reset" the relationship with Moscow for what the magazine describes as the "Tbilisi-Tehran love-in." So how did that happen? President Barack Obama has discarded his predecessor's campaign to promote pro-Western regimes in the former Soviet Union and to extend NATO membership to Georgia and Ukraine as part of a strategy to improve cooperation with Russia over nuclear cooperation, Iran sanctions, and missile defense, culminating in the June 24 "hamburger summit" in Virginia between Obama and Russian President Dmitri Medvedev. But the U.S. detente with Moscow has made Georgia and its president, Mikheil Saakashvili, who had gone to war with the Russians in the summer of 2008 -- a military confrontation that resulted in Russian occupation of Georgia's two breakaway republics, Abkhazia and South Ossetia. So it is not surprising, concludes Newsweek, that Tbilisi "is clearly hedging its bets by making new friends in the region," including Iran and another rising Middle Eastern power, Turkey, whose own policies towards Tehran have been raising some eyebrows in Washington. What the magazine seems to be implying is that if Washington would have continued the policies of President George W. Bush -- which were enthusiastically backed by Republican presidential candidate John ("Today, we're all Georgians") McCain and his neoconservative advisors, Georgia would have remained exclusively committed to its alliance with Washington while refraining from flirting with Tehran and Ankara. In fact, notwithstanding McCain's neo-Cold War rhetoric, the U.S. government has lacked either the power or the will to use military power to help Georgia recover Abkhazia and South Ossetia, a geo-strategic reality recognized even by President Bush, who ended-up putting the efforts to bring Georgia (and Ukraine) into NATO on hold. Overextended militarily in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere, and trying to re-adjust to the post-financial-meltdown erosion in its global economic power, the American people and their representatives are not in a mood to engage in a diplomatic and military confrontation with Russia over its territorial dispute with Georgia, an issue that has no major effect on core U.S. national interests. Moreover, in the context of the evolving international system under which America is gradually losing its post-Cold War unipolar status, trying to reset U.S. relationship with Russia as part of an overall policy to improve ties with other rising global players, like China, India, Brazil and Turkey makes a lot of sense. This is a cost-effective strategy that could help Washington win support from Russia for policies that actually strengthen U.S. national security and economic interests. At the same time, the fact that Georgia is also improving its ties with Iran and Turkey -- and Russia -- should not be considered a "loss" for Washington. By establishing close economic ties with Iran and Turkey, Georgia is helping facilitate economic cooperation in the region that could lead to diplomatic collaboration and provide for more stability in the Caucasus and the Middle East. Why should Washington be opposed to such a process that brings more economic prosperity and secure a regional stable balance of power? Georgia may or may not regain control of its lost territories, not unlike, say, Germany, Hungary, Poland, Serbia, etc., who seemed to have been able to cope with their territorial contraction. But the U.S. does not have the strategic interest or the moral obligation to change the new status quo, or for that matter, to invite Georgia to join NATO -- remind me again why that organization still exists? -- and commit American military power to provide that country with what would amount to disincentives for improving its relations with its close neighbors. In a way, the collapse of the American-controlled unipolar system -- and before that, the end of the bipolar system of the Cold War -- should help us recognize that international relations have ceased to be a zero-sum-game under which gains of other global powers become by definition a loss for America, and vice versa. It was inevitable that former members of the Soviet Union and the Soviet Bloc like Ukraine, Poland, Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia will try to stabilize their diplomatic and economic ties with Russia, while at the same time deterring powerful Russia by expanding cooperation with other players: Poland with Ukraine with Germany; Azerbaijan, Armenia and Georgia with Turkey and Iran, and all of these countries with the U.S and the European Union (EU). Similarly, Washington should welcome -- not discourage -- the growing diplomatic and economic role that Turkey is playing in the Middle East, which could help bring stability to Iraq (and allow for American military to start withdrawing from there), moderate the policies of Iran (and prevent a military conflict with the U.S.), encourage negotiations between Israel and Syria, and lead eventually to the creation of a more stable Middle East where Turkey, Iran, the Arabs states and Israel will be more secure and prosperous. It is not surprising those representatives of economic and bureaucratic interests in Washington, and some of America's client states that draw benefits from American interventionist policy, operate under the axiom that the U.S. should always be prepared to "do something" to "resolve" this or that conflict, here, there, and everywhere. That kind of never-ending American interventionism only discourages regional powers, counting on Washington to come to their aid, from actually taking steps to resolve those conflicts that end-up drawing-in other regional and global players, ensuring that America will never leave Japan and Korea (to help contain China), Iraq (to deter Iran), Afghanistan (to deal with Pakistan). And that is exactly what the pro-interventionists in Washington want when they suggested that America is the "indispensable power." In any case, the notion that American hegemony is a precondition for global peace and security and that Washington needs therefore to extend its military commitments in Europe, the Middle East, Caucus, East Asia and elsewhere is not very practical -- America does not have the resources in order to play that ambitious role -- and is not very helpful, considering the most recent U.S. experience in the Middle East. The U.S. should not retreat from the world. But by embracing a policy of "constructive disengagement" from some parts of the world, America could help itself and the rest of the world. 

Heg Unsustainable – Iraq 

Heg unsustainable – Iraq 

Wallerstein 07 Senior Research Scholar at Yale University AND former president of the International Sociological Association. (Immanuel Wallerstein, “Precipitate Decline: The Advent of Multipolarity”, Harvard International Review, Spring 2007, <http://www.iwallerstein.com/precipitate-decline-the-advent-of-multipolarity/>)

In 2001, George W. Bush became president of the United States, surrounded by a gaggle of neoconservative politicians and advisors. The analysis of these individuals was that the United States was indeed declining. However, in their view, this was not due to structural pressures from within the world-system, but rather to defective leadership manifested by all the previous presidential administrations from Nixon to Clinton (including that of Reagan). Their hypothesis was that a unilateral invasion of Iraq would definitively demonstrate the military power of the United States, the futility of political independence for Western Europe and Japan, the danger for any rogue state to think of acquiring nuclear weapons, and the urgency for moderate Arab regimes to accept Israeli terms for a permanent settlement of the Israeli-Palestine dispute. In short, they believed that machismo would work. The Al Qaeda terror attacks of September 11, 2001 provided the necessary trigger for implementation of this program. President George W. Bush assumed the role of wartime president and proceeded to invade Iraq—against significant opposition from traditional allies and enormous hesitancies from within the military and intelligence community. Within a few weeks of the invasion, President Bush had proclaimed victory. But of course the war had just begun, and the situation quickly deteriorated both militarily and politically. By 2007, it was clear to most people, including most US citizens, that the war had indeed been lost. T he entire analysis of the neoconservatives turned out to be invalid. The war was not easily won. The reluctant allies were not intimidated into renouncing aspirations for independence. North Korea and Iran sped up their nuclear programs, recognizing that the reason the United States felt free to invade Iraq was that it did not yet possess nuclear weapons. And the Arab regimes were no closer to accepting an Israeli solution than they were before. In short, the entire endeavor had turned into a fiasco. But the most important consequence of this unilateralism was the exposition of the severe limitations of US military power, which turned out to be essentially unusable. Military power is generally termed ineffective when a state cannot send in enough land troops to stabilize a conquered territory, which certainly was the case with the US intervention in Iraq. Whenever a state uses military force, anything less than overwhelming victory actually reduces that state’s real military power. And this is why, by 2007, it had become common currency to talk of the decline of the United States. Many in the United States feel that the solution to this dilemma is a return to the “multilateralist” program of the 1970s, 80s, and 90s. However, Bush has undone that. No one is prepared to allow the United States to be anymore the unquestioned leader in the world-system, even if it professes multilateralism. Yet the reality is that the United States has been reduced to the position of being one strong power in a multipolar world. It is also destined to become even less influential as the world moves forward in this new geopolitical situation. T he adventurism of the Bush administration has transformed a slow US decline into a precipitate decline. The United States’ economic, political, and ideological position had already become tenuous by 2001. The only advantage the United States seemed to retain was in its absolutely enormous military capability, and it was on this power that Vice President Dick Cheney, former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, and the neoconservative policymakers were relying. But they made two fundamental mistakes. 

Heg Unsustainable – Economy 

Heg unsustainable – financial crisis

Takadoro 08  Keio University Professor of International Political Science and Economics (Masayuki Takadoro, “Financial crisis marks end of US as hyper power”, Mainchini, November 5, 2008, http://lifeinmotion.wordpress.com/2008/11/05/financial-crisis-marks-end-of-us-as-hyper-power/)

The current financial crisis that started in the United States will be recorded in history as an event that marks the end of the U.S. as a hyper power. The U.S. became the only superpower in the mid-1990s following the end of the Cold War. Since then, its unilateral behavior in defiance of a variety of postwar international institutions that the U.S. itself created has become increasingly salient while its booming economy kept attracting money from all over the world. As a result, the country came to be called a “hyper power,” surpassing a “superpower.” However, the U.S. started the Iraq War in a high-handed manner and it has now turned into a quagmire. As a result, its global democratization project through military means has been at a deadlock. The financial crisis that started in the U.S. and resulted in the practical socialization of the U.S. financial market represents a serious setback of the economic model that it had advocated to the world. Overconfidence and overdependence by the U.S. on its military and financial power, in which U.S. superiority is most outstanding, has led the U.S. to behave in an excessive manner. The result of the excess was a kind of “self poisoning” of its power. This is a classical example of “tragedy of power.” Needless to say, no winner will emerge in the global financial crisis, just like in an all-out nuclear war, so all countries including Russia and China share an interest in stabilizing financial markets. Japanese financial authorities are naturally preoccupied with responding to the on-going crisis. But as a medium and long term goal, we need to think of reforming the financial architecture of the world to impose more discipline upon the U.S., as the crisis was triggered by U.S. excess. To better manage the global financial system, more involvement of emerging economies in addition to Group of Seven countries will be needed. Japan should take steps to stop being tossed about by U.S. financial excess by reducing its dependence upon the dollar and the U.S. dominated international system. Now is probably the time to step up regional monetary cooperation, which was bluntly blocked by the U.S. during the Asian financial crisis a decade ago.

Heg Unsustainable – Defense Spending

Heg unsustainable – US defense spending 

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

To support the informal US worldwide empire of alliances, overseas bases, and personnel, which are used to justify and conduct frequent military interventions, the United States spends huge sums on defense compared to other nations. The United States spends on defense more than the combined security expenditures of the next sixteen highest-spending countries.8 In all, the United States accounts for 44.0 percent of the world’s defense spending,9 but only 27.5 percent of the world’s gross domestic product (GDP).10 This comparison, along with the strain that the two small wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have imposed on US forces, indicate that the informal US empire might be overstretched. Many prior empires have declined because their security spending, overseas defense commitments, and military interventions exceeded their ability to pay for them. Even the British and French empires, on the winning side of both world wars, became financially exhausted — because of fighting those wars and maintaining their vast territories — and went into decline. More recently, the Soviet Union’s empire, and even the country itself, collapsed because its giant military, Eastern European alliances, and military interventions in the developing world became too much for its dysfunctional economy to bear. Many in the United States say that the US economy is much bigger than these failed empires and that decline cannot happen here. But that is what the elites of past empires believed, too. Furthermore, over time, small differences in economic growth rates between competing countries can lead to a reordering of great powers on the world scene. Most of the United States’ economic competitors have less defense spending as a portion of GDP to be a drag on their economies. Thus, even “national greatness” conservatives should be wary of too much defense spending, excessive military commitments overseas, and unnecessary wars, such as Iraq, that sap national resources. All other forms of national power — military, technological, and cultural — derive from maintaining a healthy economy. 

Heg Good – Security

Heg provides global security – forward presence and nuclear umbrella

Boot, 06 – senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations (Max, “Power for Good; Since the end of the Cold War, America the Indispensable”, The Weekly Standard, Vol. 11 No. 28) 

Mandelbaum begins by listing five security benefits the United States offers the world. First, the continuing deployment of American troops in Europe is a reassurance that "no sudden shifts in Europe's security arrangements would occur." Second, the United States has "reduced the demand for nuclear weapons, and the number of nuclear-armed countries, to levels considerably below what they otherwise have reached," both by attempting to stop rogue states from acquiring nukes and by providing nuclear protection to countries such as Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan that would otherwise go nuclear. Third, the United States has fought terrorists across the world and waged preventive war in Iraq to remove the threat posed by Saddam Hussein. Fourth, the United States has undertaken humanitarian interventions in such places as Bosnia and Kosovo, which Mandelbaum likens to the "practice, increasingly common in Western countries, of removing children from the custody of parents who are abusing them." Fifth, the United States has attempted to create "the apparatus of a working, effective, decent government" in such dysfunctional places as Haiti and Afghanistan.

Heg Good – Stability

US primacy is key to global stability – empirically proven

Walt 02 (Dr. Stephen M. Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, assistant professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, guest scholar at Brookings, associate at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “American Primacy,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002) 

Primacy Provides Security Perhaps the most obvious reason why states seek primacy—and why the United States benefits from its current position—is that international politics is a dangerous business. Being wealthier and stronger than other states does not guarantee that a state will survive, of course, and it cannot insulate a state from all outside pressures. But the strongest state is more likely to escape serious harm than weaker ones are, and it will be better equipped to resist the pressures that arise. Because the United States is so powerful, and because its society is so wealthy, it has ample resources to devote to whatever problems it may face in the future. At the beginning of the Cold War, for example, its power enabled the United States to help rebuild Europe and Japan, to assist them in developing stable democratic orders, and to subsidize the emergence of an open international economic order.7 The United States was also able to deploy powerful armed forces in Europe and Asia as effective deterrents to Soviet expansion. When the strategic importance of the Persian Gulf increased in the late 1970s, the United States created its Rapid Deployment Force in order to deter threats to the West’s oil supplies; in 1990–91 it used these capabilities to liberate Kuwait. Also, when the United States was attacked by the Al-Qaeda terrorist network in September 2001, it had the wherewithal to oust the network’s Taliban hosts and to compel broad international support for its campaign to eradicate Al-Qaeda itself. It would have been much harder to do any of these things if the United States had been weaker. 

US forward presence deters regional conflict 

Walt 02 (Dr. Stephen M. Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, assistant professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, guest scholar at Brookings, associate at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “American Primacy,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002)

The second reason is that the continued deployment of roughly two hundred thousand troops in Europe and in Asia provides a further barrier to conflict in each region. So long as U.S. troops are committed abroad, regional powers know that launching a war is likely to lead to a confrontation with the United States. Thus, states within these regions do not worry as much about each other, because the U.S. presence effectively prevents regional conflicts from breaking out. What Joseph Joffe has termed the “American pacifier” is not the only barrier to conflict in Europe and Asia, but it is an important one. This tranquilizing effect is not lost on America’s allies in Europe and Asia. They resent U.S. dominance and dislike playing host to American troops, but they also do not want “Uncle Sam” to leave.9 

Heg Good – AT: Causes War

Even in a world without hegemony, global conflicts will still exist – conditions and overtones prove 

Muzaffar 05 (Chandra Muzaffar, political analyst and president of the International Movement for a Just World, “Hegemony, Terrorism, and War --- Is Democracy the Antidote?” http://static7.userland.com/ulvs1-j/gems/wlr/08muzaffar.pdf)
This brings us to the question that we posed at the end of our discussion on hegemony and terrorism. If the U.S. government realizes that seeking and perpetuating hegemony does not serve the nation’s interests or if the U.S. ceases to be a hegemonic power, will wars also come to an end? Since the end of the Cold War, there have been three major wars led by the U.S.—the Kuwait war in 1991, the Afghan war in 2001, and the Iraq war in 2003—which were all in pursuit of its drive for global hegemony. To this list, one should add the July-August 2006 Lebanon war and Israel’s long drawn war against the Palestinians and other Arabs. It is indisputably true that the quest for hegemony is a cause of much of the violence and war we are witnessing today. There are other causes of war however, which have very little to do with global hegemony. Scores of wars rooted in economic or political conditions sometimes with cultural, religious, or even tribal overtones have occurred in the last two or three decades. The wars in the now-demised Yugoslavia in the early nineties and the war in Rwanda in the mid-nineties would be among the outstanding examples. This is why even without the drive for global hegemony, there are bound to be wars, big and small. Nonetheless, hegemony should be acknowledged as a significant contributor. 

US primacy reduces risk of power wars – no risk of challenge or miscalc

Walt 02 (Dr. Stephen M. Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, assistant professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, guest scholar at Brookings, associate at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “American Primacy,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002)

A second consequence of U.S. primacy is a decreased danger of great-power rivalry and a higher level of overall international tranquility. Ironically, those who argue that primacy is no longer important, because the danger of war is slight, overlook the fact that the extent of American primacy is one of the main reasons why the risk of great-power war is as low as it is. For most of the past four centuries, relations among the major powers have been intensely competitive, often punctuated by major wars and occasionally by all-out struggles for hegemony. In the first half of the twentieth century, for example, great-power wars killed over eighty million people. Today, however, the dominant position of the United States places significant limits on the possibility of great-power competition, for at least two reasons. One reason is that because the United States is currently so far ahead, other major powers are not inclined to challenge its dominant position. Not only is there no possibility of a “hegemonic war” (because there is no potential hegemon to mount a challenge), but the risk of war via miscalculation is reduced by the overwhelming gap between the United States and the other major powers. Miscalculation is more likely to lead to war when the balance of power is fairly even, because in this situation both sides can convince themselves that they might be able to win. When the balance of power is heavily skewed, however, the leading state does not need to go to war and weaker states dare not try. 

Heg Good – Economy 2AC

Primacy is key to the global economy and helping Third World countries 

Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University

[Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 43-44)]
Economic prosperity is also a product of the American Empire. It has created a Liberal International Economic Order (LIED)—a network of worldwide free trade and commerce, respect for intellectual property rights, mobility of capi¬tal and labor markets—to promote economic growth. The stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly states in the Third World. The American Empire has created this network not out of altruism but because it benefits the economic well-being of the United States. In 1998, the Secretary of Defense Wil¬liam Cohen put this well when he acknowledged that "economists and soldiers share the same interest in stability"; soldiers create the conditions in which the American economy may thrive, and "we are able to shape the environment [of international politics] in ways that are advantageous to us and that are stabilizing to the areas where we are forward deployed, thereby helping to promote investment and prosperity...business follows the flag." Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the American Empire comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat, researcher at the World Bank, prolific author, and now a professor who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India that strongly condemned empire. He has abandoned the position of his youth and is now one of the strongest proponents of the American Empire. Lal has traveled the world and, in the course of his journeys, has witnessed great poverty and misery due to a lack of economic development. He realized that free markets were necessary for the development of poor countries, and this led him to recognize that his faith in socialism was wrong. Just as a conservative famously is said to be a liberal who has been mugged by reality, the hard "evidence and experi¬ence" that stemmed from "working and traveling in most parts of the Third World during my professional career" caused this profound change.' Lal submits that the only way to bring relief to the desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the American Empire. Empires provide order, and this order "has been essential for the working of the benign processes of globalization, which promote prosperity."62 Globalization is the process of creating a common economic space, which leads to a growing integration of the world economy through the increasingly free movement of goods, capital, and labor. It is the responsibility of the United States, Lal argues, to use the LIEO to promote the well-being of all economies, but particularly those in the Third World, so that they too may enjoy economic prosperity.  

