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Heg High

1. US is already the hegemon now, the squo solves

Wohlforth, 7/20/2009 (William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Page 106)

The United States has already achieved unipolar status. In other words, the status quo is American dominance. True, after 1991 the United States expanded into areas in Central Europe and Asia formerly under Moscow’s sway to the dismay of a weakened Russian state. But in the main theaters of Europe, the Middle East, and Asia, U.S. engagement is the status quo. While most alliance theory concerns counterbalancing by status quo states against an aspiring, revisionist power, in the current system restoring equilibrium is a revisionist project. All of the arguments in political science concerning the difficulty of overthrowing a settled, complex, path-dependent social equilibrium now work for rather than against the hegemon. In light of this literature, the barriers to organizing collective action against the status quo United States are much higher than those that frustrated balancing against aspiring, revisionist would-be hegemons like Napoleonic France. Theory and history this suggest that even if the United States were physically located in Eurasia, and there were no nuclear weapons, globalization, democracy, modern international institutions, or new norms against the use of force, it could sustain a unipolar system. It would only need to be a bit stronger relative to rivals than Napoleon’s France was, and the evidence shows that it possesses and will long maintain a far greater share of system capabilities than France ever had.

Heg Low

1. Heg has plummeted troop overstretch in Iraq and Afghanistan 
Aerospace Daily & Defense Report (world's leading weekly magazine for aviation and aerospace professionals) April 15, 2008 [Lexis]

Growing concerns with the U.S. having enough Army and Marine Corps land forces to react to potential unforeseen crises overseas are drawing attention on Capitol Hill.  The concerns come as lawmakers craft fiscal 2009 defense bills and eye post-Bush administration budgetmaking, keeping in mind the looming potential for a significant number of troops operating in Iraq for years to come and the strain that deployments so far have placed on the volunteer U.S. military.  ?We have had 12 military contingencies in the last 31 years, some of them major and most of them unexpected,? House Armed Services Committee (HASC) Chairman Ike Skelton (D-Mo.) said at a recent hearing.  ?We must have a trained and properly equipped force ready to handle whatever comes. But my strong concern is that our readiness shortfalls and the limitations on our ability to deploy trained and ready ground forces have reached a point where these services would have a very steep uphill climb with increased casualties to respond effectively to an emerging contingency,? Skelton said.  Skelton made the remarks at an April 9 hearing with the four-star vice chiefs of the Army and Marines, both of whom admitted that they were not satisfied with their respective service?s so-called strategic depth to respond to crisis scenarios like the post-9/11 invasion of Afghanistan.  Army Gen. Richard Cody testified that the Army remains ?out of balance,? repeating what has become a common official Army phrase referring to the need to recruit, station, train and equip soldiers for more than just counterinsurgency operations (Aerospace DAILY, Jan. 17).  ?The current demand for our forces in Iraq and Afghanistan exceeds the sustainable supply and limits our ability to provide ready forces for other contingencies,? Cody said.  ?Overall, our readiness is being consumed as fast as we build it. If unaddressed, this lack of balance poses a significant risk to the all-volunteer force and degrades the Army?s ability to make a timely response to other contingencies,? the Army vice chief said. 
Heg Sustainable (1/3)

1. Heg sustainable- insurmountable military and economic power
Brooks & Wohlforth 08 Associate Professors of Government at Dartmouth College (Stephen G. & William C., World Out of Balance, p. 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 that 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 (2/3)

2. Heg sustainable: Benevolent hegemony and no counterbalancing

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

In retrospect, U.S. dominance of the unipolar world since the Soviet Union’s collapse seems like a foregone conclusion. Yet, almost from that moment, there has been a vigorous debate involving both the scholarly and policy communities about the following questions: How long can unipolarity last? Should U.S. grand strategy seek to maintain unipolarity and American hegemony? Will other states attempt to balance against the United States?5 Some neorealist scholars warned that unipolarity would boomerang against the United States.6 They expected that unipolarity would be transitory. Drawing on balance of power theory and defensive realism, these scholars noted that in international politics there is an almost-ironclad rule that great powers balance—internally or externally, or both—against aspiring hegemons. They buttressed their forecasts by pointing to the historical record concerning the fates of past contenders for hegemony: the attempts to gain hegemony in Europe by the Hapsburgs (under Charles V and Philip II), France (under Louis XIV and Napoleon), and Germany (under Wilhelm II and Adolph Hitler) were all defeated by the resistance of other great powers. The United States, they argued, would suffer the same fate by attempting to maintain its post–Cold War hegemony. As events transpired, however, the fate of earlier hegemons has not befallen the United States.7 Whether there has been balancing against U.S. hegemony since 1991 is an intensely debated issue.8 It is beyond dispute, however, that the United States still enjoys a commanding preponderance of power over its nearest rivals. Drawing on neorealism, hegemonic stability theory, balance of threat theory, and liberal international relations theory, a number of prominent American international relations theorists have advanced several explanations of why U.S. hegemony has endured for nearly two decades without any major challenges and have suggested that the United States can prolong its primacy far into the future. “Unipolar stability” realists have argued that the present unipolar distribution of capabilities in America’s favor is insurmountable and that other states will not counterbalance because they receive important security and economic benefits from U.S. hegemony.9 Invoking balance of threat theory, other realists claim that the United States has negated counterhegemonic balancing by adopting accommodative policies that allay others’ fears of American dominance. 10 Liberal international relations theorists and balance of threat realists assert that the United States has been successful because it is a “benevolent” hegemon.11 Other states, they say, will acquiesce to U.S. hegemony if the United States displays self-restraint by exercising its predominance multilaterally through international institutions.12 Moreover, the United States’ “soft power”—the purportedly singular attractiveness of its political and economic institutions, and its culture—draws other states into Washington’s orbit. 

Heg Sustainable (3/3)

3. No impact to overstretch—primacy is still sustainable 

Wohlforth 7 [William, Professor of Government in the Dartmouth College Department of Government, “Unipolar Stability,” Harvard International Review, Spring 2007, http://www.harvardir.org/articles/1611/3/]
<<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.>>

Sustainability Extensions

Hard Power
1. US still has incredible hard power- also reserves check overstretch

The Economist, 07 (The Economist Online, “Still No. 1: Wounded, tetchy and less effective than it should be, America is still the power that counts,” June 28th, http://www.economist.com/opinion/displaystory.cfm?story_id=9407806)
Yet in one way Mr Bush is unfairly maligned. Contrary to the Democratic version of history, America did not enjoy untrammelled influence abroad before he arrived. The country that won the cold war also endured several grievous reverses, notably Vietnam (where 58,000 Americans were killed—16 times the figure for Iraq). Iran has been defying America since Jimmy Carter's presidency, and North Korea for a generation before that. As for soft power, France has been complaining about Coca-Cola and Hollywood for nearly a century.  From this perspective of relative rather than absolute supremacy, a superpower's strength lies as much in what it can prevent from happening as in what it can achieve. Even today, America's “negative power” is considerable. Very little of any note can happen without at least its acquiescence. Iran and North Korea can defy the Great Satan, but only America can offer the recognition the proliferating regimes crave. In all sorts of areas—be it the fight against global warming or the quest for an Arab-Israeli peace—America is quite simply indispensable.  That is because America still has the most hard power. Its volunteer army is indeed stretched: it could not fight another small war of choice. But it can still muster 1.5m people under arms and a defence budget almost as big as the whole of the rest of the world's. And it could call on so much more: in relation to the country's size, its defence budget and army are quite small by historical standards. Better diplomacy would enhance its power. One irony of the “war on terror” is that Mr Bush's hyperventilation worked against him in terms of getting boots on the ground: neither his own countrymen nor his allies were sure enough that they were really under threat. (And why should they be? An American-led West spent four decades tussling with a nuclear-armed empire that stretched from Berlin to Vladivostok; al-Qaeda is still small beer.) The surveys that show America's soft power to be less respected than it used to be also show the continuing universal appeal of its values—especially freedom and openness. Even the immigrants and foreign goods that so worry some Americans are tributes to that appeal (by contrast, the last empire to build a wall on its border, the Soviet one, was trying to keep its subjects in). Nor is it an accident that anti-Americanism has fed off those instances, such as Guantánamo Bay, where America has seemed most un-American. This is the multiplier effect that Mr Bush missed: win the battle for hearts and minds and you do not need as much hard power to get your way.  
No Counterbalancing (1/6)

1. Heg sustainable: No counterbalancing

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

The—apparent—crux of the Brooks/Wohlforth argument is that the world will remain unipolar for a long time.33 Consequently, there are no structural constraints that impinge seriously on U.S. power.34 Although they attack multiple international relations theory perspectives, the authors’ main target— somewhat ironically given that Wohlforth himself is a realist—is neorealist balance of power theory. Contrary to neorealist predictions, they note, other states have not formed a counterhegemonic coalition to balance U.S. unipolar power, nor have other states engaged in internal balancing by undertaking major military buildups aimed at countering U.S. military preponderance (p. 23). Neorealist balance of power theory—which is about how states respond to rising hegemons—is inapplicable to international systems dominated by an extant hegemon (pp. 4, 7, 22–23). Indeed, where hegemony prevails, they argue, neorealist balance of power theory is tiipped on its head: once a state attains hegemony, “it has passed a threshold, and the effect of increasing power is reversed: the stronger the leading state and the more entrenched its dominance, the more unlikely and thus less constraining are counterbalancing dynamics” (pp. 23, 35). Because it uniquely combines overwhelming economic and military power, the United States enjoys unchallenged preeminence in the international system (pp. 34–35). Its huge military edge over potential challengers dissuades others from competing against it. Moreover, combined with collective-action problems, U.S. hard power advantages pose an insuperable barrier to states that might want to engage in external balancing against the United States (pp. 35– 37). Also, Brooks and Wohlforth say, other states will not balance against the United States because the “threat” posed by a hegemonic—but geographically distant—United States pales in comparison to the regional security threats that they confront in their own neighborhoods (pp. 39, 40–41). Brooks and Wohlforth also argue that there is no structurally induced soft balancing against the United States. Although other states may favor “multipolarity” rhetorically, they simultaneously want to enjoy the benefits of cooperation with the United States and, hence, will not balance against it (pp. 62–63, 71).35 Additionally, because there are no systemic constraints on the exercise of its power, the United States, Brooks and Wohlforth argue, has both the opportunity and the incentive to use its hegemony to change the international system by reshaping “international institutions, standards of legitimacy, and economic globalization” (p. 209).36 In a unipolar world, the United States can change the international system without fearing a counterhegemonic backlash from other states (p. 216).37 Invoking E.H. Carr, they argue that the United States should take advantage of the “twenty years’ opportunity” it now has to reshape the international system to advance its security interests (p. 218). 

No Counterbalancing (2/6)

2. No counterbalancing, empirics prove

Wohlforth, 7/20/2009 (William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Pages 98-99)

This book addresses the central puzzle posed by Ikenberry in the introduction: “Why, despite the widening power gulf between the United States and other major states, has a counterbalancing reaction not yet take place?” In this chapter, I provide an answer: “Because neither theory nor history suggest that a counterbalance is likely given today’s distribution of capabilities.” In other words, I argue that the absence of a counterbalance – or even the signs of one – is not a puzzle even for a very spare structural reading of realist history. Among self-interested states, collective action in pursuit of a single goal – such as counterbalancing a hegemon –is very hard to achieve. In the history of ancient and modern state systems, durable hegemonies are common. The conditions that make for counterhegemonic alliances are rare. They are not only absent from the current unipolar system, but they are unlikely to be present for a very longtime. Before the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the United States, many analysts argued that the U.S. grand strategy of global engagement would precipitate counterbalancing by other major powers. Given that the initial American response to the attack was an intensified engagement policy that entailed even greater involvement in the security affairs of Eurasia and heightened demands on the policies of other states, counterbalancing would appear to be an even greater concern. If the world is, as some contributors to this volume believe, on the cusp of new balancing order, then the United States must proceed very circumspectly in its campaign against terrorism. Will a proactive antiterror strategy provoke counterbalancing among great powers? Because my explanation for the absence of balancing under unipolarity is rooted in the distribution of capabilities itself rather than more ephemeral factors, I do not expect even an intensified counterterror campaign embedded within a renewed U.S. strategy of engagement to provoke systemic counterbalancing on the part of other states. 

3. No balancing now, proven inefficient, costly, and unsustainable

Wohlforth, 7/20/2009 (William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Page 100)

The absence of balancing among the great powers is a fact. To counterbalance, great powers must either increase military strength (internal balancing) or aggregate their capabilities in an alliance (external balancing). During unipolarity’s first decade, neither form of balancing took place. After the Cold War’s end and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1191, most major powers cut defense outlays significantly. As table 3.1 shows, military spending by the major powers from 1995-200 remained at historically low levels, in most cases declining as a share of economic output. And none the of the much-heralded moves by other states to coordinate policy – the “European troika” of France, Germany, and Russia; the “special relationship” between Germany and Russia; the “strategic triangle” of Russia, China and India; and the “strategic partnership” between China and Russia – came anywhere close to aggregating capabilities to match the United States. The balancing rhetoric that accompanied these moves masked far more limited objectives: coordinating policy on regional issues; enhancing leverage in policy bargaining with the United States; and “prestige balancing,” the technique of using relatively low-cost gestures to distance oneself politically from Washington. Even as efforts to coordinate policy against Washington, these arrangements fell far short, as member states periodically demonstrated a willingness to cooperate closely with the United States when it suited their interests of the day – as, for example, Russia chose to do in the immediate aftermath of the September 11 attacks. By any reasonably benchmark, the current international system is one in which both external and internal balancing among great powers is at a historical low. Three propositions that are consistent with realist theory solve the mystery of the missing balance. First, balancing is inefficient even in settings where the incentives to balance are strong: tightly interdependent regional systems with aggressive revisionists that are weak enough to be countered. In other words, balancing is hard even in systems like modern Europe, from whose experience most balance-of-power theory is derived. Second, the concentration of capabilities in the United States passes the threshold at which counterbalancing becomes prohibitively costly, and thus the dominant strategy for other major powers is some form of engagement. Third, in the current globally dispersed system, balancing is much less efficient and the threshold concentration of capabilities necessary to sustain unipolarity is far lower that it was in Europe. 

