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A2 China soft power
China’s soft power is a threat even if it is outdated. 
Esther Pan 6, staff writer for the Council on Foreign Relations,China's Soft Power Initiative, May 2006, http://www.cfr.org/china/chinas-soft-power-initiative/p10715#p9
Its appeal is restricted by the nature of the Communist state, experts say. "They don't have a coherent vision of the world to offer," Gilley says. "They're stuck in a 19th-century vision of state sovereignty and non-interference, which is really out of step with where the world has moved." And no matter how strong its charm offensive grows, China remains an authoritarian society that jails dissidents and puts down revolutions by its own people. As Gilley points out, "Most of China's influence is still security-related. It wins its influence because it can pose a threat—military, economic, or political—to many countries." In the end, Economy says, China may find its expanding influence to be a double-edged sword. "China has the potential to become the 600-pound gorilla in the room," she says. "Chinese influence may begin to breed resentment."
China’s soft power is dangerous because they don’t follow the rules. 

Erich Follath 10,  editor and the author of the current biography of the Dalai Lama, China's Soft Power Is a Threat to the West, July, http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/0,1518,708645,00.html
It is, however, true that the Chinese are in the process of conquering the world. They are doing this very successfully by pursuing an aggressive trade policy toward the West, granting low-interest loans to African and Latin American countries, applying diplomatic pressure to their partners, pursuing a campaign bordering on cultural imperialism to oppose the human rights we perceive to be universal, and providing the largest contingent of soldiers for United Nations peacekeeping missions of all Security Council members. In other words, they are doing it with soft power instead of hard power. Beijing is indeed waging a war on all continents, but not in the classical sense. Whether the methods it uses consistently qualify as "peaceful" is another matter. For example, the Chinese apply international agreements as they see fit, and when the rules get in their way, they "creatively" circumvent them or rewrite them with the help of compliant allies. But why are politicians in Washington, Paris and London taking all of this lying down, kowtowing to the Chinese instead of criticizing them? Does capturing -- admittedly lucrative -- markets in East Asia and trying to impress the Chinese really help their cause? The Communist Party leaders manipulate their currency to keep the prices of their exports artificially low. The fact that they recently allowed their currency, the renminbi, to appreciate slightly is evidence more of their knack for public relations than of a real change of heart. They are known for using every trick in the book when buying commodities or signing pipeline deals, with participants talking of aggressive and pushy tactics. Meanwhile, these free-market privateers unscrupulously restrict access to their own natural resources. They denounce protectionism, and yet they are more protectionist than most fellow players in the great game of globalization.

