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***Leadership 

Doesn’t War
US can’t solve the world’s problems – domestic issues and rising powers
Switzer 11 [Tom, research associate at the United States Studies Center at the University of Sydney, Australia, “The World Today, Foretold by Nixon,” 7-5, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/06/opinion/06iht-edswitzer06.html]
Of course, Nixon’s prediction about the end of U.S. global predominance was premature. And his assessment of Soviet military power was exaggerated. But he did recognize the limits to the U.S. role as world policeman in a multipolar system that is starting to become more evident. Bloodied by quagmires in Iraq and Afghanistan, crippled by a $14 trillion debt and near-double-digit unemployment, shattered by swelling home foreclosures, the United States is struggling to impose its will and leadership across the globe. Meanwhile, the rise of China, India and Brazil, taken together with the formidable presence of Japan and the European Union, suggests that power is becoming more diffuse.In the past two decades, the accepted wisdom in Washington has embraced several expressions about the U.S. place in the post-Cold War world, from “indispensable nation” and “sole remaining superpower” to “benign hegemony” and “A New American Century.”

US Hegemony not key to global stability--There are other alternative countries capable of doing the same thing.
Preble ’10- Director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute. Taught history at St. Cloud State University and Temple University, was a commissioned officer in the U.S. Navy, Ph.D. in history from Temple University (Christopher Preble, “U.S. Military Power: Preeminence for what Purpose?”, http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/u-s-military-power-preeminence-for-what-purpose/) NP
 
The U.S. military is already unaffordable — and yet it needs to be larger to sustain America’s global leadership, especially in the face of a rising China. That’s the bottom line from a congressionally chartered bipartisan panel, co-chaired by Stephen Hadley, George W. Bush’s national security adviser, and William Perry, Bill Clinton’s Defense secretary. The report, released July 29, is the independent panel’s assessment of and commentary on the Pentagon’s own Quadrennial Defense Review, released earlier this year.…Frequent expert blog contributor Gordon Adams, among others, has already blasted the Hadley-Perry report for making the underlying assumption that the U.S. can and should continue to invest heavily in being a “global policeman.” Is Adams right that the Hadley-Perry report calls for an unaffordable answer to the wrong question? Or are the report’s authors correct when they argue that the U.S. must be the leading guarantor of global security? And if the U.S. must lead, has the Hadley-Perry panel laid out the right path to doing so? My response:Dan Goure says that U.S. military preeminence is not unaffordable. That is probably correct. Even though we spend in excess of $800 billion annually on national security (including the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, and the Departments of Homeland Security and Veterans Affairs) we could choose to spend as much, or more, for a while longer. We could choose to shift money out of other government programs; we could raise taxes; or we could continue to finance the whole thing on debt, and stick our children and grandchildren with the bill. But what is the point? Why do Americans spend so much more on our military than does any other country, or any other combination of countries? Goure and the Hadley-Perry commissioners who produced the alternate QDR argue that the purpose of American military power is to provide global public goods, to defend other countries so that they don’t have to defend themselves, and otherwise shape the international order to suit our ends. In other words, the same justifications offered for American military dominance since the end of the Cold War. Most in Washington still embraces the notion that America is, and forever will be, the world’s indispensable nation. Some scholars, however,questioned the logic of hegemonic stability theory from the very beginning. A number continue to do so today. They advance arguments diametrically at odds with the primacist consensus. Trade routes need not be policed by a single dominant power; the international economy is complex and resilient. Supply disruptions are likely to be temporary, and the costs of mitigating their effects should be borne by those who stand to lose — or gain — the most. Islamic extremists are scary, but hardly comparable to the threat posed by a globe-straddling Soviet Union armed with thousands of nuclear weapons. It is frankly absurd that we spend more today to fight Osama bin Laden and his tiny band of murderous thugs than we spent to face down Joseph Stalin and Chairman Mao. Many factors have contributed to the dramatic decline in the number of wars between nation-states; it is unrealistic to expect that a new spasm of global conflict would erupt if the United States were to modestly refocus its efforts, draw down its military power, and call on other countries to play a larger role in their own defense, and in the security of their respective regions. But while there are credible alternatives to the United States serving in its current dual role as world policeman / armed social worker, the foreign policy establishment in Washington has no interest in exploring them. The people here have grown accustomed to living at the center of the earth, and indeed, of the universe. The tangible benefits of all this military spending flow disproportionately to this tiny corner of the United States while the schlubs in fly-over country pick up the tab. In short, we shouldn’t have expected that a group of Washington insiders would seek to overturn the judgments of another group of Washington insiders. A genuinely independent assessment of U.S. military spending, and of the strategy the military is designed to implement, must come from other quarters.
Hegemony is useless – America can't translate material power into influence

Carranza 10 [Mario E., Associate Professor of Political Science at Texas A & M, "Reality Check: America's Continuing Pursuit of Regional Hegemony," Contemporary Security Policy, 31: 3, 406-440]

International hegemony is both a structural matter and a matter of choice. After the end of the Cold War in 1990-1991, with an enormous amount of structural power, the United States was the undisputable only superpower; but it could still have chosen not to pursue a strategy of global hegemony. Yet it decided to implement a military strategy of preventing the emergence of any potential future global competitor.13 Therefore, it is important to distinguish between the structural dimensions of US hegemony and its 'agential' dimensions.14 Most scholars agree that the United States possesses an enormous amount of power resources: structural power in the global political economy and an unprecedented amount of military power which makes some analysts compare contemporary US dominance of the international system to the Roman empire. Yet the United States has become increasingly unable to translate its structural economic and military power into desired and durable outcomes, both globally and regionally. On the one hand, as Nicola Phillips notes, 'the structurally hegemonic power of the United States moulds the parameters of the regional political economy and defines to a very significant extent, the contours of the regional agenda'.15 On the other hand, however, the resistance to the US vision of hemispheric integration (the proposal for a Free Trade Area of the Americas, FTAA, and its collapse in 2003-2005) shows the limits to US hegemony in the Americas and the weaknesses and limitations of US 'agential power' in the regional political economy.16 Similarly, the United States has been unable to translate its structural and military power into desired and durable outcomes in South Asia, despite its military alliance with Pakistan and  its strategic partnership with India that culminated in the US-India nuclear deal of 2008. This article examines the disjuncture between the structural dimensions of US power and its 'agential' dimensions using US policies toward Latin America and South Asia as case studies. The focus on these two regions provides a 'reality check' to the debates between offensive/defensive realists and neoclassical realists and between unipolar optimists and agnostics. As I will show, US relations with both regions present puzzles that have been ignored by the scholarly debates on unipolarity and American primacy after 11 September.  
No Transition War
No transition war – international order checks

Ikenberry 8 (John is a professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University. The Rise of China and the Future of the West Can the Liberal System Survive?, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)

Some observers believe that the American era is coming to an end, as the Western-oriented world order is replaced by one increasingly dominated by the East. The historian Niall Ferguson has written that the bloody twentieth century witnessed "the descent of the West" and "a reorientation of the world" toward the East. Realists go on to note that as China gets more powerful and the United States' position erodes, two things are likely to happen: China will try to use its growing influence to reshape the rules and institutions of the international system to better serve its interests, and other states in the system -- especially the declining hegemon -- will start to see China as a growing security threat. The result of these developments, they predict, will be tension, distrust, and conflict, the typical features of a power transition. In this view, the drama of China's rise will feature an increasingly powerful China and a declining United States locked in an epic battle over the rules and leadership of the international system. And as the world's largest country emerges not from within but outside the established post-World War II international order, it is a drama that will end with the grand ascendance of China and the onset of an Asian-centered world order. That course, however, is not inevitable. The rise of China does not have to trigger a wrenching hegemonic transition. The U.S.-Chinese power transition can be very different from those of the past because China faces an international order that is fundamentally different from those that past rising states confronted. China does not just face the United States; it faces a Western-centered system that is open, integrated, and rule-based, with wide and deep political foundations. The nuclear revolution, meanwhile, has made war among great powers unlikely -- eliminating the major tool that rising powers have used to overturn international systems defended by declining hegemonic states. Today's Western order, in short, is hard to overturn and easy to join.
Heg Decline Now

US leadership decline similar to Soviets – Afghanistan proves
Crowley 6/22 – senior correspondent and deputy Washington bureau chief for Time magazine; graduate of Yale University (Michael Crowley, “Obama’s Afghanistan Speech: Admitting the Limit of American power” June 22, 2011,  http://swampland.time.com/2011/06/22/obamas-afghanistan-speech-admitting-the-limits-of-american-power/) mihe
In November of 1986, Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev addressed the Politburo about his country’s futile war in Afghanistan. The conflict had already dragged on for six years, Gorbachev told his comrades, but no end was in sight. “In general, we haven’t found the key to resolving this problem,” the communist leader explained, according to Gregory Feifer’s book, The Great Gamble: The Soviet War in Afghanistan. “We need to finish this process as soon as possible.” That was especially true in a nation whose economy was groaning from the expense of the war. Soon after, Gorbachev informed American officials that the Soviets would begin their exit from Afghanistan. Gorbachev’s retreat from Central Asia was an admission of defeat and a sign that the Soviet era was coming to a close. For Barack Obama and the United States, the picture is not so dire. Not quite. But the president’s announcement last night that he will withdraw 33,000 American troops from Afghanistan by next summer, and that the U.S. combat mission there will end by 2014, was also an admission about waning power. Obama understands that, after 10 years of war and an economic catastrophe, America has neither the will nor the resources to continue an all-out fight in Afghanistan. When George W. Bush fought on stubbornly to rescue Iraq, he had the luxury of a relatively healthy economy and a national debt that Obama would envy. But America can no longer win at all costs. The bills are stacking up, the patience is running out. Obama sent a message when he promised steady draw down without any reference to “conditions on the ground”: Maybe this time failure is an option. Commentators will fixate on the military dimensions of Obama’s new policy. In truth the test for him now is the far more complicated political settlement of which he spoke. That is a huge diplomatic challenge, an elaborate dance between the Karzai government, the Taliban, and our frenemies in Islamabad. A real long term solution will likely involve Delhi as well, and even Tehran. In the coming days Obama’s conservative critics will talk at length about David Petraeus’s frustrations. But what matters more is this game of three-dimensional diplomatic chess. The Soviets, too, thought they could arrange a face-saving political solution, one that also involved Pakistan’s deep involvement. They were proven wrong when the country soon devolved to a horrendous civil war that wiped out their political allies. Obama’s challenge now is to avoid a repeat of that history. And to achieve diplomatically what seems futile militarily: an outcome that will prevent America’s adventure in Afghanistan from being recorded as another revelation of a great power’s decline.

US heg declining now – three key reasons

Walt 6/10 – professor of international affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government (Stephen M. Walt, “ What I Told The Navy This Year,” June 10, 2011, http://walt.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/06/10/what_i_told_the_navy_this_year) mihe
The title of my talk was "The Twilight of the American Era," and my central point was that we are nearing the end of the unusual position of primacy that the United States has enjoyed since the end of World War II. In 1945, the United States produced about half of gross world product, we were a creditor nation with a trade surplus, and we had the world's largest armed forces and sole possession of atomic weapons. The Soviet Union had a large land army but not much else, and its economy was always decidedly inferior to ours. This position of primacy allowed the United States to create, maintain, and lead a political-economic-security order in virtually every part of the world, except for the Soviet Union and Warsaw Pact itself. Not only did the United States play the leading role in institutions like the UN, IMF, World Bank, and GATT, but we also established a dominant security role in Europe through NATO and in Asia through bilateral treaties with Japan, Australia, South Korea, New Zealand and others. In the Middle East, the United States helped create and support Israel and also forged security partnerships with various Arab monarchies, thereby obtaining a predominant role there as well. U.S. hegemony was already well-established in the Western hemisphere, and though the U.S. didn't pay much attention to Africa, it did enough to preserve its modest interests there too. Over the next forty years, this position of primacy was challenged on several occasions but never seriously threatened. The United States lost the Vietnam War but its Asian alliances held firm, and China eventually moved closer to us in the 1970s. The Shah of Iran fell, but the United States simply created the Rapid Deployment Force and maintained a balance of power in the Gulf. Israel grew ever-stronger and more secure, and Egypt eventually realigned towards us too. And then the Soviet Union collapsed, which allowed the United States to bring the Warsaw Pact into NATO and spread market-based systems throughout the former communist world. This situation was highly unusual, to say the least. It is rare that any single power-let alone one with only 5 percent of the world's population -- is able to create and maintain a particular political and security order in almost every corner of the world. It was never going to last forever, of course, and three key trends are now combining to bring that era of dominance to an end. The first trend is the rise of China, which discarded the communist system that had constrained its considerable potential and has now experienced three decades of explosive growth. China's military power is growing steadily, and as I and other realists have noted, this trend will almost certainly lead to serious security competition in Asia, as China seeks to limit the U.S. role and as Washington strives to maintain it. The second trend is the self-inflicted damage to the U.S. economy, a consequence of the Bush administration's profligacy and the financial crisis of 2007. The United States faces a mountain of debt, the near-certainty of persistent federal deficits, and a dysfunctional political system that cannot seem to make hard choices. This situation does not mean the United States is about to fall from the ranks of the great powers, but the contrast with earlier periods -- and especially the immediate aftermath of World War II -- is stunning. Just look at our tepid response to the Arab spring and compare that with the Marshall Plan, and you get some idea of our diminished clout. The third trend is the emergence of several influential regional powers, who have managed to reform their own economies, gain greater confidence and independence, and (in some cases) throw off their previous deference to Washington. States such as Turkey, India, and Brazil are not about to become true global powers, but each has become more influential in its own neighborhood, is able to chart its own foreign policy course, and won't be inclined to defer to Washington's wishes. This is especially true for those states -- most notably Turkey -- where the U.S. image is now decidely negative. China's rise may eventually give many states diplomatic options, further complicating America's ability to run a Washington-centered world order. What is ending, however, is the "American Era": that unusual period of primacy where the United States could orchestrate lead a political/economic/security order almost everywhere. We didn't control the world, but we cast a long shadow virtually everywhere and we could usually make most things go our way. 

US Leadership Declining now – Obama Confirms

Washington Times 6/29 – (Michael Prell, “Obama and the end of American Power,” June 29, 2011, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/jun/29/obama-and-the-end-of-american-power/) mihe
Outgoing Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said something that is true for almost every American reading these words: “I spent my entire adult life with the United States as a superpower, and one that had no compunction about spending what it took to sustain that position.” Most Americans born since 1945 have spent every moment of their lives in the world’s most exclusive club: the superpower club. Since the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, Americans have been the only members of the superpower club. Many Americans, like Mr. Gates and the troops who serve under him, wholeheartedly embrace American power and understand the importance of American power; not just to America, but to the world. Others, like the president of the United States, have a more conflicted view of American power. As Newsweek editor Jon Meacham observed,Barack Obama’s formative years in the small, foreign country ofIndonesia made him “more conscious of what American power feels like on the receiving end than on the giving end.” Perhaps that is why, on April 3, 2009, in Strasbourg, France, Mr. Obama decried American power and “arrogance,” saying, “In America, there’s a failure to appreciate Europe’s leading role in the world.” Then, later that month, in Trinidad and Tobago, Mr. Obama told the assembled leaders of Venezuela, Haiti, Grenada, Ecuador, Colombia, Chile, Suriname and others: “I pledge to you that we seek an equal partnership. There is no senior partner and junior partner in our relations.” Then, during his first address to the United Nations, Mr. Obama scorned American power and exceptionalism, saying, “No world order that elevates one nation or group of people over another will succeed. No balance of power among nations will hold.” During his visit to China in November 2009, Mr. Obama spoke of the need for America to show “modesty” and “humility” on the world stage. But it was the president’s speech to the nation last week that confirmed his un-American view of American power, leading even the traditionally friendly WashingtonPost to write, “President Obama’s Afghanistan speech confirms America’s decline,” heralding that “the American Century just ended [and] President Obama said that [American] power had reached its limit.” Is it any wonder why some people, like Mr. Gates and a growing number of American citizens, think that Mr. Obama is either standing idly by while American power wanes - or worse - that his administration is actually speeding the demise of the once-great superpower, America?

US hegemony declining now

Pape ’09- Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago (Robert A. Pape, “Empire Falls”, http://nationalinterest.org/article/empire-falls-2952?page=1) NP

AMERICA IS in unprecedented decline. The self-inflicted wounds of the Iraq War, growing government debt, increasingly negative current-account balances and other internal economic weaknesses have cost the United States real power in today's world of rapidly spreading knowledge and technology. If present trends continue, we will look back at the Bush administration years as the death knell for American hegemony. Since the cold war, the United States has maintained a vast array of overseas commitments, seeking to ensure peace and stability not just in its own neighborhood-the Americas-but also in Europe and Asia, along with the oil-rich Persian Gulf (as well as other parts of the world). Simply maintaining these commitments requires enormous resources, but in recent years American leaders have pursued far more ambitious goals than merely maintaining the status quo. The Bush administration has not just continued America's traditional grand strategy, but pursued ambitious objectives in all three major regions at the same time-waging wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, seeking to denuclearize North Korea and expanding America's military allies in Europe up to the borders of Russia itself.