Nuclear war

Mead 92 Senior Fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, Author of Mead 92
(Walter Russell, World Policy Institute, 1992)

If so, this new failure--the failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression--will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions-- billions--of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles—and drawn closer to the West--because they believe that our system can work for them. But what if it can't? What if the global economy stagnates--or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India--these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the '30s

Heg Good – Economy

Heg is key to economic interdependence – an international security framework is essential

Layne, 97 – Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School (Chris, “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing,” International Security, Summer 1997, p. 97, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539331)

The strategy's fixation with international stability stems from its concern with ensuring that conditions exist in which interdependence can survive and flourish. The causal logic of commercial liberalism holds that economic interdependence leads to peace. The causal logic of preponderance, however, reflects a different view of the relationship between peace and interdependence: it is peace-specifically the international security framework the United States has maintained from 1945 to the present-that makes economic interdependence possible. As former Assistant Secretary of Defense Joseph S. Nye, Jr. puts it: Political order is not sufficient to explain economic prosperity, but it is necessary. Analysts who ignore the importance of this political order are like people who forget the importance of the oxygen they breathe. Security is like oxygen – you tend not to notice it until you begin to lose it, but once that occurs there is nothing else that you will think about.30 

US primacy is key to the global economy – peace is a prereq to interdependence

Walt 02 (Dr. Stephen M. Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, assistant professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, guest scholar at Brookings, associate at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “American Primacy,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002)

By facilitating the development of a more open and liberal world economy, American primacy also fosters global prosperity. Economic interdependence is often said to be a cause of world peace, but it is more accurate to say that peace encourages interdependence—by making it easier for states to accept the potential vulnerabilities of extensive international intercourse.10 Investors are more willing to send money abroad when the danger of war is remote, and states worry less about being dependent on others when they are not concerned that these connections might be severed. When states are relatively secure, they will also be less fixated on how the gains from cooperation are distributed. In particular, they are less likely to worry that extensive cooperation will benefit others more and thereby place them at a relative disadvantage over time.11 

US primacy is key to the global economy – trade and investment

Walt 02 (Dr. Stephen M. Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, assistant professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, guest scholar at Brookings, associate at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “American Primacy,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002)

By providing a tranquil international environment, in short, U.S. primacy has created political conditions that are conducive to expanding global trade and investment. Indeed, American primacy was a prerequisite for the creation and gradual expansion of the European Union, which is often touted as a triumph of economic self-interest over historical rivalries. Because the United States was there to protect the Europeans from the Soviet Union and from each other, they could safely ignore the balance of power within Western Europe and concentrate on expanding their overall level of economic integration. The expansion of world trade has been a major source of increased global prosperity, and U.S. primacy is one of the central pillars upon which that system rests.12 The United States also played a leading role in establishing the various institutions that regulate and manage the world economy. As a number of commentators have noted, the current era of “globalization” is itself partly an artifact of American power. As Thomas Friedman puts it, “Without America on duty, there will be no America Online.” 

Heg key to the global economy – secures and ensures international trade

Boot, 06 – senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations (Max, “Power for Good; Since the end of the Cold War, America the Indispensable”, The Weekly Standard, Vol. 11 No. 28) 

Mandelbaum also points to five economic benefits of American power. First, the United States provides the security essential for international commerce by, for instance, policing Atlantic and Pacific shipping lanes. Second, the United States safeguards the extraction and export of Middle Eastern oil, the lifeblood of the global economy. Third, in the monetary realm, the United States has made the dollar "the world's 'reserve' currency" and supplied loans to "governments in the throes of currency crises." Fourth, the United States has pushed for the expansion of international trade by midwifing the World Trade Organization, the North American Free Trade Agreement, and other instruments of liberalization. And fifth, by providing a ready market for goods exported by such countries as China and Japan, the United States "became the indispensable supplier of demand to the world."

Heg Good – Terrorism 2AC

Heg solves terrorism

Walt 02  professor of international affairs at Harvard  

(Stephen, “American Primacy” http://www.nwc .navy.mil/press/review/2002/spring/art1-sp2.htm))

Perhaps the most obvious reason why states seek primacy—and why the United States benefits from its current position—is that international politics is a dangerous business. Being wealthier and stronger than other states does not guarantee that a state will survive, of course, and it cannot insulate a state from all outside pressures. But the strongest state is more likely to escape serious harm than weaker ones are, and it will be better equipped to resist the pressures that arise. Because the United States is so powerful, and because its society is so wealthy, it has ample resources to devote to whatever problems it may face in the future. At the beginning of the Cold War, for example, its power enabled the United States to help rebuild Europe and Japan, to assist them in developing stable democratic orders, and to subsidize the emergence of an open international economic order.7 The United States was also able to deploy powerful armed forces in Europe and Asia as effective deterrents to Soviet expansion.  When the strategic importance of the Persian Gulf increased in the late 1970s, the United States created its Rapid Deployment Force in order to deter threats to the West’s oil supplies; in 1990–91 it used these capabilities to liberate Kuwait. Also, when the United States was attacked by the Al-Qaeda terrorist network in September 2001, it had the wherewithal to oust the network’s Taliban hosts and to compel broad international support for its campaign to eradicate Al-Qaeda itself. It would have been much harder to do any of these things if the United States had been weaker. Today, U.S. primacy helps deter potential challenges to American interests in virtually every part of the world. Few countries or nonstate groups want to invite the “focused enmity” of the United States (to use William Wohlforth’s apt phrase), and countries and groups that have done so (such as Libya, Iraq, Serbia, or the Taliban) have paid a considerable price. As discussed below, U.S. dominance does provoke opposition in a number of places, but anti-American elements are forced to rely on covert or indirect strategies (such as terrorist bombings) that do not seriously threaten America’s dominant position. Were American power to decline significantly, however, groups opposed to U.S. interests would probably be emboldened and overt challenges would be more likely.

The US will respond to the next attack – and the world will end.

CORSI 5   Ph.D. in Political Science from Harvard University

[Jerome Corsi (Expert in Antiwar movements and political violence), Atomic Iran, pg. 176-178]

The United States retaliates: 'End of the world' scenarios  The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom.The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9-11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists.There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble.Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy –Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world – more than 1 billion human beings in countless different nations – would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us.Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an  opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be pre-emptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hardliners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America. In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover. The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another. So, too, our supposed allies in Europe might relish the immediate reduction in power suddenly inflicted upon America. Many of the great egos in Europe have never fully recovered from the disgrace of World War II, when in the last century the Americans a second time in just over two decades had been forced to come to their rescue. If the French did not start launching nuclear weapons themselves, they might be happy to fan the diplomatic fire beginning to burn under the Russians and the Chinese. Or the president might decide simply to launch a limited nuclear strike on Tehran itself. This might be the most rational option in the attempt to retaliate but still communicate restraint. The problem is that a strike on Tehran would add more nuclear devastation to the world calculation. Muslims around the world would still see the retaliation as an attack on Islam, especially when the United States had no positive proof that the destruction of New York City had been triggered by radical Islamic extremists with assistance from Iran. But for the president not to retaliate might be unacceptable to the American people. So weakened by the loss of New York, Americans would feel vulnerable in every city in the nation. "Who is going to be next?" would be the question on everyone's mind. For this there would be no effective answer. That the president might think politically at this instant seems almost petty, yet every president is by nature a politician. The political party in power at the time of the attack would be destroyed unless the president retaliated with a nuclear strike against somebody. The American people would feel a price had to be paid while the country was still capable of exacting revenge.

Heg Good – Terrorism

US hegemony solves terrorism – their evidence reflects too narrow a view of hegemony 

Mendelsohn 09 (Barak Mendelsohn, assistant professor of political science, “Combating Jihadism: American Hegemony and Interstate Cooperation in the War,” University of Chicago Press, pg 220)

The actions of hegemony, too, are critical to success in defeating the al Qaeda-led jihadi movement. Contrary to accusations that U.S. policies in the aftermath of 9/11 have been unilateralist and have reflected malignant and parochial intentions, this book has emphasized the positive role of American hegemony in the war on terrorism. The hegemon sets the agenda, provides resources, and in its leadership maintains focus on the target. That states have taken on this tremendous enterprise should be attributed first and foremost to the working of hegemony. Without it, success would become even more elusive. Charges leveled at the United States reflect a narrow view of hegemony that leads to an oversimplification of its working and conceals significant aspects of U.S. policy in the framework of the war on terrorism. This book has demonstrated how the United States, even under the Bush administration, has been engaged in multilateralism to a much greater extent than is generally assumed. 

US hegemony is key to the fight against terrorism – no unilateral conflicts 

Mendelsohn 09 (Barak Mendelsohn, assistant professor of political science, “Combating Jihadism: American Hegemony and Interstate Cooperation in the War,” University of Chicago Press, pg 3)

The encompassing picture of the war on terrorism presented in this book also brings to light the multifaceted nature of U.S. actions. Detailing spheres of action that typically do not get the same attention as the violent face of counterterrorism, this study shows that allegations directed at the United States overstate its unilateralist inclinations, In fact, U.S. hegemony has been orchestrating a multilateral effort against the jihadi movement. Unilateral action taken by the United States in the war on terrorism is often consistent with the war’s grand design, which sets general parameters but largely maintains states’ freedom of action. Nevertheless, even the hegemon is sometimes tempted to breach the boundaries of legitimate action set by the international society. When it does, cooperation falters: the society’s members demonstrate an inclination to protect the system from the jihadi threat, but also to restrain U.S. hegemony when its actions are incompatible with the society’s constitutive ideas. Secondary powers, in particular, serve as corrective agents, helping to produce a system of checks and balances. 

Heg Good – AT: Causes Terrorism

Heg doesn’t cause terrorism – it would exist absent the American empire – Wahabist ideolog 

Muzaffar 05 (Chandra Muzaffar, political analyst and president of the International Movement for a Just World, “Hegemony, Terrorism, and War --- Is Democracy the Antidote?” http://static7.userland.com/ulvs1-j/gems/wlr/08muzaffar.pdf)
It may be appropriate at this point to ask: if American hegemony comes to an end, will al-Qaeda terrorism also cease to exist? Without American hegemony, al-Qaeda will lose much of its constituency. That segment of the Muslim population that applauds Osama because he is prepared to stand up to the arrogance of hegemonic power will disappear immediately. Besides, it will be more difficult for al-Qaeda to recruit its operatives. In this regard, it is the U.S. led occupation of Iraq—more than any other event—that has accelerated al-Qaeda’s recruitment drive! Having said that, we must nonetheless concede that even without U.S. hegemony, al-Qaeda may still be around. It nurses a foolish dream of establishing a global Islamic Caliphate based upon its doctrinaire Wahabist ideology—an ideology that dichotomizes the world into pure Muslims and impure infidels, deprives women of their dignity, subscribes to a bigoted, punitive concept of law, and has no qualms about employing violence in pursuit of its atavistic goals.

Only a decline in US primacy leads to a significant threat from terrorism

Walt 02 (Dr. Stephen M. Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, assistant professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, guest scholar at Brookings, associate at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “American Primacy,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002)

Today, U.S. primacy helps deter potential challenges to American interests in virtually every part of the world. Few countries or non state groups want to invite the “focused enmity” of the United States (to use William Wohlforth’s apt phrase), and countries and groups that have done so (such as Libya, Iraq, Serbia, or the Taliban) have paid a considerable price. As discussed below, U.S. dominance does provoke opposition in a number of places, but anti-American elements are forced to rely on covert or indirect strategies (such as terrorist bombings) that do not seriously threaten America’s dominant position. Were American power to decline significantly, however, groups opposed to U.S. interests would probably be emboldened and overt challenges would be more likely. This does not mean that the United States can act with impunity, nor does it guarantee that the United States will achieve every one of its major foreign policy objectives. It does mean that the United States has a margin of security that weaker states do not possess. This margin of safety is a luxury, perhaps, but it is also a luxury that few Americans would want to live without. 

Heg Good – Prolif

Heg solves prolif

Brookes 08  Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission
(Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008
The United States military has also been a central player in the attempts to halt weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic missile proliferation. In 2003, President Bush created the Prolifera­tion Security Initiative (PSI), an initiative to counter the spread of WMD and their delivery systems throughout the world. The U.S. military's capabili­ties help put teeth in the PSI, a voluntary, multilat­eral organization of 90-plus nations which uses national laws and joint military operations to fight proliferation. While many of the PSI's efforts aren't made pub­lic due to the potential for revealing sensitive intel­ligence sources and methods, some operations do make their way to the media. For instance, accord­ing to the U.S. State Department, the PSI stopped exports to Iran's missile program and heavy water- related equipment to Tehran's nuclear program, which many believe is actually a nuclear weapons program. In the same vein, the United States is also devel­oping the world's most prodigious-ever ballistic missile defense system to protect the American homeland, its deployed troops, allies, and friends, including Europe. While missile defense has its crit­ics, it may provide the best answer to the spread of ballistic missiles and the unconventional payloads, including the WMD, they may carry. Unfortunately, the missile and WMD prolifera­tion trend is not positive. For instance, 10 years ago, there were only six nuclear weapons states. Today there are nine members of the once-exclusive nucle­ar weapons club, with Iran perhaps knocking at the door. Twenty-five years ago, nine countries had bal­listic missiles. Today, there are 28 countries with ballistic missile arsenals of varying degrees. This defensive system will not only provide deter­rence to the use of these weapons, but also provide policymakers with a greater range of options in pre­venting or responding to such attacks, whether from a state or non-state actor. Perhaps General Trey Obering, the Director of the Missile Defense Agency, said it best when describing the value of missile defense in countering the grow­ing threat of WMD and delivery system prolifera­tion: "I believe that one of the reasons we've seen the proliferation of these missiles in the past is that there has historically been no defense against them."
Prolif causes nuclear war – deterrence fails

Lieber 07  Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University

(Robert J. "Persistent Primacy and the Future of the American Era", APSA Paper 2007)

In addition to the threat posed by radical Islamist ideology and terrorism, the proliferation  of nuclear weapons could become an increasingly dangerous source of instability and conflict.  Over the longer term, and coupled with the spread of missile technology, there is a likelihood that  the U.S. will be more exposed to this danger. Not only might the technology, materials or weapons  themselves be diverted into the hand of terrorist groups willing to pay almost any price to acquire  them, but the spread of these weapons carries with it the possibility of devastating regional wars. In assessing nuclear proliferation risks in the late-Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, in North Korea,  and in Iran, some have asserted that deterrence and containment, which seemed to work during the  Cold War, would be sufficient to protect the national interests of the U.S. and those of close allies. Such views are altogether too complacent. The U.S.–Soviet nuclear balance took two decades to become relatively stable and on at least one occasion, the Cuban Missile Crisis of October 1962, the parties came to the nuclear brink. Moreover, stable deterrence requires assured second strike capability, the knowledge that whichever side suffered an initial nuclear attack would have the capacity to retaliate by inflicting unacceptable damage upon the attacker, and the assumption that  one’s adversary is a value-maximizing rational actor. A robust nuclear balance is difficult to achieve, and in the process of developing a nuclear  arsenal, a country embroiled in an intense regional crisis may become the target of a disarming first  strike or, on the other hand, may be driven by a use-it-or-lose it calculation. Even though American territory may not be at immediate risk within the next five to seven years, its interests, bases and allies surely might be. And control by rational actors in new or recent members of the nuclear club is by no means a foregone conclusion. The late Saddam Hussein had shown himself to be reckless and prone to reject outside information that differed from what he wished to hear. And Iranian President Ahmadinejad has expressed beliefs that suggest an erratic grip on reality or that call into question his own judgment. For example, he has invoked the return of the twelfth or hidden Imam, embraced conspiracy theories about 9/11, fostered Holocaust denial, and called for Israel to be wiped off the map
Heg Good – Prolif

US leadership key to nonprolif efforts – norms and pressure to ratify CTBT 

Choubey 07 – Deputy Director of the Nonproliferation Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [Deepti, “A Chance for Nuclear Insurance”, Washington Post, 9/7, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/11/06/AR2007110601851.html] 

For almost four decades the world has been protected by a global agreement -- the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) -- which worked to keep the number of nuclear weapon states small. That agreement, and the world order that relies on it, badly needs U.S. leadership.

There are three reasons why American influence is needed. First, the nuclear "have-not" states, who signed away their right to develop nuclear weapons, don't believe that the "haves" are living up to their side of the deal to eventually dismantle their weapons.
Second, Iran's continuing refusal to comply with International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) obligations and legally binding UN Security Council resolutions undermines the effectiveness of a rule-based system for managing nuclear technology and threatens international peace and security.

And third, as excitement over a nuclear energy renaissance grows, non-nuclear-weapon states in the developing world declare large ambitions to master the nuclear fuel cycle, a scenario the old rules didn't account for.

But the regime can be saved.

Last month marked the eighth anniversary of the Senate's failure to ratify the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT). The treaty bans all nuclear explosions in all places and provides an opportunity for nuclear weapons states -- China, France, Russia, the U.K. and U.S. -- to make good on their legal obligation to dismantle their nuclear weapons arsenals.

Forty-four states need to sign and then ratify the Treaty for it to go into effect. Pakistan, North Korea and India are the only three states not to sign. An additional seven states -- the U.S., Iran, China, Colombia, Egypt, Indonesia and Israel -- have signed but not ratified.

U.S. leadership, in the form of Senate ratification, would pressure other "hold out" states to follow suit.

Heg solves prolif – creates global pressure against nuclearization

Saslow 10 – staff writer at the Washington Post [Eli, “Top officials stress nuclear strength,” Washington Post, 4/12/10, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/04/11/AR2010041103344.html]

Gates said the United States is "stronger, not weaker," in large part because of an increased focus on missile defense that includes more than $1 billion to be spent on the development of ground-based interceptors in Alaska. Also, he credited Obama for helping build worldwide pressure against Iran and North Korea, long perceived as nuclear threats. Iran, Gates said, is "not nuclear capable," but he added, "They are continuing to make progress on these programs."

"What has to happen is the Iranian government has to decide that its own security is better served by not having nuclear weapons than by having them," Gates said on NBC's "Meet the Press." "It's a combination of more missile defense in the Gulf to show them that any attack we can defend against and react against."

Clinton echoed this on ABC's "This Week." Then, during an interview that aired only hours before she joined Obama at Blair House to meet visiting dignitaries, she issued what sounded like a warning.