Chinese soft power destabilizes the region. 
Shaun Breslin 2010,University of Warwick, China’s Emerging Global Role, 2010 http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1467-9256.2010.01385.x/pdf
Perhaps there is something intrinsically destabilising (and worrying) about dramatic changes in the global order no matter what (or who) is causing this change. But there is more to concern over China’s rise than just the trauma of change. On one level, we have already seen changes in the price and distribution of major commodities, and massive shifts in global financial flows. On another level, as with Japan’s rise in the 1970s, there is a feeling that China is succeeding by not ‘playing by the rules’ – or more correctly, by using the rules of the global capitalist system when they suit China but bending and sometimes ignoring those rules that are deemed to be damaging to the national interest. China’s ultimate objectives are also questioned. Even though China’s transformation owes much to its integration into the existing global economic order, the concern remains that once it has the power to do so, China1 will try to change both the structure of international institutions and norms of governance (both domestic and global). Indeed, relations with ‘rogue states’ like Burma, Sudan and Zimbabwe are seen as evidence that a China challenge to the global liberal order is already under way. In some (extreme) interpretations, conflict between a rising China and the USA is all but inevitable (Bernstein and Munro, 1998). For those who fear China, it represents a combination of two previous challenges to the Western world order. In the eyes of a (racist) Europe at the end of the nineteenth century, China and Japan were considered to be the ‘yellow peril’, threatening to swamp the world with cheap labour and uncivilised ways. And this was before Japan’s military power and aggression became a serious Asian challenge to European hegemony. After the Korean War (1950–53), Japan became a new Asian (yellow) challenge; like China today, a rising Asian power trying to compete and perhaps beat theWest by playing in the global economy, but not playing wholly by the rules. At the same time, while no longer driven by communist ideology, China remains ruled by a Communist party, with communism historically seen as posing a (red) challenge to the West. So if China is a combination of the red peril of communism and the yellow peril of Asia it becomes a new, ‘orange peril’ for the twenty-first century, at least for those who see mystery, opacity and hidden intentions in what emerges from the East. For the suspicious, the roots of China’s long-term strategy are found in Deng Xiaoping’s foreign policy prescriptions. Fearing condemnation and possible isolation after the Tiananmen crackdown in 1989, Deng exhorted his comrades to ‘hide brightness and foster obscurity’, which is most often taken to mean that China should hide its true abilities and ambitions. While China today may have abandoned obscurity for great power politics, the suspicion that real intentions remain hidden and that China cannot be trusted remains at the heart of many observations (Geis and Holt, 2009). Even without this mistrust, the speed and scale of China’s rise alone would probably have been enough to raise concern in the rest of the world. As Communist party rule unravelled in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe at the beginning of the 1990s, China’s leaders were facing severe challenges of their own: the social/ political fallout of Tiananmen, elite conflict over the wisdom of further economic reform and strained relations with many Western countries did not suggest a rosy future. Yet, in many respects it was the responses to this position of apparent weakness that generated China’s subsequent dramatic rise. Deng Xiaoping’s support for further economic liberalisation and integration with the global economy during an official tour of southern China in 1992 has come to be regarded as a symbolic ‘turning point’ (Wong and Zheng, 2001). In less than two decades, China has become the world’s second biggest economy behind only the USA, the world’s largest exporter and the single biggest holder of foreign currency reserves. China has the three biggest banks in the world (measured by market capitalisation) (Wines and Wong, 2009) and has become a major investor in Africa, Latin America and the Middle East. Chinese investments in Europe, Australia and North America have also become significant – indeed, in the wake of the global economic crisis China has emerged not only as a potential major source of much-needed investment, but also, through the development of its own domestic demand, as a potential alternative to declining Western consumption. China has become a ‘stabiliser’ of the global economy (People’s Daily, 2010). In thinking through the implications of this dramatic change for the global order, a number of theorists have looked to the past for their inspiration and evidence and find a ‘historical correlation between extraordinary rapid internal growth and external expansion’ (Friedberg, 1993–94, p. 16). Rising powers are by their nature a challenge to the global order, and even more of a challenge when they are dissatisfied with the existing order, or feel oppressed and constrained by it – as was the case with Japan and Germany in the 1920s and 1930s (see Johnston, 2003). It becomes the responsibility of the existing power (in this case the US) to manage this rise in ways that do not lead to conflict (Schweller, 1999). Such ‘power transition’ approaches suggest that once China has the economic and/or military strength to do so, it will first demand a greater role in the international order commensurate with its power, and subsequently challenge the existing hegemonic power (see Goldstein, 2005). For John Mearsheimer (2001), this suggests that the US should be doing whatever it takes to prevent China rising to challenge its supremacy before it is too late. It is not just coincidence that much of the literature on China’s rise has been written by scholars in the USA with the intent to influence a domestic audience. In this respect, they are in some ways more to do with the decline of the existing hegemon than the rise of a new one (see Dumbrell, 2010, in this issue).
U.S. needs to check Chinese soft power to prevent regional aggression. 