Other powers will end US Hegemony soon -- Counter balancing, over extension, and economic constraints.

Christopher Layne 06  (Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University(Christopher, “The Peace of Illusions” 140-142) <Phillips>

In retrospect, it is not surprising that the second-tier major powers chose to avoid confronting the United States head on while it was at the zenith of its power, but this doesn’t mean that great power politics has been banished permanently from the international system. Even the most robust unipolar optimists admit that eventually peer competitors will emerge and that their counterbalancing strategies will succeed in offsetting U.S. hegemony. Similarly, it is not surprising that, in the short term, the second-tier major powers have chosen to pursue mixed strategies of cooperation with and competition against the United States. This does not imply that they are reconciled to continuing U.S. hegemony, however. Rather, they have chosen to lie low and reap the benefits of free-riding on America’s military and economic coattails while simultaneously engaging in other (nonhard and semi-hard) forms of balancing until the time is ripe to challenge U.S. hegemony more directly. Viewed properly, the real debate about the future of American hegemony has been miscast. The issue is not whether other states can, or will, balance against U.S. hegemony. They are, and have been since the cold war’s end. Similarly, the issue is not whether American hegemony will end. Even unipolar optimists and agnostics admit that someday it will end. The key question is when it will end. On this point, the unipolar pessimism of the balance-of-power theorists is not misplaced. There are good reasons to believe that the unipolar era will end within the next decade or two. Indeed, the foundation of U.S. hegemony already are eroding due to the interaction of external and internal factors. First, unipolar optimism notwithstanding, the distribution of power in the international system will shift as new great powers (or “peer competitors”) emerge to challenge the United States. Second, by succumbing to the “hegemon’s temptation,” the United States will become increasingly overextended abroad. Third, fiscal and economic constraints increasingly will impinge on Washington’s ability to maintain edge declines, other major states will be emboldened to engage in hard balancing against the United States

Other countries are competing for Global Hegemony. China and Japan are interested in dominating East Asia—South Korea could get caught in the middle.

Kagan ’07- Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the author of The Return of History and the End of Dreams. (Robert Kagan, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html) NP

If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past.

US will decline soon – have to act to maintain hegemony
BBC News ’08- British Broadcasting Corporation News (BBC News, “US Global Dominance ‘set to wane’, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/7741049.stm) NP

The National Intelligence Council (NIC) predicts China, India and Russia will increasingly challenge US influence. It also says the dollar may no longer be the world's major currency, and food and water shortages will fuel conflict. However, the report concedes that these outcomes are not inevitable and will depend on the actions of world leaders. It will make sombre reading for President-elect Barack Obama, the BBC's Jonathan Beale in Washington says, as it paints a bleak picture of the future of US influence and power. "The next 20 years of transition to a new system are fraught with risks," says Global Trends 2025, the latest of the reports that the NIC prepares every four years in time for the next presidential term. Washington will retain its considerable military advantages, but scientific and technological advances; the use of "irregular warfare tactics"; the proliferation of long-range precision weapons; and the growing use of cyber warfare "increasingly will constrict US freedom of action", it adds. Nevertheless, the report concludes: "The US will remain the single most important actor but will be less dominant. "Nuclear weapons use” The NIC's 2004 study painted a rosier picture of America's global position, with US dominance expected to continue. But the latest Global Trends report says that rising economies such as China, India, Russia and Brazil will offer the US more competition at the top of a multi-polar international The EU is meanwhile predicted to become a "hobbled giant", unable to turn its economic power into diplomatic or military muscle. A world with more power centres will be less stable than one with one or two superpowers, it says, offering more potential for conflict. Global warming, along with rising populations and economic growth will put additional strains on natural resources, it warns, fuelling conflict around the globe as countries compete for them."Strategic rivalries are most likely to revolve around trade, investments and technological innovation and acquisition, but we cannot rule out a 19th Century-like scenario of arms races, territorial expansion and military rivalries," the report says. "Types of conflict we have not seen for a while - such as over resources - could re-emerge." Such conflicts and resource shortages could lead to the collapse of governments in Africa and South Asia, and the rise of organised crime in Eastern and Central Europe, it adds. And the use of nuclear weapons will grow increasingly likely, the report says, as "rogue states" and militant groups gain greater access to them. But al-Qaeda could decay "sooner than people think", it adds, citing the group's growing unpopularity in the Muslim world. "The prospect that al-Qaeda will be among the small number of groups able to transcend the generational timeline is not high, given its harsh ideology, unachievable strategic objectives and inability to become a mass movement," it says. The NIC does, however, give some scope for leaders to take action to prevent the emergence of new conflicts. "It is not beyond the mind of human beings, or political systems, [or] in some cases [the] working of market mechanisms to address and alleviate if not solve these problems," said Thomas Fingar, chairman of the NIC. And, our correspondent adds, it is worth noting that US intelligence has been wrong before.  

Heg High Now
US is best suited to meet new challenges 

Mead 11 [Walter Russell, Professor of Foreign Affairs and Humanities at Bard College and Editor-at-Large of The American Interest magazine, former Senior Fellow for US foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, “The Future Still Belongs to America,” 7-2, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304450604576419700203110180.html?mod=googlenews_wsj]

It is, the pundits keep telling us, a time of American decline, of a post-American world. The 21st century will belong to someone else. Crippled by debt at home, hammered by the aftermath of a financial crisis, bloodied by long wars in the Middle East, the American Atlas can no longer hold up the sky. Like Britain before us, America is headed into an assisted-living facility for retired global powers. This fashionable chatter could not be more wrong. Sure, America has big problems. Trillions of dollars in national debt and uncounted trillions more in off-the-books liabilities will give anyone pause. Rising powers are also challenging the international order even as our key Cold War allies sink deeper into decline. But what is unique about the United States is not our problems. Every major country in the world today faces extraordinary challenges—and the 21st century will throw more at us. Yet looking toward the tumultuous century ahead, no country is better positioned to take advantage of the opportunities or manage the dangers than the United States. Geopolitically, the doomsayers tell us, China will soon challenge American leadership throughout the world. Perhaps. But to focus exclusively on China is to miss how U.S. interests intersect with Asian realities in ways that cement rather than challenge the U.S. position in world affairs. China is not Germany, the U.S. is not Great Britain, and 2011 is not 1910. In 1910 Germany was a rising power surrounded by decline: France, Russia, the Ottoman Empire and Austria-Hungary were all growing weaker every year even as Germany went from strength to strength. The European power system grew less stable every year. In Asia today China is rising—but so is India, another emerging nuclear superpower with a population on course to pass China’s. Vietnam, South Korea, Taiwan, Indonesia and Australia are all vibrant, growing powers that have no intention of falling under China’s sway. Japan remains a formidable presence. Unlike Europe in 1910, Asia today looks like an emerging multipolar region that no single country, however large and dynamic, can hope to control. This fits American interests precisely. The U.S. has no interest in controlling Asia or in blocking economic prosperity that will benefit the entire Pacific basin, including our part of it. U.S. policy in Asia is not fighting the tide of China’s inexorable rise. Rather, our interests harmonize with the natural course of events. Life rarely moves smoothly and it is likely that Asia will see great political disturbances. But through it all, it appears that the U.S. will be swimming with, rather than against, the tides of history. Around the world we have no other real rivals. Even the Europeans have stopped talking about a rising EU superpower. The specter of a clash of civilizations between the West and an Islamic world united behind fanatics like the unlamented Osama bin Laden is less likely than ever. Russia’s demographic decline and poor economic prospects (not to mention its concerns about Islamic radicalism and a rising China) make it a poor prospect as a rival superpower. When it comes to the world of ideas, the American agenda will also be the global agenda in the 21st century. Ninety years after the formation of the Communist Party of China, 50 years after the death of the philosopher of modern militant Islam Sayyid Qutb, liberal capitalist democracy remains the wave of the future. Fascism, like Franco, is still dead. Communism lingers on life support in Pyongyang and a handful of other redoubts but shows no signs of regaining the power it has lost since 1989 and the Soviet collapse. “Islamic” fanaticism failed in Iraq, can only cling to power by torture and repression in Iran, and has been marginalized (so far) in the Arab Spring. Nowhere have the fanatics been able to demonstrate that their approach can protect the dignity and enhance the prosperity of people better than liberal capitalism. The heirs of Qutb are further from power than they were during the first Egyptian Revolution in 1953. Closer to home, Hugo Chavez and his Axis of Anklebiters are descending towards farce. The economic success of Chile and Brazil cuts the ground out from under the “Bolivarean” caudillos. They may strut and prance on the stage, appear with Fidel on TV and draw a crowd by attacking the Yanquis, but the dream of uniting South America into a great anticapitalist, anti-U.S. bloc is as dead as Che Guevara. So the geopolitics are favorable and the ideological climate is warming. But on a still-deeper level this is shaping up to be an even more American century than the last. The global game is moving towards America’s home court.

US is still the leader – has advantages in all domains

Rachman 11 (Gideon is chief foreign-affairs commentator for the Financial Times and author of Zero-Sum Future: American Power in an Age of Anxiety. He joined the FT after a 15-year career at The Economist, which included spells as a foreign correspondent in Brussels, Washington and Bangkok. He also edited The Economist’s business and Asia sections. His particular interests include American foreign policy, the European Union and globalization. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/02/think_again_american_decline?page=0,2)

"America Still Leads Across the Board." For now. As things stand, America has the world's largest economy, the world's leading universities, and many of its biggest companies. The U.S. military is also incomparably more powerful than any rival. The United States spends almost as much on its military as the rest of the world put together. And let's also add in America's intangible assets. The country's combination of entrepreneurial flair and technological prowess has allowed it to lead the technological revolution. Talented immigrants still flock to U.S. shores. And now that Barack Obama is in the White House, the country's soft power has received a big boost. For all his troubles, polls show Obama is still the most charismatic leader in the world; Hu Jintao doesn't even come close. America also boasts the global allure of its creative industries (Hollywood and all that), its values, the increasing universality of the English language, and the attractiveness of the American Dream. 
Alliances against U.S. Heg are unlikely 

Ye ’09 - Director of the East Asian Studies Program & Assistant Professor of International Relations at Boston University [Min Ye, “The U.S. Hegemony and Implication for China” pages 23-31, http://chinaipa.org/cpaq/v1i1/Paper_Ye.pdf //alisa yang]
First, from the aggregate power perspective, the U.S is simply too powerful for the other nations to catch up. William Wohlforth has done  a comprehensive empirical study of U.S power, and concluded that U.S has enormous supremacy in all aspects of military power and almost all aspects of economic power as well, not to mention its normative and cultural powers. He also pointed out the U.S is a “benign hegemon” and it is in the world’s benefit for its presence. Similarly, Joanne Gowa observed that allies of the U.S benefited from trading with the U.S, hence it is in the nations’ interest to have an enduring U.S hegemony. 

Second, alliance against the U.S is unlikely and ineffective. Stephen Walt has listed the causes for alliance formation. Alliances form not to balance the biggest power but to balance against the biggest threat. Threat, in turn, is determined by (1) aggregate power, (2) geographic proximity, (3) offensive power, and (4) aggressive intention. The U.S is distant from all major powers geographically, although the most powerful nation in the world. Clearly the U.S does not demonstrate aggressive intentions against other major powers. Hence their balancing against the U.S is unlikely. 

Heg Dead Now

Hegemony is terminally unsustainable – multiple problems 

Guess ’09- Law student at UC Hastings. Holds degrees in economics and ancient world history degrees from UC Berkeley (Steven Guess, “The End of Empire”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/cifamerica/2009/jan/19/barack-obama-rome-empire) NP

By virtue of its economic and military power, as well as a political system extolled for its superiority to all other systems, America has been the leader of the free world for the last 60 years. But from China's rapidly rising status as a global player, to Russia's show of force in Georgia, to rising tensions in South Asia and the Middle East, America is facing a wide array of increasingly troubling threats, while struggling internally to recover from an economic collapse not seen since the Great Depression. American supremacy in a post-cold war environment seems outmatched by a progressively more unstable world. Like Rome, America has spread itself too thin and is unable to respond to new threats as they emerge with either a convincing show of military force or a skilled use of soft power to leverage its credibility in the world. While the dangers we face were once diverse and scattered, the Iraq war pushed many of our enemies to see us as a common threat where religious differences would have otherwise made cooperation impossible. Moreover, in collapsing the Ba'athist regime of Saddam Hussein, America has paved the way for an even less palatable Iranian dominance in the region.  While the comparison to ancient Rome is imperfect, there are nonetheless parallels worth considering. America today faces the same dilemma of the eastern Roman empire: should it attempt to regain its lost global supremacy or fortify and adapt to the new world? Will we follow Virgil's famous line from the Aeneid, "Rome, 't is thine alone, with awful sway, To rule mankind, and make the world obey," or preserve our strength and create a framework for global cooperation in which America acts as a mediator and responsible actor rather than instigator.
Unipolarity is unsustainable and not effective.

Haass ’10- Former Director of policy planning at the US State Department. President of the Council on Foreign Relations (Richard N. Haass, “An Overextended United States Urgently Needs Partners”,http://www.dailystar.com.lb/Opinion/Commentary/May/27/An-over-extended-United-States-urgently-needs-partners.ashx#axzz1Rv6XUowq) NP

 
We are in a protracted period of international transition, one that began more than two decades ago with the end of the Cold War. That era of strategic rivalry between the United States and the Soviet Union gave way to one in which Washington possessed far greater power than any other country in the world and enjoyed an unprecedented degree of influence.That American unipolar moment has given way to a world that can be better described as non-polar, in which power is widely distributed among nearly 200 states and tens of thousands of non-state actors ranging from Al-Qaeda to Al-Jazeera, and from Goldman Sachs to the United Nations. But what distinguishes historical eras from one another is less the distribution of power than the degree of order between states and within states. Order never just emerges; it is the result of conscious efforts by the most powerful entities in the world. While the United States remains the world’s most powerful single country, it cannot maintain, much less expand, international peace and prosperity on its own. It is over-extended, dependent upon massive daily imports of dollars and oil, and its armed forces are engaged in demanding conflicts in both Afghanistan and Iraq. The US also lacks the means and the political consensus to take on much more in the way of global responsibility. It also lacks the means to compel other countries to follow its lead. Moreover, contemporary problems – for example, thwarting the spread of materials and weapons of mass destruction, maintaining an open world economy, slowing climate change, and combating terrorism – cannot be managed, much less solved, by any single country. Only collective efforts can meet common challenges; the more global the response, the more likely that it will succeed. In short, the UnitedStates requires partners if the 21st century is to be an era in which the majority of people around the world enjoy relative peace and satisfactory standards of living. But the partnerships that prevailed during the Cold War – between the US, Western Europe, and several Asian countries, including Japan, South Korea, and Australia – are no longer adequate. These countries lack the resources and often the will to manage most of the world’s problems. So the old partners need new ones. Emerging powers have the potential to fill this need. The question is what such powers, for example China, India, Brazil, and others, are prepared to do with their growing strength.

Multipolarity inevitable - will kick in by 2020.

Layne 06  Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University

(Christopher, “The Peace of Illusions” 149-150)

Although balance-of-power theorists were off with respect to the timing, now, even if somewhat belatedly, new great powers indeed are emerging, and the unipolar era’s days are numbered. In its survey of likely international developments up until 2020, the National Intelligence Council’s report, Mapping the Global Future, notes: The likely emergency of China and India as new major global players – similar to the rise of Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century – will transform the geopolitical landscape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of previous two centuries. In the same way that commentators refer to the 1900s as the American Century, the early 21st century may be seen as the time when some in the developing world led by China and India came into their own. In a similar vein, a study by the Strategic Assessment Group concludes that already both China (which, according to Mapping the Global Future, by around 2020, will be “by any measure a first rate military power”) and the European Union (each with a 14 percent share) are approaching the United States (20 percent) in their respective shares of world power. Although the same study predicts the EU’s shares of world power will decrease somewhat between now and 2020, China and India are projected to post significant gains. In other words, the international system today already is on the cusp of multipolarity and is likely to become fully multipolar between now and 2020. It is unsurprising that, as balance-of-power theory predicts, new great powers are rising. The potential for successful counterhegemonic balancing always exists in a unipolar system, because hegemony is not the equivalent of what used to be called “universal empire.” A unipolar system still is made up of sovereign states, and even if none of them have the short-term capacity to counterbalance the hegemon, invariably some of these states – which I term “eligible states – have the potential to do so. Differential economic growth rates determine which actors in the international system are eligible states.  The distribution of power in the international system is never static, because some states are gaining relative power while others are losing it. A hegemon’s grip on preponderance begins to loosen when the relative power gap between itself and some of the other starts narrowing appreciably. When that gap closes enough, an inflection point is reached where the hegemon’s hard-power capabilities no longer are an effective entry barrier to others’ emergence as peer competitors. As Gilpin puts it, “The critical significance of the differential growth of power among states is that it alters the cost of changing the international system and therefore the incentives for changing the international system.” The redistribution of power in the international system caused by differential growth rates invariably has important geopolitical consequences: time and again relative “economic shifts heralded the rise of new Great Powers which one day would have a decisive impact on the military/territorial order.” In a unipolar world, eligible states have real incentives to transform their latent capabilities into actual hard power. Given the anarchic nature of the international political system, eligible states can gain security only by building themselves into counterweights to the hegemon’s power. In this sense, unipolar systems contain the seeds of their own demise, because the hegemon’s unchecked power, in itself, stimulates eligible states, in self-defense, to emerge as great powers. The emergence of new great powers erodes the hegemon’s relative power, ultimately ending its dominance. Thus, from the standpoint of balance-of-power theory, “unipolarity appears as the least stable of international organizations.” The two prior unipolar moments in international history – France under Louis XIV and mid-Victorian Britain- suggest that hegemony prompts the near-simultaneous emergence of several new great powers and the consequent transformation of the international system from unipolarity to multipolarity.