No Counterbalancing (3/6)

4. Counterhegemonic balancing is less efficient in the current global system

Wohlforth, 7/20/2009 (William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Pages 107-108)
The current system is global, rather than regional, and the unipolar state is offshore. These two geographical features dramatically alter the relationship between local and systemic imperatives. Distance reduces the salience of American unipolarity, while proximity maximizes salience of the capabilities of the other great powers vis-à-vis each other. They are much more likely to have aspirations and gripes regarding each other than regarding the distant unipolar power. Local threats and opportunities are this much more likely to thwart systemic balancing in this than other systems. Thus, the unipolar threshold is lower in the current international system that it was in modern Europe; counterhegemonic balancing is likely to be less efficient; and the United States has a far larger and more comprehensive preponderance in the distribution of material capabilities than any leading state in modern history. Simply extending the logic of standard balance-of-power theory to the geographical realties of today’s unipolar system suggests: (a) that other great powers have lower incentives to counterbalance the hegemon than in European systems because balancing brings fewer security gains (owing to the hegemon’s offshore location) and greater autonomy losses (owing to the location of all other great powers on the Eurasian landmass). (b) that other great powers face larger collective action problems in fashioning a counterhegemonic alliance than states in analogous positions in past international systems. Overcoming the collective action problem requires that one or a few states face particularly salient or concentrated incentives to balance. The greater the extent to which major powers are embedded in regional security systems, the less likely it is that any one will face sufficiently concentrated incentives to pay the up front costs of organizing a counterbalance. (c) that attempts on the part of individual states to balance via internal efforts are likely to spark local counterbalancing (either through compensatory internal efforts, regional alliances, or alliances  with the United States in the classic “checkerboard” pattern) before they substantially constrain the United States. 

5. No systemic counterbalancing; US is too great

Wohlforth, 7/20/2009 (William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Pages 116-117)

My main conclusion is that well known realist theories of the relations among standard geopolitical variables the number of states and the distribution, composition, and location of material capabilities predict that the systemic balancing imperative is very unlikely now to assume the salience it did in seventeenth  to twentieth century Europe, where balance of power theory developed. The balancing imperative often a weak force in the past will not soon dominate great powers' strategic choices in today's novel unipolar system. United States power is too great, too comprehensive, too far offshore, and too deeply enmeshed in (rather than arrayed against) the status quo to provoke a classical counterbalancing reaction. The greater salience of local over systemic imperatives in today's international system means that the United States can be engaged deeply in the security affairs of Eurasia without sparking counterbalancing efforts. Thus, the very feature of the unipolar system that causes many scholars to question its longevity the ability of regional actors sporadically to defy the preferences of the major powers actually works to prolong it. For all of these reasons, the United States could in all likelihood decline relative to other great powers for many decades without jeopardizing its ability to continue in its present strategic role in world politics.
No Counterbalancing (4/6)

6. Other countries won’t balance against the US

Colin Dueck, 2004, (Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Colorado, Boulder, “New Perspectives on American Grand Strategy: A Review Essay” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v028/28.4dueck.html#authbio)

The structural realist post-Cold War prediction was that other major powers would arise and form counterbalancing coalitions against the United States. America Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power is a collection of essays, edited by John Ikenberry, on the subject of how and why this prediction has failed to come true.5 The essays fall into two broad schools of thought, liberal and realist, although there are important differences within each camp. The liberal view, as articulated by Ikenberry himself, is that American hegemony has persisted—at least until now—because of the distinctly restrained and institutionalized nature of American diplomacy. Ikenberry fears that the Bush administration has departed from this tradition of self-restraint. But he suggests that insofar as America has avoided the fate of other hegemons, it has been because of the multilateral and self-binding nature of its foreign policy.6 According to Ikenberry, the United States has traditionally been a reluctant hegemon, uninterested in playing the role of empire. Its political system is open and transparent, offering other nations a direct voice in the formation of foreign policy. And the postwar, American-led order has been highly institutionalized. The global institutions created by Americans in the 1940s helped to [End Page 199] encourage cooperation and overcome the fear of exploitation on the part of other countries. These institutions have bound not only America's allies, but the United States itself; thus, other nations have had less reason to fear American power.7 Similar arguments are laid out in essays by John Owen and Thomas Risse. According to Owen ,transnational liberal elites worldwide identify with the United States and view it as essentially benign.8 Where these elites hold office, as in Western Europe and Japan, governments see no reason to counterbalance American hegemony. Only in China is there a clear case of a major power in which the forces of political liberalism are weak. For Risse, the roots of great power peace go even deeper. Certainly within the Western world, and even beyond it, conditions of deep interdependence, together with a profound sense of shared values, have created a security community in which war has become quite literally unthinkable.9 The realist authors in America Unrivaled, predictably, look to international conditions rather than America's domestic norms or institutions for clues as to the future of American hegemony. But interestingly, the realists reach radically different conclusions from one another. For Kenneth Waltz, the answer is essentially the same as it was ten years ago: Unipolarity is untenable, other great powers will soon begin to balance against the United States, and it is only a matter of time.10 A very different and more convincing realist perspective comes from the essay by William Wohlforth. According to Wohlforth, it is precisely international conditions that prevent any balance of power from forming against the United States, because the United States is simply too powerful to be balanced. Other nations realize the futility of attempting to do so and instead jump on the bandwagon of American hegemony. America's geographical location also puts it in a uniquely favorable position, unlikely to be too threatening to major European or Asian powers. The result is that it is simply too costly to balance against the United States, especially when it poses no immediate threat.11 Other realist authors in the volume, including Stephen Walt, Josef Joffe, and Michael Mastanduno, agree that the United States can and generally has prevented counterbalancing from occurring by behaving in a nonthreatening way toward other countries. They also agree that the United [End Page 200] States will provoke greater resistance and even counterbalancing overseas, if it follows a more aggressive grand strategy. America Unrivaled is an excellent primer on the sources of today's seemingly unipolar international order, and on the relevance (or irrelevance) of balance of power theory in explaining that order. The authors embody a broad range of perspectives, and Ikenberry introduces and concludes the volume with a lucid pair of essays on the issue of unipolarity. The volume does not explain precise patterns of change and continuity in American grand strategy, nor does it attempt to do so. But Ikenberry clearly believes, as do a number of the other authors, that America's liberal democratic system of government has had a profound impact on the broad contours of American grand strategy, for the better. Indeed, a major theme that recurs in this volume—especially in Ikenberry's own essays—is that the liberal nature of U.S. grand strategy has made American power less provocative or threatening to other nations, thus reducing the odds of counterbalancing. In spite of their diverse theoretical perspectives, the authors of these essays are actually in remarkable agreement over the policy implications of their arguments. The sense of the book, overall, is that the United States should remain engaged overseas, providing a stabilizing role in critical regions and playing the part of benevolent hegemon. At the same time, most of the authors—liberal and realist alike—agree that if the United States acts in an aggressive, unilateralist manner (as the Bush administration supposedly has in Iraq), it will undermine the sources of its own success. 

No Counterbalancing (5/6)

7. No counterbalancing with US grand strategy engagement

Wohlforth, 7/20/2009 (William, B.A. in International Relations from Beloit College, M.A. in International Relations from Yale University, Ph.D. in Political Science from Yale University, “U.S. Strategy in a Unipolar World” in “American Unrivaled: The Future of the Balance of Power”, Cornell University Press, Page 114)

In assessing the costs and risks of competing grand strategies, three propositions derived from the foregoing analysis of the distribution of capabilities ought to be considered: First and most importantly, a continued U.S. grand strategy of engagement will not produce a counterbalance. The debate over balancing dynamics and U.S. grand strategy requires two critical judgments. First, will the systemic balancing imperative soon come to dominate the strategies of the second tier great powers? That is, in maximizing their preference for security, status, or wealth, will these states find that the systemic imperative to counterbalance U.S. power outweighs more local imperatives when these two levels contradict each other? The second judgment is just as critical but rarely noted: to what extent is balancing behavior contingent on U.S. strategy as opposed to its underlying capabilities? For America cannot choose to become less powerful; it can only decide how and where to wield its latent power. Disengagers must argue that U.S. engagement increases incentives for others to balance substantially over what they would do to counter "disengaged" U.S. potential. As Kenneth Waltz has shown, actors in a competitive system seek to emulate or undercut successful practices."' To some degree, America's preponderance will elicit such a competitive response no matter what it does. The question is whether engagement materially affects that response. I established that the distribution and location of material capabilities suggest that local imperatives will overwhelm the systemic resentment of American power in the concrete strategic choices of other major states. To be sure, American success will elicit strategies of emulation and competition from other states. But my explanation for the missing counterbalance suggests that these responses are not especially sensitive to U.S. strategy. Second, the strategy may affect levels of cooperation among great powers. Cooperation is hard among states in anarchy. Realists argue that cooperation is contingent on power either a shared threat or hegemonic dominance. Liberals, institutionalists, and constructivists think cooperation does not require specific power configurations. These different theories have different explanations for post 1991 cooperation that are hard to evaluate on existing data. For realists, cooperation is an outgrowth of U.S. hegemony. The strength of institutions reflects the strength of the state that creates them. If realists are right, then disengagement decreases the leverage available to Washington to effect cooperation, and to build and run the institutions that make its dominance cheaper and more efficient. The United States uses the security dependence of other states to push through cooperative solutions on a variety of issues that favor its interests. Disengagement reduces security dependence of others and reduces the incentives American policymakers can provide to other actors to forge cooperation. Many of these levers of influence were on display in the aftermath of the September is attacks. While the ultimate outcome of the antiterror campaign will not be known for many years, the initial phase clearly showed the utility of engagement in fostering a coalition against the Taliban and Al Qaeda in Afghanistan. Long standing relationships with Uzbekistan, for example, coupled with a large supply of carrots and sticks vis-â-vis Russia, helped the United States quickly project power into Central Asia one of the most remote spots in Eurasia. If the strategy of engagement does not directly generate increased terrorist threats to the U.S. homeland, then, on balance it pays important dividends in responding to unexpected security threats. Third, the strategy affects the incentives for intra great power balancing. I have argued that the absence of a counterbalance against American power is largely a structural result. The absence (or, at least, the muted level) of competitive balancing among great powers in Eurasia may be a consequence of U.S. strategy. If America brought its forces home, its latent power would continue to figure in the calculations of other states. Still, the security problem would become more acute. Charles Kupchan argues that "cobinding" through institutions can create stable regional systems in Asia and Europe without direct U.S. engagement. Gholtz, Press, and Sapolsky argue that even without elaborate institutions, these regions can create stable multipolar systems by relying on defense dominant military postures.2t These arguments seem more plausible in Europe than Asia, where most regional experts would expect the return of competitive balancing if Washington extracted itself from the area. 

No Counterbalancing (6/6)

8. US protected from counterbalancing by liberal internationalism

Colin Dueck, 2004, (Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Colorado, Boulder, “New Perspectives on American Grand Strategy: A Review Essay” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v028/28.4dueck.html#authbio)

New developments in the literature on American grand strategy represent an important and intriguing challenge to structural realism. A decade ago, structural realists predicted that the United States would soon be counterbalanced by other major powers. New research on the subject suggests that such great power counterbalancing is far from inevitable, and that the United States may be able to prevent this contingency through the exercise of a prudent grand strategy. In particular, a number of recent authors suggest that by following a strategy of liberal internationalism, the United States will avoid becoming the target of counterbalancing coalitions. Yet the question still remains as to whether this approach will actually render the United States immune to the fate of previous hegemons. If anything, the liberal internationalist tradition seems in the past to have encouraged a persistent gap between commitments and capabilities in U.S. foreign policy. Moreover, the new literature fails, in most cases, to explain patterns of adjustment in American grand strategy in a theoretically informed manner. Future research will need to integrate policy, history, and theory—including causal variables at both the domestic and international level—to provide a more complete, convincing, and predictive model of changes in American grand strategy.