Sam Bateman 11, former Commodore (one star) in the Royal Australian, researcher for Centre for

Maritime Policy at the University of Wollongong, May

http://bakriecenterfoundation.com/news/read/116/US-AirSea-Battle-Countering-Chinas-anti-access-
Tokyo and Washington halted. When developments in Northeast Asia and combined with Southeast Asia China’s bellicosity and diplomatic outrage appear to be a sign of weakness rather than strength. China’s Anti-Access Capabilities China is acquiring a range of powerful new military capabilities, particularly stealth fighters, new submarines and anti-shipping ballistic missile systems that could potentially defeat a US aircraft carrier battle group. While Beijing claims that these capabilities are for self defence, Washington sees them as potentially capable of denying US access to the East Asian region. The US may be less concerned about China commissioning an aircraft carrier, which of itself, would be no match for an American carrier. China’s submarines, land-based strike aircraft and missiles are a much greater worry. Unfortunately China’s 2010 Defence White paper failed to mention, let alone explain, these new capabilities. Instead the White Paper stressed the soft power contribution of Chinese military expansion and the potential contribution to global security.
Increasing China’s power leads to a great power war. 
John Hemmings 11,co-ordinator and a research analyst for the International Security Studies department at the Royal United Services Institute in London, China’s Rise = Remilitarizing Japan, January 21, http://the-diplomat.com/2011/01/21/chinas-rise-remilitarizing-japan/
Unfortunately, China’s response was as predictable as it was unhelpful: it issued a blunt statement saying that no country had the right to make irresponsible comments about its development. From a distance, it’s hard not to be alarmed at the three trends that have dominated the region over the last decade: the growth of Chinese power, the relative decline of US power and the resulting remilitarisation of Japanese power. Indeed, given the growth in importance of the region to the global economy, these trends are as alarming as they are dangerous since they have the capacity to be self-fulfilling, driving a cycle of mistrust and spiralling arms spending. And, since Japan’s defence posture automatically includes the United States (which is obliged by treaty to come to Japan’s defence) any potential conflict has all the ingredients for a ‘great power war.’ How did this happen to a China that seemed intent on managing a history defying ‘peaceful rise’? How did this happen to a United States that has sought to reassure China and give Beijing a seat at the table? And how did it happen to a pacifist Japan, led by a newly-elected political party that looked intent on building closer ties with China? A complicated mix of security dynamics, historical grievances and major shifts in aggregated power mean there’s no easy answer. The relationship between Japan and China has long been complex. Traditionally, the junior partner and recipient of culture, religion and writing from the 19th century on, Japan developed more quickly the tools, institutions and weapons that ultimately felled its giant neighbour. Following the 1853 US intrusion on its sleepy isolation, Japan began its rise as a great power by focusing on economic and military power. Using the slogan Fukokyu Kohei, ‘rich country, strong military,’ Japan emulated the strategic thinking of the West, with particular focus on the kind of naval power projection discussed by Alfred Thayer Mahan. Japan’s quicker development reversed its historic relationship with China, and by the time of the Boxer Rebellion in 1899, Japan was fighting alongside British, French and German forces and carving out its own trade empire on the Chinese mainland. While China’s rise over the last 20 years has done much to restore the historic balance between the two states, it’s more than possible this historical experience continues to shape current Chinese policy and the attitudes of policy-making elites. Defence spending, for example, has surged—doubling every five years—with much going into developing China’s blue-water naval capabilities. (When pressed on this issue, Chinese diplomats tend to point to China’s past vulnerability to naval-borne threats). In addition, Sino-Japanese relations remain beset by historical tensions: Japan’s history textbooks stirred controversy in China in the 1990s, while former Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s visits to Yasukuni Shrine—a site commemorating the Japanese war dead, including Class A war criminals—sparked major anti-Japanese riots in China in 2005, and a cessation of senior level talks. For its part, China has allowed further anti-Japanese sentiment to develop in its own history books, and the establishment of a number of war museums dedicated to revealing atrocities committed by Japanese forces during the Second Sino-Japanese War (1937-1945). But above all, Chinese military leaders are cognizant of the fact that modern Asian security is dominated by US military power. The US Pacific Fleet is the largest naval command in the world and includes six aircraft carriers, 2000 aircraft and over 125,000 personnel deployed across bases in Japan, South Korea and other locations on China’s immediate borders. Back in 1985, there was a significant shift in Chinese naval strategy, from one of defending Chinese coastlines to one of meeting threats at sea, called Offshore Defence. It’s arguably this policy that has had the biggest influence on strategic thinking in the region, both as an expression of growing Chinese power and as a cause of friction with the United States and other Asian states. Coming three years after the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea had internationalised sea resource and maritime territorial issues, the People’s Liberation Army Navy (PLAN) doctrine of ‘Offshore Defence’ conceived of two island chains forming geographic defence barriers to any attacking opponent. The first island chain supposedly stretches from the southern tip of Japan to the South China Sea and encompasses many of the region’s most important sea lanes of