Soft balancing destroys US heg, and offsets unilateralism – heg decline inevitable

Christopher Layne 06  (Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University(Christopher, “The Peace of Illusions” 144-145)<Phillips>

Soft balancing is a concession to the disparity in military power between the United States and other major states in today's international system.48 Soft balancing relies on diplomacy—conducted through ad hoc coalitions or through international institutions—and, rather than challenging U.S. hegemony directly, it seeks to constrain the United States and limit Washington's ability to impose its policy preferences on others. The key idea underlying soft balancing is that by coordinating their diplomacy and lending one another mutual support, soft balancers can gain outcomes vis-a-vis the United States that they could not obtain by acting separately. To date, soft balancing has taken two forms. First, the second-tier major powers have cooperated—either through informal ententes or by creating organizational structures—to rein in America's exercise of hegemonic power. Examples include periodic summit meetings (Sino-Russian, Franco-Russian, Sine-Indian-Russian) that pledge cooperation to restore multipolarity, and the Shanghai Cooperation Council, created by Moscow and Beijing to coordinate efforts to resist the intrusion of U.S. power into Central Asia.49 The second-tier major powers also engage in "binding" strategies that seek to enmesh the United States in international institutions, to ensure that it is restrained by international law and norms of permissible great power behavior. However, as the combined efforts of France, Germany, and Russia to use the United Nations to prevent the March 2003 U.S. invasion of Iraq demonstrate, binding is an ineffective means of constraining U.S. hegemony (although perhaps marginally more successful as a means of delegitimizing U.S. unilateral actions). This does not mean, however, that soft balancing is unimportant. After all, grand strategy is about utilizing the key instruments of a state's power—military, economic , and diplomatic—to advance its interests and to gain security. Diplomacy invariably is an integral component of counterbalancing strategies. Thus, soft balancing's real significance is that, if states learn that they can work together diplomatically in standing up to the United States, the groundwork may belaid for future coalitions that will he able to engage effectively in hard balancing, or semi-hard balancing, against the United States.

Heg is unsustainable – the dollar is declining and commitments ensure fiscal overstretch 

Christopher Layne 06  (Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University(Christopher, “The Peace of Illusions” 154-155)<Phillips>

The economic vulnerabilities that Kennedy pinpointed did not disappear, however. Once again, the United States is running endless federal budget deficits and the trade deficit has grown worse and worse. In contrast to the late 1980s (when Japan was the problem), today America’s biggest bilateral trade deficit is with China ($162 billion in  2004 according to U.S. government figures – more than twice as much as the second biggest bilateral trade deficit, $75 billion with Japan). Moreover, China also has emerged as a major U.S. creditor. According to the Treasury Department, it now is the number-two investor in U.S. Treasury bills ($242 billion, compared with Japan’s $683 billion). The United States still depends on capital inflows from abroad – to finance its deficit spending, to finance private consumption, and to maintain the dollar’s position as the international economic system’s reserve currency. Because of the twin deficits, the underlying fundamentals of the U.S. economy are out of alignment. The United States cannot live beyond its means indefinitely. Sooner or later, the bill will come due in the form of higher taxes and higher interest rates. And, as the United States borrows more and more to finance its budget and trade deficits, private investment is likely to be crowded out of the marketplace, with predictable effects on the economy’s long-term health. In a word (or two), the United States is suffering from “fiscal overstretch”). Economically, the United States is looking at the same problems in the early twenty-first century that it faced in the 1980s (and which had been building since the early 1960s). Except this time the long-term prognosis is bleaker, because there are two big differences between now and then. First, during the cold war, Japan (and, during the 1970s, West Germany) subsidized U.S. budget and trade deficits as a quid pro quo for U.S. security guarantees. It will be interesting to see whether an emerging geopolitical rival like China – or, for that matter, the European Union – will be as willing to underwrite U.S. hegemony in the coming decades. Second, big changes on the economic side of the ledger make America’s long-term economic prospects problematic. The willingness of other states to cover America’s debts no longer can be taken for granted. Already, key central banks are signaling their lack of confidence in the dollar by diversifying their currency holdings. There are rumblings, too, that the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) may start pricing oil in euros, and that the dollar could be supplanted by the euro as the international economy’s reserve currency. Should this happen, the ability of the United States to sustain its hegemony would be jeopardized. The domestic economic picture is not so promising, either. The annual federal budget deficits are just the tip of the iceberg. The deeper problem is the federal government;s huge unfunded liabilities for entitlement programs that will begin to come due about a decade hence. Increasingly, defense spending and entitlement expenditures are squeezing out discretionary spending on domestic programs. Just down the road, the United States is facing stark “warfare” or “welfare” choices between maintaining the overwhelming military capabilities on which its hegemony rests or funding discretionary spending on domestic needs and funding Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security. During the past fifteen years or so since the Soviet Union’s collapse, the United States was able to postpone the need to grapple with the painful issues Paul Kennedy raised in 1987. However, the chickens are coming home to roost, and those questions soon will have to be faced. Gilpin’s 1987 description of America’s grand strategic and economic dilemmas is, if anything even more timely today: With a decreased rate of economic growth and a low rate of national savings, the United States was living and defending commitments far beyond its means. In order to bring is commitments and power back into balance once again, the United States would one day have to cut back further on its overseas commitments, reduce the American standard of living, or decrease domestic productive investment even more than it already had. In the meantime, American hegemony was threatened by a potentially devastating fiscal crisis. At some point, the relative decline of U.S. economic power hat is in the offing will bring American hegemony to an end. In the shorter term, however, the United States can prolong its hegemony if Americans are willing to pay the price in terms of higher taxes, reduced consumption, and the curtailing of domestic programs. But there is a treadmill-like aspect to preserving U.S. hegemony, because perpetuating American dominance will hasten the weakening of the economic base on which it rests. 
Nonpolarity now

Haass 08 (Richard is a President of the Council on Foreign Relations. Bottom of Form The Age of Nonpolarity What Will Follow U.S. Dominance, Foreign Affairs May/June)

At first glance, the world today may appear to be multipolar. The major powers -- China, the European Union (EU), India, Japan, Russia, and the United States -- contain just over half the world's people and account for 75 percent of global GDP and 80 percent of global defense spending. Appearances, however, can be deceiving. Today's world differs in a fundamental way from one of classic multipolarity: there are many more power centers, and quite a few of these poles are not nation-states. Indeed, one of the cardinal features of the contemporary international system is that nation-states have lost their monopoly on power and in some domains their preeminence as well. States are being challenged from above, by regional and global organizations; from below, by militias; and from the side, by a variety of nongovernmental organizations (NGOs) and corporations. Power is now found in many hands and in many places. In addition to the six major world powers, there are numerous regional powers: Brazil and, arguably, Argentina, Chile, Mexico, and Venezuela in Latin America; Nigeria and South Africa in Africa; Egypt, Iran, Israel, and Saudi Arabia in the Middle East; Pakistan in South Asia; Australia, Indonesia, and South Korea in East Asia and Oceania. A good many organizations would be on the list of power centers, including those that are global (the International Monetary Fund, the United Nations, the World Bank), those that are regional (the African Union, the Arab League, the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, the EU, the Organization of American States, the South Asian Association for Regional Cooperation), and those that are functional (the International Energy Agency, OPEC, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, the World Health Organization). So, too, would states within nation-states, such as California and India's Uttar Pradesh, and cities, such as New York, Sao Paulo, and Shanghai. Then there are the large global companies, including those that dominate the worlds of energy, finance, and manufacturing. Other entities deserving inclusion would be global media outlets (al Jazeera, the BBC, CNN), militias (Hamas, Hezbollah, the Mahdi Army, the Taliban), political parties, religious institutions and movements, terrorist organizations (al Qaeda), drug cartels, and NGOs of a more benign sort (the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, Doctors Without Borders, Greenpeace). Today's world is increasingly one of distributed, rather than concentrated, power
Hegemony is dead 

Chomsky ’08- American linguist, philosopher,[2]

HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Noam_Chomsky" \l "cite_note-2"[3] cognitive scientist, and activist. He is an Institute Professor and professor emeritus of linguistics at MIT (Noam Chomsky, “US Hegemony will continue to Decline”, STWR, http://www.stwr.org/united-states-of-america/us-hegemony-will-continue-to-decline-says-chomsky.html) NP

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

China Rise 

China is challenging the US around the world

Rachman 11 (Gideon is chief foreign-affairs commentator for the Financial Times and author of Zero-Sum Future: American Power in an Age of Anxiety. He joined the FT after a 15-year career at The Economist, which included spells as a foreign correspondent in Brussels, Washington and Bangkok. He also edited The Economist’s business and Asia sections. His particular interests include American foreign policy, the European Union and globalization. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/02/think_again_american_decline?page=0,0)

China's economic prowess is already allowing Beijing to challenge American influence all over the world. The Chinese are the preferred partners of many African governments and the biggest trading partner of other emerging powers, such as Brazil and South Africa. China is also stepping in to buy the bonds of financially strapped members of the eurozone, such as Greece and Portugal. And China is only the largest part of a bigger story about the rise of new economic and political players. America's traditional allies in Europe -- Britain, France, Italy, even Germany -- are slipping down the economic ranks. New powers are on the rise: India, Brazil, Turkey. They each have their own foreign-policy preferences, which collectively constrain America's ability to shape the world. Think of how India and Brazil sided with China at the global climate-change talks. Or the votes by Turkey and Brazil against America at the United Nations on sanctions against Iran. That is just a taste of things to come.

Domestic problems are irrelevant – China will continue to challenge the US 

Rachman 11 (Gideon is chief foreign-affairs commentator for the Financial Times and author of Zero-Sum Future: American Power in an Age of Anxiety. He joined the FT after a 15-year career at The Economist, which included spells as a foreign correspondent in Brussels, Washington and Bangkok. He also edited The Economist’s business and Asia sections. His particular interests include American foreign policy, the European Union and globalization. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/02/think_again_american_decline?page=0,1)

Yet even if you factor in considerable future economic and political turbulence, it would be a big mistake to assume that the Chinese challenge to U.S. power will simply disappear. Once countries get the hang of economic growth, it takes a great deal to throw them off course. The analogy to the rise of Germany from the mid-19th century onward is instructive. Germany went through two catastrophic military defeats, hyperinflation, the Great Depression, the collapse of democracy, and the destruction of its major cities and infrastructure by Allied bombs. And yet by the end of the 1950s, West Germany was once again one of the world's leading economies, albeit shorn of its imperial ambitions. In a nuclear age, China is unlikely to get sucked into a world war, so it will not face turbulence and disorder on remotely the scale Germany did in the 20th century. And whatever economic and political difficulties it does experience will not be enough to stop the country's rise to great-power status. Sheer size and economic momentum mean that the Chinese juggernaut will keep rolling forward, no matter what obstacles lie in its path.
Power transition now, China’s rise

Cook et al 10 [Malcolm, former Program Director for East Asia at the Lowy Institute, Dean of the School of International Studies at Flinders University,"Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures," June,http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf]

What is clear is that the current trends of shifting power to and in Asia pose a challenge to the economic and strategic foundations of American primacy in the region. While the United States is likely to remain the most powerful regional actor for many years to come, both economically and militarily, Asia’s power transition portends a new security order – one potentially shaped to a far greater extent by the countries of Asia itself – in which American dominance could be less pronounced and more contested. In the absence of war or acute security competition, it has become tempting to conceive of peace and economic dynamism as immutable features of Asia’s strategic environment. Yet these exist largely as a by-product of US primacy, and the strategically predictable environment that America’s preponderant power has underpinned. Alternative security orders are possible, and in none of them can peace and stability be taken for granted, since the region’s power transitions continue to unfold against the backdrop of divergent national interests, historical mistrust, signs of increasingly strident nationalism, unresolved territorial disputes, the proliferation of gamechanging military technologies, and growing competition for energy and resources. China is a decisive participant in most of these uncertainties, from the South China Sea to maritime disputes with Japan and from border differences and potential maritime competition with India to the unresolved problems over the Taiwan Strait and on the Korean Peninsula. At the same time, there is a need to take into account countervailing factors, notably the impact of globalisation and regional economic integration, a commitment among many actors to democratic values, efforts to build regional security architecture, and the potentially unifying impact of common dangers – such as terrorism, climate change and resource shocks. As the scenarios and discontinuities explored in this publication illustrate, the region’s security future is by no means predetermined solely by power relations, even though the distribution of power will largely shape the limits of possible cooperation.
U.S. Heg rapidly decreasing because of China’s rise
Layne ’08 -  Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, international relations theorist [Christopher Layne, “China’s Challenge to U.S. Hegemony” Current History, January 2008, pages 14-18, http://acme.highpoint.edu/~msetzler/IR/IRreadingsbank/chinauscontain.ch08.6.pdf / Alisa Yang]
There is mounting evidence, however, that this view is mistaken, and that, in fact, the era of American hegemony is drawing to a close right before our eyes. The rise of China is the biggest reason for this. Notwithstanding Washington’s current preoccupation with the Middle East, in the coming decades China’s great power emergence will be the paramount issue of grand strategy facing the United States. Whether China will undergo a “peaceful rise”—as Beijing claims—is doubtful. Historically, the emergence of new poles of power in the international system has been geopolitically destabilizing. For example, the rise of Germany, the United States, and Japan at the end of the nineteenth century contributed to the international political frictions that culminated in two world wars. There is no reason to believe that China’s rise will be an exception.
A2: China’s Rise

China can’t challenge the US

Nye 10 (Joseph has a PhD in political science from Harvard. He has served as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, Chair of the National Intelligence Council, and Deputy Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology.In 2004, he published Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics;Understanding International Conflict (5th edition); and The Power Game: A Washington Novel. In 2008 he published The Powers to Lead and his latest book published in 2011 is The Future of Power. http://1431731ontario.net/Current/Articles/TheFutureOfAmericanPower_DominanceAndDeclineInPerspective.pdf)
Yet China has a long way to go to equal the power resources of the United States, and it still faces many obstacles to its development. Even if overall Chinese GDP passed that of the United States around 2030, the two economies, although roughly equivalent in size, would not be equivalent in composition. China would still have a vast underdeveloped countryside, and it would have begun to face demographic problems from the delayed effects of its one-child policy. Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an economy. Assuming a six percent Chinese GDP growth rate and only two percent American GDP growth rate after 2030, China would probably not equal the United States in per capita income until sometime around the middle of the century. In other words, China’s impressive economic growth rate and increasing population will likely lead the Chinese economy to pass the U.S. economy in total size in a few decades, but that is not the same as equality.

No Chinese challenge

Nye 10 (Joseph has a PhD in political science from Harvard. He has served as Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, Chair of the National Intelligence Council, and Deputy Under Secretary of State for Security Assistance, Science and Technology.In 2004, he published Soft Power: The Means to Success in World Politics;Understanding International Conflict (5th edition); and The Power Game: A Washington Novel. In 2008 he published The Powers to Lead and his latest book published in 2011 is The Future of Power. http://1431731ontario.net/Current/Articles/TheFutureOfAmericanPower_DominanceAndDeclineInPerspective.pdf)
Moreover, linear projections can be misleading, and growth rates generally slow as economies reach higher levels of development. China’s authoritarian political system has shown an impressive capability to harness the country’s power, but whether the government can maintain that capability over the longer term is a mystery both to outsiders and to Chinese leaders. Unlike India, which was born with a democratic constitution, China has not yet found a way to solve the problem of demands for political participation (if not democracy) that tend to accompany rising per capita income. Whether China can develop a formula that manages an expanding urban middle class, regional inequality, rural poverty, and resentment among ethnic minorities remains to be seen. Some have argued that China aims to challenge the United States’ position in East Asia and, eventually, the world. Even if this were an accurate assessment of China’s current intentions (and even the Chinese themselves cannot know the views of future generations), it is doubtful that China will have the military capability to make this possible anytime soon. Moreover, Chinese leaders will have to contend with the reactions of other countries and the constraints created by China’s need for external markets and resources. Too aggressive a Chinese military posture could produce a countervailing coalition among China’s neighbors that would weaken both its hard and its soft power. The rise of Chinese power in Asia is contested by both India and Japan (as well as other states), and that provides a major power advantage to the United States. The U.S.-Japanese alliance and the improvement in U.S.-Indian relations mean that China cannot easily expel the Americans from Asia. From that position of strength, the United States, Japan, India, Australia, and others can engage China and provide incentives for it to play a responsible role, while hedging against the possibility of aggressive behavior as China’s power grows.