"Let no one be mistaken," she said. "The United States will defend ourselves and defend our partners and allies." 

Heg Good – Asian Prolif

Heg key to contain Asian prolif – diplomatic negotiations are key

Perkovich 06 – director of the Nuclear Policy Program at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [George, “ U.S. Leadership with China, South Korea and Japan Key to Containing Nuclear Chain Reaction,”  Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 8/9, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=18764]

Without prompt, effective, leadership by the United States in response to the reported nuclear test by North Korea on October 8, two other consequences could follow: regionally, a nuclear chain reaction could take place in the form of an arms race, or, internationally, Iran could take a cue to be more provocative in the nuclear arena. 
The most important thing is for the United States to take the lead in involving Japan, South Korea and China in very intensive diplomacy about how all of the major powers in Northeast Asia can avoid the temptation to engage in an arms race which will exacerbate fears of a nuclear confrontation in the region. Given that some people perceive that Japan's new leadership might wish to reconsider Japan's nuclear policy, it is vitally important that the United States lead an intense and sustained effort with Japan, South Korea and China to clarify each other's intentions and policies in ways that avoid any nuclear competition. These countries must take up the difficult task of determining what is the new objective toward North Korea -- is it to dismantle North Korea's nuclear weapons program, to limit the size of its arsenal, to limit its capacity to deliver its weapons on missiles, to prevent further proliferation of nuclear materials or technology to other states or terrorist groups, to isolate them further or to change the existing regime? 

Heg Good – Japan Prolif
Heg prevents Japan prolif 
Brookes 08 – Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission
(Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008)
American military might has been primarily responsible for Japanese security since the end of World War II. This has not only allowed Japan to prosper economically and politically--like South Korea and Germany, I might add--but has also kept Japan at peace with its neighbors.

The presence of U.S. forces and the American nuclear deterrent has also kept Japan from exercis­ing a nuclear option that many believe it might take, considering the rise of China, North Korea's nuclear breakout, its advanced scientific and technical capa­bilities, and indigenous nuclear power industry--a producer of a significant amount of fissile material from its reactors.
Political and historical considerations aside, many believe that Japan could quickly join the once-exclu­sive nuclear weapons club if it chose to do so, result­ing in unforetold challenges to regional security.
Heg Good – Middle East 2AC

US hegemony key to Mid East stability – withdrawal causes a power vacuum and draws the US back 

Kagan 08 senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund (Robert Kagan, "End of Dreams, Return of History", Hoover Institution, 2008, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136)

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.
Middle East conflict escalates to nuclear war

Steinbach 2002 D.C. Iraq Coalition – Centre for Research on Globalisation – 
[John, "Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat of Peace," Global Peace, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html] gs

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israe l, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation , once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability ."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major(if not the major) target of Israeli nukes . It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war . In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration.

Heg Good – Middle East

Loss of US heg creates Mid East power vacuum

Mead 7 (Walter Russell, Senior fellow for Council of Foreign Relations, “Why We’re in the Gulf” December 27,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB119872041294251867.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)

The end of America’s ability to safeguard the Gulf and the trade routes around it would be enormously damaging—and not just to us. Defense budgets would grow dramatically in every major power center, and Middle Eastern politics would be further destabilized, as every country sought political influence in Middle Eastern countries to ensure access to oil in the resulting free for all.

The potential for conflict and chaos is real. A world of insecure and suspicious great powers engaged in military competition over vital interests would not be a safe or happy place. Every ship that China builds to protect the increasing numbers of supertankers needed to bring oil from the Middle East to China in years ahead would also be a threat to Japan’s oil security—as well as to the oil security of India and Taiwan. European cooperation would likely be undermined as well, as countries sought to make their best deals with Russia, the Gulf states and other oil rich neighbors like Algeria.

 America's Persian Gulf policy is one of the chief ways through which the U.S. is trying to build a peaceful world and where the exercise of American power, while driven ultimately by domestic concerns and by the American national interest, provides vital public goods to the global community. The next American president, regardless of party and regardless of his or her views about the wisdom of George W. Bush's invasion of Iraq, will necessarily make the security of the Persian Gulf states one of America's very highest international priorities

Heg Good – Chinese Aggression 2AC
Heg prevents China-Taiwan war
Brookes 08 – Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission
(Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008)
We know that China is undergoing a major mil­itary buildup, especially involving its power projec­tion forces--i.e., air force, navy, and ballistic missile forces, all aimed at Taiwan. Indeed, today Beijing has the world's third largest defense budget and the world's fastest growing peacetime defense budget, growing at over 10 percent per year for over a decade. It increased its defense budget nearly 18 percent annually over the past two years.
I would daresay that military tensions across the 100-mile-wide Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China would be much greater today if not for an implied commitment on the part of the United States to prevent a change in the political status quo via military means. China hasn't renounced the use of force against its neighbor and rival, Taiwan, a vibrant, free-market democracy. It is believed by many analysts that absent American military might, China would quickly unite Taiwan with the main­land under force of arms.

In general, the system of military alliances in Asia that the United States maintains provides the basis for stability in the Pacific, since the region has failed to develop an overarching security architecture such as that found in Europe in NATO.
Extinction

Straits Times 00 [“Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” Jun 25, LN]
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Heg Good – Russia/China

US influence in Middle East key to preventing Russia/China aggression

Balaban 8 Head of the Centre for Security Policy in the Faculty of Social Sciences at Charles University Prague (Milos Balaban, “The Conflicting Rebirth of Multipolarity in International Relations”, Central European Journal of International and Security Studies, May 2008, http://cejiss.org/articles/vol2-1/balaban/)

From a geostrategic perspective, it is crucial for the US to maintain its influence over the Middle East; currently the world’s most important source of vital energy resources; and to contain the global ambitions of China and resource-rich Russia. The US chiefly relies on its own military capabilities and political leverage in prioritizing and achieving its objectives. The failure of the US to meet some of its central international objectives could result in a dangerous geopolitical situation not only for the US but also Europe and the US’s other key allies. To be sure, the EU (and its 27 members) remains among the US’s closest allies despite the fact that not all EU members share all aspects of the US’s strategic priorities. Such variance is largely due to divergent international economic interests, especially provisions of energy security and different interpretations of political and security priorities vis-à-vis Russia, China, the Middle East, and Africa. Some EU members (e.g. Britain and the majority of the EU-10), have maintained, and probably will continue to maintain close relations with the US, which would result in closer cooperation for asserting their main, mutual strategic goals.

Heg Good – AT: Causes Russia/China

No challengers – Russia and China will take decades to even begin to compete militarily

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

The demise of the United States’ principal superpower rival, the Soviet Union, should have rendered many places in the world less strategic to US interests. Rising powers — such as China, India, or a resurgent Russia — will probably take decades to rival the United States militarily, if they ever do. Even if another potential hegemonic power arises, the United States might adopt a less expensive and dangerous strategy than it did during the Cold War vis-à-vis the Soviet Union. The United States should not have tried to counter the rival superpower everywhere in the world, including in backwater countries such as Korea (during the Korean War, South Korea was a poor country), Vietnam, Angola, Grenada, Nicaragua, and so forth. Allowing the Soviet Union to pay the costs of conquering, administering, and aiding these economic basket cases would have caused its overextension much earlier. Even in regions of great economic and technological power — that is, Europe and East Asia — the United States should have let its allies be the first line of defense. 

Heg Impact Authors – Small Khalilzad

US leadership solves nuke war, democracy, free trade, and conflicts globally 

Khalilzad 95  Defense Analyst at RAND, (Zalmay, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War” The Washington Quarterly, RETHINKING GRAND STRATEGY; Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84)
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. 

Heg Impact Authors – Ferguson

Collapse of US hegemony causes a global power vacuum resulting in nuclear war

Ferguson 04  professor of history at New York University's Stern School of Business and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University (Niall, “A World without Power”, Foreign Policy )
Could an apolar world today produce an era reminiscent of the age of Alfred? It could, though with some important and troubling differences. Certainly, one can imagine the world's established powers—the United States, Europe, and China—retreating into their own regional spheres of influence. But what of the growing pretensions to autonomy of the supranational bodies created under U.S. leadership after the Second World War? The United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization (formerly the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade) each considers itself in some way representative of the “international community.” Surely their aspirations to global governance are fundamentally different from the spirit of the Dark Ages? Yet universal claims were also an integral part of the rhetoric of that era. All the empires claimed to rule the world; some, unaware of the existence of other civilizations, maybe even believed that they did. The reality, however, was not a global Christendom, nor an all-embracing Empire of Heaven. The reality was political fragmentation. And that is also true today. The defining characteristic of our age is not a shift of power upward to supranational institutions, but downward. With the end of states' monopoly on the means of violence and the collapse of their control over channels of communication, humanity has entered an era characterized as much by disintegration as integration. If free flows of information and of means of production empower multinational corporations and nongovernmental organizations (as well as evangelistic religious cults of all denominations), the free flow of destructive technology empowers both criminal organizations and terrorist cells. These groups can operate, it seems, wherever they choose, from Hamburg to Gaza. By contrast, the writ of the international community is not global at all. It is, in fact, increasingly confined to a few Page 5 strategic cities such as Kabul and Pristina. In short, it is the nonstate actors who truly wield global power—including both the monks and the Vikings of our time. 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

Heg Impact Authors – Thayer

US hegemony solves all problems

Thayer 06 Associate Professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University

[Bradley, In Defense of Primacy, The National Interest, December (lexis)]

A grand strategy based on American primacy means ensuring the United States stays the world's number one power--the diplomatic, economic and military leader. Those arguing against primacy claim that the United States should retrench, either because the United States lacks the power to maintain its primacy and should withdraw from its global commitments, or because the maintenance of primacy will lead the United States into the trap of "imperial overstretch." In the previous issue of The National Interest, Christopher Layne warned of these dangers of primacy and called for retrenchment.1 Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its interests.  But retrenchment, in any of its guises, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capabilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capabilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this.  So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American primacy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action--but they fail to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not.  A GRAND strategy of ensuring American primacy takes as its starting point the protection of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor.  In contrast, a strategy based on retrenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no matter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington cannot call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terrorists, rogue states or rising powers, history shows that threats must be confronted. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvincing half-pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats.  And when enemies must be confronted, a strategy based on primacy focuses on engaging enemies overseas, away from American soil. Indeed, a key tenet of the Bush Doctrine is 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. This requires a physical, on-the-ground presence that cannot be achieved by offshore balancing. Indeed, as Barry Posen has noted, U.S. primacy is secured because America, at present, commands the "global commons"--the oceans, the world's airspace and outer space--allowing the United States to project its power far from its borders, while denying those common avenues to its enemies. As a consequence, the costs of power projection for the United States and its allies are reduced, and the robustness of the United States' conventional and strategic deterrent capabilities is increased.2 This is not an advantage that should be relinquished lightly.  A remarkable fact about international politics today--in a world where American primacy is clearly and unambiguously on display--is that countries want to align themselves with the United States. Of course, this is not out of any sense of altruism, in most cases, but because doing so allows them to use the power of the United States for their own purposes--their own protection, or to gain greater influence.  Of 192 countries, 84 are allied with America--their security is tied to the United States through treaties and other informal arrangements--and they include almost all of the major economic and military powers. That is a ratio of almost 17 to one (85 to five), and a big change from the Cold War when the ratio was about 1.8 to one of states aligned with the United States versus the Soviet Union. Never before in its history has this country, or any country, had so many allies. U.S. primacy--and the bandwagoning effect--has also given us extensive influence in international politics, allowing the United States to shape the behavior of states and international institutions. Such influence comes in many forms, one of which is America's ability to create coalitions of like-minded states to free Kosovo, stabilize Afghanistan, invade Iraq or to stop proliferation through the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI ). Doing so allows the United States to operate with allies outside of the UN, where it can be stymied by opponents. American-led wars in Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq stand in contrast to the UN's inability to save the people of Darfur or even to conduct any military campaign to realize the goals of its charter. The quiet effectiveness of the PSI in dismantling Libya's WMD programs and unraveling the A. Q. Khan proliferation network are in sharp relief to the typically toothless attempts by the UN to halt proliferation. You can count with one hand countries opposed to the United States. They are the "Gang of Five": China, Cuba, Iran, North Korea and Venezuela. Of course, countries like India, for example, do not agree with all policy choices made by the United States, such as toward Iran, but New Delhi is friendly to Washington. Only the "Gang of Five" may be expected to consistently resist the agenda and actions of the United States.  China is clearly the most important of these states because it is a rising great power. But even Beijing is intimidated by the United States and refrains from openly challenging U.S. power. China proclaims that it will, if necessary, resort to other mechanisms of challenging the United States, including asymmetric strategies such as targeting communication and intelligence satellites upon which the United States depends. But China may not be confident those strategies would work, and so it is likely to refrain from testing the United States directly for the foreseeable future because China's power benefits, as we shall see, from the international order U.S. primacy creates.  The other states are far weaker than China. For three of the "Gang of Five" cases--Venezuela, Iran, Cuba--it is an anti-U.S. regime that is the source of the problem; the country itself is not intrinsically anti-American. Indeed, a change of regime in Caracas, Tehran or Havana could very well reorient relations. 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.3 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 an 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.4 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.

Heg Impact Authors – Lieber 

Withdrawal of US leadership causes multiple regional nuclear conflicts

Lieber 05  Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University  

(Robert J., The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century, p. 53-54)

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.

Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves."2

Heg Bad – Global War

US hegemony and interventionism is a pretext for global war 

Polya 10 (Dr. Gideon Polya, professor at Cornell, environment expert, author, “4 July US Independence Day: US Imperialism, Terrorism & Genocide Deny Life, Liberty & Happiness to World,” Bella Ciao, http://bellaciao.org/en/spip.php?article19981)
According to Professor Jules Dufour (President of the United Nations Association of Canada (UNA-C) – Saguenay-Lac-Saint-Jean branch and Research Associate at the Center for Research on Globalization (CRG), Emeritus Professor of Geography at the University of Quebec, Chicoutimi): “US strategists, in an attempt to justify their military interventions in different parts of the World, have conceptualised the greatest fraud in US history, namely "the Global War on Terrorism" (GWOT). The latter, using a fabricated pretext constitutes a global war against all those who oppose US hegemony. A modern form of slavery, instrumented through militarization and the "free market" has unfolded.…The US has established its control over 191 governments which are members of the United Nations. The conquest, occupation and/or otherwise supervision of these various regions of the World is supported by an integrated network of military bases and installations which covers the entire Planet (Continents, Oceans and Outer Space). All this pertains to the workings of an extensive Empire, the exact dimensions of which are not always easy to ascertain….presence of US military personnel in 156 countries… The US Military has bases in 63 countries. Brand new military bases have been built since September 11, 2001 in seven countries.” (see “The worldwide network of US military bases. The Global Deployment of US Military Personnel”, Global Research, 1 July 2007: http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.... )

Heg Bad – Global Stability

US heg dangerous to global stability – transition to multipolarity is key

Steinberg 08 Dean of the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs and national security adviser

(James B. Steinberg, "Real leaders do soft power: Learning the lessons of Iraq", The Washington Quarterly, 2008, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v031/31.2steinberg.html)

Yet, the idea that these goals could be achieved through a naked assertion of U.S. primacy was fundamentally flawed. Bush and his supporters profoundly misunderstood the significance of the "unipolar moment." Far from being a license to sweep away the prudential strictures that had long governed the United States' use of power, this was precisely the moment for the United States to be circumspect in how it wielded its unprecedented strength. Despite its own certainty that its power would only be used for noble ends, even allies were legitimately concerned that unchecked U.S. power could be dangerous to global stability. This was precisely the moment when Washington needed to reassure others that its power would in fact be used for the broader global public good and thus a moment when the United States should be most willing to listen to the voices of others. At a time when the national confidence was shaken by the September 11 attacks and the public looked to its government to restore a sense of security, the ideology of primacy had a certain natural appeal. Yet, it was the job of statesmen to offer a more farsighted path forward. The damaging consequences of the departure from these truths run the risk that the United States may overcompensate for these lessons and allow the pendulum to swing back too far. The administration has placed excessive confidence in the force of arms to defeat adversaries, but that does not mean that the United States can dispense with a well-trained, capable military. Even the preventive use of force must remain an option when faced with mortal threats that cannot be eliminated through other means.

The administration pursued a go-it-alone approach to avoid the challenge of patient alliance management and deliberate institution-building, but the United States cannot forsake a leadership role, retreat from global engagement, or be paralyzed by lack of consensus when action is necessary. Nor must the United States always go along with judgments of others when its security is at risk. The administration has overreached in trying to impose democracy, but the United States still has a moral and political stake in supporting the forces of freedom around the world.

How can the United States undo the damage and regain the support necessary to assure its security, liberty, and prosperity? First, it must reject playing into al Qaeda's narrative. Characterizing efforts to eliminate terrorism as an ideological crusade is exactly what bin Laden wants. By labeling the adversary "Islamic fascism" and likening the current antiterrorist struggle to the conflicts the United States and its allies waged against Hitler and Stalin, the United States gives credence to al Qaeda's recruiting strategy, which seeks to convince young and disaffected Muslims that the United States is their enemy that seeks to destroy their religion and culture.11
Second, Washington can restore the legitimacy of U.S. leadership by showing a greater willingness to take into account the views of its necessary partners. The administration's about-face on North Korea and Iran and support for global initiatives on HIV/AIDS and malaria are valuable steps in the right direction. Yet, more could be done, starting with a leadership role in addressing climate change, supporting the International Criminal Court, and reducing the salience of nuclear weapons in U.S. strategy to bolster the flagging nonproliferation regime.12 The United States has a unique capacity to foster peace and stability in the world, but its unique role and capabilities do not justify an unconstrained version of U.S. exceptionalism. If the United States wants others to live by the rules and be "responsible global stakeholders," it must accept the need to do the same.

Third, the United States must take seriously the need to reform international institutions rather than disparage or ignore them. Like-minded organizations such as the proposed Community of Democracies13 have their place, but fora in which countries with divergent views can develop strategies together are also necessary, from the UN to the World Trade Organization. The time has come to bite the bullet on UN Security Council reform and accept that the greater legitimacy offered by a more representative Security Council justifies the risk that action in an enlarged and more diverse council will be more cumbersome or less to Washington's liking. Similarly, the United States should take the steps necessary to join the East Asian Summit, including ratifying the Association of Southeast Asian Nations Treaty of Amity and Cooperation, which would put the United States back in the mix in the most dynamic region of the world. In short, the United States must return to the strategies of leadership that brought it unprecedented power and security in the first place.