9. Balancing patterns not likely against leading states

Levy and Thompson, April 2003 (Jack S., Department of Political Science at Rutgers University, William R., Department of Political Science at Indian University, “Hegemonic Threats and Great Power Balancing in Europe, 1495-1999”, http://www.nyu.edu/gsas/dept/politics/seminars/levy.pdf, Pages 6-7)

The general proposition that great powers balance against hegemonic threats leads to a number of testable implications. While these hypotheses apply in principle to any continental system in which land-based military strength is the basis of power in the system, in this paper we limit our hypotheses to the European system, following the logic of most-likely case research design. Our argument that balancing is not universal, that it is delimited by scope conditions, and that balancing occurs in response to hegemonic threats but not necessarily in response to lesser threats 7 implies that we would not expect to find strong patterns of balancing against any leading state in the system, only against those posing hegemonic threats based on their capabilities. Similarly, we would not expect to find strong patterns of balancing against increases in power by any leading state in the system, but only against those already much stronger than other states. This leads to our first two hypotheses: H1: There is not a strong pattern of balancing against the strongest state in the system, independently of the magnitude of its advantage. 

Counterbalancing Bad

1. Balancing causes nuclear war

Khalilzad 95 (Zalmay, U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War”, Spring Washington Quarterly)
It is possible that in a balance of power system the United States would be in a relatively privileged position as compared to the other great powers. Given the relative distance of the United States from other power centers, it might be able to mimic the former British role of an offshore balancer. As in the nineteenth century, the United States and other great powers would compete and cooperate to avoid hegemony and global wars. Each great power would protect its own specific interests and protect common interests cooperatively. If necessary, the United States would intervene militarily to prevent the emergence of a preponderant power. But there are also several serious problems with this approach. First, there is a real question whether the major powers will behave as they should under the logic of a balance of power framework. For example, would the West European powers respond appropriately to a resurgent Russian threat, or would they behave as the European democracies did in the 1930s? The logic of a balance of power system might well require the United States to support a non-democratic state against a democratic one, or to work with one undesirable state against another. For example, to contain the power of an increasingly powerful Iran, the United States would have to strengthen Iraq. The United States may, however, be politically unable to behave in this fashion. For example, after the Iraqi victory against Iran in 1988, balance of power logic indicated that the United States should strengthen Iran. However, because of ongoing animosity in U.S. Iranian relations, the nature of Iran's regime, and moral concerns, the United States could not implement such a strategy. There are many other examples. To expect such action is therefore probably unrealistic. Second, this system implies that the major industrial democracies will no longer see themselves as allies. Instead, political, and possibly even military, struggle among them will become not only thinkable but legitimate. n5 Each will pursue its own economic interest much more vigorously, thereby weakening such multilateral economic institutions as the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT)and the liberal world trading order in general. This would increase the likelihood of major economic depressions and dislocations. Third, the United States is likely to face more competition from other major powers in areas of interest to it. For example, other powers might not be willing to grant the United States a sphere of influence in the Americas, but might seek, as Germany did in World War I, to reach anti-U.S. alliances with Latin American nations. Similarly, as noted above, another great power might decide to support a potential hegemon in the Persian Gulf. Finally, and most important, there is no guarantee that the system will succeed in its own terms. Its operation requires subtle calculations and indications of intentions in order to maintain the balance while avoiding war; nations must know how to signal their depth of commitment on a given issue without taking irrevocable steps toward war. This balancing act proved impossible even for the culturally similar and aristocratically governed states of the nineteenth-century European balance of power systems. It will be infinitely more difficult when the system is global, the participants differ culturally, and the governments of many of the states, influenced by public opinion, are unable to be as flexible (or cynical) as the rules of the system require. Thus, miscalculations might be made about the state of the balance that could lead to wars that the United States might be unable to stay out of. The balance of power system failed in the past, producing World War I and other major conflicts. It might not work any better in the future -- and war among major powers in the nuclear age is likely to be more devastating.
Heg Unsustainable

1. Heg unsustainable: EU and China competition, overstretch, and economy

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

Parag Khanna’s The Second World: Empires and Influence in the New Global Order argues that international politics in the coming decades will be shaped by two forces: (1) globalization and (2) the geopolitical competition among three empires—the United States, the EU, and China—for global leadership and the allegiance of the “second world.”30 The second world comprises states straddling the first-world/third-world divide and is located in the geographic spaces where geopolitics and globalization collide—such as Russia, Ukraine, Southeast Asia, North Africa, the Middle East, the Balkans, and Central Asia. In contrast to Zakaria’s (purportedly) post-American world, Khanna thinks that the United States will need to adapt to a non-American world in which its influence is challenged and contained by the EU and China.31 The rise of these two entities renders international politics intensely competitive, because globalization facilitates the intrusion of each of the three empires into the spheres of influence of the others. Khanna declares, “Globalization was once thought to be synonymous with Americanization; instead it drastically accelerates the demise of Pax Americana” (p. xxiii). The EU features importantly in Khanna’s story. Yet, the ultimate success of the EU as an empire remains an open question because whether Brussels has the institutional cohesion to maintain the thrust of expansion as it reaches into ever-more unstable areas remains unclear (pp. 60–61). Although ambivalent about the outcome of the EU’s imperial project, Khanna is bullish about China’s rising empire. China poses a double strategic threat because it can challenge the EU for control of the Eurasian heartland and the United States for control of the Pacific rimland.32With a potent combination of economic and soft power—and growing military muscle—China is becoming preeminent in Asia. Indeed, throughout East and Southeast Asia, states are banking on the likelihood that U.S. primacy will soon be eclipsed by a rising China (pp. 261, 300–306). China’s emergence as an imperial power center in East Asia is, Khanna says, simply a matter of back to the future—China is regaining its historic Middle Kingdom status as the regional hegemon (p. 302). Khanna paints a stark picture of an America in decline. The United States, China, and the EU are locked in an increasingly fierce competition for global dominance and the allegiance of the second world—a competition that the United States is unlikely to win (pp. 323–325). U.S. power, Khanna claims, is on a downward arc due to imperial overstretch, domestic political malfunction, economic weakness, and diminishing soft power (pp. 326–334). “With neither its hard power nor its soft power functioning effectively,” Khanna writes, “the United States is learning that history happens to everyone—even Americans” (p. 323). What does it all mean? Here, Khanna wafºes. On the one hand, if the United States, China, and the EU establish geopolitical equilibrium, there could be peace and stability (pp. 338–341). If they cannot, there are plenty of sparks that could trigger armed conflict among them. As to which outcome will prevail, Khanna says the “answer remains unknown” (p. 341). 

1. Heg collapse inevitable: Emerging powers and domestic constraints

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

For an overview of trends that could affect international politics over the next two decades, a good starting point is the National Intelligence Council’s (NIC’s) Global Trends 2025: A Transformed World.15 Global Trends 2025 is not light reading, but it is significantly more insightful and intellectually courageous than typical government reports. Its key geopolitical conclusion is that the U.S.-dominated unipolar world will give way to multipolarity during the next two decades spurred by two causal mechanisms: the emergence of new great powers (and potentially important regional powers); and economic, financial, and domestic political constraints that may erode U.S. capabilities. China, India, and possibly Russia are emerging great powers.16 As Global Trends 2025 points out, the rise of China and India to great power status will restore each to “the positions they held two centuries ago when China produced approximately 30 percent and India 15 percent of the world’s wealth” (p. 7). Their ascent is being propelled by “the global shift in relative wealth and economic power” from North America and the Euro-Atlantic world to Asia— a shift “without precedent in modern history” (ibid.). By 2025, China figures to have the world’s second-largest economy (measured by gross domestic product [GDP]) and will be a first-rank military power (p. 30). India, buoyed by its strong economic growth rate, will “strive for a multipolar system with New Delhi as one of the poles” (ibid.). Although both states could encounter speed bumps that might slow—or even derail—their ascents to great power status, the NIC believes that the “chances are good that China and India will continue to rise” (p. 29).17 
Yes Counterbalancing (1/2)

1. Hegemony leads to counterbalancing

Glenn H. Snyder, 2002 (Professor Emeritus of Political Science at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, International Security, “Mearsheimer's World-Offensive Realism and the Struggle for Security”)

Waltz's theory, says Mearsheimer, suffers from a "status quo bias" (p. 20): It is entirely a theory about how defensively motivated states behave. Waltz probably would answer that his theory does admit the presence of revisionist states, even though their motivation, being generated at the "unit level," is outside the purview of his theory. Moreover, he need not distinguish between revisionist and status quo powers to make his theory work; competition for power and security ensues even when all states seek only security. 17 Although Waltz admits the possibility of revisionist states, he has virtually nothing to say about [End Page 157] what drives them; all he has to offer is words of caution: The "excessive accumulation of power" will be self-defeating, because it will merely trigger balancing behavior.18 Mearsheimer sets out to correct Waltz's alleged status quo bias. But in doing so, he seems to overcorrect, although this impression may be largely due to his confrontational style. If Waltz's theoretical world is populated entirely by status quo states, Mearsheimer's contains only revisionist ones. All states, or at least all great powers, seek to maximize power (i.e., military strength) because every increment of power increases their chances of survival in an anarchic system. Therefore there are virtually no status quo powers. 19 Only in the rare case when a state reaches the rank of hegemon does the drive for power relax and the state become satisfied with the status quo. There may be occasional lulls before then because of a lack of opportunity to expand, but the desire for power remains and will be reactivated when circumstances permit. Mearsheimer does make an important theoretical contribution in "bringing the revisionist state back in," thus satisfying Randall Schweller's plea. 20 Mearsheimer and Schweller are correct that Waltzian neorealism is primarily a theory about how defensively oriented states behave in response to structural constraints. Mearsheimer enlarges the scope of neorealist theory by providing a theoretical rationale for the behavior of revisionist states, one that also locates causation in international system structure. Starting from this similarity, the two theories could work in tandem—the one chiefly explaining the security behavior of status quo powers, the other the behavior of revisionist states. A given state might be oriented offensively in some situations and defensively in others; the two theories then would alternate in explaining its behavior. The dynamics of the two models tend to interact. Balancing by status quo powers, for example, closes off avenues for expansion by revisionist states; buck-passing by status quo states may open up such opportunities. When offensive opportunities are blocked, aggressive states may not just "lie low" but actively participate in defensive balancing against their rivals. A balancing coalition may move beyond mere defeat of an aggressive state to offensive action designed to weaken it. There is already a good deal of overlap between these two realist theories and a potential for more. 21 The overlap can be exploited to deal with mixed motives and situations.

2. Prebalancing happening now, leads to hard balancing

Chistopher Layne 2006, (Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas, A & M University, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming End of the United States’ Unipolar Moment” http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2006.31.2.7)

The United States’ hegemonic grand strategy has been challenged by Waltzian balance of power realists who believe that the days of U.S. primacy are numbered and that other states have good reason to fear unbalanced U.S. power. 2More recently, other scholars have argued that, albeit in nontraditional forms, counterbalancing against the United States already is occurring. While many of these scholars favor primacy, they acknowledge that unless the United States wields its preponderant power with restraint, it could fall victim to a counterhegemonic backlash. One of the key questions in the scholarly debate is: What constitutes balancing? Those who cling to a traditional definition of balancing, and those who argue that there are new post–Cold War forms of balancing, disagree primarily on two issues: What are the instruments of a balancing strategy, and what motivations drive states to engage in counterhegemonic balancing? Primacists define balancing in hard-power terms. Balancing is about using military power, alliances, or both to stop a hegemon. Primacists claim that states balance against a hegemon because they are afraid of being conquered by it.  This traditional definition of balancing has been challenged by scholars who argue that unipolarity has given rise to new forms of balancing. Unlike states engaged in hard balancing, states that employ these new forms of balancing do not believe that the hegemon poses an existential threat, though it may pose a more subtle kind of threat. Hence, they are searching for strategies to restrain it peacefully and ameliorate the possibly harmful impact its preeminence may have on them. These new forms of balancing employ nonmilitary instruments of power. For example, “soft balancing” involves the use of diplomacy, international institutions, and international law to constrain and delegitimize the actions of a hegemonic United States.3“Economic prebalancing” occupies a middle ground between soft balancing and hard balancing. States that pursue economic prebalancing are trying to avoid the risks of engaging in a premature arm buildup aimed at the United States by concentrating first on closing the economic and technological gap between them and the United States. Successful economic prebalancing lays the foundation for hard balancing in the future.4
Yes Counterbalancing (2/2)

3. Balancing against the US happening now

Chistopher Layne 2006, (Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas, A & M University, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming End of the United States’ Unipolar Moment” http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2006.31.2.7)