China faces huge problems: power transition unlikely

Rachman 11 (Gideon is chief foreign-affairs commentator for the Financial Times and author of Zero-Sum Future: American Power in an Age of Anxiety. He joined the FT after a 15-year career at The Economist, which included spells as a foreign correspondent in Brussels, Washington and Bangkok. He also edited The Economist’s business and Asia sections. His particular interests include American foreign policy, the European Union and globalization. http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/01/02/think_again_american_decline?page=0,1)
Of course, it would be absurd to pretend that China does not face major challenges. In the short term, there is plenty of evidence that a property bubble is building in big cities like Shanghai, and inflation is on the rise. Over the long term, China has alarming political and economic transitions to navigate. The Communist Party is unlikely to be able to maintain its monopoly on political power forever. And the country's traditional dependence on exports and an undervalued currency are coming under increasing criticism from the United States and other international actors demanding a "rebalancing" of China's export-driven economy. The country also faces major demographic and environmental challenges: The population is aging rapidly as a result of the one-child policy, and China is threatened by water shortages and pollution.
Chinese modernization won’t cause war – the US could decimate them

Bandow 9 (Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute, specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties. He worked as special assistant to President Reagan and editor of the political magazine Inquiry. China's Military Rise Means End of US Hegemony? http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10175)

One suspects it means accepting American military hegemony in East Asia — something with which Beijing isn't likely to agree. The Chinese military buildup so far has been significant but measured. "The People's Liberation Army (PLA) is pursuing comprehensive transformation from a mass army designed for protracted wars of attrition on its periphery against high-tech adversaries," explains the Pentagon. Moreover, China's "armed forces continue to develop and field disruptive military technologies, including those for anti-access/area-denial, as well as for nuclear, space, and cyber warfare, that are changing regional military balances and that have implications beyond the Asia-Pacific region." Yet this concerted expansion little threatens U.S. security. Only the Chinese nuclear force is theoretically able to strike America today. Beijing possesses about 60 missiles, some of limited range. In contrast, the U.S. nuclear arsenal includes thousands of sophisticated warheads on hundreds of missiles. Beijing is going to have to spend years to build a modest force simply capable of deterring America. Of course, China intends to move beyond its own shores. China is "developing longer-range capabilities that have implications beyond Taiwan," which "could allow China to project power to ensure access to resources or enforce claims to disputed territories," warns the Pentagon. However, notes the Department of Defense (DOD), China's military "continues to face deficiencies in inter-service cooperation and actual experience in joint exercises and combat operations." Moreover, Beijing is not yet capable of "defeating a moderate-size adversary." The Pentagon adds, "China will not be able to project and sustain small military units far beyond China before 2015, and will not be able to project and sustain large forces in combat operations far from China until well into the following decade." In any case, China has minimal strategic conventional reach. The United States possesses 11 carrier groups to China's none. Beijing also lacks a significant strategic air capability. East Asian countries may be at greater risk, but defending these nations — which are largely capable of protecting themselves — is not the same as defending the United States. China's most obvious objective is to create a military capable of enforcing its will on Taiwan. However, tensions in the Taiwan Strait have eased and the DOD admits that "an attempt to invade Taiwan would strain China's untested armed forces and invite international intervention." Taipei also could do significantly more to protect itself. In fact, Beijing's military buildup is focused on preventing the United States from attacking China. The Pentagon admits as much without explicitly saying that Beijing is focused on deterring Washington.

The US is in no danger of being hegemonically overtaken by China – not enough economic or hard power.
Steve Chan 8 (“China, the US and the power transition theory” Department Chair and professor of political science at the University of Colorado) <Phillips>

Substantively, my argument in this book takes issue with the power-transition theory as it has often been applied to China’s rise. Briefly, I argue that despite the growth of China’s economy in recent decades, the available evidence does not support any claim that China is overtaking or even approaching the US as a contender for international primacy. This remark suggests that one of the scope conditions of the power-transition theory, which is concerned with the struggle for world domination by the hegemon and challenger (which is supposed to be at least 80 percent as strong as the hegemon), is not met. Even in a regional competition in the Asia Pacific, China is vastly outmatched by the US in economic and especially military capabilities. Moreover, even its status as a regional hegemon in the Western Hemisphere and the world’s largest and most dynamic economy did not qualify the US as a contender for global leadership in the years prior to 1945.

There are many obstacles in China’s rise for primacy

Cook et al 10 [Malcolm, former Program Director for East Asia at the Lowy Institute, Dean of the School of International Studies at Flinders University,"Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures," June,http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf]

Like every great power, China has good reasons to want primacy in its region. Such a position would allow it to establish an otherwise unattainable level of security, prosperity and prestige – salient concerns for a country with China’s painful memories. While many people view China today as an essentially satisfied great power, one thriving in the shadows of US primacy, there is nothing inconsistent about a long-term aspiration to primacy and China’s present cautious foreign and strategic policies – which allow it quietly to maximise its power without confrontation. The question of whether China could realistically expect to attain primacy is another matter. A China that remains enmeshed with the global economy has the potential to generate more economic and military power than any great power in history. But Beijing is also coming of age in heavy strategic traffic. The United States has a long record of thwarting hegemonic challengers, on occasion accepting massive costs and risks to do so. Nor would Japan, Russia or India be likely to greet a Chinese bid for primacy with equanimity. Finally, China faces a range of serious domestic challenges which could complicate its continued rise. Few questions are as critical to Asia’s future as the way in which China manages the tension between its desire for primacy on the one hand, and the potentially insurmountable obstacles it faces on the other. This is the most speculative future considered. Indeed, it is hard to see how Chinese primacy could arise without being preceded by either a long era of multipolarity – for example, through a balance or concert of powers, in which China could gradually amass its capabilities – or a sudden and rapid disintegration of the prevailing order, brought on by a shock, or shocks, to the region and its strategic order
***Heg Bad 

Heg Bad – Asian War 

Heg will draw the US into conflict in Asia 

Layne 96, visiting fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute 

(Christopher, “Less is more - realistic foreign policies for East Asia”, The National Interest, Spring )

The conditions that contributed to successful extended nuclear deterrence in Cold War Europe do not exist in post-Cold War East Asia. Unlike the situation that prevailed in Europe between 1948 and 1990 -- which was fundamentally stable and static -- East Asia is a volatile region in which all the major players -- Japan, China, Korea, Russia, Vietnam -- are candidates to become involved in large-scale war. There is no clear and inviolable status quo. The lines of demarcation between spheres of influence are already blurred and may well become more so as Chinese and Japanese influence expand simultaneously, increasing the number and unpredictability of regional rivalries. The status of Taiwan, tension along the 38th Parallel in Korea, conflicting claims to ownership of the Spratly Islands, and the Sino-Japanese territorial dispute over the Senkaku Islands are only a few of the flash-points that could ignite a great power war in East Asia. Washington will clearly exercise far less control over the policies of East Asian powers than it exercised over America's European allies during the Cold War. Hence, the risk of being chain-ganged into a nuclear conflict are much higher for the United States in post-Cold War East Asia if it maintains or extends nuclear guarantees to any of the region's major states.  Even more important, post-Cold War East Asia simply does not have the same degree of strategic importance to the United States as did Europe during the Cold War. Would the United States risk a nuclear confrontation to defend Taiwan, the Spratlys, or Senkaku? Knowing that they would not constitute the same kind of threat to U.S. interests that the Soviet Union did, future revisionist East Asian powers would probably be more willing to discount America's credibility and test its resolve. The presence of American forces in the region may indeed have the perverse effect of failing to preserve peace while simultaneously ensuring the United States would be drawn automatically into a future East Asian war. They could constitute the wrong sort of tripwire, tripping us rather than deterring them. Notwithstanding current conventional wisdom, the United States should encourage East Asian states -- including Japan -- to resolve their own security dilemmas, even if it means acquiring great power, including nuclear, military capabilities.

Asian conflict escalates to nuclear war

Landy 00, National Security and International Correspondent (Jonathon, Knight Ridder, March 10)

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight.  But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy, and even start a nuclear war.  India, Pakistan, and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too.  Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations, and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. “Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile,” said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank.  “We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place.  There are elements for potential disaster. In an effort to cool the region’s tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia’s capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher.There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea.  While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime.

Heg Bad – China War

Maintaining hegemony causes transition conflicts – the US will attempt to hold on

Layne ’08 -  Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, international relations theorist [Christopher Layne, “China’s Challenge to U.S. Hegemony” Current History, January 2008, pages 14-18, http://acme.highpoint.edu/~msetzler/IR/IRreadingsbank/chinauscontain.ch08.6.pdf / Alisa Yang]
China’s rise affects the United States because of what international relations scholars call the “power transition” effect: Throughout the history of the modern international state system, ascending powers have always challenged the position of the dominant (hegemonic) power in the international  “peaceful rise,” an ascending China inevitably will challenge the geopolitical equilibrium in East Asia. The doctrine of peaceful rise thus is a reassurance strategy employed by Beijing in an attempt to allay others’ fears of growing Chinese power and to forestall the United States from acting preventively during the dangerous transition period when China is catching up to the United States. Does this mean that the United States and China are on a collision course that will lead to a war in the next decade or two? Not necessarily. What happens in Sino-American relations largely depends on what strategy Washington chooses to adopt toward China. If the United States tries to maintain its current dominance in East Asia, Sino-American conflict is virtually certain, because u s grand strategy has incorporated the logic of anticipatory violence as an instrument for maintaining American primacy. For a declining hegemon, “strangling the baby in the crib” by attacking a rising challenger preventively—that is, while the hegemon still holds the upper hand militarily—has always been a tempting strategic option.

Bandow ’09 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute; former special assistant to President Ronald Reagan, author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire [Doug Bandow, “China’s Military Rise means end of U.S. hegemony?” Korea Times  5/5/09, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10175]
One suspects it means accepting American military hegemony in East Asia — something with which Beijing isn't likely to agree.The Chinese military buildup so far has been significant but measured. "The People's Liberation Army (PLA) is pursuing comprehensive transformation from a mass army designed for protracted wars of attrition on its periphery against high-tech adversaries," explains the Pentagon. Moreover, China's "armed forces continue to develop and field disruptive military technologies, including those for anti-access/area-denial, as well as for nuclear, space, and cyber warfare, that are changing regional military balances and that have implications beyond the Asia-Pacific region."
US primacy ensures conflict with China

Layne 07 Visiting Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute

[Christopher “American Empire: A Debate” (p 75)]

So what should the United States do about China? If the United States per​sists with its strategy of primacy, the odds of a Sino-American conflict are high. Current American strategy commits the United States to maintaining the geopolitical status quo in East Asia, a status quo that reflects American primacy. The United States' desire to preserve the status quo, however, clashes with the ambitions of a rising China. As a rising great power, China has its own ideas about how East Asia's political and security order should be orga​nized. Unless U.S. and Chinese interests can be accommodated, the potential for future tension—or worse—exists. Moreover, as I already have demon​strated, the very fact of American primacy is bound to produce a geopolitical backlash—with China in the vanguard—in the form of counter-hegemonic balancing. Nevertheless, the United States cannot be completely indifferent to China's rise.

Heg Bad – China Relations

A direct result of high US Hegemony is military deployments that destroy US – Sino relations and military provocations
Global Times June 9th 2010 (http://opinion.globaltimes.cn/editorial/2010-06/540008.html Yellow Sea no place for US carrier )

A symbol of its past hegemony, the US still likes to deploy aircraft carriers around the world when it wishes to disturb others. So far, no definitive answer has been given to speculation over whether the US will send a carrier to participate in joint military drills with South Korea in the Yellow Sea. But the possibility remains infuriating to many Chinese. Stationed in the Japanese port of Yokohama since 2008, the US carrier George Washington has been deployed to watch China's naval activity and flex its muscle in the West Pacific. It certainly intends to make its presence felt in the Yellow Sea and the East China Sea. But the US should reconsider its military movements in the West Pacific. Disguised as a move aimed at maintaining regional stability, the deployment of a carrier off of China's coast is a provocation that will generate hostility among the Chinese public toward the US. Who would not be bothered by an opponent hanging around at the door with a gun all day long? Many Chinese are tired of the abrupt changes in US posture. The US just stressed the importance of partnership between the two countries at the second Strategic and Economic Dialogue at the end of last month. Now, it looks as if the US could try to incite China with military aggression. Such a move would erode the hard-earned trust existing between the two countries. Each time the US has tried to provoke China militarily, it has brought bilateral relations to a nadir and damaged public trust, which takes time to rebuild. China does not oppose the military presence of the US in the West Pacific. Understandably, a few countries in the region still need the security umbrella provided by the US. But it cannot irritate China when making sensitive military movements.

Heg Bad – Economic Collapse

Eland ’09- Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on peace and Liberty at the Independent Institute, Director of Defense Policy Studies at the Cato Institute, B.A. Iowa State University, M.B.A. in Economics and Ph.D. in Public Policy from George Washington University (Ivan Eland, “How the US Empire Contributed to the Economic Crisis”, http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=2498) NP

A few—and only a few—prescient commentators have questioned whether the U.S. can sustain its informal global empire in the wake of the most severe economic crisis since World War II. And the simultaneous quagmires in Iraq and Afghanistan are leading more and more opinion leaders and taxpayers to this question. But the U.S. Empire helped cause the meltdown in the first place. War has a history of causing financial and economic calamities. It does so directly by almost always causing inflation—that is, too much money chasing too few goods. During wartime, governments usually commandeer resources from the private sector into the government realm to fund the fighting. This action leaves shortages of resources to make consumer goods and their components, therefore pushing prices up. Making things worse, governments often times print money to fund the war, thus adding to the amount of money chasing the smaller number of consumer goods. Such “make-believe” wealth has funded many U.S. wars. For example, the War of 1812 had two negative effects on the U.S. financial system. First, in 1814, the federal government allowed state-chartered banks to suspend payment in gold and silver to their depositors. In other words, according Tom J. DiLorenzo in Hamilton’s Curse, the banks did not have to hold sufficient gold and silver reserves to cover their loans. This policy allowed the banks to loan the federal government more money to fight the war. The result was an annual inflation rate of 55 percent in some U.S. cities. The government took this route of expanding credit during wartime because no U.S. central bank existed at the time. Congress, correctly questioning The Bank of the United States’ constitutionality, had not renewed its charter upon expiration in 1811. But the financial turmoil caused by the war led to a second pernicious effect on the financial system—the resurrection of the bank in 1817 in the form of the Second Bank of the United States. Like the first bank and all other government central banks in the future, the second bank flooded the market with new credit. In 1818, this led to excessive real estate speculation and a consequent bubble. The bubble burst during the Panic of 1819, which was the first recession in the nation’s history. Sound familiar? Although President Andrew Jackson got rid of the second bank in the 1830s and the U.S. economy generally flourished with a freer banking system until 1913, at that time yet another central bank—this time the Federal Reserve System—rose from the ashes. We have seen that war ultimately causes the creation of both economic problems and nefarious government financial institutions that cause those difficulties. And of course, the modern day U.S. Empire also creates such economic maladies and wars that allow those institutions to wreak havoc on the economy. The Fed caused the current collapse in the real estate credit market, which has led to a more general global financial and economic meltdown, by earlier flooding the market with excess credit. That money went into real estate, thus creating an artificial bubble that eventually came crashing down in 2008. But what caused the Fed to vastly expand credit? To prevent a potential economic calamity after 9/11 and soothe jitters surrounding the risky and unneeded U.S. invasion of Iraq, Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan began a series of interest rate cuts that vastly increased the money supply. According to Thomas E. Woods, Jr. in Meltdown, the interest rate cuts culminated in the extraordinary policy of lowering the federal funds rate (the rate at which banks lend to one another overnight, which usually determines other interest rates) to only one percent for an entire year (from June 2003 to June 2004). Woods notes that more money was created between 2000 and 2007 than in the rest of U.S. history. Much of this excess money ended up creating the real estate bubble that eventually caused the meltdown. Ben Bernanke, then a Fed governor, was an ardent advocate of this easy money policy, which as Fed Chairman he has continued as his solution to an economic crisis he helped create using the same measures. Of course, according to Osama bin Laden, the primary reasons for the 9/11 attacks were U.S. occupation of Muslim lands and U.S. propping up of corrupt dictators there. And the invasion of Iraq was totally unnecessary because there was never any connection between al Qaeda or the 9/11 attacks and Saddam Hussein, and even if Saddam had had biological, chemical, or even nuclear weapons, the massive U.S. nuclear arsenal would have likely deterred him from using them on the United States. So the causal arrow goes from these imperial behaviors—and blowback there from—to increases in the money supply to prevent related economic slowdown, which in turn caused even worse eventual financial and economic calamities. These may be indirect effects of empire, but they cannot be ignored. Get rid of the overseas empire because we can no longer afford it, especially when it is partly responsible for the economic distress that is making us poorer.
US Heg prevents economic growth, a shift to multipolarity boosts the global, and US, economies.
Christopher Layne 06  (Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University(Christopher, “The Peace of Illusions” 177-178)<Phillips>

Advocates of hegemony (and selective engagement) also seem to have a peculiar understanding of international economics and convey the impression that international trade and investment will come to a grinding halt if the United States abandons its current grand strategy—or if a Eurasian great power war occurs. This is not true, however. If the United States abandons its current grand strategic role as the protector of international economic openness, international economic intercourse will not stop, even in time of great power war.110 If the United States were to adopt an offshore balancing grand strategy, its own and global markets would adapt to the new political and strategic environment. Finns and investors would reassess the risks of overseas trade and investment, and over time investment and trade flows would shift in response to these calculations. Instead of being diminished, international trade and investment would be diverted to more geopolitically secure regions, and these "safe havens"—especially the United States—would be the beneficiaries. Finally, the assumption that a Eurasia dominated by a hegemon would be closed economically to the United States is dubious. AEurasian hegemon would have a stake in its own economic well-being (bothfor strategic and domestic political reasons), and it would be most unlikely to hive itself off completely from international trade
Heg Bad – Europe Relations

American Hegemony hurts US-Europe Relations.