communication (as well as its richest fishing waters), while the second chain is supposed to stretch out into the Pacific, and includes Indonesia, Borneo, the Bonins, the Carolinas and the Philippines. The development of a Chinese submarine and anti-ship missile systems became a priority for the PLAN over the next decades, something that was hastened by the 1995-6 Taiwan Strait Crisis, in which Bill Clinton reacted to Sino-Taiwanese tensions by sending two carrier battle groups into the waters around Taiwan to demonstrate US willingness to defend the island. Such US muscle-flexing met with a Chinese response. Between 2002 and 2006, the Pentagon estimates that Russia sold over $11 billion in military craft to China, including Su-27 Flanker and Su-30 Flanker interceptors, 3M-54E (SS-N-27B) anti-ship cruise missiles, Il-78 Midas in-flight refuelling tankers, Il-76 Candid transport planes, Kilo-class diesel submarines and Sovremenny Class destroyers. And, alongside this build-up, China has developed naval facilities that have extended its reach into South East Asia, including a submarine base on Hainan Island, as well as developing long-distance operations through anti-piracy patrols in the Gulf of Aden. Mahan, a US naval thinker who had a strong influence over Japan, is said to be in vogue again, this time amongst Chinese naval strategists. Diplomatically, Beijing has sought to balance these increased capabilities with reassurances to Japan and other Asian powers that its intentions are benign. And, until recently, most states had been content to accept the notion of a ‘peaceful rise.’ Unfortunately, 2010 saw a marked increase in incidents involving Chinese naval units, unequivocal or non-compromising statements on maritime disputes and a crisis in relations with nearly all of China’s maritime neighbours. So how will traditional rival Japan respond? For nearly two decades, Japan’s remilitarisation has piggy-backed on North Korean bellicosity and the desire to be a more ‘normal’ country—an equal partner to the United States. But as the ‘unipolar moment’ of dominant US economic and political power has receded in the shadow of two costly wars, burgeoning national debt and the lingering effects of the financial crisis, Japan has begun to realise that it must be able to defend its interests in the same way that other normal states do, namely with economic and military hard power. In addition, Japan has also noted the immense inroads that Chinese trade missions have made in Africa, South-east Asia and the Middle East, many at Tokyo’s expense. While the new defence guidelines don’t alter Japan’s pacifist constitution, there are signs that some of the walls are coming down. For example, Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan came very close to giving in to Japanese Ministry of Defence pressure to overturn the Three Principles Ban on Weapons Export, established in 1967 as a self-imposed moratorium on defence exports. In the end, a typically Japanese compromise was reached where the wording maintains the Three Principles Ban, but is also worded in a way that could allow for future ‘reform.’ It is, according to one Japanese civil servant, ‘policy-making by a thousand cuts.’ While Japan’s military budget continues to fall this year and is under one percent of GDP, it remains one the largest in the world—usually among the top ten. Japan has particularly strong maritime capabilities, and is developing better counters to Chinese anti-access strategies including a larger submarine fleet, a campaign to get a new fighter and a new helicopter-carrier in the design phase. And there are also plans to deploy ground forces with anti-aircraft and anti-ship missiles to the various islands that make up Japan’s southernmost territories. In addition, Japan’s relative new governing party, the Democratic Party of Japan, has backed away from its initial pan-Asian policies in favour now of consolidating and strengthening the alliance with the United States. When tasked with the decline in their soft power, Chinese analysts and foreign policy editorials are quick to apportion blame to the United States. Seeking to benefit from a ‘divide and conquer strategy,’ the US has beefed up its own lagging influence at China’s expense, they suggest. The problem with this narrative is that while it correctly sees China’s influence loss as the United States’ gain, it misunderstands the causes. China is, above all, responsible for developing a power-projection capability and for using it for short-term gain. While China’s point of view that this is no more, no less than previous rising powers have sought is understandable, such thinking, planning and acting is more characteristic of 19th century powers than of those in the 21st century. And the results of all this are already clear. Further Chinese militarisation will be met with further Japanese militarisation—and thus begins a dangerous cycle. By focusing on Japan’s past rather than a mutually beneficial future, and by embracing the worst elements of nationalism, Chinese leaders have sought to displace questions over legitimacy and internal political reform. Japan and the United States, for their part, view China as a potential partner and as a major player at the table of nations, and so must act on this positive side of the relationship. But there are questions the US will have to answer as well. After all, it has dominated Asia for nearly 60 years, and will seek to maintain its role in the region for the foreseeable future. The question, then, is how much is the United States willing to let China carve out a role for itself in the region, and how much is China willing to allow the US to share? While these questions are ultimately the most sensitive and the most difficult to approach openly, they can still take place at a scholarly level, in trade talks, and in the media. But it’s already clear that although the United States might be willing to afford a role to China, Beijing must tread carefully around its defence commitments in the region and avoid threatening the neighbours. The future of the region depends on Chinese leaders making sensible choices. But it will also depend on Japanese and American leaders offering China sensible options.