US presence is a war on humanity – threatens all countries on earth

Polya 10 (Dr. Gideon Polya, professor at Cornell, environment expert, author, “4 July US Independence Day: US Imperialism, Terrorism & Genocide Deny Life, Liberty & Happiness to World,” Bella Ciao, http://bellaciao.org/en/spip.php?article19981)
For a billions of people around the World July 4 means that day in 1776 on which the United States declared war on Humanity. For the United States of America the Fourth of July is US Independence Day, a US federal holiday commemorating the adoption of the Declaration of Independence on July 4, 1776, declaring independence from Great Britain. Ask yourself the question: what countries in Asia, Africa, the Pacific and the Americas has the US (a) threatened, (b) suborned, (c) invaded, (d) devastated or (e) occupied? The answers: (a) the US threatens all countries on earth; (b), the US suborns all countries on earth (read Philip Agee, “Inside the Company. CIA Diary” and John Perkins “Confessions of an Economic Hit Man”); (c), (d) and (e). the US has actually invaded, occupied and devastated about 30 countries in the 65 years since 1945 alone (read William Blum’s book “Rogue State” and for an avoidable mortality-related history of genocidal US imperialism read my book “Body Count. Global avoidable mortality since 1950”: The US has military forces in 156 countries and bases in about 63 countries. Its nuclear weapons-armed nuclear submarines spread a message of racist state terrorism and racist nuclear terrorism around the globe.
Heg Bad – Economy – Interventionism 1NC

US interventionism causes government intervention in the economy 

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

Ironically, conservatives who rail against government activism and heavy public spending at home often seem to support it abroad, even though it has even less chance of being effective, because the US government has less credibility overseas than it does at home. Domestic government spending goes up as the price a president has to pay to generate continuing support for his overseas war or wars. For example, President George W. Bush has increased domestic spending drastically at the same time he has fought wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. During wartime, the government usually intrudes more into the private sector to direct greater resources and productive capacity to the war effort. For example, during World War I, World War II, and the Korean conflict, the government attempted to insert itself into important sectors of the civilian economy. In the latter case, it was somewhat less successful at this dubious objective than in the former two cases, in which the government virtually took over the civilian economy. After the war is over, wartime precedents for government activism in private economic decisions often linger during peacetime. As a result, conservatives should revisit their opposition in the 1920s and 1930s to the nontraditional US policy of interventionism, which was first practiced broadly by the liberal Woodrow Wilson and was resurrected after World War II by the liberal Harry Truman. 

Government intervention kills the economy – recession proves 

Woods 09 (Thomas E. Woods Junior, New York Times author, senior fellow at Ludwig von Mises Institute, “Government Intervention for Economy Makes Things Worse,” The Daily Reckoning, May 6, 2009, http://www.dailyreckoning.com.au/-government-intervention-for-economy-makes-things-worse/2009/05/06/) 

In March 2007 then-Treasury secretary Henry Paulson told Americans that the global economy was "as strong as I've seen it in my business career." "Our financial institutions are strong," he added in March 2008. "Our investment banks are strong. Our banks are strong. They're going to be strong for many, many years." Federal Reserve chairman Ben Bernanke said in May 2007, "We do not expect significant spillovers from the subprime market to the rest of the economy or to the financial system." In August 2008, Paulson and Bernanke assured the country that other than perhaps $25 billion in bailout money for Fannie and Freddie, the fundamentals of the economy were sound. Then, all of a sudden, things were so bad that without a $700 billion congressional appropriation, the whole thing would collapse. In the wake of this change of heart on the part of our leaders, Americans found themselves bombarded with a predictable and relentless refrain: the free market economy has failed. The alleged remedies were equally predictable: more regulation, more government intervention, more spending, more money creation, and more debt. To add insult to injury, the very people who had been responsible for the policies that created the mess were posing as the wise public servants who would show us the way out. And following a now-familiar pattern, government failure would not only be blamed on anyone and everyone but the government itself, but it would also be used to justify additional grants of government power. The truth of the matter is that intervention in the market, rather than the market economy itself, was the driving factor behind the bust. 

Heg Bad – Economy 1NC

Heg massively tanks the US economy

Layne 97  Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School 

(Chris, “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing”  International Security, Summer 1997)

It is difficult to quantify the strategy of preponderance’s economic costs; Jim Hanson’s 1993 analysis suggests, however, that the strategy’s costs include: loss of domestic savings, trade deficits, overseas investment and loan losses, employment loss and welfare costs (attributable to the export of jobs), a swelling federal budget deficit, ballooning interest on the federal debt, foreign economic and military aid, and one-half of U.S. defense spending (attributable to “imperial” security responsibilities).72 According to Hanson’s study, as of 1990 the cost of maintaining the American empire was $970 trillion, nearly 20 percent of GNP. Although the specifics of the study’s accounting methodology can be questioned, the basic point remains: There is a strong prima facie case that for the United States the strategy of preponderance is expensive, and over the long term the strategy will retard its economic performance; decrease its relative economic power; and weaken its geopolitical standing in the emerging twenty- first century—multipolar system.

Even a slowdown in the global economy will trigger a nuclear World War 3

Mead 92   Senior Fellow for US Foreign Policy at Council on Foreign Relations [Walter Russell, “Depending on the kindness of strangers,” New Perspectives Quarterly, Summer, p. 28, Academic Search Elite]

If so, this new failure--the failure to develop an international system to hedge against the possibility of worldwide depression--will open their eyes to their folly. Hundreds of millions-- billions--of people around the world have pinned their hopes on the international market economy. They and their leaders have embraced market principles—and drawn closer to the West--because they believe that our system can work for them. But what if it can't? What if the global economy stagnates--or even shrinks? In that case, we will face a new period of international conflict: South against North, rich against poor. Russia, China, India--these countries with their billions of people and their nuclear weapons will pose a much greater danger to world order than Germany and Japan did in the '30s

Heg Bad – Economy 

Economic interdependence risks war – expanded security commitments

Layne, 97 – Visiting Associate Professor at the Naval Postgraduate School (Chris, “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing,” International Security, Summer 1997, p. 98, http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539331)

There is a tight linkage-too often neglected by many international relations theorists-between security and economic interdependence. I call this the "security/interdependence nexus." To preserve an international environment conducive to economic interdependence, the United States must engage in an extended deterrence strategy that undertakes to defend its allies' vital interests by protecting them from hostile powers, threats emanating in the periphery, and each other. The need to rely on extended deterrence to maintain the conditions in which interdependence can take root leads inexorably to strategic overextension: the United States must extend deterrence to secure interdependence against threats emanating in both the core and the periphery, and the synergy between credibility concerns and threat inflation causes the United States to expand the scope of its security commitments. Economic interdependence therefore brings with it an increased risk of war and a decrease in America's relative power. 

Defense spending kills the economy – efficiency, growth, jobs 

Baker, 09 - co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR). He is the author of Plunder and Blunder: The Rise and Fall of the Bubble Economy (Dean, “Massive Defense Spending Leads to Job Loss,” 11/10/09, http://www.cepr.net/index.php/op-eds-&-columns/op-eds-&-columns/defense-spending-job-loss/)

For example, defense spending means that the government is pulling away resources from the uses determined by the market and instead using them to buy weapons and supplies and to pay for soldiers and other military personnel. In standard economic models, defense spending is a direct drain on the economy, reducing efficiency, slowing growth and costing jobs. A few years ago, the Center for Economic and Policy Research commissioned Global Insight, one of the leading economic modeling firms, to project the impact of a sustained increase in defense spending equal to 1.0 percentage point of GDP. This was roughly equal to the cost of the Iraq War. Global Insight’s model projected that after 20 years the economy would be about 0.6 percentage points smaller as a result of the additional defense spending. Slower growth would imply a loss of almost 700,000 jobs compared to a situation in which defense spending had not been increased. Construction and manufacturing were especially big job losers in the projections, losing 210,000 and 90,000 jobs, respectively. The scenario we asked Global Insight to model turned out to have vastly underestimated the increase in defense spending associated with current policy. In the most recent quarter, defense spending was equal to 5.6 percent of GDP. By comparison, before the September 11th attacks, the Congressional Budget Office projected that defense spending in 2009 would be equal to just 2.4 percent of GDP. Our post-September 11th build-up was equal to 3.2 percentage points of GDP compared to the pre-attack baseline. This means that the Global Insight projections of job loss are far too low. The impact of higher spending will not be directly proportionate in these economic models. In fact, it should be somewhat more than proportionate, but if we just multiple the Global Insight projections by 3, we would see that the long-term impact of our increased defense spending will be a reduction in GDP of 1.8 percentage points. This would correspond to roughly $250 billion in the current economy, or about $800 in lost output for every person in the country. The projected job loss from this increase in defense spending would be close to 2 million. In other words, the standard economic models that project job loss from efforts to stem global warming also project that the increase in defense spending since 2000 will cost the economy close to 2 million jobs in the long run.

Heg Bad – AT: Solves Economy

Economic interdependence does not stop wars – empirics prove

Caverley, 07 – former research fellow for International Security Program at the Belfer Center, Harvard,  now research fellow, Dpt. of Political Science at Northwestern University (Jonathan D., “United States Hegemony and the New Economics of Defense,” Security Studies, October-December 2007, p. 598-599, http://faculty.wcas.northwestern.edu/jonathan-caverley/documents/CaverleyHegemony.pdf)

While Brooks describes the globalization of production as an “historical novelty,” the argument that interdependence leads to peace is not. From Immanuel Kant, John Stuart Mill, and Adam Smith through Norman Angell and on to present-day theorists, liberal scholars have produced increasingly sophisticated attempts to link international commerce and international stability. 3 Brooks observes that to date these arguments have failed to measure up empirically. Extensive international trade and capital mobility did not prevent World War I, the Cold War saw little commerce and few direct militarized conflicts between the superpowers, and states today remain resolutely at the center of international politics.4 

Heg Bad – AT: War Boosts Economy

War does not help the economy – history proves

Dutschke 3 (Gretchen, “Dominance Ideology and Hegemonic Decay: Part 1: the Economy,” http://www.isioma.net/sds01803.html)

Let’s look at the idea that war stimulates the economy. This is a popular idea and the Bush government very much adheres to it. They point to history. But what does history show? If you use the Dow Jones to measure the health of the economy and many do, then you might question what you are measuring because the Dow Jones continually and quite arbitrarily changes the stocks it compiles. GDP is a measure of the total transfer of money for goods and services in the economy and thus might be a better indication of broader economic activity. The chart above[4] shows the growth in US GDP from 1929 to 2002 and changes in the Dow Jones for the same period. The US fought in several large scale wars from 1929 to 2002 - WWII, the Korean War, the Vietnam War (less extensive were the Gulf War and the war in Serbia). During these wars, you can see (though not very well in this chart) that the stock market generally did go up a bit at the beginning of the war. But it did not follow through and for the most part there was a period lasting between one and seven years of little growth or negative growth after each of these wars. The stock market really grew only during long periods of peace. So if history repeats itself, we can expect that Bush’s war might jack up the stock market for a couple weeks, followed potentially by years of stagnation. GDP on the other hand did grow significantly during the second world war. However, it fell back to its long-term trend line after the war. None of the other wars brought any changes in the rate of GDP growth, but there were periods of no growth after these wars. Growth resumed after a period of peace. So if history repeats itself, we should expect a period of economic stagnation until we once again live in a fairly peaceful world. You’d think George W. would have learned the lesson from his father who lost the election in 1992 because the economy was bad, his little war obviously was a flop. 

Heg Bad – Terrorism 1NC

US hegemony provokes terrorism – military, political, economic, and cultural imperialism 

Muzaffar 05 (Chandra Muzaffar, political analyst and president of the International Movement for a Just World, “Hegemony, Terrorism, and War --- Is Democracy the Antidote?” http://static7.userland.com/ulvs1-j/gems/wlr/08muzaffar.pdf)
After 9-11, U.S. global hegemony continued to provoke al-Qaeda and other terrorist outfits. Since the U.S. and its allies had invaded Afghanistan in October 2001 in order to oust the Taliban regime that was protecting Osama, the invasion became the justification for further terrorist attacks. The Bali bombings of October 2002, purportedly carried out by a group affiliated with al-Qaeda, the Jemaah Islamiyyah, were primarily to avenge the Afghan invasion. Then in March 2003, the U.S. and its allies embarked upon a second military invasion. This time the target was Iraq. One year after Iraq was conquered, al-Qaeda struck again; it was responsible for a dastardly carnage at a Madrid railway station. The unconcealed aim was to compel the Spanish government to withdraw its soldiers from the U.S. led force in Iraq. Al-Qaeda succeeded in its objective. If we reflect upon al-Qaeda attacks, it is obvious that the military, political, and economic dimensions of U.S. hegemony figure prominently on its radar screen. It is seldom acknowledged, however, that the cultural dimension of hegemony has also been a consideration. For instance, during their trial, a couple of the Bali bombers inveighed against Western cultural imperialism and how it was destroying the identity and integrity of indigenous communities. By arguing that hegemony in all its manifestations breeds terrorism, we are in no way condoning terrorism. Al-Qaeda’s deliberate targeting of noncombatants and civilians in general—in East Africa, on 9-11, in Bali, in Madrid—has been condemned by right-thinking people everywhere. Leading Muslim theologians and scholars have not only denounced al-Qaeda’s misdeeds from a humanitarian perspective, but have also castigated Osama and his underlings as men who have shamelessly violated the essence of Islamic teachings.2 Nonetheless, if we fail to recognize how hegemony— control and dominance over people—leads to acts of terror, we will be no better than the proverbial ostrich that buries its head in the sand. 

Nuclear War

SID – AHMED  04   Political Analyst

[Mohamed, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm]

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

.

Heg Bad – Terrorism 

US interventionism bad – blowback terrorism

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

Liberals should also be concerned about the effects of repeated wars on domestic civil liberties, which make this country unique. Overseas wars usually allow governments to control dissent at home — for example, the US government spied on and provoked into violence Vietnam War protestors. The seemingly perpetual war on terror, like the long Cold War, might be more injurious to such liberties than past conventional wars, usually of limited duration, because no end to hostilities terminates the government clampdown. Also, some of the enemy’s attacks may be on the homeland, thus generating more fear than would a strictly foreign war. Such blowback terrorism results, in part, from US nation building — that is, meddling in other nations’ conflicts and civil wars, such as those of Afghanistan, Iraq, and Somalia. 

US interventionism bad – al Qaeda retaliation 

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

During the Cold War, at least a plausible argument could be made for some US intervention overseas to counter Soviet encroachment. But the Cold War is long over, the Soviet rival is in the dustbin of history, and the gains from interventionism have been drastically reduced while the costs have skyrocketed. The only type of attack that cannot be deterred by the US nuclear arsenal is that from terrorists — as was demonstrated on 9/11. Retaliation for US interventionism in the Arab-Muslim world is al Qaeda’s primary motive for attacking the United States. Specifically, Osama bin Laden’s biggest gripes are with US — that is, non-Muslim — occupation of Muslim lands and meddling in their politics by supporting corrupt dictators and Israel. 

US military presence leads to terrorism – destabilizes regional allies and incites religious tension

Gholz, Press and Valentino  6  Professor of Public Affairs at the University of Texas, Professors of Government at Dartmouth Eugene, Daryl G. and Benjamin “Time to Offshore Our Troops” The New York Times, 12/12/06  (http://www.nytimes.com/2006/12/12/opinion/12press.html?_r=2&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print)

Worse, the continued presence of our military personnel across the region will continue to incite extremists to attack American cities. Osama bin Ladin repeatedly stated that the presence of American forces on the holy ground of the Arabian Peninsula was a primary reason for 9/11.
Our presence also destabilizes our important regional allies. Not only do American bases make these countries a target for terrorists, but many of their citizens bristle at the sight of United States bases on their soil. Indeed, the most serious near-term threat to our energy interests is the overthrow of friendly governments by domestic Islamic extremists, a danger that is increased by the presence of our troops

Hegemony sparks terrorism – interventionism motivates
Freeman 05 (Michael Freeman, Professor of political science at the University of Chicago, CIA analyst, “Fighting Terrorism with Democracy: A Losing Strategy,” All Academic, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p69880_index.html)

Logic of terrorism: Historically, one of the most common reasons that new recruits join a terrorist organization is out of resentment that their state or region is controlled, invaded, occupied, or otherwise influenced by outsiders.54 For these terrorists, they are fighting to protect their homeland. The most well-known current groups and their causes would include the IRA and its successors, the ETA, the numerous Pakistani based Kashmir groups, Hamas, Fatah, al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigade, Palestinian Islamic Jihad and other Palestinian groups, and various Chechen groups. These organizations seek, respectively: an Irish Catholic Ireland, an independent Basque country, getting India out of Kashmir, a Palestinian state, and independence from Russia. Al-Qaeda members are also motivated by nationalism (in addition to Islamic extremism) in the sense that their main objective is to force the United States and other Western powers out of the Middle East.55 Close ties to Israel and both Iraqi wars also create resentment over U.S. intervention in the region.56 In a 1998 fatwa, bin Laden called for the killing American and allied civilians and soldiers because the U.S. was occupying the “lands of Islam in the holiest of places,” devastating Iraq, and supporting Israel.57 Consistent with this, they have attacked symbols of the West; their targets have included the World Trade Center (twice), the Pentagon, the Capitol (probably on 9/11), U.S. military forces abroad (the USS Cole), and U.S. and British embassies and consulates (Turkey, Kenya, Tanzania). 

Hegemonic unilateralism weakens deterrence towards terrorism – gives rise to preventive wars

Schwartz 05 (Joseph Schwartz, professor of political science, “Can the Military Power of a Hegemon Win a ‘War Against Terrorism,’” All Academic, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p41921_index.html)

The Bush administration’s military war on terrorism is a blunt, ineffective, and unjust response to the threat posed to innocent civilians by terrorism. These decentralized terrorist networks can only be effectively fought by international cooperation among police and intelligence agencies representing diverse nation-states, including ones with predominantly Islamic populations. The Bush administration’s allegations of a global Islamist terrorist threat to the national interests of the United States misread the decentralized and complex nature of Islamist politics. Undoubtedly there exists a “combat fundamentalist” element within Islamism. But the threat posed to United States citizens by Islamist terrorism neither necessitates nor justifies as a response massive, traditional military invasions of other nations. Not only does the Bush administration’s war on alleged “terrorist states” violate the doctrine of just war, but these wars arise from a new, unilateral, imperial foreign policy doctrine of “preventive wars.” Such a doctrine will isolate the United States from international institutions and long-standing allies. The weakening of these institutions and alliances will only weaken the ability of the international community to deter terrorism.  