Layne ’03- Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute (Christopher Layne, “Supremacy is America’s Weakness”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6001) NP

Major combat operations in Iraq ended in April but the transatlantic rupture between the US and "old" Europe triggered by the war has not healed. This is because American hegemony remains the cause of the rift. The struggle for supremacy has been a feature of US-European relations since America emerged as a great power in the late 19th century. During the 20th century, the US fought two large wars in Europe to stop a hegemonic Germany from threatening America's backyard. After the second world war, America's strategic ambitions - based primarily on economic self-interest, not cold-war ideology - led it to establish its own hegemony over western Europe. There is a well-known quip that Nato was created to keep the Russians out, the Germans down and the Americans in. It is more accurate to say that America's commitment to the Atlantic alliance is about staying on top - and keeping the Europeans apart.
Heg Bad – Korean War 

Hegemony spurs Korean misunderstanding and war

Layne 06 Visiting Fellow in Foreign Policy Studies at the Cato Institute


(The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 164-5)

America’s hegemonic strategy holds that in East Asia (and in Europe) the United States must (1) protect U.S. allies from “rogue states” armed with nuclear weapons or other weapons of mass destruction; (2) remain in Eurasia to prevent great power rivalries from erupting into war by providing regional deterrence and reassurance; and (3) underscore the credibility of its commitments by fighting in defense of its allies if deterrence fails. This is potentially a high-risk strategy. Its viability hinges on a key question: How credible are American security guarantees in East Asia? America’s East Asian strategy is most immediately challenged by North Korea. Although Pyongyang claims it has nuclear weapons, it is uncertain whether it actually does. If it does not presently have them, however, it certainly is close to having some weapons in hand, and – unless something happens either diplomatically or militarily to interrupt its weapons development program – its arsenal could grow considerably during the next few years. Moreover, Pyongyang currently has ballistic missiles capable of delivering nuclear warheads against targets in South Korea and Japan, and it could have some intercontinental missile capability in a decade or so. The North Korean regime’s unpredictability, its nuclear ambitions, and the military standoff along the 38th parallel between North Korean forces and U.S. and South Korean troops make the peninsula a volatile place. Conflict is not inevitable, but neither is it unimaginable. If diplomacy fails to bring about a North Korean agreement to dismantle its nuclear weapons, the United States may decide to strike preemptively in an attempt to destroy Pyongyang’s nuclear facilities. It is impossible to know whether this would spark an all-out war on the peninsula. On the other hand, fearing it might be the target of such strikes or a U.S. campaign to bring about regime change, North Korea might lash out irrationally in ways that confound the predictions of deterrence theory. Given that the American homeland currently is not vulnerable to North Korean retaliation, the U.S. deterrent umbrella should dissuade Pyongyang from using nuclear weapons to attack civilian or military targets in South Korea or Japan. Whether North Korea actually would be deterred, though, is a huge unknown. Three things are known, however. First, if North Korea has nuclear weapons, U.S. troops in South Korea, and possibly in Japan, are hostages. Second, even a nonnuclear conflict on the peninsula would be costly to the United States (notwithstanding the fact that the United States ultimately would prevail on the battlefield). Third, U.S. troops in South Korea act as a trip wire, which ensures that, if war does occur, the United States automatically will be involved. 

Korean conflict causes extinction

Fungamwango 99 (Pat, Africa News, Third world war: Watch the Koreas, 10/25, lexis)

If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia. Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hardline communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war. She still regards the US as an occupation force in South Korea and wholly to blame for the non-reunification of the country. North Korean media constantly churns out a tirade of attacks on "imperialist" America and its "running dog" South Korea. The DPRK is one of the most secretive countries in the world where a visitor is given the impression that the people's hatred for the US is absolute while the love for their government is total. Whether this is really so, it is extremely difficult to conclude. In the DPRK, a visitor is never given a chance to speak to ordinary Koreans about the politics of their country. No visitor moves around alone without government escort. The American government argues that its presence in South Korea was because of the constant danger of an invasion from the north. America has vast economic interests in South Korea. She points out that the north has dug numerous tunnels along the demilitarised zone as part of the invasion plans. She also accuses the north of violating South Korean territorial waters. Early this year, a small North Korean submarine was caught in South Korean waters after getting entangled in fishing nets. Both the Americans and South Koreans claim the submarine was on a military spying mission. However, the intension of the alleged intrusion will probably never be known because the craft's crew were all found with fatal gunshot wounds to their heads in what has been described as suicide pact to hide the truth of the mission. The US mistrust of the north's intentions is so deep that it is no secret that today Washington has the largest concentration of soldiers and weaponry of all descriptions in south Korea than anywhere else in the World, apart from America itself. Some of the armada that was deployed in the recent bombing of Iraq and in Operation Desert Storm against the same country following its invasion of Kuwait was from the fleet permanently stationed on the Korean Peninsula. It is true too that at the moment the North/South Korean border is the most fortified in the world. The border line is littered with anti-tank and anti-personnel landmines, surface-to-surface and surfaceto- air missiles and is constantly patrolled by warplanes from both sides. It is common knowledge that America also keeps an eye on any military movement or build-up in the north through spy satellites. The DPRK is said to have an estimated one million soldiers and a huge arsenal of various weapons. Although the DPRK regards herself as a developing country, she can however be classified as a super-power in terms of military might. The DPRK is capable of producing medium and long-range missiles. Last year, for example, she test-fired a medium range missile over Japan, an action that greatly shook and alarmed the US, Japan and South Korea. The DPRK says the projectile was a satellite. There have also been fears that she was planning to test another ballistic missile capable of reaching North America. Naturally, the world is anxious that military tension on the Korean Peninsula must be defused to avoid an apocalypse on earth. It is therefore significant that the American government announced a few days ago that it was moving towards normalising relations with North Korea.
Heg Bad – Proliferation 

Hegemony generates security fears – causes proliferation. Iraq proves

Noam Chomsky 4/24/2004(American linguist, philosopher, cognitive scientist, and activist. He is an Institute Professor and professor emeritus of linguistics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.“an interview with Noam Chomsky,”http://www.dissidentvoice.org/April2004/Mars0424.htm) <Phillips>
 
Simon Mars: I’d like to begin by asking how much damage has been done to the US administration by both its failure to find any weapons of mass destruction in Iraq and its inability to pacify the country and whether you think these failures will be a set back to some of the more ambitious, hegemonic, plans of the neo conservatives? Noam Chomsky: Within the United States the failure to find any weapons of mass destruction has not had much of an effect, judging by the polls; part of the reason is that people are so skeptical of government and media that if it turns out somebody is lying they don’t pay that much attention. The other is because the pretexts keep shifting and as the pretexts shift the propaganda shifts. There were, however, several important consequences to the failure to find weapons of mass destruction. The most important consequence, and the least noted, is that it lowered the bar for aggression. The original doctrine, propagated by Bush, Powell and the rest, was that the United States has the right to resort to force in self defense against a country that it regards as threatening; that has, and is developing, weapons of mass destruction and has ties to terror. Well, the ties to terror were quietly dropped when it became clear that the invasion, as predicted, has turned Iraq into a center of terror for the first time and has increased global terror exactly as was expected. So that’s dropped, but what about the weapons of mass destruction? Well the doctrine’s been changed, so the current doctrine, officially, is that it is enough for a country to have the intent and the ability to develop weapons of mass destruction. Simon Mars: Which is any country in the world... Noam Chomsky: Any country in the world. Any country that has a high school laboratory has the ability. And intent is in the eye of the beholder. That’s an important change. Another change is that the pretext shifted. It turns out that the concern wasn’t weapons of mass destruction, it was the noble vision of bringing democracy to Iraq and the greater Middle East. As soon as that was declared to be the President’s vision the gears immediately shifted and all the commentary starts talking about the nobility of the vision. Critics say it may be over reaching, maybe we can’t do it. Nobody bothers to point out that in order to believe this we have to assume that Bush and Blair are some of the history s most fabulous liars since that wasn t what they had said and if they were lying before why should we believe them now? But anyway thats now the doctrine, so it doesnt matter if you dont find any weapons of mass destruction.
 

Heg Bad – Russia/China Alliance
Hegemony incites a Russian-China alliance – causes nuclear war

Roberts 07  Senior Research Fellow @ the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, William E. Simon Chairin Political Economy, Center for Strategic and International Studies (Paul Craig“US Hegemony Spawns Russian-Chinese Military Alliance,”http://www.lewrockwell.com/roberts/roberts218.html)
This week the Russian and Chinese militaries are conducting a joint military exercise involving large numbers of troops and combat vehicles. The former Soviet Republics of Tajikistan, Kyrgkyzstan, and Kazakstan are participating. Other countries appear ready to join the military alliance.This new potent military alliance is a real world response to neoconservative delusions about US hegemony. Neocons believe that the US is supreme in the world and can dictate its course. The neoconservative idiots have actually written papers, read by Russians and Chinese, about why the US must use its military superiority to assert hegemony over Russia and China. Cynics believe that the neocons are just shills, like Bush and Cheney, for the military-security complex and are paid to restart the cold war for the sake of the profits of the armaments industry. But the fact is that the neocons actually believe their delusions about American hegemony. Russia and China have now witnessed enough of the Bush administration's unprovoked aggression in the world to take neocon intentions seriously. As the US has proven that it cannot occupy the Iraqi city of Baghdad despite 5 years of efforts, it most certainly cannot occupy Russia or China. That means the conflict toward which the neocons are driving will be a nuclear conflict. 

Heg Bad – Space Weaponization
 

Hegemony causes preemptive space weaponization that creates a spiral of proliferation. Leads to miscalculation, accidental launch, and GLOBAL NUCLEAR WAR
Noam Chomsky 4/24/2004(American linguist, philosopher, cognitive scientist, and activist. He is an Institute Professor and professor emeritus of linguistics at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology.“an interview with Noam Chomsky,”http://www.dissidentvoice.org/April2004/Mars0424.htm)<Phillips>
 

Noam Chomsky: Thats why we are alive. He vetoed or countermanded an order to fire nuclear tipped torpedoes at the peak of the Cuban missile crisis when Russian submarines thought they were under attack. If he hadnt, it probably would have lead to a nuclear war, which if that happens, were finished. Whats happening now? When the National Security Strategy was announced for it to be taken seriously it had to be implemented. Mafia Dons understand that too, you have to do something or people wont take you seriously. Well the most visible and publicized implementation was the invasion of Iraq, but there was another one which was important and hasnt been much discussed. The Bush administration immediately moved to expand offensive military capacity. They immediately moved to undermine international treaties. It terminated negotiations on an enforceable bio weapons treaty, undermined ratification of old bio-weapons treaties. The air force space command immediately announced plans to move from it called control of space to ownership of space, which is exactly consistent with the security strategy, that no one can challenge our total domination. What does ownership of space mean?Well thats presented in leaked plans, you can find them. It means putting space platforms in orbit from which you can launch offensive weapons, highly destructive weapons, without warning and instantaneously with first strike authority. It was also just reported that the Pentagon is developing hypersonic planes which will orbit in space, enter the atmosphere at the last minute so they cant be detected and instantaneously drop highly destructive precision weaponry. The world is under very tight surveillance so you can detect if somebody is walking across the street in Ankara. Now others react to that threat, so Russian defense spending has predictably sharply increased since Bush came in, by American calculation it might have tripled. Just a couple of weeks ago the Russian had their first major military maneuvers in the last two decades. They very pointedly said this is in response to US escalation. The US is developing low yield nuclear weapons which is in violation of international treaties and the Russians understand, as do strategic analysts, that their purpose is to attack the command bunkers that control their retaliatory nuclear systems, so theyre going to react to it. TheBush administration just announced that it is going to employ a missile defense system. Everybody knows that a missile defense system is an offensive weapon, its a first strike weapon. Theres universal agreement on this by both sides. We know how the US reacted to this when the Russians made a slight move in that direction by placing, in 1968, a small ABM system around Moscow. The US reacted at once by targeting it with offensive nuclear weapons, targeting the rear outposts with nuclear weapons so they would overwhelm any possible defense. Do you think theRussians will react differently? No theyre saying straight out that theyve adopted Bushs first strike doctrine; that theyre deploying their offensive missiles, which they claim are much more sophisticated and are on computer controlled automated launch. American strategic analysts call that an accident waiting to happen. These things are going to misfire. The American systems which are much more sophisticated have a three minute period during which human intervention can prevent automated response, the Russian systems are worse. Computer errors are daily occurrences in the US computer system. Think what theyre going to be like in the Russian systems. You are asking for a disaster. The Chinese are surely going to respond to a so called missile defense system since it eliminates their strategic nuclear capacity, so instead of having twenty missiles targeting the United States theyll build it up and probably have a submarine launched capacity. That sets off a new cycle. China increases its missile capacity, India responds. India increases it and Pakistan responds. You get a ripple effect. This is extraordinarily dangerous. Do we want Pakistan to increase its offensive nuclear capacity? Have a look at how their missiles are controlled. These moves are deliberately, consciously, raising the threat to survival. And its not that Wolfowitz and Rumsfeld and so on want the world destroyed, it just doesnt matter much to them, those risks arent important as compared to what its important, dominating the world by force and dismantling the hated welfare state measures at home, thats important. In comparison if you threaten to blow up the world, if you increase the threat of terror, well thats OK, that's the way the cookie crumbles.
Heg Bad – Taiwan 

US-China war is unavoidable as long as the US maintains its security commitments to Taiwan. Only decreasing hegemony solves