More balancing is occurring against the United States than U.S. primacists acknowledge. To understand why, it is necessary reconsider the definition of “balancing.” Although balancing is the most ubiquitous form of great power grand strategic behavior, identifying actions that qualify as balancing is not always easy.75As Randall Schweller points out, “Although arguably the most frequently used term in international politics, balancing remains an ambiguous concept.”76In a similar vein, Jack Levy observes that scholars disagree about how balancing behavior should be defined and the kinds of outcomes predicted by balance of power theory.77what is “balancing?”Fundamentally, balancing is a countervailing strategy.78 States balance when power is over concentrated, because power asymmetries put weaker states at risk of being dominated by the strongest one. In most of the literature, balancing refers to hard (i.e., military) balancing against an existential threat: that is, the danger that weaker states can be invaded and conquered by the stronger power.79 States try to preserve their territorial integrity either by deterring the stronger power or by defeating it if deterrence fails—through military build- ups (internal balancing) or through participation in counterhegemonic coalitions (i.e., external balancing), or in some instances, by doing both.80Given the nature of the threat posed by a rising hegemon, the tendency to define balancing as a military response to an existential threat is understandable. Doing so, however, fails to capture the geopolitical dynamics in the era of U.S. hegemony balancing in a unipolar world. The current unipolar distribution of power in the international system is un-precedented. For the first time since the Roman Empire at its zenith, the inter-national system is dominated by an extant hegemon. As discussed above, U.S .hegemony means that other states have incentives to bandwagon with the United States because they can benefit from its primacy. At the same time, be-cause of the United States’ overwhelming hard-power capabilities, other states find it difficult—and possibly dangerous—to engage in traditional counterbalancing (hard balancing) against the reigning hegemon. In a unipolar world, states must adapt to U.S. hegemony by finding balancing strategies that avoid direct military confrontation with the hegemon. Notwithstanding the paucity of hard balancing against the United States, other states have sought alternative methods of balancing against it, especially soft balancing. To date, these efforts have failed to create a new constellation of power in the international system. That unipolarity has not given way to a multipolar distribution of power, however, does not mean there has been an absence of balancing behavior by other states. It is important to differentiate between the intentions driving states’ strategies and the outcomes those policies produce. Balancing(which is behavior at the unit level), therefore, should not be coated with the actual attainment of balance (which is a systemic outcome).Precisely because counterbalancing against an actual hegemon is much more complex than balancing against a rising one, a reconsideration of the types of state strategies that should be categorized as balancing is needed. In particular, there is one form of counterbalancing that heretofore has been over-looked: leash-slipping.
4. Brooks and Wohlforth are wrong- states are counterbalancing

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

unipolar stability? Superªcially, Brooks and Wohlforth make a strong case for unipolar stability. But there is less to their argument than meets the eye.42 Their case is based on a freeze-frame view of the distribution of capabilities in the international system; they do not engage the argument that, like all hegemonic systems, the American era of unipolarity contains the seeds of its own demise. Hegemons sprint to the front of the great power pack because of economic leadership based on productivity and technological innovation. Over time, however, know-how, technology, and managerial skills diffuse throughout the international economic system, which allows other states to catch up. Similarly, leadership costs sap the hegemon’s power and push it into decline.43 A key question is whether the early decades of the twenty-ªrst century will witness the decline of U.S. hegemony. In this respect, the debate about unipolar stability is misleading. After all, despite their claim at the be- ginning of World Out of Balance that unipolarity is robust and that U.S. hegemony will endure well into the future, Brooks and Wohlforth actually concede that unipolarity is not likely to last more than another twenty years, which is not very long at all.44 Not only is this a weak case for unipolarity; it is also an implicit admission that—although it has yet to bear fruit—other states are engaged in counterbalancing the United States, and this is spurring an ongoing process of multipolarization.45
Multipolarity Inevitable

1. Multipolarity inevitable- China’s economic rise fuels U.S. decline

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

toward multipolarity? The ascent of new great powers would be the strongest evidence of multipolarization, and the two most important indicators of whether this is happening are relative growth rates and shares of world GDP.46 Here, there is evidence that as the NIC, Khanna, Mahbubani, and, to a point, Zakaria contend, global economic power is flowing from the United States and Europe to Asia.47 The shift of economic clout to East Asia is important because it could propel China’s ascent—thus hastening the relative decline of U.S. power—and also because emerging regional multipolarity could trigger future major power war. China, of course, is the poster child for Asia’s rise, and many analysts— including the NIC, Khanna, and (implicitly) Mahbubani and Zakaria—agree that China is the rising power most likely to challenge U.S. hegemony.48 Unsurprisingly, Brooks and Wohlforth are skeptical about China’s rise, and they dismiss the idea that China could become a viable counterweight to a hegemonic United States within any meaningful time frame.49 Their analysis, how- ever, is static. For sure, the United States still has an impressive lead in the categories they measure.50 Looking ahead, however, the trend lines appear to favor China, which already has overtaken the United States as the world’s leading manufacturer—a crown the United States wore for more than a century. 51 China also may overtake the United States in GDP in the next ten to ªfteen years. In 2003 Goldman Sachs predicted that China would pass the United States in GDP by 2041, but in 2008 it revised the time frame to 2028.52 And, in early 2009, the Economist Intelligence Unit predicted that China’s GDP would surpass the United States’ in 2021.53 Empirically, then, there are indications that the unipolar era is drawing to a close, and that the coming decades could witness a power transition.54
Multipolarity Not-So-Inevitable

1. Massive challenges to China rise- empirical proof

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

Assessing the prospects for multipolarity or bipolarity is further complicated because measuring state power is hard.58 Consider, for example, the spectacularly wrong widespread belief in the 1970s and 1980s that Japan would overtake the United States as the world’s dominant economic power and possibly become a full-ºedged superpower.59 Proponents of this view missed the important factors that ultimately held Japan back, including the Japanese economic bubble; insufficient state capacity and political corruption; and adverse demographic trends. The “rise of China” school could be wrong for similar reasons. Although China experienced annual growth rates in the double digits from the mid- 1980s through 2006, this does not necessarily mean that it can sustain similar growth over the next two decades.60 Straight-line projections of present growth rates into the future may be wrong. Moreover, the long-term effects of the current global financial and economic crisis are an important wild card, and it is unclear how the relative growth rates of the United States and China will be affected. Opinion is divided on the question of which country is more likely to gain relative advantage.61 Finally, other factors—for example, domestic political instability, environmental degradation, public health issues, and demographic trends—could derail China’s ascent to great power status.62 If, however, China remains on track (as all the publications reviewed herein except for World Out of Balance predict), it soon will be both a potent military and economic force in the international system. In that event, based on what history and offensive realist theory tell us, we should expect to see an increasingly wealthy China convert its economic strength into military muscle and to seek hegemony in Asia.63
Multipolarity Good

1. Unipolarity will inevitably fail
Joesph Nye. Dean of the Harvard Kennedy School of Government, “US power and strategy after Iraq” Foreign Affairs July/August 2003
Power is the ability to obtain the outcomes one wants, and the changes sketched out above have made its distribution more complex than first meets the eye. The agenda of world politics has become like a three-dimensional chess game in which one can win only by playing vertically as well as horizontally. On the top board of classical interstate military issues, the United States is likely to remain the only super power for years to come, and it makes sense to speak in traditional terms of unipolarity or hegemony. However, on the middle board of interstate economic issues, the distribution of power is already multi polar. The United States cannot obtain the outcomes it wants on trade, antitrust,or financial regulation issues without the agreement of the European Union (EU), Japan, and others. It makes little sense to call this distribution" American hegemony." And on the bottom board of transnational issues, power is widely distributed and chaotically organized among state and nonstate actors. It makes no sense at all to call this a "unipolar world" or an "American empire." And, as Bush's new doctrine makes clear, this is precisely the set of issues now intruding into the world of grand strategy. Yet many of the new unilateralists, particularly the Jacksonians, focus almost entirely on the top board of classical military solutions. They mistake the necessary for the sufficient. They are one-dimensional players in a three-dimensional game. In the long term, their approach to implementing the strategy guarantees losing.
Multipolarity Bad

1. Multipolarity sucks: Resource wars, devastated economy, and arms races

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>
What will multipolarity mean? The NIC’s answer is equivocal. Although it predicts that, along with Europe, new great powers will oppose a continuation of a U.S.-dominated unipolar system, Global Trends 2025 does not anticipate that the emerging great powers will seek to radically alter the international system as Germany and Japan did in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (p. 84).20 Still, there are factors that could lead to a more fraught international environment, including: the declining credibility of U.S. extended deterrence security guarantees, which could fuel new regional arms races (p. 97); competition for control of natural resources—especially energy—which could drive great power competitions (pp. 63–66)21; and fallout from the financial and economic crisis, which could cause the international economic system to become more mercantilist (pp. 93–94). Finally, in a multipolar world, established international institutions may not be able to deal with the challenges posed by economic and financial turmoil, energy scarcity, and global climate change. In such a world, a nonhegemonic United States will lack the capability to revitalize them (p. 81). Although no one can be certain how events will unfold in coming decades, Global Trends 2025 makes a strong argument that a multipolar world will be fundamentally different than the post–Cold War era of U.S. preeminence.
Multipolarity can’t prevent proliferation

James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 151

Additionally, it might be difficult for states to engage in the coordina​tion of activities necessary to ameliorate the security dilemma in a multi​lateral situation. As the recent works of neorealists and game theorists studying collective action indicate, there is an “increased difficulty of con​ditional cooperation in larger groups.” Kenneth Oye notes that the declining feasibility of sanctioning, recognition and control problems (declining transparency regarding the actions of other players), and a lim​ited ability to identify common interests would make multilateral cooper​ation—in this case, to stop a heated arms competition—unlikely. 

Offshore Balancing Good (1/2)

1. Offshore balancing solves for stability

Christopher Layne, 2002 (Associate Professor of International Studies at the University of Miami,  “Offshore Balancing Revisited.” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/washington_quarterly/v025/25.2layne.html)

The events of September 11 make offshore balancing an attractive grand strategic alternative to primacy for two reasons. First, looking beyond the war on terrorism, the Persian Gulf/Middle East region is clearly, endemically unstable. If the United States attempts to perpetuate its hegemonic role in the region after having accomplished its immediate war aims, the probability of a serious geopolitical backlash within the region against the United States is high. Second, because the U.S. victory in the war on terrorism will under- score U.S. predominance in international politics, victory’s paradoxical effect will be to heighten European, Russian, and Chinese fears of U.S. power. By adopting an offshore balancing strategy once the war on terrorism ends, the United States would benefit in two ways. First, others have much greater intrinsic strategic interests in the region than does the United States. For example, Western Europe, Japan, and, increasingly, China are far more dependent on the region’s oil than the United States. Because they live next door, Russia, China, Iran, and India have a much greater long-term security interest in regional stability in the Persian Gulf/Middle East than the United States. By passing the mantle of regional stabilizer to these great and regional powers, the United States could extricate itself from the messy and dangerous geopolitics of the Persian Gulf/ Middle East and take itself out of radical Islam’s line of fire.  Second, although a competitive component to U.S. relations with the other great powers in a multipolar world would be inescapable, multipolar politics have historically engendered periods of great-power cooperation. On the cooperative side, an offshore balancing strategy would be coupled with a policy of spheres of influence, which have always been an important item in the toolbox of great-power policymakers. By recognizing each other’s paramount interests in certain regions, great powers can avoid the kinds of misunderstandings that could trigger conflict. Moreover, the mere act of signaling that one country understands another’s larger security stake in a particular region, a stake that it will respect by noninterference, allows states to communicate a nonthreatening posture to one another. By recognizing the legitimacy of other interests, a great power also signals that it accepts them as equals. An offshore balancing strategy would immunize the United States against a post–war-on-terrorism backlash against U.S. hegemony in one other way. By accepting the emergence of new great powers and simultaneously pulling back from its primacy-driven military posture, the United States would reduce perception of a “U.S. threat,” thereby lowering the chances that others will view it as an overpowerful hegemon. In this sense, offshore balancing is a strategy of restraint that would allow the United States to minimize the risks of open confrontation with the new great powers.
2. Offshore balancing promotes democracy

Michael Boyle. M.Phil. and Ph.D. in International Relations, MPP, lecturer in International Relations and Research Fellow at the Centre for Study of Terrorism and Political Violence at the University of St. Andrews, “The war on terror in American grand strategy.” International Affairs. 2008. <http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/119391503/PDFSTART>

The third step requires a recognition that bilateral enforcement of an antiterror regime has costs for US power and puts other elements of American grand strategy—including the promotion of democracy and human rights—at risk. To reduce these costs and to preserve American freedom of action over the longer term, the United States should try to institutionalize cooperation in the war on terror and to scale back ambitious policy choices (such as achieving a democratic revolution in the Middle East) which increase the risks that states will defect from the anti-terror regime. Adopting a strategy of offshore balancing and renouncing the policy of preventive war would be ways of jumpstarting this regime and of keeping its costs at a manageable level.
Offshore Balancing Good (2/2)

3. Offshore balancing would allow the US to focus on domestic and economic issues instead of security

Christopher Layne, holds the Mary Julia and George R. Jordan professorship of international affairs at Texas A & M University,  World Policy Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Summer, 1998), “Rethinking American Grand Strategy: Hegemony or Balance of Power in the Twenty-First Century?”

The strategy of preponderance commits the United States to alliance relationships that run counter to geostrategic logic: it imposes the greatest burden (in terms of danger and cost) on the alliance partner (the United States) whose security is least at risk. An offshore balancing strategy, therefore, would reverse this pattern of alliance relations. There is no inherent reason why the United States should be compelled to bear the high costs of providing security for other states. Japan and Western Europe, for example, long have possessed the economic and technological capabilities to defend themselves. But the strategy of preponderance (notwithstanding U.S. complaints about burden-sharing inequities) has actively discouraged them from doing so because American policymakers fear any diminution of U.S. control over the international system (including control over U.S. allies) would have adverse geopolitical consequences. Washington has decided that it is more preferable strategically for the United States to defend Germany and Japan than it is for Germany and Japan to defend themselves. In contrast, offshore balancing would rest on the assumption that America's overall strategic position would be enhanced by devolving to others the responsibility for their own defense.
Offshore Balancing Good Extensions

Stability (1/2)

1. Offshore balancing would avoid US entrance into wars which would escalate and would allow other states to control the risks and costs of balancing other powers

Christopher Layne, holds the Mary Julia and George R. Jordan professorship of international affairs at Texas A & M University,  World Policy Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Summer, 1998), “Rethinking American Grand Strategy: Hegemony or Balance of Power in the Twenty-First Century?”

