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Soft Power – No Spillover

Soft power doesn’t spill over between issues
(Stephen Brooks  Associate Professor of Government and William Wohlforth, Professor of Government at Dartmouth College 2005, Perspectives on Politics, 3: 509-524)
This argument that the institutional order is imperiled if the United States does not strongly invest in maintaining a multilateral reputation is a potentially powerful caution against succumbing to the unilateral temptation, but it ultimately rests on weak theoretical foundations. Despite the fact that reputation “now stands as the linchpin of the dominant neoliberal institutionalist theory of decentralized cooperation,” it remains woefully underdeveloped as a concept.64 In the most detailed theoretical analysis to date of the role that reputation plays within international institutions, George Downs and Michael Jones decisively undermine the institutionalist conception of reputation. As they note, institutionalist theory rests on the notion that “states carry a general reputation for cooperativeness that determines their attractiveness as a treaty partner both now and in the future . . . A defection in connection with any agreement will impose reputation costs that affect all current and future agreements.”65 But, they object, no theoretical justification has been provided in the literature to back up this institutionalist view that a state possesses “a single reputation for cooperation that characterizes its expected reliability in connection with every agreement to which it is party.”66 Drawing on rational choice theory, Downs and Jones show that a far more compelling theoretical case can be made that states have multiple reputations—each particular to a specific agreement or issue area. For this reason, they find that “the reputational consequences of defection are usually more bounded” than institutionalist scholarship currently presumes.” 67 If America has, for example, one reputation associated with the UN and another regarding the WTO, then lack of compliance with the former organization will in no way directly undercut its ability to gain cooperation in the latter. As Downs and Jones note, viewing states as having multiple reputations “helps to explain why, despite the prevalence of the unitary reputation assumption, examples of a state’s defection from an agreement in one area (for example, environment) jeopardizing its reputation in every other area (for example, trade and security) are virtually nonexistent in the literature.”68 This conclusion is consistent with the two most detailed studies of reputation in IR, which decisively undercut the notion that states have a general reputation that will strongly influence how other states relate across different issue areas.69 In the end, the current lack of an empirical or theoretical justification for the notion that states carry a single reputation means that we have no basis for accepting the institutionalists’ argument that America must endorse multilateralism across the board because to do otherwise has consequences that endanger the entire institutional order. That, together with theory’s lack of purchase on the issues of coordination costs and bargaining power, invalidates the institutionalist argument about the high cost of unilateralism.

Heg Doesn’t Solve War

1. Empirically denied – Their Kagan evidence cites the US being able to intervene in a Russia – Georgia war but that already happened and all we could do was stand by and watch. 
2. Heg doesn’t solve war

(Barbara Conry, CATO institute, 1997 “U.S. "Global Leadership": A Euphemism for World Policeman” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=1126&full=1)

"Global leadership" has gained increasing prominence as a guiding principle for American foreign policy. Yet the concept itself remains largely unexamined. Although "leadership" sounds benign, today's proponents of global leadership envision a role for the United States that resembles that of a global hegemon--with the risks and costs hegemony entails. Global political and military leadership is inadequate, even dangerous, as a basis for policy. The vagueness of "leadership" allows policymakers to rationalize dramatically different initiatives and makes defining policy difficult. Taken to an extreme, global leadership implies U.S. interest in and responsibility for virtually anything, anywhere. Global leadership also entails immense costs and risks. Much of the $265 billion defense budget is spent to support U.S. aspirations to lead the world, not to defend the United States. There are also human costs. Moreover, it is an extremely risky policy that forces U.S. involvement in numerous situations unrelated to American national security. 

There are no concrete benefits that justify the costs and risks of U.S. global leadership. Advocates' claims that leadership enables Washington to persuade U.S. allies to assume costs the United States would otherwise bear alone and that failure on the part of the United States to lead would cause global chaos do not hold up under scrutiny. There are several alternatives to global leadership, including greater reliance on regional security organizations and the creation of spheres of influence or regional balance-of-power arrangements. The United States would then act as a balancer of last resort. Such a strategy would preserve U.S. security without the costs and risks of an unrealistic crusade to lead the world. 

Heg Permanent – No Decline
No decline of heg – its been the same doomsday prophecy for 30 years
(David H. Levey recently retired after 19 years as Managing Director of Moody's Sovereign Ratings Service. And Stuart S. Brown is Professor of Economics and International Relations in the Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs at Syracuse University's Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs. 2005 “The Overstretch Myth” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60615/david-h-levey-and-stuart-s-brown/the-overstretch-myth)
Would-be Cassandras have been predicting the imminent downfall of the American imperium ever since its inception. First came Sputnik and "the missile gap," followed by Vietnam, Soviet nuclear parity, and the Japanese economic challenge--a cascade of decline encapsulated by Yale historian Paul Kennedy's 1987 "overstretch" thesis. The resurgence of U.S. economic and political power in the 1990s momentarily put such fears to rest. But recently, a new threat to the sustainability of U.S. hegemony has emerged: excessive dependence on foreign capital and growing foreign debt. As former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers has said, "there is something odd about the world's greatest power being the world's greatest debtor." The U.S. economy, according to doubters, rests on an unsustainable accumulation of foreign debt. Fueled by government profligacy and low private savings rates, the current account deficit--the difference between what U.S. residents spend abroad and what they earn abroad in a year--now stands at almost six percent of GDP; total net foreign liabilities are approaching a quarter of GDP. Sudden unwillingness by investors abroad to continue adding to their already large dollar assets, in this scenario, would set off a panic, causing the dollar to tank, interest rates to skyrocket, and the U.S. economy to descend into crisis, dragging the rest of the world down with it. Despite the persistence and pervasiveness of this doomsday prophecy, U.S. hegemony is in reality solidly grounded: it rests on an economy that is continually extending its lead in the innovation and application of new technology, ensuring its continued appeal for foreign central banks and private investors. The dollar's role as the global monetary standard is not threatened, and the risk to U.S. financial stability posed by large foreign liabilities has been exaggerated. To be sure, the economy will at some point have to adjust to a decline in the dollar and a rise in interest rates. But these trends will at worst slow the growth of U.S. consumers' standard of living, not undermine the United States' role as global pacesetter. If anything, the world's appetite for U.S. assets bolsters U.S. predominance rather than undermines it.