Unipolarity provokes terrorism – challenges revolutionary ideology 

Newmann 08 (William W. Newmann, political analyst, L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs, “Hegemonic Competition, Hegemonic Disruption, and the Current War,” All Academic, April 3, 2008, http://www.allacademic.com/one/prol/prol01/index.php?click_key=1&PHPSESSID=7d0a614d8092e39f85db5e5258663110)

In addition, the unique features of US unipolar dominance complicate the strategic calculus of US hegemony. Following the demise of the USSR, the US has taken upon itself, on an inconsistent basis, the task of reconstructing the world in its own image. Both the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations have committed the US to a revisionist goal of spreading of liberal-democratic norms around the globe as a first order foreign policy priority.4 As a revisionist hegemon, US power and policy directly challenges non-liberal-democratic nations and ideological movements – an ideological contest that raises the stakes for the US. The survival of al-Qaeda and its revolutionary ideology undermines the foundation of US hegemonic policies as it seeks to spread democracy and free trade. The US cannot ignore al-Qaeda and al-Qaeda is not likely to ignore the US. In this sense, unless the US moves away from it revisionism, accepting a more status quo realist hegemony, its hegemonic future depends, in part, on how well it can compete with al-Qaeda’s revolutionary ideology in nations with substantial Muslim populations. 

Heg Bad – Terrorism/Democracy

Decrease in US forward presence good – terrorism, regional instability, democracy 

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

The United States is only endangering its homeland by meddling in nonstrategic areas and thus generating the potential for blowback anti – US terrorism. To reduce this risk, the United States should resist the unnecessary urge to control events in backwater regions of the world. If the United States needs limited strikes to destroy terrorist bases or camps, it can rely on the Navy or Air Force bombers flying from the United States. A smaller footprint abroad, especially in the Persian Gulf, and a policy of US global military restraint would cost less in blood and treasure, encourage wealthy US allies to take more responsibility for their own defense, be less dangerous to the American public, and allow the US government to better carry out its constitutional duty to defend US citizens and property without endangering American democratic civil liberties and checks and balances. 

Heg Bad – AT: Terrorism

Only US restraint solves for terrorism – interventionism undermines security 

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

Because conventional and nuclear military power have very little utility in stopping terrorist attacks and because the United States has an open society, with thousands of miles of borders and many possible targets, homeland security efforts will likely have only limited effect. Naturally, in the short term, the utmost effort should be made to capture or kill bin Laden and eradicate al Qaeda, but in the long term the only way to effectively deal with anti – United States terrorism is to reduce the motivation of terrorists to attack America in the first place. Poll after poll in the Muslim world indicates that Muslims like US political and economic freedoms, technology, and even culture but hate US meddling in their world. Thus, practicing military restraint, rather than interventionism, would make Americans safer at home. Protecting its citizens and property should be the first goal of any government, but the US quest for an informal global empire actually undermines this objective. Empire does not equal security — in fact, it sabotages it. 

Heg Bad – Prolif 1NC

Heg cause prolif – multipolarity will solve it

Weber et al 07  Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California-Berkeley

(Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, [“How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158, January/February,)

Axiom 3 is a story about the preferred strategies of the weak. It's a basic insight of international relations that states try to balance power. They protect themselves by joining groups that can hold a hegemonic threat at bay. But what if there is no viable group to join? In today's unipolar world, every nation from Venezuela to North Korea is looking for a way to constrain American power. But in the unipolar world, it's harder for states to join together to do that. So they turn to other means. They play a different game. Hamas, Iran, Somalia, North Korea, and Venezuela are not going to become allies anytime soon. Each is better off finding other ways to make life more difficult for Washington. Going nuclear is one way. Counterfeiting U.S. currency is another. Raising uncertainty about oil supplies is perhaps the most obvious method of all. Here's the important downside of unipolar globalization. In a world with multiple great powers, many of these threats would be less troublesome. The relatively weak states would have a choice among potential partners with which to ally, enhancing their influence. Without that more attractive choice, facilitating the dark side of globalization becomes the most effective means of constraining American power. SHARING GLOBALIZATION'S BURDEN The world is paying a heavy price for the instability created by the combination of globalization and unipolarity, and the United States is bearing most of the burden. Consider the case of nuclear proliferation. There's effectively a market out there for proliferation, with its own supply (states willing to share nuclear technology) and demand (states that badly want a nuclear weapon). The overlap of unipolarity with globalization ratchets up both the supply and demand, to the detriment of U.S. national security. It has become fashionable, in the wake of the Iraq war, to comment on the limits of conventional military force. But much of this analysis is overblown. The United States may not be able to stabilize and rebuild Iraq. But that doesn't matter much from the perspective of a government that thinks the Pentagon has it in its sights. In Tehran, Pyongyang, and many other capitals, including Beijing, the bottom line is simple: The U.S. military could, with conventional force, end those regimes tomorrow if it chose to do so. No country in the world can dream of challenging U.S. conventional military power. But they can certainly hope to deter America from using it. And the best deterrent yet invented is the threat of nuclear retaliation. Before 1989, states that felt threatened by the United States could turn to the Soviet Union's nuclear umbrella for protection. Now, they turn to people like A.Q. Khan. Having your own nuclear weapon used to be a luxury. Today, it is fast becoming a necessity. North Korea is the clearest example. Few countries had it worse during the Cold War. North Korea was surrounded by feuding, nuclear armed communist neighbors, it was officially at war with its southern neighbor, and it stared continuously at tens of thousands of U.S. troops on its border. But, for 40 years, North Korea didn't seek nuclear weapons. It didn't need to, because it had the Soviet nuclear umbrella. Within five years of the Soviet collapse, however, Pyongyang was pushing ahead full steam on plutonium reprocessing facilities. North Korea's founder, Kim II Sung, barely flinched when former U.S. President Bill Clinton's administration readied war plans to strike his nuclear installations preemptively. That brinkmanship paid off. Today North Korea is likely a nuclear power, and Kim's son rules the country with an iron fist. America's conventional military strength means a lot less to a nuclear North Korea. Saddam Hussein's great strategic blunder was that he took too long to get to the same place. How would things be different in a multipolar world? For starters, great powers could split the job of policing proliferation, and even collaborate on some particularly hard cases. It's often forgotten now that, during the Cold War, the only state 'with a tougher nonproliferation policy than the United States was the Soviet Union. Not a single country that had a formal alliance  with Moscow ever became a nuclear power. The Eastern bloc was full of countries with advanced technological capabilities in every area except one— nuclear weapons. Moscow simply wouldn't permit it. But today we see the uneven and inadequate level of effort that non-superpowers devote to stopping proliferation. The Europeans dangle carrots at Iran, but they are unwilling to consider serious sticks. The Chinese refuse to admit that there is a problem. And the Russians are aiding Iran's nuclear ambitions. When push comes to shove, nonproliferation today is almost entirely America's burden.

Proliferation leads to nuclear war

Utgoff 02, Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the 

Institute for Defense Analyses., Survival, vol. 44, no. 2, Summer 2002, pp. 85–102 “Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions”  

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations. 

Heg Bad – AT: Solves Prolif

Heg doesn’t solve prolif – rogue nations don’t follow norms or rules

Park 10 – director of public relations at Korean Political Science Association [Tae-woo, “Stable Group Hegemony of Nuclear Arms,” Korea Times, 4/19, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/07/198_64433.html]

In the same context, a stable group hegemony of nuclear weapons is to create a stable order of nuclear politics. The U.S., Russia, China, France and the U.K., the traditional standing members of the U.N. Security Council, could be classified into this category of stable group hegemony of nuclear weapons. 
Of course, India, Pakistan, and Israel are nowadays officially recognized to be nations of nuclear weapons. 
At the nuclear summit in Washington, 47 leaders from all over the world discussed the ways and means of how to secure all weapons-useable nuclear material within four years and how to eliminate the possibility that terrorists could buy or steal a nuclear weapon.
They also tackled how to reduce the number of thousands of poorly guarded nuclear reactors or fuel storage sites in many nations. 
We are not, though, quite sure of the leaders' capacity to produce stern mandatory international standards or measures to stop further proliferation of nuclear weapons, relevant materials, programs and facilities. 
Stable nuclear group hegemony is quite often challenged by those countries such as North Korea and Iran that are not in compliance with the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and other international obligations. 
If those challenges are not tackled properly through this kind of nuclear summit diplomacy, the possibility of nuclear terrorism will always linger around us like a “devil-dream'' embedded in our unconscious mental world. 
It is apparent that North Korea and Iran will not follow the norms and rules of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). North Korea is still not returning to the six-party talks; and a large majority of Iranian lawmakers, angered over the new U.S. nuclear weapons policy, have urged their government to formally complain to the United Nations in a petition that calls the United States a warmonger and threat to world peace. 
Even Iran's supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khameini, also spoke out against the Obama administration's revised nuclear policy by saying that ``The United States is a sinister government and cannot be trusted.'' 
This time, reflecting these kinds of complaints, the world leaders are strongly urged to develop practical means and ways to keep the stable nuclear order rooted firmly on earth with detailed plans such as how to curb North Korea and Iran's nuclear programs in the future.

Heg doesn’t stop prolif – US retains a large nuclear arsenal

Perkovich 9 - director of the Nuclear Policy Program [George, director of the Nuclear Policy Program, James Acton,  associate at Nuclear Policy Program, Pierre Goldschmidt, associate at Nuclear Policy Program, 7/7, “Defending U.S. Leadership on Disarmament”, Carnegie Endowment of International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=23354] 

Senator Kyl and Mr. Perle repeat the over-worn line that it is naïve to expect determined proliferators to halt their pursuit of nuclear weapons in response to disarmament efforts by the US and others. We agree. And so, contrary to their assertion, does the Obama administration and its advisers. Former Senator Sam Nunn, for instance, recently restated his reasons for supporting the goal of abolition in partnership with Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, and William Perry (who, incidentally, Senator Kyl and Mr. Perle happily cite when it suits them): The four of us are not saying that if Russia and the United States set a shining example that Iran and North Korea will suddenly see the light and immediately abandon their nuclear programs. That is not our point. But we do believe that if we take this path, many more nations are likely to join us in a tough approach to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials and prevent catastrophic terrorism. The US frequently finds itself trying to motivate large numbers of other states to agree to tighten nonproliferation rules and their enforcement, including through sanctions and possible interdiction efforts. Experience shows that many states express unwillingness to do so when the US and other strong nuclear powers appear determined to retain their own nuclear arsenals for the indefinite future.

Heg Bad – Genocide

US imperialism is genocidal, racist, and terroristic  

Polya 10 (Dr. Gideon Polya, professor at Cornell, environment expert, author, “4 July US Independence Day: US Imperialism, Terrorism & Genocide Deny Life, Liberty & Happiness to World,” Bella Ciao, http://bellaciao.org/en/spip.php?article19981)
The core moral position for all decent human beings on Spaceship Earth has been put by a further outstanding American scientist, Jewish American scholar Professor Jared Diamond, who in his best-selling book "Collapse” (Prologue, p10, Penguin edition) enunciated the "moral principle, namely that it is morally wrong for one people to dispossess, subjugate, or exterminate another people" – an injunction grossly violated by genocidal and indeed terracidal US imperialism and US state terrorism. All civilized people around the World - including Americans) should start observing 4 July as their Independence Day, the day on which they all recognized the need to throw off the shackles of racist US imperialism, state terrorism and genocide. 

Heg Bad – Russia-China Alliance 1NC

Predominance spurs a Russia-China military alliance that ends in nuclear extinction

Roberts 07  Senior Research Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, William E. Simon Chairin Political Economy, Center for Strategic and International Studies (Paul Craig“US Hegemony Spawns Russian-Chinese Military Alliance,”http://www.lewrockwell.com/roberts/roberts218.html)

This week the Russian and Chinese militaries are conducting a joint military exercise involving large numbers of troops and combat vehicles. The former Soviet Republics of Tajikistan, Kyrgkyzstan, and Kazakstan are participating. Other countries appear ready to join the military alliance.  This new potent military alliance is a real world response to neoconservative delusions about US hegemony. Neocons believe that the US is supreme in the world and can dictate its course. The neoconservative idiots have actually written papers, read by Russians and Chinese, about why the US must use its military superiority to assert hegemony over Russia and China.  Cynics believe that the neocons are just shills, like Bush and Cheney, for the military-security complex and are paid to restart the cold war for the sake of the profits of the armaments industry. But the fact is that the neocons actually believe their delusions about American hegemony.  Russia and China have now witnessed enough of the Bush administration’s unprovoked aggression in the world to take neocon intentions seriously. As the US has proven that it cannot occupy the Iraqi city of Baghdad despite 5 years of efforts, it most certainly cannot occupy Russia or China. That means the conflict toward which the neocons are driving will be a nuclear conflict.  In an attempt to gain the advantage in a nuclear conflict, the neocons are positioning US anti-ballistic missiles on Soviet borders in Poland and the Czech Republic. This is an idiotic provocation as the Russians can eliminate anti-ballistic missiles with cruise missiles. Neocons are people who desire war, but know nothing about it. Thus, the US failures in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Reagan and Gorbachev ended the cold war. However, US administrations after Reagan’s have broken the agreements and understandings. The US gratuitously brought NATO and anti-ballistic missiles to Russia’s borders. The Bush regime has initiated a propaganda war against the Russian government of V. Putin.  These are gratuitous acts of aggression. Both the Russian and Chinese governments are trying to devote resources to their economic development, not to their militaries. Yet, both are being forced by America’s aggressive posture to revamp their militaries. Americans need to understand what the neocon Bush regime cannot: a nuclear exchange between the US, Russia, and China would establish the hegemony of the cockroach.  In a mere 6.5 years the Bush regime has destroyed the world’s good will toward the US. Today, America’s influence in the world is limited to its payments of tens of millions of dollars to bribed heads of foreign governments, such as Egypt’s and Pakistan’s. The Bush regime even thinks that as it has bought and paid for Musharraf, he will stand aside and permit Bush to make air strikes inside Pakistan. Is Bush blind to the danger that he will cause an Islamic revolution within Pakistan that will depose the US puppet and present the Middle East with an Islamic state armed with nuclear weapons?  Considering the instabilities and dangers that abound, the aggressive posture of the Bush regime goes far beyond recklessness. The Bush regime is the most irresponsibly aggressive regime the world has seen since Hitler’s. 

Heg Bad – Russia/China

Heg causes retaliation – Russia and China will challenge

Roberts 2/25 – former assistant secretary of Treasury, associate editor of WSJ [Paul Craig, “The Road to Armageddon,” Foreign Policy Journal, 2/25/10, http://www.foreignpolicyjournal.com/2010/02/26/the-road-to-armageddon]

The U.S. has already encircled Iran with military bases. The U.S. government intends to neutralize China by seizing control over the Middle East and cutting China off from oil.

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

The U.S. government is delusional. Russian military and political leaders have responded to the obvious threat by declaring NATO a direct threat to the security of Russia and by announcing a change in Russian war doctrine to the pre-emptive launch of nuclear weapons. The Chinese are too confident to be bullied by a washed up American "superpower."

The morons in Washington are pushing the envelope of nuclear war. The insane drive for American hegemony threatens life on earth. The American people, by accepting the lies and deceptions of "their" government, are facilitating this outcome. 

Hegemony leads to Russia-China war 

Alexandrovna 8 (Larisa Alexandrovna, Russia, China See End To American Hegemony, 9/28/08, at largely, http://www.atlargely.com/atlargely/2008/09/russia-china-se.html]

Seven years ago the Bush administration brought neoconservatives into a position of power with a dream of everlasting American hegemony, a unipolar superpower who would dictate military, economic and cultural terms to the world. The end of history in many neocon minds came with a momentous date - 9/11. Seven years later, the Bush administration’s mismanagement of the nation has ensured that that the neoconservative dream is crushed. Russia is looking forward to, and recruiting allies for, a multipolar future -invoking 9/11 as the reason to do so. “The solidarity of the international community fostered on the wave of struggle against terrorism turned out to be somehow `privatized’… It has become crystal clear that the solidarity expressed by all of us after 9/11 should be revived (without double standards) when we fight against any infringements upon the international law,” [Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov] said. Lavrov called for a new “solidarity” of the international community and a strengthened United Nations, saying only in the post-Cold War world can the organization “fully realize its potential” as a global center “for open and frank debate and coordination of the world policies on a just and equitable basis free from double standards.” “This is an essential requirement, if the world is to regain its equilibrium,” he said. Russia hasn’t exactly been guiltless about double standards - I’m thinking about Chechnya and internal dissent as well as an over-response to Georgian aggression in South Ossetia - but Lavrov has a point. After 9/11, even Iranian leaders were proclaiming solidarity with the US. What happened was that the outpouring of genuine concern that could have shaped a new co-operative world was harnessed to give the neocon adventure a temporary Coalition of the Willing instead. Their lust for Empire burned up all the political capital America had on the world stage - and now even if McCain was elected to continue the neoconservative fefer he wouldn’t be able to, the world is just too resistant to it. By probably deliberate contrast to McCain’s call to ostracize Russia and other nations he designated undemocratic (as opposed to Georgia, where Saaskivilli had opponents beaten in the streets), Lavrov is also calling for a new organisation to bind disparate European nations together in a common interest of security. Declaring that Europe’s security architecture “did not pass the strength test” in Georgia, Lavrov reiterated Russian President Dmitry Medvedev’s proposal in June for a new Treaty on European Security. It would strengthen peace and stability and participants would reaffirm the non-use of force, peaceful settlement of disputes, sovereignty, territorial integrity and noninterference in another country’s affairs, he said. Finally, he added, it would promote “an integrated and manageable development across the vast Euro-Atlantic region.” Lavrov said work on the new treaty could be started at a pan-European summit and include governments as well as organizations working in the region. He referred to it as “a kind of `Helsinki-2′,” a follow-up to the 1975 Helsinki Treaty between all European nations, together with the U.S. and Canada, which evolved into the present-day Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe, the largest conflict-prevention and security organization on the continent. That’s called dangling a carrot - offering security cooperation with a newly resurgent Russia while clearly offering the possibility that America might not get invited to multipolar Europe’s party if it won’t play nice. Then there’s China, where reports have it that financiers are nervous about the possibility of America’s imminent economic collapse. Again, it was the Bush administration and a financial version of the neoconservative arrogant wish for American domination that brought American power to its current state. In an article for China Daily, a Chinese government researcher writes: is it the end of US financial hegemony? In addition to the latest financial crisis, the US has so far experienced another financial crisis since the turn of the century - the bursting of its technological bubble. Many foreign investors have suffered heavy losses in these two crises. Some economists even warned that such cyclical formation of bubbles will seriously compromise foreign investors’ confidence in the US financial market. And the folks at WorldMeets.US, who translated the article, add “What could be more unnerving than having your largest creditor begin pondering your financial demise?” Maybe, if you’re a neocon like John McCain, having your largest rivals - China, Russia and Europe - pondering the demise of your ability to protect your hegemony and knowing your own kind ruined American power.