Taiwan - China Times 3/29/11 (By Gao Chonglun ,Translated By Lisa Ferguson  29 March 2011 Will the United States Give Up on Its Commitment to Taiwan Security? Edited by Mark DeLucas http://watchingamerica.com/News/96212/special-column-by-guo-chonglun-will-the-united-states-give-up-on-its-commitment-to-taiwan-security)
In the tide of the Jasmine Revolution, it appeared that the United States couldn’t decide initially which path to take; when it first started, the United States appeared to welcome it warmly, but by the time it had spread to Bahrain, Yemen and Saudi Arabia, the United States had begun to hesitate. Although it was at the request of many European countries, the United States reluctantly agreed to use military force in Libya, but refused to send in ground troops. Moreover, the United States is in a hurry to transfer command of the allied armies to NATO. Many are calling this intervention in Libya “humanitarian intervention,” but the attitude of the American government is far from being a model example of this. Instead, it is making other countries in the world begin to suspect whether — because of Iraq and Afghanistan — U.S. hegemony has begun to deteriorate. Is U.S. foreign policy shrinking back into isolationism? All along, the U.S. commitment to Taiwan’s security was not only reaffirmed by the Taiwan Relations Act and all previous presidents, but it was also the United States making an associated pledge: a commitment to the security of the Asia-Pacific region. Now, however, there is a sound emerging that perhaps the United States will eliminate Taiwan from its security commitments. 2010 was a pivotal year in China-U.S. relations, first with joint U.S.-Korea exercises in the Yellow Sea, which triggered China’s protest. Then came the China-Japan sovereignty dispute over the Diaoyu (Senkaku) Islands; the United States, in the spirit of security cooperation, took the position of supporting Japan. Afterward, in the dispute in the South China Sea, the U.S., on behalf of Southeast Asian nations, told China it would intervene. All of these controversies related to territorial waters never happened in the past because China had yet to build up strength. But now, following China’s rise, its military might and economic strength have already created friction between it and other powers. Over the course of China’s rise, many have been looking forward to it becoming more docile, little by little, within the U.S.-led international order; they await the day when Beijing becomes a “responsible shareholder.” Yet 2010 proved that China will not follow in accordance with the rules set by the West, not only because it finds the rules to be unfair, but also because the legitimacy of U.S. leadership has no ground left to stand on after the financial economic crisis. For the sake of its own interests, the U.S. will often shift its troubles onto its neighbors — the quantitative easing (monetary) policy is just one example of this. Consequently, the second pessimistic view emerged, maintaining that conflict between China and the U.S. is unavoidable. They look down upon the research of past sinologists and think that China or the Chinese Communist Party’s so-called “special characteristics” are simply secondary; what really has an effect is international power structure, which does not shift with individual willpower. If China really wants to rise and challenge the American hegemony, then there is bound to be conflict. Lately, however, a third way of thinking has arisen. Professor Charles Glaser of America’s George Washington University wrote an article in the most recent edition of the periodical Foreign Affairs, advocating that the security dilemma between China and the U.S. is not at all absolute. If a few secondary tensions are able to be dealt with properly, then it’s not necessarily the case that automatic mutual confrontation will arise; a military conflict is avoidable. He thinks that just because there are oceans of difference between the two countries as well as mutual nuclear deterrence, this does not mean that they are each other’s enemy. China’s rise will not go so far as to threaten the United States, but it could threaten the security of its Asia-Pacific allies and the U.S. military garrison there. Glaser thinks that China will not push the United States out of the Asia-Pacific in pursuit of greater security. In reality, what he didn’t say is that the U.S. military power deployed in the Asia-Pacific can inhibit the expansion of the Japanese and Korean militaries. In other words, China doesn’t need to worry about Japanese, or even South and North Korean, military conflict, because America’s security coalition in the Asia-Pacific can actually promote security in the region. But there is one exception to this — the U.S. security commitment to Taiwan. He believes that Taiwan is not in the same category as Japan and South Korea. Until now, China still has not given up on using military force against Taiwan, focusing all its resources on intervening in Taiwanese and U.S. military affairs and increasing its threats. As the pace of the People’s Liberation Army’s modernization accelerates, the danger of bilateral conflict also rises. According to the calculations of a realist like Glaser, since China will not change its intentions and the risk of conflict is so great, the U.S. should consider withdrawing its security commitment to Taiwan. This drastic measure could move us away from the conflict’s detonator, while also laying a smooth path for relations between the two nations for future decades. Of course there will be critics who say this would mean the U.S. had yielded to China’s military might. Other than costing the United States its credibility in the Asia-Pacific, it could also whet China’s appetite. But “not all adversaries are Hitler,” as Glaser points out. Looking through the lens of negotiation and compromise, this could help reach a new equilibrium, and tensions would thus recede. Moreover, when announcing the decision to give up on the Taiwan security commitment, the U.S. could still reaffirm its security commitments with other nations and strengthen its exercises with other countries, thus reducing the unease about discarding Taiwan. 
Taiwan war goes nuclear 
Victor Corpus, (Former Brigadier General, Former head of Army Intelligence), ‘06

[Asian Times, “If it comes to a shooting war”, 8-20-6, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/HD20Ad03.html // Lack]

One could call this article a worst-case scenario for the new American century. Why worst case? Because of the hard lessons from history. The Romans did not consider the worst-case scenario when Hannibal crossed the Alps with his elephants and routed them; or when Hannibal encircled and annihilated the numerically superior Roman army at the Battle of Cannae. Taiwan declares independence! China has anticipated and long prepared itself for this event. After observing "Operation Summer Pulse –04" when US aircraft carrier battle groups converged in the waters off China's coast in mid-July through August of 2004, Chinese planners began preparing to face its own worst-case scenario: the possibility of confronting a total of 15 carrier battle groups composed of 12 from America and three from its close British ally. China's strategists refer to its counter-strategy to defeat 15 or more aircraft carrier battle groups as the "assassin's mace" or shashaujian. After proper coordination with Russia and Iran and activating their previously agreed strategic plan, troops and weapon systems are pre-positioned. China then launches a missile barrage on Taiwan. Command and control nodes, military bases, logistics centers, vital war industries, government centers and air defense installations are simultaneously hit with short and medium range ballistic missiles armed with conventional, anti-radar, thermo baric and electro-magnetic pulse warheads. The assassin's mace: China's anti-satellite weapons Glee and ecstasy soon turn to shock as monitor screens suddenly go blank. Then all communication via satellites goes dead. China has drawn its second "trump card" (the assassin's mace) by activating its maneuverable "parasite" micro-satellites that have unknowingly clung to vital (NORAD) radar and communication satellites and have either jammed, blinded or physically destroyed their hosts. This is complemented by space mines that maneuver near adversary satellites and explode. Secret Chinese and Russian ground-based anti-satellite laser weapons also blind or bring down US and British satellites used for C4ISR (command, control, communication, computers, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance). And to ensure redundancy and make sure that the adversary C4ISR system is completely "blinded" even temporarily, hundreds of select Chinese and Russian information warriors (hackers) specifically trained to attack their adversary's C4ISR systems simultaneously launch their cyber offensive. For a few precious minutes, the US and UK advancing carrier battle groups are stunned and blinded by the "mace", ie, a defensive weapon used to temporarily blind a stronger opponent. But the word mace has another meaning; one which is deadlier and used in combination with the first. Missile barrage on advancing carrier battle groups A few seconds after the "blackout", literally hundreds of short and medium-range ballistic missiles (DF7/9/11/15s, DF4s, DF21X/As, some of which are maneuverable) pre-positioned on the Chinese mainland, and stealthy, sea-skimming and highly-accurate cruise missiles (YJ12s, YJ22s, KH31A/Ps, YJ83s, C301s, C802s, SS-N-22s, SS-NX-26/27s, 3M54s & HN3s) delivered from platforms on land, sea and air race toward their respective designated targets at supersonic speed. Aircraft carriers are allotted a barrage of more than two dozen cruise missiles each, followed by a barrage of short and medium-range ballistic missiles timed to arrive in rapid succession. Chinese and Russian missiles cocked Both Chinese and Russian inter-continental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs), and the two countries' extensive air defense systems have been coordinated and ready to respond in the event that the US and UK decide to retaliate with a nuclear attack. America crippled on three major fronts In just a few hours (or days) after the outbreak of general hostilities, America, the world's lone superpower, finds itself badly crippled militarily in three major regions of the world: East Asia, Central Asia and the Middle East. Impossible? Unfortunately, the answer is no. China now has the know-how and the financial resources to mass-produce hundreds, if not thousands, of Moskit, Yakhont and Granit-type supersonic anti-ship cruise missiles and "squall"-type rocket torpedoes against which US and UK aircraft carriers and submarines have no known defense. Iran, on the other hand, already possesses the same supersonic cruise missiles that can destroy any ship in the Persia Gulf, including aircraft carriers. Russia and China, meanwhile, are operating on familiar grounds close to their territory, compared to the US, which needs to cross the Atlantic and Pacific to replenish troops and logistics. Grimmer scenarios There is a scenario grimmer than described above, however, and that is if strategic planners belonging to that elite group called the Project for the New American Century decide to launch a nuclear "first strike" against China and Russia and risk a mutually-assured destruction: 1)In defense of Taiwan ... or 2) In launching a "preventive war" to stop China from catching up economically and militarily. Or, if China decides to start an offensive against Taiwan with a one-megaton nuclear burst 40 kilometers above the center of the island. Or, if China and Russia decide to arm a number of their short and medium-range ballistic missiles and supersonic cruise missiles with tactical nuclear warheads in defending themselves against US and UK aircraft carrier battle groups. Land-attack versions of these supersonic cruise missiles armed with nuclear warheads carried by stealthy Chinese and Russian submarines can also put American coastal cities at great risk to nuclear devastation. Strategic planners must also consider these worst-case possibilities. 

Heg Bad – Terrorism

Hegemony causes terrorism

Innocent and Carpenter 9 [Malou, foreign policy analyst at Cato who focuses on Afghanistan and Pakistan, and Ted, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at Cato, “Escaping the Graveyard of Empires: A Strategy to Exit Afghanistan,”http://www.cato.org/pubs/wtpapers/escaping-graveyard-empires-strategy-exit-afghanistan.pdf]

Contrary to the claims that we should use the U.S. military to stabilize the region and reduce the threat of terrorism, a 2008 study by the RAND Corporation found that U.S. policies emphasizing the use of force tend to create new terrorists. In “How Terrorist Groups End: Lessons for Countering al Qai’da,” Seth Jones and Martin Libicki argue that the U.S. military “should generally resist being drawn into combat operations in Muslim societies, since [a U.S. military] presence is likely to increase terrorist recruitment.” 22 Some policymakers claim the war is worth waging because terrorists flourish in failed states. But that argument cannot account for terrorists who thrive in centralized states that have the sovereignty to reject external interference. 23 That is one reason why militants find sanctuary in neighboring, nucleararmed Pakistan. In this respect, and perhaps most important, is the belief that our presence in the region helps Pakistan, when in fact the seemingly open-ended U.S. presence in Afghanistan risks creating worse problems for Pakistan. Amassing troops in Afghanistan feeds the perception of a foreign occupation, spawning more terrorist recruits for Pakistani militias and thus placing undue stress on an already weakened nation. Christian Science Monitor correspondent Anand Gopal finds, “In late 2007, as many as 27 groups merged to form an umbrella Taliban movement, the Tehreek-e-Taliban, under guerrilla leader Baitullah Mehsud.” He continues, “Three of the most powerful, once-feuding commanders—Mr. Mehsud and Maulavi Nazeer of South Waziristan and Hafiz Gul Behadur of North Waziristan—formed an alliance in response to US airstrikes.” 24 America’s presence has already caused major problems for the government in Islamabad, which is deeply unpopular for many reasons, including its alignment with U.S. policies. 25 There are also indications that it has raised tensions in Uzbekistan and other Central Asian countries. For Islamic militants throughout the region, the U.S. occupation of Afghanistan— like the occupation of Iraq—is an increasingly potent recruiting tool. Only by prolonging our military presence do we allow the Taliban, Gulbuddin Hekmatyar’s Hizb-e Islami, the Haqqani network, and even Pakistani Taliban militants to reframe the conflict and their position within it as a legitimate defense against a foreign occupation. In this respect, policymakers should recognize that not everyone willing to resist U.S. intervention is necessarily an enemy of the United States. Most importantly, we must understand that not every Islamic fundamentalist is a radical Islamist, let alone one who is hell-bent on launching a terrorist attack against the American homeland.
Heg causes terror and prolif

Layne 09  Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute and Mary Julia and George R. Jordan Professorship of International Affairs at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University

(Chris, America’s Middle East grand strategy after Iraq: the moment for offshore balancing has arrived, Review of International Studies (2009
In addition to soft balancing, asymmetric strategies are another type of nontraditional balancing that is being employed to contest US primacy. When employed by states, asymmetric strategies mean the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) capabilities. Regional powers – especially those on the US hit list like Iran and Saddam Hussein’s Iraq – cannot slug it out toe-to-toe against the US’ dominant high-tech conventional forces. Because they are threatened by the US, however, these states seek other methods of offsetting American power, and dissuading Washington from using its military muscle against them. WMD – especially the possession of nuclear weapons – is one way these states can level the strategic playing field and deter the US from attacking them. Terrorism is another asymmetric strategy – one employed by non-state actors like Al-Qaeda and similar jihadist groups – to resist US dominance. The use of asymmetric strategies to oppose American power – especially in the Middle East where US policy has an imperial  dimension – illustrates the dictum that empires inevitably provoke resistance.

Posen ’07- Ford International Professor of Political Science and Director of the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (Barry R. Posen, “The Case for Restraint”, http://www.the-american-interest.com/article.cfm?piece=331) NP

Today the most imminent U.S. security problem has to do not with conquest or intimidation but safety. Here, at least, the consensus view is correct. The main discrete threat is al-Qaeda, but if the foregoing analysis is right, there are deeper forces feeding that organization than its interpretation of religious texts. These forces could give rise to other violent organizations. In other words, al-Qaeda is not the problem, but a particularly threatening example of a condition of global disorder and disaffection capable of giving rise to numerous such groups, Islamist and otherwise. This condition is the problem, which American power and actions over the years have done a good deal, albeit inadvertently, to cause, but cannot now easily or by themselves redress. 

Ye ’09 - Director of the East Asian Studies Program & Assistant Professor of International Relations at Boston University [Min Ye, “The U.S. Hegemony and Implication for China” pages 23-31, http://chinaipa.org/cpaq/v1i1/Paper_Ye.pdf //alisa yang]
Finally, disadvantaged groups and nations in the world may blame on the U.S for their difficulties due to the unipolar structure. The U.S makes an easy target for global grievances and injustice. For instance, the various terrorist attacks on the U.S cannot totally be ascribed to the exercise of power. Many countries have institutional, historical, and geographical roots in their economic underdevelopment and  political instability. Because the U.S is the most powerful nation in the world, it can be an easy blame for the extremist groups. 

To conclude, Waltz’s statement may not realize due to the specific power, interest, and institutional features of the U.S hegemony, but it is also right in implying that an unbalanced power can be revisionist and despotic. Meanwhile, a hegemon can become easy target for global grievance and result in disastrous terrorists attack on the civilians. How to exercise power well and how to prevent terrorist attack should be the attention of American hegemony and how to restrict hegemonic abuses should be the focus of other nations in the world

Heg Bad – War
Pulcifer 03- U.S. analyst of international conflicts, 2003- (Ash Pulcifer, Yellow Pages, “U.S. Hegemony: the Dynamics of Global Power”, 4-28-11, http://www.scoop.co.nz/stories/HL0304/S00214/us-hegemony-the-dynamics-of-global-power.htm) 

The United States has failed to persuade the world to support its quest for global hegemony. The belief that America is the "indispensable nation" that needs to continually expand its sphere of influence has been met with resistance from many, both inside and outside its borders. This failure of persuasion means that the U.S. will find it difficult to secure control around the world and instead will be met with challenges from other states claiming different ideologies, hoping to surmount the U.S. in global attractiveness and influence. Instead of continuing this failed attempt to remain a global hegemon, the U.S. should instead recognize the likelihood of its weakened future position and work to create empowered global institutions that could prevent one state from ever achieving too much power. The battles fought between the great European states in the two world wars exemplified the need to restrain individual states from becoming rogue superpowers. After World War I, the League of Nations was created. This organization was not given enough power and it became obsolete with the bloodshed of the Second World War. After Hitler's and Hirohito's armies fell, the need for a restraining organization was felt once again. The United Nations was created in order to provide an effective tool for tempering the power of individual states. While achieving many great humanitarian successes, the United Nations has largely failed in its other mission to check the power of dominant states. It was able to restrain weak states effectively, but due to its lack of a strong military or economic capability, powerful states simply ignored the decrees of the United Nations when they didn't suit their interests. Instead of the United Nations preserving world order after the fall of Germany and Japan, a fragile power balance developed from the rivalry between the Soviet Union and the United States. With the fall of the Soviet Union in the early '90s, it was finally time to see if the United Nations could fulfill its mandate to control world order. During its trial decade, the U.N. had a few notable successes, such as its prevention of Saddam Hussein from remaining in control of Kuwait; however, weak states felt that the United Nations was merely a handmaiden of the United States, a country whose economic and military power was so strong that it could manipulate individual member states to vote in its favor. But the U.N.'s major failures were most evident in its powerlessness to intercede in military disputes. Not intervening in the Rwandan genocide was one of the greatest tragedies of the 1990s and directly tarnished the reputation of the United Nations as an effective military force. Rwanda proved that in order for an organization like the U.N. to exist, it needed an independent military free from the restraints and policies of member states. But it was not until the invasion of Iraq in 2003 that the U.N.'s true impotence was revealed. The inability of the U.N. to restrain the United States from attacking Iraq proves that the U.N. is completely incapable of enforcing resolutions that bind powerful states to international law. This inability, though already well known, is most evident in the U.N.'s decades-long failure to restrain Israel from its occupation of foreign lands. But the U.N.'s restraining inability in 2003 was magnified by the fact that the country the U.N. could not restrain was the all-powerful United States, ironically also a country that publicly cherishes the very ideals for which the U.N. stands. The United States has almost always been an outspoken proponent of the U.N., often citing its resolutions as justifications for punishing a vile government. Yet in 2003, the U.S. showed that it now considers the U.N. to be only a servant of U.S. policy and that it's openly willing to defy the rulings of this international body that it, itself, helped to create. In doing so, the U.S. has weakened the United Nations and will indirectly cause less international cooperation and a higher potential for regional conflict. The effects of this public disavowal have not yet begun to be seen. It will take time for states to reassess their interests and decide on how they will alter their national policies. But if the U.N. continues to be ignored by the United States, these states will be forced to alter their national policies, focusing less on international cooperation and more on strict national objectives; these states will no longer be able to achieve national objectives through the United Nations and will now have to take unilateral actions to secure their interests, as was done by the U.S. in Iraq. The U.S., however, still has the possibility to mend the damage done to the U.N. If the Bush administration were to affirm unequivocally that the United Nations was needed to rebuild Iraq and was imperative for the creation of a future Iraqi government, it would restore the U.N.'s credibility. The United States would have to take a less hands on approach in Iraq's political, economic and military future; moreover, the U.S. could push for an international peacekeeping force to be deployed throughout all of Iraq, giving a real possibility that the Iraqi people would see the U.S. action as liberation rather than occupation. These actions would reassert the traditional U.S. belief in the importance of the United Nations as an effective force in world order. The buttressing of the United Nations by the United States would work to protect U.S. interests in the future. It is true that the U.S. will be better able to achieve more narrow national objectives by circumventing the U.N., but this will only be possible in the short-term. Lacking the attraction necessary to be a global hegemon and weakening the power of other states through its rejection of the United Nations, other states will work to rival the U.S. in economic and military power. Like all great powers, the superiority of the United States will most likely become diminished in the future. Therefore, in order to secure long-term U.S. interests, the United States should work to reinforce the United Nations, or to create a new global body that will be able to restrain individual states effectively. While such an institution may damage some U.S. short-term interests, in the end it could help to protect the United States and other countries from major military conflicts. As of now, however, there are no real signs that the Bush administration is interested in falling back on the traditional U.S. stance toward the United Nations. It is true that internationalists amongst the administration, such as Colin Powell, have sought to soften the anti-U.N. rhetoric coming from Pentagon officials like Secretary of State Donald Rumsfeld. But even the internationalists seem to be falling in line with the Bush Doctrine that calls for a more internationally proactive U.S., not necessarily working within the guidelines put forth by the United Nations. If this waning influence of the United Nations continues along with a proactive U.S. on the international scene, there will be definite reactions throughout the world. Because states are not convinced of the American economic, political and societal models, they will react negatively toward hegemonic U.S. assertions and will work to limit the power of the United States. If these states cannot use the U.N. to limit the power of the U.S., they will use other means such as building alliances and increasing their economic independence from Washington. Finally, in order to protect their interests, they will pump more money into their militaries. Such a future does not bode well for an improved sense of world order that all humanity so desperately desires. 
 