Decline is not a yes no question – we decide whether or not to be a hegemon. 
(Charles Krauthammer, American Pulitzer Prize-winning syndicated columnist and political commentator, 2009 “Decline Is a Choice” http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/017/056lfnpr.asp?pg=1)
The weathervanes of conventional wisdom are engaged in another round of angst about America in decline. New theories, old slogans: Imperial overstretch. The Asian awakening. The post-American world. Inexorable forces beyond our control bringing the inevitable humbling of the world hegemon. On the other side of this debate are a few--notably Josef Joffe in a recent essay in Foreign Affairs--who resist the current fashion and insist that America remains the indispensable power. They note that declinist predictions are cyclical, that the rise of China (and perhaps India) are just the current version of the Japan panic of the late 1980s or of the earlier pessimism best captured by Jean-François Revel's How Democracies Perish. The anti-declinists point out, for example, that the fear of China is overblown. It's based on the implausible assumption of indefinite, uninterrupted growth; ignores accumulating externalities like pollution (which can be ignored when growth starts from a very low baseline, but ends up making growth increasingly, chokingly difficult); and overlooks the unavoidable consequences of the one-child policy, which guarantees that China will get old before it gets rich. And just as the rise of China is a straight-line projection of current economic trends, American decline is a straight-line projection of the fearful, pessimistic mood of a country war-weary and in the grip of a severe recession. Among these crosscurrents, my thesis is simple: The question of whether America is in decline cannot be answered yes or no. There is no yes or no. Both answers are wrong, because the assumption that somehow there exists some predetermined inevitable trajectory, the result of uncontrollable external forces, is wrong. Nothing is inevitable. Nothing is written. For America today, decline is not a condition. Decline is a choice. Two decades into the unipolar world that came about with the fall of the Soviet Union, America is in the position of deciding whether to abdicate or retain its dominance. Decline--or continued ascendancy--is in our hands. Not that decline is always a choice. Britain's decline after World War II was foretold, as indeed was that of Europe, which had been the dominant global force of the preceding centuries. The civilizational suicide that was the two world wars, and the consequent physical and psychological exhaustion, made continued dominance impossible and decline inevitable. The corollary to unchosen European collapse was unchosen American ascendancy. We--whom Lincoln once called God's "almost chosen people"--did not save Europe twice in order to emerge from the ashes as the world's co-hegemon. We went in to defend ourselves and save civilization. Our dominance after World War II was not sought. Nor was the even more remarkable dominance after the Soviet collapse. We are the rarest of geopolitical phenomena: the accidental hegemon and, given our history of isolationism and lack of instinctive imperial ambition, the reluctant hegemon--and now, after a near-decade of strenuous post-9/11 exertion, more reluctant than ever.

No Overstretch

Heg is sustainable and overstretch is empirically denied

Right Vision News 10 (1/19/10, "Qatar: US society 'not in decline', says Georgetown professor", lexis) 
The United States would remain unmatched and public intellectuals are wrong in saying that the US as a society is in decline and as the most important power in the world is diminishing, according to a Georgetown University professor. Professor Robert J. Lieber, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University, was speaking recently on 'Why the Declinists Are Wrong About America' as part of Centre for International and Regional Studies (CIRS) Monthly Dialogue Series, at the Georgetown University School of Foreign Service in Qatar (SFS-Qatar).The United States, according to Lieber, remains the largest and most important economy with a GDP of $14 trillion, dwarfing China's GDP of $5.5 trillion. Furthermore, Lieber remarked that the dollar is still the most important currency in the world, adding to the country's economic preeminence. Lieber also called attention to American leadership in innovation and technology, noting that 17 of the top 20 research universities of the world are located in the United States.Lieber attributed the United States' strength to certain "intangibles" such as America's flexibility, ability to attract immigrants, ability to respond to crises and capacity to correct its course. Lieber concluded, "I certainly see very great challenges," but asserted that as in previous times of hardship, US power would remain unmatched. Lieber identified the two main propositions that have been made by respected public intellectuals when speaking of declinism - the first that the United States as a society is in decline, and the second that the US role as the most important power in the world is diminishing due to an increasingly multi-polar world.Lieber maintained that it would be a mistake to believe that any country could emerge as an equal power to the United States as the National Intelligence Council Global Trends 2025 report suggests. While acknowledging that there were certainly great challenges, Lieber dismissed these possibilities and stated that such arguments were gross exaggerations. "America's problems are real, but I would add, we've always had problems," he said.Arguing that similar predictions about America's decline have been made throughout the country's history, Lieber asserted that the United States would overcome present challenges as it had in the past. "In the 1970s the humiliating withdrawal from Vietnam, a series of Soviet advances, the oil crisis, and the fall of the Shah in Iran, produced a sense that America was in real trouble." Despite such setbacks, he insists, the United States emerged triumphantly from the Cold War and US economic competitiveness rose.Addressing the argument that "military overstretch" will eventually diminish US power, Lieber acknowledged that the country was involved in two costly wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. However, he maintained that the current defence budget, while high in absolute terms at 4.2 percent of Gross Domestic Product (GDP), is moderate if compared to the double-digit percentage spent during the early and middle years of the Cold War.
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