Heg Bad – Middle East 1NC

Heg causes terrorism and Mideast instability

Gholz, Press and Valentino 06  Professor of Public Affairs at the University of Texas, Professors of Government at Dartmouth

[Eugene, Daryl G. and Benjamin “Time to Offshore Our Troops” The New York Times, December 12th (http://www.nytimes.com/2006/12/12/opinion/12press.html?_r=2&oref=slogin&pagewanted=print)]

Maintaining a large military presence in the region has been the cornerstone of American policy since the 1991 Persian Gulf war, and remains so today. With the Iraq war, we now have tens of thousands of troops elsewhere in the neighborhood. But this strategy is flawed. In fact, many of the same considerations that led the Iraq Study Group to call for withdrawal of combat forces from Iraq suggest that the United States should withdraw its troops from neighboring states as well — leaving only naval forces offshore in international waters. As in Iraq, a large United States military footprint on the ground undermines American interests more than it protects them. Just as our troops on Iraqi streets have provided a rallying point for the insurgency, the United States military presence throughout the region has been a key element in Al Qaeda’s recruitment campaign and propaganda. If America withdrew from Iraq but left behind substantial forces in neighboring states, Al Qaeda would refocus its attacks on American troops in those countries — remember the 1996 bombing of the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia? Worse, the continued presence of our military personnel across the region will continue to incite extremists to attack American cities. Osama bin Ladin repeatedly stated that the presence of American forces on the holy ground of the Arabian Peninsula was a primary reason for 9/11. Our presence also destabilizes our important regional allies. Not only do American bases make these countries a target for terrorists, but many of their citizens bristle at the sight of United States bases on their soil. Indeed, the most serious near-term threat to our energy interests is the overthrow of friendly governments by domestic Islamic extremists, a danger that is increased by the presence of our troops. The good news is that the United States does not need to station military forces on the ground in Persian Gulf countries to protect its allies or to secure its vital oil interests. For nearly 30 years, Pentagon planners have focused on two principal threats in the gulf: the conquest of major oil reserves (by the Soviet Union or a regional power like Iraq or Iran) and interference with shipping through Persian Gulf waters, particularly through the Strait of Hormuz. Forces stationed “over the horizon” — afloat in the Indian Ocean and at bases outside the Middle East — can address both threats.

Mideast instability causes nuclear war

Steinbach 02 D.C. Iraq Coalition – Centre for Research on Globalisation

[John, “Israeli Weapons of Mass Destruction: a Threat of Peace,” Global Peace, http://www.globalresearch.ca/articles/STE203A.html]

Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, "Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) and Ezar Weissman, Israel's current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum(and the) next war will not be conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S. nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon- for whatever reason- the deepening Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration." (44)

Heg Bad – Middle East 

Hegemony causes middle east conflict

Layne and Schwarz 02,  visiting fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute and correspondent for The Atlantic Monthly,  former executive editor of The World Policy Journal 

(Christopher, Benjamin, “A New Grand Strategy”, Atlantic Monthly, vol 289, issue 1)

Passing the buck would help the United States out of the impasse that securing Afghanistan promises to be. The political and military challenges the war poses underscore how difficult and costly will be the effort to restore order in the country and the region when the fighting stops. When the United States has achieved its military goals in Afghanistan, it should announce a phased withdrawal from its security commitments in the region, shifting to others the hard job of stabilizing it.  The complexities involved in that job are numerous. Washington's very strategy of primacy, and America's concomitant military presence in the region, are in themselves a source of instability, especially for the regimes on which the United States relies. The regimes in Saudi Arabia and Pakistan, for instance, face doubtful prospects precisely because their close connection to Washington intensifies radical nationalist and Islamic fundamentalist opposition within those countries. For this reason none of the regional regimes in the current coalition can be especially dependable allies. Only with enormous pressure did a few of them even allow American forces to conduct offensive strikes on Afghanistan from bases on their territory. And fearing that popular anger at the U.S. military campaign will trigger domestic political explosions, many of these states pressed Washington to bring an early end to the war.  If America remains in the region indefinitely, it will have to prop up these unpopular or failing regimes. In Saudi Arabia the United States could easily find itself militarily involved if internal upheaval threatens the monarchy's hold on power. To forestall economic collapse in Pakistan, Washington will have to donate billions of dollars in direct and indirect assistance. Finally, if the United States continues to play the role of regional gendarme, it will assume the thankless and probably hopeless burden of trying to put Afghanistan together again. Divided along ethnic, linguistic, and clan fault lines, the various factions inside Afghanistan cannot agree on that country's future political organization. (The forces making up the anti-Taliban contingent seem only to agree that they resent U.S. bombing of their country.) That the outside powers have conflicting goals for Afghanistan's future further complicates any sorting out of Afghanistan's political structure. If ever there was a place where America should devolve security responsibilities to others, it is the Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia region. Again, Western Europe, Japan, Russia, China, and India all have greater security and economic interests in the region than does the United States, and if America pulls out, they will police it because they must.

Hegemony destabilizes the Middle East

Schwarz and Layne 02 Editor of the Atlantic, Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at the Independent Institute
[Benjamin and Christopher “A New Grand Strategy” Atlantic Monthly, January 1st]

The complexities involved in that job are numerous. Washington's very strategy of primacy, and America's concomitant military presence in the region, are in themselves a source of instability, especially for the regimes on which the United States relies. The regimes in Saudi Arabia and Pakistan, for instance, face doubtful prospects precisely because their close connection to Washington intensifies radical nationalist and Islamic fundamentalist opposition within those countries. For this reason none of the regional regimes in the current coalition can be especially dependable allies. Only with enormous pressure did a few of them even allow American forces to conduct offensive strikes on Afghanistan from bases on their territory. And fearing that popular anger at the U.S. military campaign will trigger domestic political explosions, many of these states pressed Washington to bring an early end to the war.

Yes Multipolarity 

The transition to multipolarity is happening now –Iraq and economic crisis

Nowak 8 spokesman of the executive board of the Alfred Herrhausen Society, the international forum of Deutsche Bank (Wolfgang Nowak, “RISE OF THE REST The Challenges of the New World Order”, Spiegel Online, October 2, 2008 http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,581853,00.html)

We are living in an era without a single, dominant world power. The globe is beset by crises -- climate change, resource scarcity, food and financial crises, nuclear proliferation, and failing states. No one country can devise solutions to address these kinds of problems. Even the United Nations is not up to the task. Indeed, as British Prime Minister Gordon Brown admitted at the Progressive Governance Conference in April in London, the international organizations founded in the wake of World War II no longer meet today’s needs.

It was just 17 years ago that the American journalist Charles Krauthammer spoke of the dawning of a new era in which, for decades to come, the United States would serve as the epicenter of the world order. Only five years have passed since then-US Secretary of State Colin Powell told an audience at Davos that America claimed the right to initiate unilateral military action.

Alas, the Iraq war shattered the dream of an age of "liberal imperialism," in which America spreads its values and ideals by coercive means. The financial crisis of the last two years has further accelerated the displacement of power -- from the United States and Europe toward India, China, and Russia, as well as the Arabian Gulf states.

The US is in decline now – lost credibility over Iraq

Wallerstein 7 – Senior Research Scholar at Yale University AND former president of the International Sociological Association (Immanuel Wallerstein, “Precipitate Decline: The Advent of Multipolarity”, Harvard International Review, Spring 2007, <http://www.iwallerstein.com/precipitate-decline-the-advent-of-multipolarity/>)

As recently as 2003, it was considered absurd to talk of the decline of the United States. Now, however, such a belief has become common currency among theorists, policymakers, and the media. What significantly raised the awareness of this concept was, of course, the fiasco of the United States’ preemptive invasion of Iraq. What is not yet sufficiently appreciated is the precise nature of this decline and when it specifically began. Most analysts contend that the United States was at its hegemonic apex in the post-1991 era when the world was marked by unipolarity, as contrasted with the bipolar structure that existed during the Cold War. But this notion has reality absolutely backwards. The United States was the sole hegemonic power from 1945 to approximately 1970. Its hegemony has been in decline ever since. The collapse of the Soviet Union was a major blow to US power in the world. And the invasion of Iraq in 2003 transformed the situation from one of slow decline into one of precipitous collapse. By 2007, the United States had lost its credibility not only as the economic and political leader of the world-system, but also as the dominant military power. 

No Multipolarity

No transition to multipolarity – other countries don’t have the capacity to become hegemons

Roberts 08  Montague Burton Professor of International Relations at Oxford University (Adam Roberts, “Is Anyone in Charge in Today's Nonpolar World”, Spiegel Online, October 23, 2008, < http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,585962,00.html>)

Naturally, many have concluded that if there is neither the bipolar order of the Cold War years nor the unipolar order conjured up by President Bush in 1992, then the world must be entering a multipolar order. The utility of such a description of the world is questionable on several grounds. The very point of thinking about the world in "polar" terms is that poles are few and far between, and form the center of constellations of power. In the Cold War the United States and the Soviet Union had exactly this capacity, symbolizing each in its own way a distinctive approach to international order and indeed to the destiny of human society. Both formed world-wide networks and alliances.

Such a capacity is much less evident in the post-Cold War world. The newly emerging major powers, especially India and China, have impressive achievements to their credit, extensive interests abroad, and distinctive foreign policies. Yet their rise as great powers has coincided with a diminution of earlier rhetoric in which India presented itself as a global standard-bearer for non-alignment, and China carved out a role as the defender of revolutionary purity against Soviet social imperialism. As they have become great powers they have ceased to be beacons. They are certainly not poles. Similarly, post-Soviet Russia is hardly a pole: It sees itself as defending Russian interests, standing up for Russians who live in various post-Soviet states, becoming powerful regionally, and perhaps even as leading the fight against US hegemony. It does not see itself as offering a distinct political and social system for the world. There has always been reason to doubt the value of thinking in "polar" terms. The countries of the world never were, and are certainly not now, mere iron -filings, ever ready to align themselves with the strongest magnetic field. On the contrary, each has its own interests and its distinctive political culture. The history of the Cold War, and of its end, is partly the history of states and their peoples refusing to fit into the rigid ideological straitjackets imposed upon them. Ceasing to talk of poles may liberate us from some of the limitations of polar thought.

Multipolarity Inevitable

The transition to Multipolarity is Inevitable – provides security and financial benifits

Carpenter 2 Vice President for Defense and Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute (Ted Galen, “Fixing Foreign Policy: How the U.S. should wage the war on terror”, CATO Institute, October 1, 2002, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6659)

That is a terribly myopic approach. At the end of the Cold War, the United States should have conducted a detailed audit of its security commitments around the globe, determined which were no longer relevant, and developed a strategy appropriate for the new era. The refusal to undertake such a reassessment was a major failing of U.S. foreign policy in the 1990s.

With the events of September 11, such a reassessment is no longer merely desirable. It is imperative. It is clear that even a narrowly defined anti-terrorist campaign will be a major American concern for several years. Obsolete or nonessential commitments are a distraction that the nation can ill afford, financially or otherwise.

A new, more relevant approach should do three things:

Encourage multiple centers of power. Many officials appear afraid of a global environment with several economic and military great powers and an assortment of mid-sized regional powers. But rather than resisting a return to a more historically normal condition of multi-polarity -- a process that is occurring gradually in any case, regardless of American preferences -- Washington should accept that change and turn it to America’s advantage. The presence of other significant political and military players in the international system can provide us with important security buffers, especially if those players are stable and democratic.
Ideally, such states would forge effective regional security organizations -- a more robust European Union, for example. In most cases, though, regional multipolarity would involve more-informal balance-of-power arrangements.

Even that outcome would usually serve American interests. Indeed, the mere existence of multiple powers -- even if some of them are not especially friendly to the United States -- makes it less likely that a hegemonic threat comparable to the Soviet Union could arise again. Regional powers would be the principal firebreaks against disorder and aggression in their respective spheres of influence, a development that would provide significant indirect security benefits to the United States.

China’s rise makes multipolarity inevitable – economy and overstretches. This ev is the cats pajamas. 

Glaser and Morris 9  Senior Fellow in the Freeman Chair for China Studies at the CSIS and research intern in the freeman chair in China studies at CSIS (Bonnie Glaser and Lyle Morris, “Chinese perceptions of US decline and power”, The Jamestown Foundation, July 12, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=35241&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cHash=444d48ec32)

For the past few years, the Western world has been abuzz with talk of China’s rise. Most statesmen, pundits and academics have concluded that China’s rise is inevitable, but as of yet there has been no consensus on the implications of China’s rise for the rest of the world.  While Westerners debate issues like whether and how China can be “molded” into becoming a responsible stakeholder in the international system, the Chinese have been quietly conducting a debate of their own.  After more than a decade of judging the international structure of power as characterized by “yi chao, duo qiang” (one superpower, many great powers) [1]—with a substantial gap between the United States and other major powers—Chinese scholars are debating whether U.S. power is now in decline and if multipolarity (duojihua)  is becoming a reality. A key precipitating factor is the global financial crisis, which has sown doubts in the minds of some Chinese experts about the staying power of U.S. hegemony in the international system.   Chinese perceptions of American power are consequential. China’s assessment of the global structure of power is an important factor in Chinese foreign policy decision-making.  As long as Chinese leaders perceive a long-lasting American preeminence, averting confrontation with the United States is likely seen as the best option. If Beijing were to perceive the U.S. position as weakening, there could be fewer inhibitions for China to avoid challenging the United States where American and Chinese interests diverge.  Since the late-1990s, Beijing has judged the United States as firmly entrenched in the role of sole superpower.  As long as the comprehensive national power of China and the other major powers lagged far behind the United States, and the ability of China to forge coalitions to counterbalance U.S. power remained limited, Beijing concertedly avoided challenging U.S. interests around the world; for example, when the United States invaded Iraq.  Yet, China’s recent evaluation that the United States is overextended with wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, coupled with a perceived U.S. weakness in the wake of the financial crisis, could imbue Chinese policy makers with the confidence to be more assertive on the international stage in ways that may be inconsistent with American interests. The debate in China over a possible U.S. decline is not new, however. After the end of the Cold War, Chinese experts embarked on a rigorous examination of the new global environment that would emerge after the collapse of the Soviet Union and communism in Eastern Europe. At that time other rapidly expanding economies, especially Japan and Germany, were perceived as having become powerful U.S. competitors in high technology.  Some Chinese experts began to predict the emergence of a post-Cold War multipolar world order, a greater balance among major powers, resistance toward “Western values” and an increased emphasis worldwide on economic and diplomatic approaches as opposed to military might [2]. These predictions proved overly optimistic, however, and Beijing subsequently concluded that the United States would maintain its status as “sole superpower” for the next 15 to 20 years, if not longer [3]. Recent events, notably U.S. involvement in Iraq and Afghanistan and the financial crisis, juxtaposed against China’s sustained economic growth, have rekindled the debate in China about the sustainability of a U.S.-dominated international structure and China’s role in that new structure of power. In particular, many Chinese experts are viewing the recent U.S.-led financial crisis as sounding the death knell for unfettered American economic and hard power predominance and the dawn of a more inclusive multipolar system in which the United States can no longer unilaterally dictate world events.  Signs that the debate has been rejuvenated surfaced in 2006 with a provocative newspaper article by Wang Yiwei, a young scholar at Shanghai’s Fudan University, who posed the question, “How can we prevent the USA from declining too quickly?”. The article, which suggested that a precipitous decline in U.S. power would harm Chinese investments, predicted the United States would soon fall to the status of a regional power rather than a global power because of its arrogance and imperial overreach and advised Washington to “learn to accept Chinese power on the world stage.” Wang’s article generated a tremendous response from readers and intellectuals, which spurred further debate within China about whether U.S. power was in decline [4]. After the onset of the financial crisis in the United States in 2008, which quickly reverberated globally, more articles appeared in Chinese newspapers positing a radical shift in the global structure of power.  In a May 18, 2009 article in China’s official state-run newspaper China Daily, Fu Mengzi, assistant president of the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations, maintained that “the global financial crisis offers global leaders a chance to change the decades-old world political and economic orders. But a new order cannot be established until an effective multilateral mechanism to monitor globalization and countries' actions comes into place. And such a mechanism can work successfully only if the old order gets a formal burial after extensive and effective consultations and cooperation among world leaders” [5].  Li Hongmei, editor and columnist for People's Daily online, the official mouthpiece of the Chinese Communist Party, framed the argument more assertively in a February 2009 article by predicting an “unambiguous end to the U.S. unipolar system after the global financial crisis,” saying that in 2008, U.S. hegemony was “pushed to the brink of collapse as a result of its inherent structural contradictions and unbridled capitalist structure.” Li forecast that “in 2009, as a result of this decline, the international order will be reshuffled toward multipolarity with an emphasis on developing economies like China, Russia and Brazil” [6]. Li Hongmei and others highlight what they see as the main source of U.S. power decline: economics; and especially share of global Gross Domestic Product (GDP).  The IMF’s recently published figures on global GDP points out that in 2003, GDP in the United States accounted for 32 percent of the world total, while the total GDP of emerging economies accounted for 25 percent.  In 2008 however, the figures were reversed, with the total GDP of emerging economies at 32 percent and U.S. GDP at 25 percent of the world total respectively [7]. From Li’s perspective, the recent financial crisis portends a continuation of the downward trend for the United States. Scholars such as Wu Xinbo, professor and associate dean of the School of International Relations and Public Affairs at Fudan University, and Zhang Liping, senior fellow and deputy director of Political Studies Section at the Institute of American Studies in the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), highlight a major shift in U.S. soft power and legitimacy after the U.S. invasion of Iraq.  According to Wu, the United States “lost its ‘lofty sentiments’ after it invaded Iraq and is feeling more ‘frustrated and lonely’ which will lead it to seek more cooperation with other big powers” [8].  Similarly, Zhang points to a diminution in U.S. soft power, a decrease in its ability to influence its allies, and diminished ability to get countries ‘on board’ with U.S. foreign policy initiatives after the invasion of Iraq—all signs that augur a decline in America’s legitimacy abroad [9].