The strategy of preponderance is based, in part, on the assumption that the United States must prevent the rise of a hegemonic challenger because other states either will not do the job, or at least will not do so effectively. In contrast, an offshore balancing strategy would recognize that, in a multipolar world, other states will balance against potential hegemons, and it is to America's advantage to shift this responsibility to them. In a multipolar world, the United States could be confident that effective balancing ultimately would occur because, to ensure their survival, other states have an incentive to balance against geographically proximate rivals, and great powers do not "bandwagon"- that is, they do not align with threatening, would-be hegemons. Because of its geographic position, the United States generally can stand aloof from security competitions and engage in strategic "buck passing," thereby forcing others to assume the risks and costs of balancing against threatening great powers. When an offshore balancer shifts to others the dangers entailed by "going first," it can reasonably hope that it will be able to avoid being drawn into war.
2. Preponderance is unnecessary due to the US’ impregnability from its geography, nuclear weapons, and economic strength – offshore balancing would utilize this and would help avoid unwanted power wars

Christopher Layne, holds the Mary Julia and George R. Jordan professorship of international affairs at Texas A & M University,  World Policy Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Summer, 1998), “Rethinking American Grand Strategy: Hegemony or Balance of Power in the Twenty-First Century?”

The strategy of preponderance assumes that multipolar systems are unstable. As a generalization, this may be true, but instability does not affect all states equally. Advocates of preponderance fail to consider that geography powerfully affects security and strategy. An offshore balancing strategy would account explicitly for geography's impact on grand strategy. Insular great powers (that is, great powers that are geographically separated from great power rivals) are substantially less likely to be affected by instability than are states that face rivals close to home. Hence the United States could effectively insulate itself from the future great power wars likely to be caused by the instability that accompanies the emergence of new great powers. Because of the interlocking effects of geography, nuclear weapons (which enhance insularity's strategic advantages), and formidable military and economic capabilities, the United States is virtually impregnable against direct attack. The risk of conflict, and the possible exposure of the American homeland to attack, derive directly from the overseas commitments mandated by an expansive definition of U.S. interests. In multipolar systems, insular great powers have a much broader range of strategic choices than less fortunately placed powers. They can avoid being entrapped by alliance commitments and need worry little about being abandoned by actual or potential allies. Offshore great powers also can choose to stay out of great power wars altogether or to limit their involvement - a choice unavailable to states that live in dangerous neighborhoods in which rivals lurk nearby. As an insular great power in a multipolar world, the United States would retain a free hand strategically: although it might need to enter into temporary coalitions, America would disengage from permanenat lliance relationships. An insular great power like the United States need not subject itself to strategic constraints of this kind.

Stability (2/2)

3. Even if a war with US involvement would be devastating, offshore balancing provides the possibility of choice and avoidance of war unlike preponderance where we would inevitably be sucked in

Christopher Layne, holds the Mary Julia and George R. Jordan professorship of international affairs at Texas A & M University,  World Policy Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Summer, 1998), “Rethinking American Grand Strategy: Hegemony or Balance of Power in the Twenty-First Century?
The insurance argument advanced by proponents of the strategy of preponderance is also problematic. Great power war is rare because it is always an uncertain undertaking: war is, therefore, to some extent its own deterrent. It is, however, an imperfect deterrent: great power wars do happen and they will happen in the future. Although the likelihood of U.S. involvement in future great-power conflict may be small, in a world where nuclear weapons exist the consequences of U.S. involvement in such a conflict could be enormous. The strategy of preponderance purports to ensure the United States against the risk of war. If extended deterrence fails, however, the strategy actually ensures that America will be involved in war at its onset. As Californians know, there are some risks (earthquakes, for example) for which insurance is either prohibitively expensive or not available at any price because, although the probability of the event may be small, if it occurs, the cost to the insurer is catastrophic. Offshore balancing has the considerable advantage of giving the United States a high degree of strategic choice and, unlike the strategy of preponderance, a substantial measure of control over its fate.

Economics

1. Offshore balancing would maximize the US’ potential power – focus would be shifted to economic and domestic issues instead of security

Christopher Layne, holds the Mary Julia and George R. Jordan professorship of international affairs at Texas A & M University,  World Policy Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Summer, 1998), “Rethinking American Grand Strategy: Hegemony or Balance of Power in the Twenty-First Century?”
Offshore balancing also would seek to maximize U.S. relative power by capitalizing on America's geostrategically privileged position. If the United States adopted an offshore balancing strategy, security competitions almost certainly would occur in East Asia and Europe. America would be the primary beneficiary of these rivalries among the other great powers in the emerging multipolar system. Noninsular states' constant worry about possible threats from nearby neighbors is a factor that historically has increased the relative power position of insular states. This is because noninsular states are compelled to invest a greater share of their economic resources in national security. Insular great powers, on the other hand, can afford to invest less on defense and more on economic growth; they can, that is, act more like "trading states" and less like "national security states." Offshore balancing thus would be a more sophisticated power maximizing strategy than preponderance: the United States would be able to enhance its relative power without having to confront rivals directly. Great powers that stand on the sidelines while their peers engage in security competitions and conflict invariably gain in relative power.2
2. Preponderance promotes economic openness which inevitably leads to rising states which destroys US relative power

Christopher Layne, holds the Mary Julia and George R. Jordan professorship of international affairs at Texas A & M University,  World Policy Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Summer, 1998), “Rethinking American Grand Strategy: Hegemony or Balance of Power in the Twenty-First Century?”
The strategy of preponderance incorporates contradictory assumptions about the importance of relative power. On the one hand, the strategy seeks to maximize America's military power by perpetuating its role as the predominant great power in the international system. Yet, the strategy's economic dimension is curiously indifferent to the security implications of the redistribution of power in the international political system resulting from economic interdependence. Nor does the strategy resolve the following conundrum: given that economic power is the foundation of military strength, how will the United States be able to retain its hegemonic position in the international political system if its relative economic power continues to decline? In purely economic terms, an open international economic system may have positive effects. But economics does not take place in a political vacuum. Strategically, economic openness has adverse consequences: it contributes to, and accelerates, a redistribution of relative power among states in the international system (allowing rising competitors to catch up to the United States more quickly than they otherwise would). This leads to the emergence of new great powers. The resulting "power transition," which occurs as a dominant power declines and new challengers arise, usually climaxes in great power wars.24 Because great power emergence is driven by uneven growth rates (that is, some states are growing faster economically than others), there is little, short of preventive war, that -the United States can do to prevent the rise of new great powers. But U.S. grand strategy, to some extent, can affect both the pace and the magnitude of America's relative power decline.

Democracy Promotion Bad

Offshore balancing is best– discredits democracy promotion and external peace enforcement; no potential Eurasian hegemons; and preponderance inert and unsustainable

Christopher Layne, holds the Mary Julia and George R. Jordan professorship of international affairs at Texas A & M University,  World Policy Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2 (Summer, 1998), “Rethinking American Grand Strategy: Hegemony or Balance of Power in the Twenty-First Century?”

Preponderance is not the only grand strategic option available to the United States. More important, preponderance is not the only realist option available to the United States. In fact, when it comes to grand strategy, realists are split into two camps. They disagree over whether hegemony or the balance of power - the only two compelling models of international stability that can be derived from history - is best calculated to enhance American security. As we have seen, those who advocate preponderance have placed their bet on hegemony. The other camp believes that the United States can best obtain security by taking advantage of the dynamics of the balance of power in an emerging multipolar world (that is, a world in which China, Japan, Germany, and probably Russia will join the United States in the ranks of the great powers). The proponents of a balance of power strategy believe, for the reasons I have discussed, that hegemony is inherently unstable, and hence is not a winning strategy. They also believe that the United States lacks the resources to sustain its present predominance. The balance of power alternative to preponderance is an offshore balancing grand strategy. The historical model for such a strategy is Britain during its great power heyday. Insulated from European conflicts by geographical serendipity (and, of course, by the Royal Navy's mastery of the seas), Britain was often able to stand aloof from Europe's wars. Even when compelled to intervene, Britain usually was able to limit the extent of its involvement and shift most of the costs and risks of war to its allies. Safe behind its English Channel moat, Britain was able most of the time to maximize its power relative to the European great powers by doing little more than watching as the Europeans quarreled among themselves in the continent's geopolitical cockpit (weakening themselves relative to Britain in the process). Ultimately, Britain was unable to sustain this strategy. This was not due to any flaw in the concept of offshore balancing but rather was a result of material factors that ultimately were beyond Britain's control. Over time, Britain simply was eclipsed by bigger and more powerful states (especially the United States and Germany). Indeed, when one considers how slender Britain's resources were, even at the zenith of its power, it is clear that it was able to become a hegemon precisely because it was able to act as an offshore balancer and take advantage of the opportunities to play off its rivals against one another. (London seldom had to manipulate the balance of power because, even without England's prompting, the Europeans had plenty of incentives to compete against each other.) The United States is far better placed than Britain ever was to be a successful offshore balancer, for two reasons: America's margin of power relative to other great powers is, and is likely to remain, far greater than Britain's was, and the United States enjoys a far higher degree of immunity from external threat than Britain did. The underlying premise of an offshore balancing strategy is that it will become increasingly more difficult, dangerous, and costly for the United States to maintain order in, and control over, the international political system. In contrast to the strategy of preponderance, offshore balancing would define U.S. interests narrowly in terms of defending America's territorial integrity and preventing the rise of a Eurasian hegemon (that is, a state so powerful that, like Nazi Germany had Hitler been victorious, would potentially command sufficient resources to threaten North America). As an offshore balancer, the United States would disengage from its military commitments in Europe, Japan, and South Korea. The overriding objectives of an offshore balancing strategy would be to insulate the United States from possible future great power wars and maximize its relative power position in the international system. Offshore balancing would reject the strategy of preponderance's commitment to economic interdependence because interdependence has negative strategic consequences. Offshore balancing also would eschew any ambition to perpetuate U.S. hegemony and would abandon the ideological pretensions embedded in the strategy of preponderance. As an offshore balancer, there would be a strong presumption against U.S. involvement in the following kinds of activities: assertive promotion of democracy abroad; participation in peace enforcement operations; rescuing "failed states" (like Somalia and Haiti); and the use of military power for the purpose of humanitarian intervention. U.S. involvement in these types of external actions should be viewed skeptically because they seldom affect the geostrategic and security interests that would be the core of an American offshore balancing grand strategy. Offshore balancing is based on the following assumptions: balance of power strategies are superior to hegemonic ones; for a great power like the United States, economic interdependence is a danger, not a comfort; the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence commitments will be significantly degraded in coming years; U.S. strategy need not be burdened by excessive concern with credibility, resolve, and reputation; geography has important grand strategic implications; the risk of a rival Eurasian hegemon emerging is small; U.S. grand strategy can confidently assume that other states would balance against a potential hegemon; the dynamics of alliance relationships favor an offshore balancing strategy; and relative power concerns remain the bedrock of a prudent grand strategy.
Offshore Balancing Bad (1/3)

1. Offshore balancing fails

Thayer 2006 (Bradley A., Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Minnesota, Duluth, The National Interest, November-December, “In Defense of Primacy”)

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.