***Heg Good 

Heg Good – Asian War

Hegemony key to Asian stability

Cook et al 10 [Malcolm, former Program Director for East Asia at the Lowy Institute, Dean of the School of International Studies at Flinders University,"Power and Choice: Asian Security Futures," June, http://asiasecurity.macfound.org/images/uploads/blog_attachments/Asian_security_futures_-_final_version.pdf]

In the absence of war or acute security competition, it has become tempting to conceive of peace and economic dynamism as immutable features of Asia’s strategic environment. Yet these exist largely as a by-product of US primacy, and the strategically predictable environment that America’s preponderant power has underpinned. Alternative security orders are possible, and in none of them can peace and stability be taken for granted, since the region’s power transitions continue to unfold against the backdrop of divergent national interests, historical mistrust, signs of increasingly strident nationalism, unresolved territorial disputes, the proliferation of gamechanging military technologies, and growing competition for energy and resources.

Heg Good – Asian Proliferation
Hegemony solves Asian proliferation
Lieber ‘5 (Robert, Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University,The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century, p. 174)

Taken together, these Asian involvements are not without risk, especially vis-a-vis North Korea, China-Taiwan, and the uncertain future of a nuclear-armed Pakistan. Nonetheless, the American engagement provides both reassurance and deterrence and thus eases the security dilemmas of the key states there, including countries that are America's allies but remain suspicious of each other. Given the history of the region, an American withdrawal would be likely to trigger arms races and the accelerated proliferation of nuclear weapons. It is thus no exaggeration to describe the American presence as providing the "oxygen" crucial for the region's stability and economic prosperity.

Heg solves Asian proliferation
Wortzel 03  Ph.D VP of Foreign Policy and Defense Studies at The Heritage Foundation

(Larry, “United States Military Forces in Asia Maintain the Peace and Advance Democracy”)

America’s primary regional security interests are best served by preserving the stability of Northeast Asia, an area plagued by war for most of the past century. Without an American military presence, deep historical animosities and territorial disputes among Russia, China, Japan, and the two Koreas would lead to a major race for military dominance. A delicate balance has existed since the end of World War Two, when Japan renounced offensive military force and rejected nuclear weapons. Pulling out US troops would destroy that balance. America’s military presence in Northeast Asia has provided the glue for security arrangements that offered protection to its allies and reassurances that helped avert an arms race among enemies that have fought each other for centuries. America’s bilateral security treaties with Japan and South Korea, respectively, ensure that United States military, political, and economic interests in the region are protected. The forward presence of U.S. troops also serves to protect the democracies of South Korea and Taiwan from hostile threats by Leninist dictatorships in North Korea and China. Japan depends on the presence of U.S. military forces. It maintains its peace constitution, eschews the development of an offensive military force, and feels secure in a nuclear age without a nuclear arsenal because of American security guarantees. For South Korea, the presence of U.S. combat forces has created the conditions that permitted democracy and a market economy to flourish. In South Korea, the voters elected a candidate that wants to pursue dialogue with North Korea. They elected a candidate who emphasized engaging North Korea regardless of North Korea’s reactions or reciprocity. Even though there have been protests, both South Korean presidential candidates, and the majority of the citizens of South Korea, continue to recognize the stability and security that the U.S. presence in Korea provides. It is imperative for Americans to remember that in the final analysis, the forward deployment of U.S. troops serves American interests even as it advances our values.

Heg Good – Central Asia

Hegemony key to prevent conflict in Central Asia

Hill 1 Senior Fellow in Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution (Fiona, May, “The Caucasus and Central Asia: How the United States and Its Allies Can Stave Off a Crisis)

In the next two years, the Caucasus and Central Asian states could become zones of interstate competition similar to the Middle East and Northeast Asia. Economic and political crises, or the Intensification of war in Chechnya or Afghanistan, might lead to the "Balkanization" of the regions. This, in turn, could result in military intervention by any of the major powers. Given the fact that both Turkey and Iran threatened intervention in the Caucasus at the peak of the Nagorno-Karabakh war in 1992-1993, this risk should be taken seriously. Unfortunately, the Caucasus and Central Asian states lack the capacity to tackle crises without outside help. Economic collapse has produced social dislocation and extreme poverty. Widespread corruption and the entrenchment of aging leaders and their families have eroded support for central governments and constrained the development of a new generation of leaders. The internal weakness of the Caucasus and Central Asian states, combined with brutal regional wars, makes them extremely vulnerable to outside pressure—especially from Russia. Although Russia itself is weak, it is far stronger than all the states combined, and while its direct influence over their affairs has declined since the collapse of the Soviet Union, it remains the dominant economic, political, and military force. The West will have to assist the states in bolstering their institutional capacity and in promoting cooperation among them. American engagement remains crucial given its weight on the international stage, the potential threats to its own security, and the fact that it has leverage in the regions. In spite of a few glitches, the Caucasus and Central Asian states have been receptive to the United States and are among its few potential allies in a zone where other states are not so amenable to U.S. activity. Regional countries need American moral and material support to maintain independence in the face of increasing pressures, and its guidance in dealing with presidential transition crises and addressing human rights abuses. Even with limited political and financial resources, U.S. leadership can do a great deal to defuse regional tensions and mitigate problems. However, this will only be possible if a policy is defined early and communicated clearly, if there is a particular focus on partnership with European allies in addressing regional challenges, and if Russia is encouraged to become a force for stability rather than a factor for instability in the regions.
Heg Good – China War

Transition war will happen over Taiwan

Goldstein 7 - Professor of Global Politics and International Relations @ University of Pennsylvania [Avery Goldstein, “Power transitions, institutions, and China's rise in East Asia: Theoretical expectations and evidence,” Journal of Strategic Studies, Volume 30, Issue 4 & 5 August 2007, pages 639 – 682]

The Taiwan case offers the strongest evidence confirming the pessimistic predictions of power-transition theory. Yet, the other cases described above suggest that power-transition theory may also have relevance beyond the Taiwan Strait. Despite China’s currently cooperative behavior in Southeast Asia and Korea, power-transition theory predicts trouble ahead once a rising state gains the ability to press its demands against regional rivals and the currently dominant US power behind them that it must now accommodate. The absence of a challenge while it is easily rebuffed is interpreted as simply the rational choice of a cost-sensitive actor, biding its time until it can act on its preferences with the expectation that it can prevail at an acceptable price. In considering the longer-term prospect of a rising China, power-transition theory directs attention to the vision that outgoing leader Jiang Zemin articulated in 2002 – that at least the first two decades of the twenty-first century will be a ‘period of strategic opportunity’ during which a less dangerous international environment provides China with a chance to emphasize the modernization program that will enable the country to achieve the status of a true great power. Power-transition theory, then, suggests that China’s present policies in the South China Sea and towards tension on the Korean peninsula mean only that Beijing is stuck making the best of its disadvantageous position during the early stages of its ascent. The theory’s expectation is that the current approach embracing multilateral institutions to manage sometimes conflicting interests in these two cases will not last. When China eventually has the power to shape outcomes in ways that serve its national interests, either the existing institutions will become vehicles for Beijing to exercise greater influence, or China will cease to rely on them. This perspective, in other words, envisions a Chinese great power treating international institutions in the American fashion – working through them when they can facilitate the exercise of Washington’s power, but resorting to unilateral or US-led ad hoc coalitions when it concludes that this approach better serves American interests. Institutionalist theory and its expectations about the role an increasingly powerful, but also increasingly wealthy and economically integrated, China will play in coming decades is not, however, decisively discredited by the situation in the Taiwan Strait. and until there is a noticeable change in the currently cooperative, multilateral approach to managing relations in the South China Sea and on the Korean peninsula, it is plausible to view the Taiwan case as an important exception to the broader usefulness of institutionalist theory, not a preview of what China will do elsewhere when its growing power make this feasible, as power-transition theory suggests. The assertion that Taiwan is an exception can be defended by arguing that few international issues rise to the level of existential zero-sumness that characterizes this dispute, certainly not any of the foreseeable disagreements in Asia that China may have with its neighbors or the US in a world where the Manichaean struggle between rival ideological systems has disappeared. Unlike typical territorial, boundary, or economic disputes, the Taiwan question is about the survival of the polity that has been created on the island since 1949, and to a lesser extent about the ability of the CCP regime on the mainland to ensure its leadership over the farflung and ethnically diverse territories it inherited from its predecessors. For many on the island of Taiwan, however great the benefits of institutionalizing ties with the mainland, these material gains cannot offset the loss of political identity entailed in finally accepting that they are to be part of the larger Chinese nation-state. For many on the mainland, however small the cost that would follow from writing off political control of Taiwan (especially since the island’s relative economic and military significance diminishes as China’s capabilities grow, and since economic relations can continue without political integration), this material loss pales in comparison to the domestic and international implications for the regime’s reputation. History (and, as importantly, the interpretation of history fostered by the CCP over the past 58 years) make it difficult for Beijing’s leaders to accept ‘losing Taiwan’ without a struggle. Doing so would almost certainly be read as a betrayal of what has routinely been presented as their obligation to finally fulfill the modern nationalist movement’s central task of unifying a China whose territories were split apart during the era when Beijing had been unable to stand up to foreign meddling. Unlike the other flashpoints examined here, the Taiwan dispute is one in which a rising China will almost certainly insist on satisfying demands long frustrated by American preponderance.
Heg Good – East Asia

US Hegemony and strong alliances in East Asia solves a laundry list of impacts

Lieutenant Colonel Scott T. Peterson,  15 March 2006 (United States Marine Corps Reserve, U.S. Army War Colege “East Asia Summit Steps Toward Community to Prevent Great Power Hegemony and Implications for U.S. Policy” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA448769&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)
United States Involvement in East Asia: History and Contemporary Interests The United States has been an Asia-Pacific power for over a century, and has long viewed Asia as a vast market for trade and a source of raw materials. Early direct political involvement in the internal affairs of East Asian states included the opening of Japan to foreign trade, intervention in the Boxer Rebellion in China, and the annexation of the Philippines in 1898. The United States and the European great powers worked in conjunction with Japan for an extended period of time, including intervention in the Boxer rebellion, the League of Nations (but US was not a member), and the Washington and London Naval Treaties of 1922 and 1930. Internal changes within Japan resulted in an increasingly militant foreign policy and the subsequent invasion of Manchuria in 1931. Relations between the western powers and Japan degenerated after this, culminating in all out war with the Japanese empire during the course of World War Two. United States interests in East Asia soon coalesced around the Cold War strategy of containing the Soviet Union, its perceived client states, and the communist threat to other states in the region. The United States became heavily involved in the Korean and Vietnamese conflicts in an effort to contain the spread of communism in East Asia. The end of the Cold War has generated inquiry among policy makers and analysts as to the interests of the United States in East Asia today, and the role it should undertake in the future of East Asia.1 The United States invested heavily in the industrial rebirth of Japan after the devastation of the Second World War. Continued investment in East Asia transformed the partnership between the U.S. and its allies into “a capitalist bulwark against the Soviet Union and Mao’s China.”2 Continuing Cold War tensions led Washington into a number of bilateral security arrangements and alliances which remain in effect today. Formal multilateral security arrangements have a mixed record in East Asia. Following the successful creation of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization in Europe, the United States helped establish the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO). This organization withered under the stress of the U.S. war in Vietnam and was dissolved in 1977.3 In 1971, the United Kingdom, Australia, New Zealand, Malaysia, and Singapore established the Five Power Defence Arrangements in response to decolonization and resulting tensions between Indonesia and Malaya. This pact continues today, having been reaffirmed by the Defense Ministers of these nations in 2004 who noted its relevance to the contemporary security challenges facing the region.4 The primary security alliances of the United States in the region today include: (1) the U.S. – Philippines Mutual Defense Treaty of 1951; (2) the 1951 ANZUS pact with Australia (New Zealand has not been part of the pact since 1985 due to its stand on nuclear weapons); (3) the U.S. - Republic of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty dating from 1954; (4) the U.S.-Thailand Alliance, dating from the 1954 Manila Pact establishing the now defunct SEATO (the ThanatRusk communiqué of 1962 recommitted both states to mutual defense); and (5) the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, dating from 1960.5 The Taiwan Relations Act of 1979 affirms the commitment of the United States to a peaceful settlement of the future of Taiwan and allows provision of weapons for Taiwan’s self-defense, but does not clearly resolve the ambiguity of U.S. policy toward the ultimate issue of armed intervention on behalf of Taiwan.6 These alliances have had the practical effect of subjecting actions and relationships of the states in the region to the wishes and policies of the great powers,7 thereby inhibiting intraregional development and cooperation.8 It appears that the notion of an East Asian Community is driven in part by a desire to establish a security regime that is not dictated by the great powers. The end of the Cold War led Washington to reassess its vision and security strategy for East Asia. The East Asia Strategy Reports were produced in 1990, 1992, 1995, and 1998.9 No similar report has been issued by the administration of President George W. Bush, but members of the Department of State have set forth, in testimony before Congressional committees and speeches before interested parties, a coherent and consistent message of U.S. policy interests in East Asia. These policy goals are derived from the 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States. From a broad perspective, the President has expressed in the National Security Strategy (NSS)10 a commitment to human rights, political and economic freedom, self-determination, and a balance of power that favors human freedom. The NSS provides little specific guidance on Asia-Pacific affairs, but does mention China in the context of a “great power” and welcomes the emergence of a “strong, peaceful, and prosperous China.”11 The NSS also recognizes Indonesia for taking courageous steps to create a democracy and respect for the rule of law,12 reiterates the importance of U.S. alliances with Australia, Japan, Korea, Thailand, and the Philippines, and expresses appreciation for assistance provided by Singapore and New Zealand in the war against terrorism.13 Specific U.S. policy interests in East Asia have been articulated by various Department of State officials. These goals fully support the President’s vision articulated in the 2002 National Security Strategy of the United States, and include: (1) promotion of democracy and human rights; (2) economic growth and prosperity; (3) peace and regional stability; (4) rejection of radical Islam and assistance in combating terrorism; (5) a peaceful and prosperous partnership with China; (6) non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction; (7) assistance fighting international crime and drug trafficking; and (8) environmental preservation and disease prevention. Implicit in these interests are the peaceful reunification of Korea and the peaceful resolution of the status of Taiwan 
Heg Good – Economy 
Primacy is key to the global economy
Thayer 07 Associate Professor at Missouri State University [Bradley “American Empire: A Debate” (pg 43-44)]
Economic prosperity is also a product of the American Empire. It has created a Liberal International Economic Order (LIED)—a network of worldwide free trade and commerce, respect for intellectual property rights, mobility of capi¬tal and labor markets—to promote economic growth. The stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly states in the Third World. The American Empire has created this network not out of altruism but because it benefits the economic well-being of the United States. In 1998, the Secretary of Defense Wil¬liam Cohen put this well when he acknowledged that "economists and soldiers share the same interest in stability"; soldiers create the conditions in which the American economy may thrive, and "we are able to shape the environment [of international politics] in ways that are advantageous to us and that are stabilizing to the areas where we are forward deployed, thereby helping to promote investment and prosperity...business follows the flag." Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the American Empire comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat, researcher at the World Bank, prolific author, and now a professor who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India that strongly condemned empire. He has abandoned the position of his youth and is now one of the strongest proponents of the American Empire. Lal has traveled the world and, in the course of his journeys, has witnessed great poverty and misery due to a lack of economic development. He realized that free markets were necessary for the development of poor countries, and this led him to recognize that his faith in socialism was wrong. Just as a conservative famously is said to be a liberal who has been mugged by reality, the hard "evidence and experi¬ence" that stemmed from "working and traveling in most parts of the Third World during my professional career" caused this profound change.' Lal submits that the only way to bring relief to the desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the American Empire. Empires provide order, and this order "has been essential for the working of the benign processes of globalization, which promote prosperity."62 Globalization is the process of creating a common economic space, which leads to a growing integration of the world economy through the increasingly free movement of goods, capital, and labor. It is the responsibility of the United States, Lal argues, to use the LIEO to promote the well-being of all economies, but particularly those in the Third World, so that they too may enjoy economic prosperity.  
Heg Good – Free Trade