,
Even if the plan doesn’t pass, U.S. threatens China’s soft power by signing ASEAN.
Carlyle A. Thayer 10, professor of politics at the University of New South Wales, China’s Soft Power v America’s Smart Power, August 31, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/08/31/chinas-soft-power-v-americas-smart-power/
If China has made the running in Southeast Asia on the basis of soft power over the last decade, the tide now seems to be turning and the United States is re-engaging with smart power. The United States has signed the ASEAN Treaty of Amity and Cooperation; President Obama has attended the first ASEAN-United States leadership summit (and will host the second meeting in the US this year); Secretary Clinton has not only attended two ASEAN Regional Forum meetings in a row, but offered US good offices to help settle diplomatically one of the pressing security issues in Southeast Asia, the South China Sea dispute. In sum, Secretary Clinton has turned the multilateral table on China. The United States is back and engaged in Southeast Asia working with the support of regional states. Continued Chinese bellicosity and diplomatic pique runs the risk of isolating China diplomatically and eroding the soft power gains of recent years. The timing is bad for China as the regional security architecture looks set to gain a new lease on life and expand into new areas of cooperation. The first ever meeting of the ASEAN defence ministers and their eight dialogue counterparts is set to take place in Hanoi on October 12. Later that month, the East Asia Summit (EAS) will convene with Secretary Clinton attending ‘in an appropriate capacity.’ This will set the stage for the United States to join this 16-member grouping, and for President Obama to attend the 2011 EAS meeting in Jakarta. The emergence of the EAS will scuttle China’s preference for the exclusivist ASEAN+3 process (China, Japan and South Korea) that omits the United States. For at least the past three years China has been increasingly assertive in advancing its sovereignty claims in the South China Sea. It succeeded in dividing ASEAN and isolating Vietnam. China has even threatened major American companies, such as ExxonMobile, that if they continue to work with Vietnam to develop its marine resources in the South China Sea their commercial interests in China would be threatened. The Obama administration has directly confronted China and its bullying. China’s claim that the US orchestrated regional states to attack China verbally is disingenuous. It has been China in the conductor’s seat orchestrating the application of muscular diplomacy to divide ASEAN and undermine the network of US alliances and security ties. US diplomatic initiatives must be placed in the larger context of US-South Korean naval exercises, the prominent surfacing of three Ohio-class submarines armed with conventional Tomahawk long-range cruise missiles in Subic Bay, Busan and Diego Garcia, and the visit of the nuclear carrier George Washington to waters off central Vietnam to mark the 15th anniversary of diplomatic relations. The view that US primacy is in decline seems premature indeed. Secretary Clinton’s declaration that the South China Sea is a national interest counters China’s recent assertion that the South China Sea is a core interest. The South China Sea is a vital artery for global maritime trade including the shipping of oil and LNG. For this reason it is unlikely that China will attempt any action that can be viewed as threatening the safety of navigation and transit through the South China Sea. Since the Taiwan Straits crisis of 1995-96, China has sought to exert naval power in the first island chain in the western Pacific to keep the US Navy at bay. Thanks to North Korean belligerency, the US Navy has returned to exercise in waters adjacent to China, the fraying US-South Korea alliance has been repaired and the drift between 
Chinese soft power bad