Unipolarity ( Power Wars

Even the perception of US unipolarity will cause nations to balance against the threat

Newmann 08 (William W. Newmann, political analyst, L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs, “Hegemonic Competition, Hegemonic Disruption, and the Current War,” All Academic, April 3, 2008, http://www.allacademic.com/one/prol/prol01/index.php?click_key=1&PHPSESSID=7d0a614d8092e39f85db5e5258663110)

As the cold war ended, scholars and policy makers alike turned their attention to the meaning and uses of a unipolar world led by the US. In most cases, unipolarity was viewed as a temporary phenomenon.5 Neorealist theory predicts that nation-states will balance against a unipolar power. In an anarchic structure, the unmatched power of the US will be seen as a threat to second-tier powers, who will act to balance against it to protect themselves and maximize their power in the international system.6 As nations failed to balance against the US in the predicted manner, proponents of neorealist theories and its critics began an important debate concerning two issues. The first debate concerned whether nations would begin to balance against US preponderance. Offensive realists argued that balancing behavior would begin; in an anarchic world nations balance against concentrations of power. The end of the cold war did not bring a change in the basic structure and processes of international affairs.7 Defensive realists argued that balancing against the US depended on US policies; if nations perceived US unipolar or hegemonic power as a threat to their interests, they would balance against that threat.8 The second debate included a defense of neorealist theories, perhaps even a “neo-neorealist” revision of the theory accepting that balancing behavior would begin, but speculated on reasons why it had not. Scholars argued that balancing is inevitable, but not immediate; nations need time to catch up. Several scholars developed a model of “soft balancing,” in which nations essentially hedge against hegemonic power by increasing their ability to act independently of the hegemon, while carefully avoiding the direct challenges – hard balancing – that balance of power theory predicts.9 From the perspective of soft balancing, nation-states are already balancing against US hegemony in a cautious, but identifiable way. 

Multipolarity Solves Security

The US must transition to multipolarity

Schwarz and Layne 2 (Benjamin Schawarz, Editor of the Atlantic) and (Christopher Layne, Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute)(Benjamin Schwarz and Christopher Layne, “A New Grand Strategy”, The Atlantic Monthly, January 1, 2002, <http://www.theatlantic.com/past/docs/issues/2002/01/schwarzlayne.htm>)

For more than fifty years American foreign policy has sought to prevent the emergence of other great powers—a strategy that has proved burdensome, futile, and increasingly risky. The United States will be more secure, and the world more stable, if America now chooses to pass the buck and allow other countries to take care of themselves. Since the end of the Cold War, U.S. grand strategy has revolved around maintaining this country's overwhelming military, economic, and political preponderance. Until now most Americans have acquiesced in that strategy, because the costs seemed to be tolerably low. But the September 11 attacks have proved otherwise. Those assaults were neither random nor irrational. Those who undertook them acted with cool calculation to force the United States to alter specific policies—policies that largely flow from the global role America has chosen. The attacks were also a violent reaction to the very fact of America's pre-eminence. Several tasks confront us. The most immediate is the one that rightly preoccupies the nation now: tracking down the al Qaeda terrorists and destroying their networks and their infrastructure, and waging war on the Taliban movement that harbors them. The larger task will take time, because it amounts to inventing a new American stance toward the world for the century ahead. We need to come to grips with an ironic possibility: that the very preponderance of American power may now make us not more secure but less secure. By the same token, it may actually be possible to achieve more of our ultimate foreign-policy goals by means of a diminished global presence. Great powers have two basic strategic options: they can pursue geopolitical dominance (a "unipolar" strategy), or they can seek to maintain a rough balance of power among the strongest states in a region or around the world (a "multipolar" strategy). Since the late 1940s the United States has chosen the former course. True, even during the Cold War, when the world was essentially divided between the United States and the Soviet Union, a number of astute foreign-policy thinkers—including Walter Lippmann, George Kennan, and J. William Fulbright—argued that it was in America's interest to encourage Western Europe's and Japan's revival as independent great powers to relieve the United States of what Kennan called the "burdens of 'bi-polarity.'" But almost all American policymakers held that the United States had to contain its allies as much as it had to contain Moscow. By providing for the security of Britain, France, and (especially) Germany and Japan—by defending their access to far-flung economic and natural resources, and by enmeshing their foreign and military policies in alliances that America dominated—Washington prevented these former and potential great powers from embarking on independent, and (from the U.S. perspective) possibly destabilizing, foreign policies. This "reassurance strategy" (to use a term currently favored by policymakers) allowed for an unprecedented level of political and economic cooperation among the states of Western Europe and East Asia.  

Multipolarity Solves Terrorism

Multipolarity solves terrorism – international intelligence cooperation

Schwartz 05 (Joseph Schwartz, professor of political science, “Can the Military Power of a Hegemon Win a ‘War Against Terrorism,’” All Academic, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p41921_index.html)

The Bush administration’s military war on terrorism is a blunt, ineffective, and unjust response to the threat posed to innocent civilians by terrorism. These decentralized terrorist networks can only be effectively fought by international cooperation among police and intelligence agencies representing diverse nation-states, including ones with predominantly Islamic populations. The Bush administration’s allegations of a global Islamist terrorist threat to the national interests of the United States misread the decentralized and complex nature of Islamist politics. Undoubtedly there exists a “combat fundamentalist” element within Islamism. But the threat posed to United States citizens by Islamist terrorism neither necessitates nor justifies as a response massive, traditional military invasions of other nations. Not only does the Bush administration’s war on alleged “terrorist states” violate the doctrine of just war, but these wars arise from a new, unilateral, imperial foreign policy doctrine of “preventive wars.” Such a doctrine will isolate the United States from international institutions and long-standing allies. The weakening of these institutions and alliances will only weaken the ability of the international community to deter terrorism.  

US unipolarity can’t solve terrorism --- only international multipolarity can solve

Held 07 (Virginia Held, political analyst and fellow at the American Political Science Association, “Military Intervention and Terrorism,” American Political Science Association, August 30, 2007,)

Certainly there have been voices, and not only among legislators or commentators seeking a popular following, opposing the influence of international law on the U.S. 11 Supreme Court Justice Antonin Scalia has even stated that the Court should not use “foreigners’ views as part of the reasoned basis of its decisions,” implying that U.S. courts are not even to consider valid arguments and ideas originating elsewhere. 12 It has been suggested that those favoring an expanded role for international law, for instance with respect to human rights, might hesitate to support U.S. entry into international conventions such as the Convention to Eliminate All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW) because the U.S.’s hostility toward internationalism and demands for exceptions for itself can weaken rather than strengthen this development. 13 But when the influence of international law is blocked at one level, it can enter at another, as when cities and states accept the guidance of CEDAW or the Kyoto Protocol on global warming regardless of the U.S.’s failure to ratify them. Despite the insularity and resistance to international cooperation of elements in the U.S., international law had generally been deemed worthy of considerable respect by most administrations until that of George W. Bush. Thomas Franck expresses his discouragement over this situation: “Emerging is [an] approach that classifies international law as a disposable tool of diplomacy… [with] no greater claim than any other policy or value preference” when deciding how to advance the national interest. 14 Such advocates of international law now make the case that the recent departure has been a grave mistake, and that what is needed now is a return to U.S. support of international law. As William H. Taft IV puts it, “For the same reasons we promote the rule of law within states, we need also to promote it among them. That means states must reach agreements on how they are going to conduct themselves, how they will resolve disputes, and then abide by the rules and systems they have agreed to.” 15 He even thinks international law and institutions are more important than before in meeting the threat of terrorism: “rather than worrying about whether international law imposes excessive constraints on our flexibility, we ought to be using it” against terrorist groups that have no legitimacy in the international system. 16 International law already condemns terrorism. The U.S. cannot defeat terrorism alone, it needs the cooperation of other states; “their cooperation will assure that the terrorists are increasingly marginalized…” 17 Brian Urquhart, deploring the lawless world brought so much closer by the policies of the administration of George W. Bush, writes that “it is nothing less than disastrous that a United States administration should have chosen to show disrespect for the international legal system and weaken it at a time when the challenges facing the planet demand more urgently than ever the discipline of a strong and respected worldwide system of law.” 18 In the face of globalization, climate change, and terrorism, international law is needed more than ever. 

Multipolarity Solves NK Nukes

Multipolarity solves North Korea nuclearization – SCO empirically successful

Khripunov 9 Associate director of the Center for International Trade and Security and Professor of the School of Public and International Affairs at University of Georgia (Igor Khripunov, “Multipolarity and Korean Crisis”, The Korea Times, June 29, 2009 ,<http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/06/137_47614.html>)

The SCO is made up of emerging world powers united their desire to promote a “multipolar” world of roughly equal great powers. The body's membership includes Russia, China and six Central Asian states. India, Iran, Pakistan and a few others took part in the proceedings as observers. The SCO members issued a summit declaration reaffirming their primary goal of nurturing multipolarity and preserving stability across Eurasia.  Published on June 16, the Yekaterinburg Declaration emphasized such vital elements of the SCO mission as improving joint research into effective solutions to global and regional problems, drawing on the organization's growing potential and international prestige.  The current flare-up of tensions following North Korea's second nuclear test on May 25 was among the top agenda items debated by the participants, some of whom recommended the resumption of the six-party talks. The problem is that Pyongyang's bellicose rhetoric and finger-pointing have been so extreme this time as to rule out an early resumption of negotiations under the six-party format.  In the meantime, a new forum must be found to constructively engage North Korea and lay the groundwork for the six-party talks to resume in a less volatile atmosphere. Why not the Shanghai Cooperation Organization? Russia and China are the major drivers of this organization and are the closest to Pyongyang, not only geographically but also ideologically, economically and spiritually.  They both grasp the new, serious risks to themselves posed by the geopolitical realignment brought on by the North's recent nuclear and missile tests. Japan continues to build up its military power, including a state-of-the-art ballistic-missile defense system, South Korea is rapidly modernizing and expanding its own armed forces, and the United States is reinforcing its military presence in the region and having second thoughts about cutbacks to its own missile defenses.  To restore some balance, Russia and China must approach the crisis on the Korean Peninsula with new urgency, innovative diplomacy and persistence. If they take a wait-and-and-see attitude, they will soon face radically different, stark realities likely to work against their vital geopolitical interests.  For example, the economic implications are critical. Russia is opening up its energy resources to the East, China is asserting itself as the dominant power in the region and both Moscow and Beijing are struggling with the fallout from the global financial and economic crisis.  For Russia, in particular, persistent instability on the peninsula has kept wary countries from joining Far Eastern regional infrastructure projects championed by Moscow. The Medvedev administration has a real and growing stake in settling matters. It is difficult to foresee what form the mechanism for such engagement would take, or the likely outcome of an SCO-North Korean parley. But as the current SCO chair, Russia can put the SCO option to the test.  For a young organization, the SCO has compiled an impressive record of orchestrating large-scale programs to combat terrorism and drug trafficking.  Its agenda has far-reaching educational, cultural and other dimensions. Possible advantages from new multilateral diplomacy would include more transparency and predictability, greater participation in joint regional projects, and dialogue among new partners. Originally established to pursue multipolarity, the SCO must now fulfill its great and as-yet untapped potential. The time has come for bold action rather than walking the thin line between coercion and inducements to get North Korea involved in negotiations.  The vicious circle, in which tough punitive measures only prod the embattled communist regime into further escalation, can be broken. By spearheading such an initiative, the SCO can show that broad-based cooperation, mutual accommodation and commitment to nonproliferation works where antiquated zero-sum games and rivalries failed. 

Multipolarity Solves Space

International cooperation key to space exploration

Malik 6/28 (Tariq Malik, “Obama seeks Global Cooperation in Space”, MSNBC, June 28, 2010, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/37979813/ns/technology_and_science-space/)

International cooperation is key on all fronts included in the new space policy, White House officials said.

"If there's one really broad theme it is international cooperation, which is woven throughout the new policy and it's our sort of foundational emphasis for achieving all of our goals in space," said Barry Pavel, senior director for defense policy and strategy for the National Security Council. More robust cooperation will be vital to develop more comprehensive systems to track global climate change and space weather from orbit, as well as keep taps on the growing risk of space debris collisions with satellites and other vehicles, White House officials said.

Multipolarity Solves Climate Change

Multilateral Cooperation is key to solving Climate Change – unilateral efforts fail to address global issues

Hance 9 (Jeremy Hance, “Economists, Scientists warn that world crisis require a new order of international cooperation and enforcement”, Mongabay, September 15, 2009, < http://news.mongabay.com/2009/0914-hance_neworder.html>) 

A group of environmental scientists and economists warn that under current governing models the number and scale of human-caused crises are "outrunning our ability to deal with them".  The researchers, writing in Science, say that “energy, food and water crises, climate disruption, declining fisheries, ocean acidification, emerging diseases and increasing antibiotic resistance are examples of serious, intertwined global-scale challenges spawned by the accelerating scale of human activity,” have proven beyond national governments and institutions to deal with adequately.  Since these crises are planet-wide, they require a much more cooperative, i.e. global, response, according the group of economists and scientists, who themselves represent an international front coming from Australia, Sweden, the United States, India, Greece and The Netherlands.  The crises "are outpacing the development of institutions to deal with them and their many interactive effects," write the researchers. "The core of the problem is inducing cooperation in situations where individuals and nations will collectively gain if all cooperate, but each faces the temptation to free-ride on the cooperation of others."  To deal with this problem they suggest a new order of global institutions that not only have the capacity to deal with an issue as large as climate change, but also have the ability to enforce compliance from individual nations when necessary.  "We are not advocating that countries give up their sovereignty," explains co-author Professor Terry Hughes, Director of the ARC Centre of Excellence in Coral Reef Studies at James Cook University. "We are instead proposing a much stronger focus on regional and worldwide cooperation, helped by better-designed multi-national institutions. The threat of climate change to coral reefs, for example, has to be tackled at a global scale. Local and national efforts are already failing." 
AT: Multipolarity Solves “X” Impact

Primacy is key – a weaker US can’t create security 

Walt 02 (Dr. Stephen M. Walt, professor of international affairs at Harvard, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, assistant professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton, guest scholar at Brookings, associate at Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “American Primacy,” Naval War College Review, Spring 2002)

In short, saying that Americans like a position of primacy is akin to saying that they like power, and they prefer to have more of it rather than less. It may not be politically correct to talk about “enjoying” the exercise of power, but most people understand that it is better to have it than to lack it. Having a great deal of power may not guarantee success or safety, but it certainly improves the odds. One imagines, for example, that Senator Tom Daschle likes being majority leader of the U.S. Senate more than he liked being minority leader, just as one suspects that Mikhail Gorbachev, Boris Yeltsin, and now Vladimir Putin would have acted quite differently had Russian (or Soviet) power not deteriorated so dramatically. The reason is simple—when one is stronger, one can defend one’s interests more effectively and can more easily prevent others from imposing their will.16 Power also gives people (or states) the capacity to pursue positive ends, and a position of primacy maximizes one’s ability to do so. Thus, anyone who thinks that the United States should try to discourage the spread of weapons of mass destruction, promote human rights, advance the cause of democracy, or pursue any other positive political goal should recognize that the nation’s ability to do so rests primarily upon its power. The United States would accomplish far less if it were weaker, and it would discover that other states were setting the agenda of world politics if its own power were to decline. As Harry Truman put it over fifty years ago, “Peace must be built upon power, as well as upon good will and good deeds.”17 The bottom line is clear. Even in a world with nuclear weapons, extensive economic ties, rapid communications, an increasingly vocal chorus of nongovernmental organizations, and other such novel features, power still matters, and primacy is still preferable. People running for president do not declare that their main goal as commander in chief would be to move the United States into the number-two position. They understand, as do most Americans, that being number one is a luxury they should try very hard to keep. 

AT: Obama = Benign Hegemon

Obama will aggressively assert presidential powers – no different than Bush

Healy 08 (Gene Healy, senior editor at CATO institute, “The Cult of the Presidency,” Reason Magazine, June 2008, http://reason.com/archives/2008/05/12/the-cult-of-the-presidency/3)

Barack Obama has done more than any candidate in memory to boost expectations for the office, which were extraordinarily high to begin with. Obama’s stated positions on civil liberties may be preferable to McCain’s, but would it matter? If and when a car bomb goes off somewhere in America, would a President Obama be able to resist resorting to warrantless wiretapping, undeclared wars, and the Bush theory of unrestrained executive power? As a Democrat without military experience, publicly perceived as weak on national security, he’d have much more to prove. As Jack Goldsmith put it in his 2007 book, “For generations the Terror Presidency will be characterized by an unremitting fear of attack, an obsession with preventing the attack, and a proclivity to act aggressively and preemptively to do so.…If anything, the next Democratic President—having digested a few threat matrices, and acutely aware that he or she alone will be wholly responsible when thousands of Americans are killed in the next attack—will be even more anxious than the current President to thwart the threat.” 

Terrorism Turns Heg

Terrorism undermines US hegemony --- risks instability, civil wars, overextension, and tension escalation 

Newmann 08 (William W. Newmann, political analyst, L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs, “Hegemonic Competition, Hegemonic Disruption, and the Current War,” All Academic, April 3, 2008, http://www.allacademic.com/one/prol/prol01/index.php?click_key=1&PHPSESSID=7d0a614d8092e39f85db5e5258663110
)

This essay refines power transition theories by developing a model of hegemonic disruption. Al- Qaeda does not command large armies from Indonesia to Morocco, nor does it or its ideological brethren have control of even a regionally powerful state; however, it does provide inspiration, operational support, and, most importantly, an ideological blueprint for many groups who seek to overthrow the status quo in their nations and region. For this reason, al-Qaeda as the centerpiece of a revolutionary and violently militant ideology can be seen as a global insurgency which presents an asymmetric challenge to US hegemony throughout Asia and Africa.3 While not an existential threat, nor capable of producing a peer competitor for the US, the al-Qaeda network’s ability to propagate its revolutionary ideology could plunge at-risk nations into instability or civil war or even come to power through short-lived alliances of convenience with non-violent Islamists or non-Islamist opponents of the ruling regime. Each scenario can undermine the hegemonic legitimacy and/or dominance of the US on a region by region basis. Al- Qaeda’s network and ideology is less likely to produce a national champion, such as communism had in the form of the USSR, than to instigate or take advantage of a series of flashpoints where its ideology squares off with local or regional opponents in insurgency or civil war. The conflicts in Iraq, Somalia, and Afghanistan could be seen as visions of the future for many states. Such disruption can be an initial indication of hegemonic decline, leading second-tier powers to sense vulnerability in the US, a vulnerability which may change their calculus of the costs and benefits of balancing against the US or posing a direct challenge. It could also lead the US into overextension, miscalculations in foreign policy priorities, and provocative policies which could alienate allies, threaten fence sitters, and play into the hands of critics or enemies of US hegemony, again changing the cost and benefit estimates for second-tier powers of balancing or challenging the US. A third possibility emerges if the American public loses its commitment to the duties of hegemony and begins to ask its leaders to minimize US involvement in troublesome regions. This too would lead to a reassessment of US hegemony by second-tier powers. The situation in Iraq today provides evidence for all three of these scenarios. 