Heg key to free trade

Walt 02 Academic Dean at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, Robert and Renee Belfer Professorship in International Affairs 

(Stephen, “American Primacy: It’s prospects and pitfalls”, Naval War College Review, Spring 2002, Vol. LV, No. 2)

By facilitating the development of a more open and liberal world economy, American primacy also fosters global prosperity. Economic interdependence is often said to be a cause of world peace, but it is more accurate to say that peace encourages interdependence—by making it easier for states to accept the potential vulnerabilities of extensive international intercourse.10 Investors are more willing to send money abroad when the danger of war is remote, and states worry less about being dependent on others when they are not concerned that these connections might be severed. When states are relatively secure, they will also be less fixated on how the gains from cooperation are distributed. In particular, they are less likely to worry that extensive cooperation will benefit others more and thereby place them at a relative disadvantage over time.11  By providing a tranquil international environment, in short, U.S. primacy has created political conditions that are conducive to expanding global trade and investment. Indeed, American primacy was a prerequisite for the creation and gradual expansion of the European Union, which is often touted as a triumph of economic self-interest over historical rivalries. Because the United States was there to protect the Europeans from the Soviet Union and from each other, they could safely ignore the balance of power within Western Europe and concentrate on expanding their overall level of economic integration. The expansion of world trade has been a major source of increased global prosperity, and U.S. primacy is one of the central pillars upon which that system rests.12 The United States also played a leading role in establishing the various institutions that regulate and manage the world economy. As a number of commentators have noted, the current era of “globalization” is itself partly an artifact of American power. As Thomas Friedman puts it, “Without America on duty, there will be no America Online.”13
Heg Good – Japanese Proliferation
Hegemony key to prevent Japanese proliferation

Layne ’08 -  Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, international relations theorist [Christopher Layne, “China’s Challenge to U.S. Hegemony” Current History, January 2008, pages 14-18, http://acme.highpoint.edu/~msetzler/IR/IRreadingsbank/chinauscontain.ch08.6.pdf / Alisa Yang]
An incipient drift toward multipolarity—which is the prerequisite for the United States to adopt an offshore balancing strategy—is already apparent in East Asia. Driven by fears of U.S. abandonment in a future East Asian crisis, Japan has embarked on a buildup of its military capabilities and has even hinted that it is thinking about acquiring nuclear weapons. Moreover, the past several years have seen a significant escalation in tensions between China and Japan, fueled both by nationalism and by disputes over control of the South China and East China seas (which may contain large energy deposits).

Heg key to prevent Japan prolif
Brookes 08 Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission (Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008)

American military might has been primarily responsible for Japanese security since the end of World War II. This has not only allowed Japan to prosper economically and politically--like South Korea and Germany, I might add--but has also kept Japan at peace with its neighbors. The presence of U.S. forces and the American nuclear deterrent has also kept Japan from exercis​ing a nuclear option that many believe it might take, considering the rise of China, North Korea's nuclear breakout, its advanced scientific and technical capa​bilities, and indigenous nuclear power industry--a producer of a significant amount of fissile material from its reactors. Political and historical considerations aside, many believe that Japan could quickly join the once-exclu​sive nuclear weapons club if it chose to do so, result​ing in unforetold challenges to regional security.

Heg Good – Korean War

Heg key to prevent Korean war

Brookes 08 Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission (Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008)
Let's start with the Korean Peninsula. Ever since the cease-fire agreement between North Korean and Chinese forces and the United Nations was concluded in 1953, the United States military has been the predominant force reducing the risk of another conflict on the divided Korean Peninsula. Indeed, even today--55 years hence--an American four-star general leads the Combined Forces Com​mand of U.S. and Republic of Korea forces that keep the peace against a North Korean regime that still harbors dreams of uniting--militarily if neces​sary--the North and South under its despotic rule. Nearly 30,000 U.S. soldiers stand shoulder to shoulder with 650,000 South Korean forces across a surely misnamed demilitarized zone (DMZ)-- arguably the last vestige of the Cold War--deter​ring over one million, ideologically driven North Korean troops. Even though peace has not been officially declared between the two nations, the odds of a conflict breaking out across the DMZ remain slim due to America's commitment to stabil​ity on the peninsula. I would suggest that absent the presence of American forces and the military might behind it, including an extension the U.S.'s nuclear umbrella to South Korea, the history of the past 50 years might be quite different from what has been record​ed today. A second Korean war has been--and still is--a distinct but unfortunate possibility, and I would speculate that a new war would be even more horrific than the last, if that is possible. In March 2008, a North Korean news reader on state television said that if the South Korean govern​ment made even the slightest gesture of an attack, "Everything will be in ashes, not just a sea of fire, if our advanced pre-emptive strike once begins." Considering that the capital of South Korea-- Seoul, a city of more than 10 million--lies within range of 10,000 pieces of Korean People's Army artillery, which could rain an estimated one million rounds on the city in the opening hours of a con​flict, I think we have to take that commentator at his word.

Heg Good – Proliferation

Heg solves prolif

Brookes 08 Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission (Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008)

Beyond Geopolitics And beyond geopolitics? The United States military has also been a central player in the attempts to halt weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and ballistic missile prolifera​tion. In 2003, President Bush created the Prolifera​tion Security Initiative (PSI), an initiative to counter the spread of WMD and their delivery systems throughout the world. The U.S. military's capabili​ties help put teeth in the PSI, a voluntary, multilat​eral organization of 90-plus nations which uses national laws and joint military operations to fight proliferation. While many of the PSI's efforts aren't made pub​lic due to the potential for revealing sensitive intel​ligence sources and methods, some operations do make their way to the media. For instance, accord​ing to the U.S. State Department, the PSI stopped exports to Iran's missile program and heavy water- related equipment to Tehran's nuclear program, which many believe is actually a nuclear weapons program. In the same vein, the United States is also devel​oping the world's most prodigious-ever ballistic missile defense system to protect the American homeland, its deployed troops, allies, and friends, including Europe. While missile defense has its crit​ics, it may provide the best answer to the spread of ballistic missiles and the unconventional payloads, including the WMD, they may carry. Unfortunately, the missile and WMD prolifera​tion trend is not positive. For instance, 10 years ago, there were only six nuclear weapons states. Today there are nine members of the once-exclusive nucle​ar weapons club, with Iran perhaps knocking at the door. Twenty-five years ago, nine countries had bal​listic missiles. Today, there are 28 countries with ballistic missile arsenals of varying degrees. This defensive system will not only provide deter​rence to the use of these weapons, but also provide policymakers with a greater range of options in pre​venting or responding to such attacks, whether from a state or non-state actor. Perhaps General Trey Obering, the Director of the Missile Defense Agency, said it best when describing the value of missile defense in countering the grow​ing threat of WMD and delivery system prolifera​tion: "I believe that one of the reasons we've seen the proliferation of these missiles in the past is that there has historically been no defense against them."

Heg Good – Russia

Heg key to check resurgent Russia, check Balkan conflicts, and sustain NATO

Brookes 08 Senior Fellow for National Security Affairs at The Heritage Foundation. He is also a member of the congressional U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission (Peter, Heritage, Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might, November 24, 2008)
And what of Europe? I hope we can all agree that NATO was a critical element in the security of Europe during the Cold War. In fact, I would argue that American military power was a sine qua non of NATO's success during the Cold War. Today, the likelihood of a major war in Europe is thankfully just about nil, but troubling issues such as Bosnia and Kosovo have required American mil​itary participation--and leadership. But what about the resurgence of Russia on the edges of NATO and the European Union? Which direction will Moscow take in the years to come? It's not fully clear, but some of the signs are quite ominous. We do know that Russian Prime Minister Vladimir Putin has promised a nearly 30 percent increase in the Russian defense budget for 2009 for reasons that can only be associated with a desire by Moscow to exert increasing leverage in its tradition​al sphere of influence--and perhaps beyond. We also know Russia has conducted more ballistic mis​sile tests this year than any year since the end of the Cold War. We further know that the Kremlin has planted a flag on the seabed at the North Pole, asserting claims to an area the size of France, Germany, and Italy combined--an area which may hold one-third of the world's total undiscovered energy reserves. Russian action in Georgia and threats against Ukraine aren't comforting, either. Considering the weak defense spending in Europe, who will be able to stand up to this new Russia if necessary? I would suggest that, absent American military might, NATO--or any future European defense force--might be little more than a paper tiger in the shadow of the Russian bear. And who will provide balance to Iran's rise in the Middle East? It's my view that Iran has grand ambi​tions for itself, including regional hegemony, attempting to exert its influence across the Middle East from the Persian Gulf to the Mediterranean Sea. Which country's military is capable of projecting sufficient power into that part of the world to pre​vent such a potentially destabilizing turn of events? Only the United States. The same is true for the U.S.-NATO operations in Afghanistan and Coalition operations in Iraq today. Few--if any--countries today could sustain power-projection operations for so long so far from their shores.

Heg Good – Terrorism 
Hegemony key to solve terrorism – risks extinction

Knowles 10 [Robert, Visiting Assistant Professor at Chicago-Kent College of Law, "TEN QUESTIONS: RESPONSES TO THE TEN QUESTIONS," William Mitchell Law Review, vol 36, 5061]

Nonetheless, there are some who argue that we are already living in a multipolar world, and that rogue states and terrorist groups like al Qaeda are our true rivals. Advances in technology will - if they do not already - enable terrorists or rogue states to deploy small nuclear and biological weapons to threaten American cities, making up in sheer mayhem what they lack in armies and navies. A nuclear explosion in a large metropolitan area - such as New York - has the potential to change life as we know it. In this sense, al Qaeda can be viewed as an existential threat. 59 However, the capacity for small groups to leverage extremism into great destruction does not alter the fundamental structure of geopolitics. Not all existential threats are the same. A nuclear device would be just as dangerous in the hands of a domestic group or a lone wolf as it would be in the hands of al Qaeda. It would be a mistake to assume that these new threats are best pursued by giving the executive branch greater deference. In fact, the dangers from terrorism make even clearer the need to adhere to established principles. The United States will occupy a global leadership role for decades to come. Successful management of global crises - including a catastrophic terrorist attack - lies not in counter balancing rivals, but in better management of the international system. The United States cannot hope to tackle large-scale global problems - terrorism especially - if the rest of the world loses confidence in American leadership. The best way for courts to help carry out this task is to ensure that the political brances adhere to the rule of law.

Heg Good – War

Heg key to stability – transition away will fail and result in war 

Zhang and Shi 11 [Yuhan, Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Lin Shi, Columbia University, “America’s decline: A harbinger of conflict and rivalry,” January 22nd, 2011  http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2011/01/22/americas-decline-a-harbinger-of-conflict-and-rivalry/

Over the past two decades, no other state has had the ability to seriously challenge the US military. Under these circumstances, motivated by both opportunity and fear, many actors have bandwagoned with US hegemony and accepted a subordinate role. Canada, most of Western Europe, India, Japan, South Korea, Australia, Singapore and the Philippines have all joined the US, creating a status quo that has tended to mute great power conflicts. However, as the hegemony that drew these powers together withers, so will the pulling power behind the US alliance. The result will be an international order where power is more diffuse, American interests and influence can be more readily challenged, and conflicts or wars may be harder to avoid. As history attests, power decline and redistribution result in military confrontation. For example, in the late 19th century America’s emergence as a regional power saw it launch its first overseas war of conquest towards Spain. By the turn of the 20th century, accompanying the increase in US power and waning of British power, the American Navy had begun to challenge the notion that Britain ‘rules the waves.’ Such a notion would eventually see the US attain the status of sole guardians of the Western Hemisphere’s security to become the order-creating Leviathan shaping the international system with democracy and rule of law. Defining this US-centred system are three key characteristics: enforcement of property rights, constraints on the actions of powerful individuals and groups and some degree of equal opportunities for broad segments of society. As a result of such political stability, free markets, liberal trade and flexible financial mechanisms have appeared. And, with this, many countries have sought opportunities to enter this system, proliferating stable and cooperative relations. However, what will happen to these advances as America’s influence declines? Given that America’s authority, although sullied at times, has benefited people across much of Latin America, Central and Eastern Europe, the Balkans, as well as parts of Africa and, quite extensively, Asia, the answer to this question could affect global society in a profoundly detrimental way. Public imagination and academia have anticipated that a post-hegemonic world would return to the problems of the 1930s: regional blocs, trade conflicts and strategic rivalry. Furthermore, multilateral institutions such as the IMF, the World Bank or the WTO might give way to regional organisations. For example, Europe and East Asia would each step forward to fill the vacuum left by Washington’s withering leadership to pursue their own visions of regional political and economic orders. Free markets would become more politicised — and, well, less free — and major powers would compete for supremacy. Additionally, such power plays have historically possessed a zero-sum element. In the late 1960s and 1970s, US economic power declined relative to the rise of the Japanese and Western European economies, with the US dollar also becoming less attractive. And, as American power eroded, so did international regimes (such as the Bretton Woods System in 1973). A world without American hegemony is one where great power wars re-emerge, the liberal international system is supplanted by an authoritarian one, and trade protectionism devolves into restrictive, anti-globalisation barriers. This, at least, is one possibility we can forecast in a future that will inevitably be devoid of unrivalled US primacy.
US hegemonic decline causes nuclear transition wars
Ikenberry 08 (John is a professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University. The Rise of China and the Future of the West Can the Liberal System Survive?, Foreign Affairs, Jan/Feb)

Power transitions are a recurring problem in international relations. As scholars such as Paul Kennedy and Robert Gilpin have described it, world politics has been marked by a succession of powerful states rising up to organize the international system. A powerful state can create and enforce the rules and institutions of a stable global order in which to pursue its interests and security. But nothing lasts forever: long-term changes in the distribution of power give rise to new challenger states, who set off a struggle over the terms of that international order. Rising states want to translate their newly acquired power into greater authority in the global system -- to reshape the rules and institutions in accordance with their own interests. Declining states, in turn, fear their loss of control and worry about the security implications of their weakened position. These moments are fraught with danger. When a state occupies a commanding position in the international system, neither it nor weaker states have an incentive to change the existing order. But when the power of a challenger state grows and the power of the leading state weakens, a strategic rivalry ensues, and conflict -- perhaps leading to war -- becomes likely. The danger of power transitions is captured most dramatically in the case of late-nineteenth-century Germany. In 1870, the United Kingdom had a three-to-one advantage in economic power over Germany and a significant military advantage as well; by 1903, Germany had pulled ahead in terms of both economic and military power. As Germany unified and grew, so, too, did its dissatisfactions and demands, and as it grew more powerful, it increasingly appeared as a threat to other great powers in Europe, and security competition began. In the strategic realignments that followed, France, Russia, and the United Kingdom, formerly enemies, banded together to confront an emerging Germany. The result was a European war. Many observers see this dynamic emerging in U.S.-Chinese relations. "If China continues its impressive economic growth over the next few decades," the realist scholar John Mearsheimer has written, "the United States and China are likely to engage in an intense security competition with considerable potential for war."
Heg key to prevent arms races, miscalc, competitors and new threats
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American retrenchment could have devastating consequences. Without an American security blanket, regional powers could rearm in an attempt to balance against emerging threats. Under this scenario, there would be a heightened possibility of arms races, miscalculation, or other crises spiraling into all-out conflict. Alternatively, in seeking to accommodate the stronger powers, weaker powers may shift their geopolitical posture away from the United States. Either way, hostile states would be emboldened to make aggressive moves in their regions. As rival powers rise, Asia in particular is likely to emerge as a zone of great-power competition. Beijing’s economic rise has enabled a dramatic military buildup focused on acquisitions of naval, cruise, and ballistic missiles, long-range stealth aircraft, and anti-satellite capabilities. China’s strategic modernization is aimed, ultimately, at denying the United States access to the seas around China. Even as cooperative economic ties in the region have grown, China’s expansive territorial claims — and provocative statements and actions following crises in Korea and incidents at sea — have roiled its relations with South Korea, Japan, India, and Southeast Asian states. Still, the United States is the most significant barrier facing Chinese hegemony and aggression.