Offshore Balancing Bad (2/3)

2. We must exert our hegemony instead of withdrawing from the world – 4 reasons.

G. John Ikenberry is Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University. The American Interest, Vol. 3, No. 2, Nov/Dec 2007
The Iraq war will be rendered all the more tragic if it leads America to pull back from its European and Asian security partnerships and its leadership in maintaining the institutional bases of global order—but this is precisely what Barry Posen proposes. One can applaud his arguments for a less-is-more approach to the Middle East and the problem of Islamic radicalism, which are based on a more plausible theory of terrorism and modern Arab history than the shifting theses offered by the Bush Administration. However, this argument is only loosely related to his broader call for a grand strategy of “restraint”, and this is deeply problematic.  Posen makes four mistakes. First, he conflates all the various types of “activist” grand strategies and sees all of them as equally misguided. In fact, liberal and neoconservative strategies offer profoundly different visions of international order. If neoconservatives want to employ American power to control the international system, liberal internationalists want to use American power to shape it through the provisioning of rules and institutions.  Second, in conflating these alternatives, Posen misses the same point that his neoconservative rivals miss—namely, that America can best pursue its global interests with a functioning governance system that facilitates cooperation in world politics. Posen acknowledges the importance of such governance mechanisms when he talks about the need for a revived Non-Proliferation Treaty and other security regimes. Indeed, the world is thirsting today for a revived system of rules and tools for collective action. Posen notes the troubling way in which the world has pushed back in the face of the unbridled exercise of American power, but it is precisely Washington’s commitment to rules and institutions of governance that reduces the incentives for these soft balancing moves.  Hence Posen’s third mistake is that he narrowly associates “restraint” with the retraction of America’s security commitments in Europe and Asia. The argument he makes is that these alliance partnerships create a moral hazard. Relying on American commitments, other countries shirk their responsibilities, while the United States finds itself intervening everywhere and getting into trouble. But these alliances—as well as America’s commitment to a wider array of multilateral institutions—are actually an essential tool for the establishment of American strategic restraint. These institutions provide mechanisms for other countries to engage Washington, and they establish constraints and obligations that at least partly inhibit American unilateralism. The lesson of the Iraq war is not for America to “come home”, but to tie itself more tightly to its allies. Yes, there are dangers that this extended security system will provide opportunities for strategic blunders and overextension. But the solution is better collective decision-making, not the wholesale scrapping of the postwar system.  Finally, to pull back from a liberal internationalist grand strategy is to lose the opportunity to lay down the institutional foundations for a global order that serves American interests in future years, when it is likely to be relatively less powerful. Think of it as investing in the future. We should be working at this moment to shape the global system so that the institutional legacies of today’s actions put the United States in the best position possible to secure its interests when the wheel of power turns and other countries loom larger. This requires activism, of a certain sort.
Offshore Balancing Bad (3/3)

3. Allies can’t maintain regional order and deter rising powers – the US must remain engaged
Larry Diamond, 1996,  Senior researcher fellow at Hoover Institution, Orbis, “Beyond the Unipolar Moment: Why the United States Must Remain Engaged”, p. 405-413)
As for provoking our allies to pick up the burden and coalesce, certainly we need to pursue more-equitable burden sharing. And to some extent (especially in the war in the Persian Gulf), we have done so. But there are three serious problems with the confident assumption that our allies can and will fill the gaps we leave. First, they may judge that, absent a significant U.S. security presence, they lack the collective power to balance and deter a rising regional power. Thus, they may consider the only realistic course to be to fall into its power orbit, to capitulate preemptively and join its bandwagon. Secondly, enough countries in a region may judge capitulation cheaper and easier than resistance, so that the others have no choice but to fall in line. As Samuel Huntington has suggested, the prospect of East Asian countries, from japan to Thailand, responding to China in this way is very real, and it will increase significantly if the United States withdraws as a balancing force. The same can be said with respect to Iran and its smaller Gulf neighbors.  Thirdly, we should always beware of what we wish for-it may come true. For instance, the time may be at hand to assign a much more active security role to a Germany that has long since candidly acknowledged its war crimes and become a leading force for European integration. Certainly Europe can and should shoulder more of the military and financial burden of defending itself, its sea lanes, and its interests in the Middle East. But do we really want to encourage the active remilitarization of a Japan that has yet to come to grips  with its own war guilt, and in which assertive nationalism is on the rise? A continued American security partnership with Japan, as part of our strategic engagement in Northeast Asia, seems a better and safer bet for peace and stability. 
Selective Engagement Bad (1/3)

1. Overcommitment creates contradictions- hurts credibility and kills civilians

Robert J. Art, Ph.D. in Political Science. Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University. 1998-99. “Geopolitics Updated: The Strategy of Selective Engagement.” International Security. <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539339>

The first danger-loss of selectivity-should not be underplayed. As critics of this strategy rightly point out, commitments can become open-ended unless proper care is taken.40 To understand how to limit commitments, we must first understand why they expand. Commitments can grow in four different ways. First, success in fulfilling one task can create the ambition to do more. In this case, hubris causes a commitment to expand. Second, the need to defend or salvage a commitment can cause additional resources to be allocated to the task. This usually happens because decision makers have underestimated the difficulty of the initial task, which is itself a product of bad planning or legitimate miscalculation (not all things can be foreseen). Third, domestic political calculations can cause leaders to undertake additional obligations. They decide to do more either because they believe a foreign policy success will consolidate their grip at home, or because they reason they face irresistible domestic forces. Fourth, alliance considerations can cause commitments to expand. This factor operates either when allies demand more, or when the alliance leader believes its credibility and that of the alliance is at stake and action is required. Each of these factors alone, if powerful enough, can cause commitments to grow larger, but usually two or more are required for this to happen.  America's experience with Bosnia from 1991 to 1995 is illustrative here.41 The Bush administration decided in 1991 to stay out of the Yugoslav imbroglio and delegate it to the Europeans. By mid-1995, however, the Clinton administration seized the issue from the Europeans, pushed NATO to powerful air strikes against the Serbs, brokered the Dayton peace accords, and then sent a large contingent of American troops to Bosnia as part of a NATO peace enforcement mission. What accounts for this reversal in policy? Two key factors were at work. First was American electoral politics. Clinton worried about Republican criticism of his Bosnian policy and was determined to remove it from the 1996 elections. The more important factor, however, was the second: the Clinton administration's concern about NATO's credibility.42 By the spring of 1995, NATO was rapidly becoming a casualty of the Bosnian war, largely because the allies had used its airpower in only pinprick fashion to try to stop Serbian ethnic cleansing. These strikes had little effect on Serbian policy, and NATO was looking increasingly ineffective. NATO's prestige was harmed because the West had wavered for three years between the two goals it had set for itself at the outset of the Bosnian war-staying out of the war and protecting innocent civilians from mass murder. It had wavered because it soon realized that these two goals were contradictory when the Serbs took advantage of Western restraint to slaughter Muslims in the name of ethnic cleansing. After three years of wavering, the United States finally found itself forced to choose in mid-1995 between staying out of the war or going in to stop the killing. What tipped the scales for going in was the threat to NATO's credibility.43

2. Selective engagement leads to endless commitment and neo-Vietnam wars

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 1997. “From Preponderance to Offshore Balancing: America's Future Grand Strategy.” International Security. <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539331>

The strategy of preponderance assumes that the international system will be relatively orderly and stable if the United States defends others' vital interests, but would become disorderly and unstable if others acquired the means to defend their own vital interests. Thus, to ensure a post-Cold War geopolitical setting conductive to interdependence, the United States "will retain the preeminent responsibility for selectively addressing those wrongs which threaten not only our interests but those of our allies or friends, which could seriously unsettle international relations."'3The corollary is that the United States must defend its allies' interests in both the core and in the periphery. Two cases illustrate how the security/interdependence nexus invariably leads to U.S. strategic overextension: the United States' role in Indochina from 1948 to 1954 and its current intervention in Bosnia. In the late 1940s and early 1950s, America's Cold War strategic imperatives required Japan's economic recovery, which U.S. policymakers believed depended on Japan's access to both export markets and raw materials in Southeast Asia.32 The Truman and Eisenhower administrations understood that, for America's Asian strategy to succeed, the United States had to guarantee Japan's military and economic security. This security/interdependence nexus specifically, the U.S. strategic interest in defending Japan's economic access to Southeast Asia-propelled America's deepening involvement in Indochina. Notwithstanding its lack of intrinsic economic and strategic importance, Indochina became the focal point of U.S. policy because of "domino theory" concerns.33 The United States regarded Indochina as a fire wall needed to prevent the more economically vital parts of the region-especially Malaya and Indonesia-from falling under communist control. Washington's concern was that the economic repercussions of toppling dominoes would have geopolitical consequences: if Japan were cut off from Southeast Asia, the resulting economic hardship might cause domestic instability in Japan and result in Tokyo drifting out of the U.S. orbit. The connection between Japan's geopolitical orientation, its economic recovery, and its access to Southeast Asia-that is, the belief that core and periphery are economically and strategically interdependent- catalyzed Washington's support of France during the First Indochina War and, after 1954, its support of a noncommunist state in South Vietnam. In retrospect, the United States crossed the most crucial threshold on the road to the Vietnam War in the early 1950s, when Washington concluded that interdependence's strategic requirements( specifically, Japan's security and prosperity) necessitated that containment be extended to Southeast Asia. The United States' 1995 military intervention in Bosnia also illustrates how the security/interdependence nexus leads to strategic overextension. The parallels between Indochina and Bosnia are striking even though, unlike the perceived interdependence between Japan and Southeast Asia in the late 1940s and early 1950s, the Balkans' economic importance to Western Europe is nil and there is no geopolitical threat in the Balkans that corresponds to Washington's (mistaken) belief that the Vietminh were the agents of a monolithic, Kremlin-directed communist bloc. Given these differences the case for intervention was even less compelling strategically in Bosnia than in Indochina. Nevertheless, the rationale for intervention has been the same. U.S. Bosnia policy has been justified by invoking arguments-based on domino imagery and the perceived need to protect economic interdependence-similar to those used to justify U.S. involvement in Indochina in the early 1950s. Although a few commentators have contended that U.S. intervention in Bosnia was animated by humanitarian concerns, this is not the case. U.S. policymakers, including President Bill Clinton, made clear that their overriding concerns were to ensure European stability by preventing the Balkan conflict from spreading, and to reestablish NATO's credibility. Indeed, some of preponderance's proponents believe that U.S. intervention in Bosnia alone is insufficient to prevent peripheral instability from spreading to Western Europe. To forestall a geopolitical snowball, they contend, it is necessary to enlarge NATO by incorporating the states of East Central Europe.34 These expressed fears about the spillover of instability from Bosnia (or East Central Europe) into Europe are, without explication, vague. A number of U.S. policymakers and analysts have detailed their concerns, however: they fear that spreading instability could affect the United States economically given its interdependence with Europe. Thus Senator Richard Lugar (R.-Ind.) urged U.S. intervention in Bosnia because "there will be devastating economic effects in Europe of a spread of war and, thus, the loss of jobs in this country as we try to base a recovery upon our export potential."35William E. Odom, former Director of the National Security Agency, explicates the perceived significance of the link between U.S. interests in interdependence and its concerns for European stability and NATO credibility: Only a strong NATO with the U.S. centrally involved can prevent Western Europe from drifting into national parochialism and eventual regression from its present level of economic and political cooperation. Failure to act effectively in Yugoslavia will not only affect U.S. security interests but also U.S. economic interests. Our economic interdependency with Western Europe creates large numbers of American jobs.36 With respect to U.S. commitments, the strategy of preponderance is open ended. Even the strategy's proponents who acknowledge that there are limits to U.S. security interests are hard-pressed to practice restraint in actual cases. Robert Art's writings are illustrative. In 1991 he argued the only U.S. security concern in Europe and the Far East is to ensure that great power war does not occur because only conflicts of that magnitude could negatively affect economic interdependence. "In contrast," he wrote, "wars among the lesser powers in either region (for example, a war between Hungary and Romania over Transylvania) would not require American involvement."37 Yet in 1996 Art suggested that U.S. intervention in Bosnia (by any standard, a "war among lesser powers") was necessary because the Balkan war had implicated NATO's cohesion and viability and raised doubts about America's leadership and its willingness to remain engaged in Europe.38 Absent continued U.S. involvement in European security matters, he argued, NATO would be unable to perform its post-Cold War tasks of maintaining a benign security order conducive to Western Europe's continuing politico-economic integration, containing resurgent German power, and preventing the West European states from renationalizing their security policies. Indochina and Bosnia demonstrate how the strategy of preponderance expands America's frontiers of insecurity. The security/interdependence nexus requires the United States to impose order on, and control over, the international system. To do so, it must continually enlarge the geographic scope of its strategic responsibilities to maintain the security of its established interests. As Robert H. Johnson observes, this process becomes self-sustaining because each time the United States pushes its security interests outward, threats to the new security frontier will be apprehended: "uncertainty leads to self-extension, which leads in turn to new uncertainty and further self-extension."39 Core and periphery are interdependent strategically; however, while the core remains constant, the turbulent frontier in the periphery is constantly expanding. There is a suggestive parallel between late-Victorian Britain and the United States today. The late-nineteenth-century British statesman Lord Rosebery clearly recognized that economic interdependence could lead to strategic overextension: Our commerce is so universal and so penetrating that scarcely any question can arise in any part of the world without involving British interests. This consideration, instead of widening rather circumscribes the field of our actions. For did we not strictly limit the principle of intervention we should always be simultaneously engaged in some forty wars.40 Of course, it is an exaggeration to suggest that the strategy of preponderance will involve the United States in forty wars simultaneously. It is not, however, an exaggeration to note that the need to defend America's perceived interest in maintaining a security framework in which economic interdependence can flourish has become the primary rationale for expanding its security commitments in East Asia and in Europe. To preserve a security framework favorable to interdependence, the United States does not, in fact, intervene everywhere; however, the logic underlying the strategy of preponderance can be used to justify U.S. intervention anywhere.
Selective Engagement Bad (2/3)

3. Selective engagement doesn’t solve counterbalancing

Robert J. Art, Ph.D. in Political Science. Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University. 1998-99. “Geopolitics Updated: The Strategy of Selective Engagement.” International Security. <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539339>

PROVOCATION OF COUNTERVAILING COALITIONS The second equally serious danger is that selective engagement will provoke powerful countervailing coalitions. By wielding its military power, so the argument goes, the United States will inevitably provoke opposition from powerful regional actors, and they will take countermeasures to thwart Ameri- can actions, including increasing their armaments, entering into blocking co- alitions, or both. The danger is not that one or a few states will oppose the United States; clearly, at least one of them always will-the one that is the target of America's deterrent or compellent actions. Rather, the danger is that several of the region's most powerful actors will ally against the United States. Should this happen in several regions at once, selective engagement would most likely impose such a heavy burden that it would become too expensive for the United States to sustain. The risk, in short, is that America's exercise of its military power will quickly beget its own check. The danger is real. Can it be averted? 