Debt Turns Heg

National debt kills heg – collapse is inevitable absent financial reform

Esinger, 10 - Graduate of The Ohio State University with a Bachelor of Arts in Journalism and Political Science (Dustin, “Huge Deficits Altering U.S. Hegemony,” 2/2/10, http://economyincrisis.org/content/huge-deficits-altering-us-hegemony)

 The sun may finally be setting on the American Century, according to The New York Times, which claims that America‘s massive and unsustainable debt will be the cause of waning influence around the world in the near future.  Not only is the deficit out-of-control - expected to be 1.3 trillion in the 2011 fiscal year - but the nation’s projected long-term debt is even more unsustainable.  By the end of the decade, deficits are projected to rise to over five percent of gross domestic product.  “[Obama’s] budget draws a picture of a nation that like many American homeowners simply cannot get above water,” The Times writes.    Even worse, much of that debt is borrowed from foreign central banks, especially Asian powers Japan and China.  As of September 2009, China held $790 billion of U.S. debt while Japan held roughly $752 billion.    The problem is exacerbated by the political impasse in America, in which each side is firmly entrenched in an unwavering ideological battle.  Republicans refuse to even entertain the idea of any tax increase while Democrats chafe at the though of entitlement cuts.  In reality, to put America back on a path of fiscal sanity and ensure that America remains a hegemony, there needs to be a combination of both.   

Econ Turns Heg

Economic crisis turns hegemony – forces reliance on international lenders and limits military interventions

Subacchi, 10 – research director on international economics at the Chatham House, was post-doctoral fellow of the Departement of Economics at Bocconi University, Milan (Paola, “The End of US Hegemony?”, no specific date, http://www.foresightproject.net/publications/articles/article.asp?p=3522)

What does the current financial crisis mean for the standing of the US in the world? Will it mark the end of US hegemony and superpowerdom? For many commentators the crisis represents "a true global watershed" between a world dominated by the American brand, epitomised, in Francis Fukuyama's words, by capitalism and liberal democracy, and the post-American world in which the US is no longer the world's only superpower and economic hegemon. For Peer Steinbrück, Germany's finance minister, it is not even a matter of time: "The United States is no longer a financial superpower", he said in a recent interview. Large empires, from ancient Rome to Great Britain, declined at least in part as a result of economic weakness. Financial meltdown and recession in the US may act as a catalyst to the ongoing shift of the world economic order by dramatically rupturing the credibility of and respect for the American model. Such a shift has been prophesised for some time. China's rapid economic growth and the potential for other emerging market economies to expand substantially over the next three to five decades, due to their large population, strong economic expansion and integration in the world economy, seem to indicate the emergence of a new world order. New players could use their recently acquired economic might to gain influence and challenge established powers, notably the US. Can the crisis accelerate this "shift of power"? Structural weaknesses and reduced scope for policies The global financial turmoil is huge in scale, worthy of comparison to the Great Depression in the 1930s where stress in financial markets led to prolonged recession. After several weeks of market turmoil there is no doubt that the world economy is taking a "synchronised dive", the recovery from which promises to be slow. In the case of the US economy, the latest IMF outlook predicts the return to potential growth in 2010. But there are many risks that could derail the recovery: the credit crunch could be worse than feared, house prices may not climb until after 2010, a higher unemployment rate and low confidence could constrain domestic demand growth. The critical point here, and the one which could bear significant consequences, is the existence, within the US economy, of structural weaknesses that enhance the current distress and limit the scope for future policy action. The US has an almost zero national savings rate, increasing indebtedness and bloated budget deficit. In addition to the cost of the $700bn bailout (and an additional $100bn of tax provisions for businesses and the middle class), will be the rising cost of healthcare programmes that are under strain due to an increase in the ageing population. The increase in expenditure means, in the short term, limited scope for loose fiscal policy and continuous reliance on foreign lenders. In the longer term, it implies tighter fiscal policy and constraints on policy in a number of areas, from military intervention to discretionary international aid and projects. 
Iraq AFF

Decrease in US forward presence good – terrorism, regional instability, democracy 

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

The United States is only endangering its homeland by meddling in nonstrategic areas and thus generating the potential for blowback anti – US terrorism. To reduce this risk, the United States should resist the unnecessary urge to control events in backwater regions of the world. If the United States needs limited strikes to destroy terrorist bases or camps, it can rely on the Navy or Air Force bombers flying from the United States. A smaller footprint abroad, especially in the Persian Gulf, and a policy of US global military restraint would cost less in blood and treasure, encourage wealthy US allies to take more responsibility for their own defense, be less dangerous to the American public, and allow the US government to better carry out its constitutional duty to defend US citizens and property without endangering American democratic civil liberties and checks and balances. 

Iraq withdrawal good

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

Nevertheless, if US leaders persist in accepting the myth that the United States must have military power in the Persian Gulf to guard oil that will flow anyway, they should at least withdraw US land-based forces (the Army, Marines, and Air Force) stationed in the gulf and bring in such forces from offshore only if a major danger to the oil arises. This change in policy would eliminate the lightning rod of non-Muslim forces on Muslim lands, which drives radical Islamists into the ranks of anti – US terrorists. The oil fields were successfully defended using over-the-horizon forces brought in as needed during Desert Shield and Desert Storm in 1991. At minimum, the United States should go back to this posture, minimize or eliminate much of its land-based military presence in the Persian Gulf and abroad, and rely on the American Navy overseas to deter anti – US aggression and protect US trade. 

Iraq AFF: Withdrawal Solves Leadership

Unconditional Withdrawal from Iraq is the biggest I/L into US Leadership 

Wallerstein 07 Senior Research Scholar at Yale University AND former president of the International Sociological Association. (Immanuel Wallerstein, “Precipitate Decline: The Advent of Multipolarity”, Harvard International Review, Spring 2007, <http://www.iwallerstein.com/precipitate-decline-the-advent-of-multipolarity/>)

In 2001, George W. Bush became president of the United States, surrounded by a gaggle of neoconservative politicians and advisors. The analysis of these individuals was that the United States was indeed declining. However, in their view, this was not due to structural pressures from within the world-system, but rather to defective leadership manifested by all the previous presidential administrations from Nixon to Clinton (including that of Reagan). Their hypothesis was that a unilateral invasion of Iraq would definitively demonstrate the military power of the United States, the futility of political independence for Western Europe and Japan, the danger for any rogue state to think of acquiring nuclear weapons, and the urgency for moderate Arab regimes to accept Israeli terms for a permanent settlement of the Israeli-Palestine dispute. In short, they believed that machismo would work. The Al Qaeda terror attacks of September 11, 2001 provided the necessary trigger for implementation of this program. President George W. Bush assumed the role of wartime president and proceeded to invade Iraq—against significant opposition from traditional allies and enormous hesitancies from within the military and intelligence community. Within a few weeks of the invasion, President Bush had proclaimed victory. But of course the war had just begun, and the situation quickly deteriorated both militarily and politically. By 2007, it was clear to most people, including most US citizens, that the war had indeed been lost. The entire analysis of the neoconservatives turned out to be invalid. The war was not easily won. The reluctant allies were not intimidated into renouncing aspirations for independence. North Korea and Iran sped up their nuclear programs, recognizing that the reason the United States felt free to invade Iraq was that it did not yet possess nuclear weapons. And the Arab regimes were no closer to accepting an Israeli solution than they were before. In short, the entire endeavor had turned into a fiasco. 

Middle East Democracy Bad – Terrorism 

Spreading democracy in the ME breeds Anti-Americanism

Muravchik 08 American Enterprise Institute scholar (Joshua Muravchik,"The future is neocon",The National Interest, 9/03/2008, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=19672) 

Bush, instead, set out to precipitate change in the political culture of the Middle East so that it would breed fewer people ready to commit or endorse terrorism. This was a strategy of unmistakably neocon coloration. Why did Bush, who came of realist stock, embrace it? Because realism had virtually nothing to suggest in the face of terrorism or jihadism. The closest thing to a realist solution was to break America’s friendship with Israel in the hope of allaying the Muslim world’s anger. To be sure, many Muslims are angry at America’s support for Israel. But the preponderant share of violence in the Middle East does not involve Israel; and the Muslim world’s hatred for Israel is only a symptom of a deeper rage at the West for enjoying a superiority of power and status that Muslims feel rightly belongs to themselves. In short, this solution is as unconvincing as it is unprincipled, and the realists were unable to persuade many Americans of its validity. At a loss to understand why, the least decent of them turned to conspiracy theories. The war in Iraq grew out of Bush’s neocon strategy, whether or not it was a necessary part of that strategy. Since the war turned into a fiasco, neocons rightly receive much blame, just as they or their ideological predecessors did over the war in Vietnam. But Vietnam was a flawed and painful episode in what proved ultimately to be a sound, even brilliant, strategy. The strategy that led us into Iraq may also in the end be vindicated. Meanwhile, neocons take their lumps for Iraq. But realism remains as barren of answers to the threat of global terrorism as it was to the threat of global Communism.

Democracy ( Terrorism

Attempts to democratize the Middle East cause terrorism – economic and social hardships increase recruitment
Freeman 05 (Michael Freeman, Professor of political science at the University of Chicago, CIA analyst, “Fighting Terrorism with Democracy: A Losing Strategy,” All Academic, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p69880_index.html)

In many ways, the war in Iraq has been justified as a military implementation of Bush’s forward strategy of democracy. Many have claimed that the long-term goal of the war was to create a democratic Iraq that could act as a model for the rest of the region.117 As such, the current situation in Iraq offers us a very valuable test-case on the relationship between forcefully spreading democracy and terrorism. As a test, this case shows that spreading democracy in the Middle East can be dangerous by making terrorism worse. The U.S. has destabilized a country, creating greater economic and social hardships and increasing the resentment of the United States. As Audrey Cronin puts it, the war in Iraq “is likely to enhance and perpetuate the anti- Western, anti-secular anti-materialist hatred that the al-Qaeda network is disseminating.”118 If the goal of the Iraq war was to reduce the threat of terrorism, it has failed miserably. Some might argue that democratizing Iraq has reduced the threat of state-sponsored terrorism. However, there have been no links between Iraq and terrorist groups, including al-Qaeda.119 In terms of nationalist terrorism, al-Qaeda now has even further cause for its campaign after the Iraq war. It is even easier to convince potential recruits that American influence is expanding and needs to be fought. Additional democratizing efforts in the Middle East would make the threat of terrorism worse because it would require additional U.S. and Western troops, bureaucrats, and non-governmental organizational staff that will cause even more resentment against the occupying and imperial forces of the West. With the intervention of U.S. troops in the Middle East, religious terrorism is likely to become more prevalent. While Iraq has a recent history as a mostly secular state, Baghdad was the seat of the Islamic caliphate for five-hundred years.120 Religious extremists, therefore, see the invasion and occupation of Iraq as an affront to Islam itself. Forcibly spreading democracy has not minimized the dangers of religious terrorism; in fact, the opposite is in the case. Spreading democracy has likely provided additional motivation for religious extremists. 

Spreading democracy provokes terrorism – challenges revolutionary ideology 

Newmann 08 (William W. Newmann, political analyst, L. Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs, “Hegemonic Competition, Hegemonic Disruption, and the Current War,” All Academic, April 3, 2008, http://www.allacademic.com/one/prol/prol01/index.php?click_key=1&PHPSESSID=7d0a614d8092e39f85db5e5258663110)

In addition, the unique features of US unipolar dominance complicate the strategic calculus of US hegemony. Following the demise of the USSR, the US has taken upon itself, on an inconsistent basis, the task of reconstructing the world in its own image. Both the Clinton and George W. Bush administrations have committed the US to a revisionist goal of spreading of liberal-democratic norms around the globe as a first order foreign policy priority.4 As a revisionist hegemon, US power and policy directly challenges non-liberal-democratic nations and ideological movements – an ideological contest that raises the stakes for the US. The survival of al-Qaeda and its revolutionary ideology undermines the foundation of US hegemonic policies as it seeks to spread democracy and free trade. The US cannot ignore al-Qaeda and al-Qaeda is not likely to ignore the US. In this sense, unless the US moves away from it revisionism, accepting a more status quo realist hegemony, its hegemonic future depends, in part, on how well it can compete with al-Qaeda’s revolutionary ideology in nations with substantial Muslim populations. 

Democracy Good – No War 

Democracies are substantially less likely to fight – statistical analysis proves

Oneal & Russett 03 (John R. Oneal, Bruce Russett, professors of political science at Alabama University and Yale, “Finding Peace in a World of Hegemony and Terrorism,” http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/3/2/265.pdf) 

Although acknowledging the importance of power, Immanuel Kant suggested that republican constitutions, economic interdependence, and international law and organizations can form the basis for a dramatically more peaceful world. Statistical analyses of the behavior or pairs of states, 1885-1992, confirm this liberal vision. Using methods common to medical epidemiology, we find that Kantian elements substantially reduce the likelihood that states will become involved in a fatal militarized dispute. Indeed, two democracies linked by extensive trade and a dense network of international organizations are 95% less likely to fight than states that do not share these characteristics. Our analyses have important implications for the United States and China, two countries destined to shape the twenty-first century. Engaging China in trade and integrating it into the major international organizations over the last three decades has, with some liberalization of its government, substantially reduced risk the risk of military conflict. 
AT: Oil War Bad – Economic Collapse

No impact to oil war – no economic collapse – empirically proven

Eland 08 (Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, “Back to the Future: Rediscovering America’s Foreign Policy Traditions,” Mediterranean Quarterly, http://mq.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/19/3/88.pdf)

US military power is not even needed in the Persian Gulf to protect supplies of US oil. Oil is a valuable commodity, and Persian Gulf countries are heavily dependent on it to earn foreign exchange because they export little else. They need to pump and sell the oil as much or more than Western nations need to buy it. Indeed, the market will ensure that oil reaches the West. Even if war or instability in the gulf makes the price of oil go up, recent experience has shown that industrialized economies are very resilient to high oil price increases. For example, the oil price is now high by historical standards — in part because the United States invaded and occupied Iraq, thus causing instability in the gulf — but the US economy hasn’t collapsed. Also, from the fourth quarter of 1998 to the third quarter of 2000, the effective crude oil price in Germany skyrocketed 211 percent but the German economy grew while experiencing falling unemployment and inflation.11 

International Law Good

International law deescalates all conflicts --- international norms 

Held 07 (Virginia Held, political analyst and fellow at the American Political Science Association, “Military Intervention and Terrorism,” American Political Science Association, August 30, 2007)

An answer that can be offered to why we should respect international law is that  only with cooperative respect for international norms among states with conflicting  interests can we hope for the peaceful resolution of disputes that might otherwise turn  murderous and calamitous, with technological advances continually exacerbating the  problems of conflict. This answer may rely too uncritically on an analogy between law  within states and between them. Since comparable vulnerabilities and comparable  mechanisms, especially of enforcement, are usually not present in the international arena,  the arguments may need to be different. Still, relying on experience, we can conclude that  norms that independent states agree to and agree to apply to themselves can facilitate  progress toward a less violent and destructive and threatening and insecure world, and  that international law is the best available source of such norms. We can acknowledge  that international law should not always be determinative of policy, and still maintain that  it is deserving of a very high degree of respect.  That international law as presently constituted has been designed to serve the  interests of existing states, with all their flaws, does not undermine the argument for  respecting it. There are many deficiencies in governing and in the international system of  sovereign states that are beyond the reach of, and are even protected by international law.  Nevertheless, international law is a better source of hope for keeping the world from  exploding in violence than the alternative of ignoring it. That the administration of  George W. Bush has so grievously dismissed international law is a ground for the moral  condemnation of the Bush administration, not a criticism of foreign policy based on  morality.  

Warming Bad – Can’t Delay

Delaying action on climate kills 100 million people a year

Polya 10 (Dr. Gideon Polya, professor at Cornell, environment expert, author, “4 July US Independence Day: US Imperialism, Terrorism & Genocide Deny Life, Liberty & Happiness to World,” Bella Ciao, http://bellaciao.org/en/spip.php?article19981)
However this escalating genocidal carnage described above in American hunger for resources is dwarfed by the worsening Climate Holocaust and Climate Genocide - man-made global warming increasingly impacts the current 22 million annual avoidable deaths from deprivation and deprivation-exacerbated disease, with the US one of the world’s worst polluters in terms of annual per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) pollution. Thus “annual per capita greenhouse gas (GHG) pollution” in units of “tonnes CO2-equivalent per person per year” (2005-2008 data) is 0.9 (Bangladesh), 0.9 (Pakistan), 2.2 (India), less than 3 (many African and Island countries), 3.2 (the Developing World), 5.5 (China), 6.7 (the World), 11 (Europe), 16 (the Developed World), 27 (the US) and 30 (Australia; or 54 if Australia’s huge Exported CO2 pollution is included). Estimates from top UK climate scientists Dr James Lovelock and Professor Kevin Anderson point to 10 billion avoidable deaths this century due to unaddressed global warming, this including 6 billion infants, 3 billion Muslims in a near-terminal, 21st century Muslim Holocaust, 2 billion Indians, 1.3 billion non-Arab Africans, 0.5 billion Bengalis, 0.3 billion Pakistanis and 0.3 billion Bangladeshis (see “Climate genocide”: http://sites.google.com/site/climat... ). Unaddressed man-made global warming will yield an average annual avoidable death toll of 100 million avoidable deaths per year on Spaceship earth with the US in charge of the flight deck. Well may we consider the great words of slave-owner Thomas Jefferson: “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.” Yet it does not have to happen. Thus 255 eminent American scientists (including 11 Nobel laureates), all members of the prestigious US National Academy of Sciences issues the following statement in 2010 about the worsening climate emergency: “We urge our policy-makers and the public to move forward immediately to address the causes of climate change, including the unrestrained burning of fossil fuels. We also call for an end to McCarthy-like threats of criminal prosecution against our colleagues based on innuendo and guilt by association, the harassment of scientists by politicians seeking distractions to avoid taking action, and the outright lies being spread about them. Society has two choices: We can ignore the science and hide our heads in the sand and hope we are lucky, or we can act in the public interest to reduce the threat of global climate change quickly and substantively. The good news is that smart and effective actions are possible. But delay must not be an option (see “Climate change and the integrity of Science”, Science 7 May 2010: Vol. 328. no. 5979, pp. 689 – 690: http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/conte... ).  

AT: Chinese Aggression

No risk of Chinese aggression – democracy checks

Oneal & Russett 03 (John R. Oneal, Bruce Russett, professors of political science at Alabama University and Yale, “Finding Peace in a World of Hegemony and Terrorism,” http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/3/2/265.pdf) 

Although acknowledging the importance of power, Immanuel Kant suggested that republican constitutions, economic interdependence, and international law and organizations can form the basis for a dramatically more peaceful world. Statistical analyses of the behavior or pairs of states, 1885-1992, confirm this liberal vision. Using methods common to medical epidemiology, we find that Kantian elements substantially reduce the likelihood that states will become involved in a fatal militarized dispute. Indeed, two democracies linked by extensive trade and a dense network of international organizations are 95% less likely to fight than states that do not share these characteristics. Our analyses have important implications for the United States and China, two countries destined to shape the twenty-first century. Engaging China in trade and integrating it into the major international organizations over the last three decades has, with some liberalization of its government, substantially reduced risk the risk of military conflict. 
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