4. Selective engagement can’t solve terrorism

James K. Wither. The George C. Marshall, European Center for Security Studies. 2009. “Selective Engagement with Islamist Terrorists: Exploring the Prospects.” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism. <http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/102575_731567470_907925935.pdf>

Ideology is not the only barrier to dialogue. The loosely networked character of contemporary terrorist groups makes productive engagement especially difficult. Splinter groups have always broken away from a terrorist organization in response to changing operational circumstances. However, historically, as in the case of the Provisional IRA in Northern Ireland, a tightly disciplined, dominant faction normally retained overall political and military control of the movement. This is patently not the case with many Al Qaeda–inspired jihadists, particularly those operating in Europe. These self-styled jihadists believe that Islam is under attack from the West and that it is their duty to fight back. They form Downloaded associations with small groups of similar radicals loosely linked with the global terrorist network inspired by Al Qaeda’s ideology. In the case of these informal terrorist groups there is no leadership with whom to establish dialogue or political wing with which to negotiate; nor, given the apparent extremism of European-based Al Qaeda terrorists are there common interests to provide a basis for discussion. Even when, as in the case of Hamas, there is a well-established political wing to articulate and rationalize campaign objectives, the fractious nature of contemporary terrorism means that an organization’s leaders can rarely speak for all the fighters under their nominal command. It is sometimes difficult to establish whether terrorist negotiators can actually speak for the leadership of the group. This was the main reason for the German intelligence service calling off their talks with Taliban representatives in 2005 and has complicated attempts by the Afghan government to establish dialogue with the movement. The distinction between regional-based Islamist groups and global jihadists is not always as clear cut as advocates of disaggregation and containment strategies might contend. The case of the Kashmiri separatist group Lashkar e Taiba illustrates the problem. Lashkar e Taiba leadership condemned the rush-hour train bombings in Bombay in July 2006 as inhuman and stressed that it waged jihad only against the Indian Army, not civilians.82 Like Hamas and Hezbollah, the organization has also touted its humanitarian assistance and relief operations to garner legitimacy. However, any illusions that Lashkar e Taiba operations had a purely regional focus were shattered when the group was implicated directly in the transatlantic airline bomb plot uncovered in the United Kingdom in August 2006.83 As discussed earlier, engagement may only be effective when a terrorist group’s political wing is able to maintain overall leadership of the movement and exercise enough internal influence and discipline to ensure that rank and file members accept their decisions. Unfortunately, the networked and transnational character of contemporary terrorism means that fewer groups are likely to meet these criteria than in the era of so-called traditional terrorism. As noted earlier, the diplomatic costs of engagement may also rule out all but the most secretive contacts with many Islamist groups. Formal dialogue by the United States with Hamas or Hezbollah would be problematic, not least domestically, as long as its close ally Israel remains vehemently opposed to talks. Contacts by EU states might provoke less controversy and could lessen Muslim perceptions of a unified Western conspiracy against Islam. However, those leaders contemplating dialogue would need to remain mindful of the risk of tactical moves by terrorist groups to split the coalition against terrorism, a sort of disaggregation policy in reverse. Osama bin Laden’s offer of a truce to Europe in 2004 arguably falls into this category, as does Taliban’s call for negotiations with the new Pakistan government provided it abandons support for America’s War on Terror.84  

Selective Engagement Bad (3/3)

5. Selective engagement hurts US credibility
Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at MIT and Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, and Andrew L. Ross, Director, Center for Science, Technology, and Policy Professor, Department of Political Science University of New Mexico. 1996-97. “Competing Visions for U.S. Grand Strategy.” International Security. <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539272>

Selective engagement has its own problems. First, the strategy lacks a certain romance: will the cool and quiet, steady, long-term exercise of U.S. power in the service of stable great power relations win the political support of any major constituency in the United States? Compared to other strategies, there is relatively little idealism or commitment to principle behind the strategy. It lacks the exuberant U.S. nationalism of primacy, or the commitment to liberal principle of cooperative security. It focuses rather narrowly on interests defined in terms of power. Can such a strategy sustain the support of a liberal democracy long addicted to viewing international relations as a struggle between good and evil? Second, the strategy expects the United States to ignore much of the trouble that is likely to occur in the world. America's prestige and reputation might suffer from such apparent lethargy, however, which could limit its ability to persuade others on more important issues. Great power rivalries are currently muted, and if successful, the strategy will quietly keep them so. This would be an enormous contribution to the welfare of the entire world. However, it is an open question whether a regular tendency to avoid involvement in the issues that do arise will ultimately affect the ability of the United States to pursue its more important interests. Arguably, it was fear of such a result that provided one of the impulses for the ultimate U.S. involvement in trying to end the war in Bosnia. 

6. Selective engagement morphs back into forward deployment

Barry R. Posen, Ford International Professor of Political Science at MIT and Director of the MIT Security Studies Program, and Andrew L. Ross, Director, Center for Science, Technology, and Policy Professor, Department of Political Science University of New Mexico. 1996-97. “Competing Visions for U.S. Grand Strategy.” International Security. <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539272>

Fourth, selective engagement is not as selective as its advocates would have us believe. Europe and Asia matter because that is where the major powers reside; and the Middle East matters because of its oil resources. Much of the world, therefore, matters. Developments on the periphery of this rather large expanse of the earth will invariably and regularly produce intense media coverage and committed partisans of intervention. The argument will often prove tempting that the frontiers of "what matters" need to be pacified to protect "what matters." NATO enlargement is a good example; advocates want to pacify eastern Europe "preventively" even though Russia is weak and there is no obvious simmering major power conflict there. Few advocates of selective engagement favor this policy, in part because they believe in balancing behavior, and fear that Russia will be catalyzed into reactions that will cause exactly the kind of trouble the United States hopes to avoid. It is likely that those who subscribe to selective engagement would be doomed to spend their careers arguing against grand strategy "mission creep," even if U.S. policymakers explicitly chose selective engagement as the national strategy.21 

7. Selective engagement is another name for forward deployment- (we cite a pro-SE author)

Robert J. Art, Ph.D. in Political Science. Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University. 1998-99. “Geopolitics Updated: The Strategy of Selective Engagement.” International Security. <http://www.jstor.org/stable/2539339>

FORWARD DEFENSE Selective engagement is a forward-defense strategy. It therefore prescribes retention of America's core alliances-the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the U.S.-Japan alliance, the U.S.-South Korea alliance, and those with Saudi Arabia and Kuwait-and the basing of American troops overseas in eastern and western Eurasia and the Persian Gulf to keep these alliances strong.

8. Selective engagement is the same as forward deployment

Robert J. Art, Ph.D. in Political Science. Christian A. Herter Professor of International Relations at Brandeis University. June 2008. “SELECTIVE ENGAGEMENT AFTER BUSH.” Finding Our Way: Debating American Grand Strategy. 
Second, selective engagement is a forward defense strategy; hence it stresses the importance of bases abroad from which to exert power. If the projection of U.S. military power abroad is useful to advance U.S. interests, then this is done more easily from bases abroad than from the homeland. Forward operating bases make an in-theater presence possible on a permanent or semi-permanent basis. The assumption is that the United States can more easily influence events within a region if it has an in-theater military presence than if it does not. Such influence is exercised regionally through the deterrent, reassurance, and buffering roles that a U.S. military presence in a region can produce. Together, these three roles can help to produce stability among the main actors within a region and facilitate beneficial trends within states in the region. 

Transition War

Shifts in hegemonic power cause war

Joseph Nye, Assistant Secretary of Defense, Washington Quarterly, Winter, 1996
There are two basic schools of thought that purport to explain wars: Realism and Liberalism. Both perspectives are essential to understanding post-cold war conflicts. Realists argue that wars arise from the efforts of states to acquire power and security in an anarchic world, or one in which there is no ultimate arbiter of order other than self-help and the force of arms. In this view, power transitions, disequilibriums in the balance of power, and competition over allies, territory, and other power resources are the root of causes of war. Also, security dilemmas arise when states try to promote their own security through arms buildups, creation of alliances, or efforts to acquire buffer states. This causes other states to feel insecure, leading to arms races, rigidifying alliances, and competition over strategic territory and resources. In the Realist view, strong international institutions can only exist when the balance of power is satisfactory to leading states, so these institutions are effective only when they are not needed, and needed only when they are not effective.

Shifts to multipolarity cause great-power wars

Aaron Friedberg, Director of the research program in Intl Security at Princeton, International Security, Winter, 1994, p. 8

The answer to these questions comes in two parts. First, at the level of structure, multipolar systems do seem prone to certain pathologies. Systems in which power is distributed at the outset more or less evenly among a substantial number of states do not remain indefinitely in peaceful equilibrium. As, inevitably, the distribution of power among states shifts, wars tend to break out. The history of the European state system before 1945 is a story of multipolarity; it is also a story of war, and not only small wars for limited ends, but big, system-shattering struggles. The mere existence of an assortment of potential alliance partners has not always guaranteed the prompt formation of countervailing coalitions, as advocates of multipolarity suggest that it should. In other words, the balance has not always balanced, or balanced quickly enough to deter an aggressive state or alliance.
 Soft Power

1. Soft power falling- Alt cause, China rise accelerates U.S. decline

Christopher Layne. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at Texas A&M. 2009. “The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay.” International Security. <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/summary/v034/34.1.layne.html>

preservation of american hegemony with soft power. Like many U.S. international relations scholars and foreign policy analysts, Zakaria believes that by using its soft power the United States can preserve its “pivotal” status in international politics.64 As the NIC and Mahbubani argue, however, soft power may be significantly less potent a force for bolstering U.S. preponderance than Zakaria (and others believe). This is so for two reasons. First, the global financial and economic crisis has discredited one of the pillars of U.S. soft power: American free-market capitalism and, more generally, liberalism itself (economically and institutionally). As former U.S. Deputy Treasury Secretary Roger Altman puts it, the meltdown has “put the American model of free market capitalism under a cloud.”65 Second, as Mahbubani rightly notes, the United States is not the only country that possesses soft power. China, especially, has become increasingly adept in this regard.66 If China weathers the economic storm better than the United States, it will be in a position to expand its role in the developing world.67 Even before the meltdown, China was taking advantage of the United States’ preoccupation with the “war on terror” to project its soft power into East and Southeast Asia.68 China also is making inroads in Latin America, Africa, and Central Asia, by providing development assistance without strings and increasing its weapons sales.69 Similarly, China is using its financial clout to buy up huge quantities of raw materials and natural resources worldwide, thereby bringing states into its political orbit.70 

2. Soft power is a myth.  Tangible power is all that matters, not intentions

Christopher Layne, visiting fellow in foreign policy studies at Cato, Los Angeles Times, October 6, 2002

U.S. strategists believe that "it can't happen to us," because the United States is a different kind of hegemon, a benign hegemon that others will follow willingly due to the attractiveness of its political values and culture. While flattering, this self-serving argument misses the basic point: Hegemons are threatening because they have too much power. And it is America's power--not the self-proclaimed benevolence of its intentions--that will shape others' response to it. A state's power is a hard, measurable reality, but its intentions, which can be peaceful one day but malevolent the next, are ephemeral. Hegemony's proponents claim that the United States can inoculate itself against a backlash by acting multilaterally. But other states are not going to be deceived by Washington's use of international institutions as a fig leaf to cloak its ambitions of dominance. And in any event, there are good reasons why the U.S. should not reflexively embrace multilateralism. When it comes to deciding when and how to defend American interests, Washington should want a free hand, not to have its hands tied by others. 

3. Benign hegemony is impossible

Christopher Layne, associate professor in the School of International Studies at the University of Miami, Washington Quarterly, Spring, 2002
Although U.S. policymakers have convinced themselves that the United States is a benign hegemon, no such animal exists in international politics. A hegemon is a threat to the security of others simply because it is so powerful. The United States is not immune to the kind of geopolitical blowback experienced by previous hegemonic aspirants. Thus, in a self-help world the United States must perform the strategic equivalent of threading a needle. It cannot abrogate its freedom to act unilaterally to defend its interests, but Washington needs simultaneously to find a grand strategy that reduces fears of U.S. preponderant power, thereby reducing incentives to engage in counterhegemonic balancing directed at the United States. A good starting point is the war on terrorism itself.

Soft Power Extensions

Soft Power Low
1. Soft power low

JOSHUA KURLANTZICK. Visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. December 2005. “The Decline of American Soft Power.” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. <http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Kurlantzick.pdf>

“Foreigners are transferring anger at the US government to anger at the United States and anger at US business,” agreed Keith Reinhard, head of a coalition of companies, Business for Diplomatic Action, that is concerned about America’s declining image. This anger can prove fatal: in Karachi, irate Pakistanis have attacked a Kentucky Fried Chicken outlet, an American symbol, four times in the past four years. In the most brutal attack, a mob stormed the KFC and burned it to the ground, killing six people inside. Other studies have revealed similar results. Although a recent Pew survey showed slight improvement in America’s standing in the world, the downward trend remains unmistakable. In a survey this year of 21 nations by the British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC), only one-third of those polled wanted American values to spread in their nation. Even as US military power has surpassed that of all rivals, America’s vital soft power may be disintegrating. 
2. Alt Cause: Not participating in the ICC kills US international credibility

Anup Shah, Former Computer Science Major and International Policy Analyst, 9/25/05, http://www.globalissues.org/about/who/

CDI’s concerns raises another thought that in the light of the terrorist attacks on September 11 and the resulting “war on terror.” That is, there is of course an urgent need to really understand why various nations, groups or societies around the world might regard the United States with varying degrees from suspicion and caution to outright hatred based on its various international policies and actions. Hence, not participating in the ICC deals another blow to the U.S’s credibility on the international arena. For more on this angle, see this site’s section on the war on terror3.

3. Soft power falling- no public diplomacy funding and cultural insensitivity

JOSHUA KURLANTZICK. Visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. December 2005. “The Decline of American Soft Power.” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. <http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Kurlantzick.pdf>

Yet the Clinton administration was overconfident about the post–cold war power and appeal of the United States, and it unwisely slashed budgets for the State Department’s public diplomacy efforts while merging the USIA into State’s Bureau of Educational and Cultural Affairs. One study revealed that State Department funding for educational and cultural exchange programs declined every year between 1993 and 2002; another showed that the number of academic and cultural exchanges between the United States and foreign nations plummeted from 45,000 in 1995 to 29,000 in 2001. Between 1993 and 1999 the number of Foreign Service officers focused on public diplomacy in the State Department fell by nearly onequarter, and many of the USIA libraries abroad were shuttered. Foggy Bottom’s tangled bureaucracy tended to hamstring USIA leaders, since the undersecretary of state responsible for the USIA had little real contact with posts in the field, and since the USIA itself was being gutted. By the late 1990s, the USIA had roughly half the staff it did in the 1960s. Other factors, too, presaged a soft power decline. The Soviet collapse had left America the sole superpower, a position likely to provoke resentment. Factions of both the Republican and Democratic parties in the 1990s began to express concerns about growing legal and illegal immigration into the United States. America failed to ratify the Kyoto Protocol on global warming or the International Criminal Court (ICC). US intransigence on many bilateral and multilateral trade initiatives fostered ill will abroad. Meanwhile, citizens of some countries were linking globalization with unwelcome elements of the American social model, including limited social welfare protection and laissez-faire capitalism. Meetings of the World Trade Organization, International Monetary Fund, and World Bank met with harsh anti-globalization and anti-US protests. The spread of American culture, combined with insensitivity by some US business leaders and politicians to fears that American film and media would overwhelm local industries, also fostered resentment. 
Soft Power Ineffective

1. Soft power is ineffective- empirical roof in Rwanda

Niall Ferguson, MA, D.Phil. Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University and William Ziegler Professor at Harvard Business School. “Colossus: The Price of America's Empire.” 2004. 

This raises the question of how much America's soft power really matters today, If the term is to denote anything more than cultural background music to more traditional forms of dominance, it surely needs to be demonstrated that the United States can secure what it wants from other countries without coercing them or suborning them, but purely because its cultural exports an' seductive. One reason for skepticism about the extern of American soft power today is the geographical reach of these cultural exports. True, thirty-nine of the world's eighty-one largest telecommunication corporations are American. and around half of aU the world's countries rely principally all the United States to supply their cinemas with films. BIIt a very large proportion of Hollywood's exports go 10 long standing American allies within the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development. Apart from Japan, Asian counertes-c-parriculariy india-import very few American productions. Likewise, most translations of American books and foreign users of American Internet sites are to be found in Europe and Japan. The only other region where a major channel of communication may be said to be dominated by American culture is Latin America, where 75 percent of television programs are U.S.¬fIladeyti It would be too much to conclude that American soft power is  therefore abundant where It is least needed. It Illay well be that a high level of exposure to American cinema and television is one of the reasons why people in We,tern Europe.japan and Latin America are still, on the whole, Jess hostile to the United Stares than their counterparts elsewhere. Still. the fact remains that the range of American soft power is more limited than is generally assumed. The Middle East, where the BBC began its foreign-language broadcasting, is now much more resistant to the charms of "Americanization'' than it was then. The 3dv~nt of AI Jazeer~ shmv,; that the entry barrier into the soft power game is !lOW quite low. Even in war-torn Somalia, American forces found their foes able to dominate the local airwaves with anti-American propaganda. Soft power could not avert genocide in Rwanda: when the United Nations Secretary-General Boutros Bcutros-Ghali asked the Clinton administration to jam the murderous broadcasts of Radio Mille Collines, he was informed that such a step would be too expensive."? 
No Benign Hegemony

Benign hegemony is unstable- only balance of power is stable

Anthony Alexander Loh. Weatherhead Center for International Affairs Harvard University. August 1999. “A Stripped–Down Conception of Hegemony.” <http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/loa01/index.html>
As we will see later, the question of the relative stability of hegemony as a genuine interstate system with a stable structure of its own is never really entertained. So much of the mainstream work is focused on the balance of power that this question is, at best, muted. But if this theoretical problem is not dealt with, it is only because it is a political  one. Not only is the question of threshold (how much unipolarity is necessary before it can constitute a stabilizing systems structure) not pursued, but the prospect of passing this uncertain threshold is both theoretically and politically  denied. Hegemony, insofar as it is conceived within the Western system of international relations, will not achieve or be allowed to achieve stability, even if it is benign. Hence power asymmetry between the hegemon and the rest will never be allowed to become so great that it will render hegemony stable. The neorealists leave the balance of power to “check” this phenomenon from ever taking place. But this is not merely because history, so the argument goes, has shown the inevitability and the prevalence of the balance of power, but also because between the balance of power and hegemony, only the former is deemed legitimate in international politics. This is as much a case of legitimacy by historical precedent: since benign “hegemony within hierarchy” has allegedly no historical precedent, it is not deemed legitimate. At any rate a hegemon cannot be trusted to provide for the security of sovereign nation–states. The balance of power, on the other hand, is the safest means by to which the nation–states can resort in order to insure international security. Hegemony, however benign, cannot be trusted. There is no balance between the Balance of Power and Hegemony. There is but one hegemony, the hegemony of the Balance of Power.
A2: Balance of Power

Balance of power doesn’t work – no common interests

Alexander Nacht, policy analyst at CSIS, Washington Quarterly, 1995
But Kissinger's own work contains reservations about the applicability of balance of power analysis. First, he notes that balance of power has rarely been achieved in world politics and that it takes special conditions within and between states for it to hold. He notes the following: In the West, the only examples of functioning balance-of-power systems were among the city-states of ancient Greece and Renaissance Italy, and the European state system which arose out of the Peace of Westphalia in 1648. The distinguishing feature of these systems was to elevate a fact of life -- the existance of a number of states of substantially equal strength -- into a guiding principle of world order. (p. 21) But what do the major powers of today have in common? Russia and Japan have almost no common attributes; the former derives its strength from its geographical reach and nuclear forces, while the latter relies solely on economic might. Indeed no pair of the six powers cited by Kissinger shares characteristics remotely comparable to those that were prevalent in all the great powers of the nineteenth-century European state system.

Soft Power Bad (Democracy Module) (1/2)

1. American soft power is key to democracy promotion

Joshua Muravchik, Ph.D. in IR. Scholar formerly at the American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research and now a fellow at the School of Advanced International Studies of Johns Hopkins University. 1996. The imperative of American leadership: a challenge to neo-isolationism.  
Today, America can and should continue to be an engine of democracy. Although we had success at imposing democracy through military occupations, we cannot, as I have argued in the previous chapter, seek to spread democracy by the sword. If, however, we are drawn into occupying a country by dint of ill own aggression, as was the case with Iraq, we would be wise to try to democratize it. The late Turgut Ozal, former president of Turkey, said that he had urged the United States to do just that in 1991 but was told by Secretary of Stare Baker that Iraq was incapable of democracy. Ozal, who knew Iraq far better then Baker did, disagreed with that judgment. ' The United States could have ousted Saddam, pulled together an interim governing coalition of Iraqi dissidents, supervised an open election, and Still withdrawn within a year. Even if democracy had not taken hold firmly, there are degrees of democracy and undemocracy (as we see, for example, in the former Soviet republics), and the result might have been something imperfect but considerably more palatable than Saddam's continued rule.  Nonetheless, this situation was rare. and the main work of promoting democracy is peaceful. It consists of private and public diplomacy, overseas broadcasting, education and mining, assistance to democratic forces. and other forms of material aid. Diplomacy. Although external forces can succeed at promoting democracy, ultimately of course, it is indigenous people who must create and sustain it. The role of outsiders is to support and assist democrats and to swell their numbers. Sometimes it is also to persuade existing rulers to yield or relax power. The United States is by far the most influential country in the world. When our leaders speak our about the virtues of democracy and when we demonstrate our earnestness by calibrating democracy into the degree of friendliness we show to regimes and by embracing worthy dissidents, we strengthen those working to democratize their countries. We cannot easily bend other governments to our will. but pressure from Washington weighs heavily on most.
Soft Power Bad (Democracy Module) (2/2)

2. Democracy promotion ensures global conflict and crushes US hegemony in the long run

Christopher Layne, Visiting Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, Fall 1994, International Security, “Kant or Cant,” p. 46-49

Those who want to base American foreign policy on the extension of democracy abroad invariably disclaim any intention to embark on a “crusade,” and profess to recognize the dangers of allowing policy to be based on excessive ideological zeal.’ These reassurances are the foreign-policy version of “trust me.” Because it links American security to the nature of other states’ internal political systems, democratic peace theory’s logic inevitably pushes the United States to adopt an interventionist strategic posture. If democracies are peaceful but non-democratic states are “troublemakers” the conclusion is inescapable: the former will be truly secure only when the latter have been transformed into democracies, too. Indeed, American statesmen have frequently expressed this view. During World War I, Elihu Root said that, “To be safe democracy must kill its enemy when it can and where it can. The world cannot be half democratic and half autocratic.”’43 During the Vietnam War, Secretary of State Dean Rusk claimed that the “United States cannot be secure until the total international environ​ment is ideologically safe.” These are not isolated comments; these views reflect the historic American propensity to seek absolute security and to define security primarily in ideological (and economic) terms. The political culture of American foreign policy has long regarded the United States, because of its domestic political system, as a singular nation. As a conse​quence, American policymakers have been affected by a “deep sense of being alone” and they have regarded the United States as “perpetually belea​guered.”’ Consequently, America’s foreign and defense policies have been shaped by the belief that the United States must create a favorable ideological climate abroad if its domestic institutions are to survive and flourish.’45 Democratic peace theory panders to impulses which, however noble in the abstract, have led to disastrous military interventions abroad, strategic overextension, and the relative decline of American power. The latest ex​ample of the dangers of Wilsonianism is the Clinton administration’s Part​nership for Peace. Under this plan, the asserted American interest in projecting democracy into East Central Europe is advanced in support of NATO security guarantees and eventual membership for Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic (and some form of U.S. security guarantee for Ukraine). The underlying argument is simple: democratic governments in these countries will guarantee regional peace in the post—Cold War era, but democracy cannot take root unless these countries are provided with the “reassurance” of U.S. or NATO security guarantees. In fact, however, East Central Europe is bound to be a highly volatile region regardless of whether NATO “moves east.” The extension of NATO guarantees eastward carries with it the obvious risk that the United States will become embroiled in a future regional conflict, which could involve major powers such as Germany, Ukraine, or Russia. There is little wisdom in assuming such potentially risky undertakings on the basis of dubious assumptions about the pacifying effects of democracy.’” Democratic peace theory is dangerous in another respect, as well: it is an integral component of a new (or more correctly, recycled) outlook on inter​national politics. It is now widely believed that the spread of democracy and economic interdependence have effected a “qualitative change” in interna​tional politics, and that war and serious security competitions between or among democratic great powers are now impossible.147 There is therefore, it is said, no need to worry about future great power challenges from states like Japan and Germany, or to worry about the relative distribution of power between the United States and those states, unless Japan or Germany were to slide back into authoritarianism.’48 The reason the United States need not be concerned with the great-power emergence of Japan and Germany is said to be simple: they are democracies and democracies do not fight democracies. Modern-day proponents of a liberal theory of international politics have constructed an appealing vision of perpetual peace within a zone of democracy and prosperity. But this “zone of peace” is a peace of illusions. There is no evidence that democracy at the unit level negates the structural effects of anarchy at the level of the international political system. Similarly, there is no evidence that supports the sister theory: that economic interdependence leads to peace. Both ideas have been around for a long time. The fact that they are so widely accepted as a basis for international relations theory shows that for some scholars, “theories” are confirmed by the number of real-world tests that they fail. Proponents of liberal international relations theory may contend, as Russett does, that liberal approaches to international politics have not failed, but rather that they have not been tried.’49 But this is what disappointed adherents of ideological worldviews always say when belief is overcome by reality. If American policymakers allow themselves to be mesmerized by democratic peace theory’s seductive—but false—vision of the future, the United States will be ill prepared to formulate a grand strategy that will advance its interests in the emerging world of multipolar great power competition. In​deed, as long as the Wilsonian worldview underpins American foreign policy, policymakers will be blind to the need to have such a grand strategy, because the liberal theory of international politics defines out of existence (except with respect to non-democracies) the very phenomena that are at the core of strategy: war, the formation of power balances, and concerns about the relative distribution of power among the great powers. But in the end, as its most articulate proponents admit, liberal international relations theory is based on hope, not on fact.’~ In the final analysis, the world remains what it always has been: international politics continues to occur in an anarchic, competitive, self-help realm. This reality must be confronted, because it cannot be transcended. Given the stakes, the United States in coming years cannot afford to have either its foreign policy, or the intellectual discourse that underpins that policy, shaped by theoretical approaches that are based on wishful thinking. 
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