Chinese soft power is weakening 

ARTIN WALKER, UPI Editor Emeritus, June 28, 2011, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Analysis/Walker/2011/06/28/Walkers-World-Chinas-soft-power-hurdle/UPI-39731309267283/?spt=hs&or=an
Forty years after the historic visit of Henry Kissinger to China, a pivotal point in the Cold War in breaking up the once monolithic Communist bloc, China is playing the Kissinger card. He used his visit to take advantage of the Sino-Soviet split to forge a separate Sino-American relationship. Now Wen seems to be exploiting differences between Europe and America with similar aplomb. It is far from clear that this will succeed. Three years ago, at the time of the Beijing Olympics, the goodwill for what China called its "peaceful rise" was widespread. The World Bank's Robert Zoellick was talking of China as a fellow stakeholder in the global economy, ready to play by the common rules of international commerce and behavior. That was then. This is now. Surging with self-confidence after navigating the global financial crisis, China has been throwing its weight around in the South China Sea, alarming Vietnam, the Philippines, Indonesia and Brunei with its insistence that the whole sea and its mineral wealth belong to China. Japan has been shaken by some minor clashes over other disputed islands, and India frets over China's apparent plans to start building dams in Tibet near the source of the Brahmaputra River, which supplies about a third of northern India's water. China's impressive investments in Africa have become controversial, since so many of the jobs in construction are going to imported Chinese workers rather than Africans. China's readiness to do business with unsavory regimes does not go down quite as well in the age of the democratic upsurge of the Arab Spring as it did before. China's latest clampdown on various dissidents and on the Internet (while also being blamed for many cyberattacks) has caused alarm. The United Nations startled Chinese diplomats with its recent press release expressing concerns over China's "recent wave of enforced disappearances." Doubtless China will learn from this, even as it navigates the preliminary phases of the transition of power to the next generation of leaders, a process that may help explain the latest crackdown on dissidents, human-rights lawyers and other activists. And doubtless China's astute deployment of its massive wealth to investments and various causes overseas will also pay dividends. But the fact remains that China may well be influencing people, and it has a highly impressive record of economic management to flaunt, but it is not exactly winning friends. Joseph Nye of Harvard's Kennedy School of Government invented the concept of soft power, as opposed to the hard power of coercion. He defined it as the ability to get other people and countries to want what you want. China has yet to show it understands the distinction. It is in Beijing's own interest -- as well as the world's -- that the Chinese leadership learns this quickly.

Chineses soft power low

China lacks soft power 

Adrienne Wong 08, writer for the Shanghai List, http://shanghaiist.com/2008/06/25/china_lacks_in_soft_power.php 

A new study shows that China has a long way to go before it achieves respect as a multi-faceted power among its Asian neighbors. Conducted by The Chicago Council on Global Affairs and the East Asia Institute of South Korea, the study surveyed five East and Southeast Asian countries as well as the United States. It found that perceptions of China's "soft power" abilities (indirect and non-military) were considerably lower than that of the U.S. and Japan. The perceptions persist even though China has worked to build strong economic ties around Asia as well as leverage its position as Olympics host. The study did find, however, that a majority of those polled believed the August Olympics would greatly boost China's world prestige (although economic pundits like Robbert van Batenburg of Louis Capital Markets disagree).

Joseph Nye, who first put forth the idea of soft power, recently wrote that from the perspective of soft power’s three sources, culture, value system and policy, the harm to the United State’s soft power was mainly due to the Bush administration’s unilateral policies.[6] Therefore, for the United States to reclaim its soft power, it simply needs to adjust its policies, and compared with the long-term accumulation and burnishing of culture and value systems, this would not be too difficult. Certainly the change in US administration has once again demonstrated to the world the US democratic system’s ability to repair itself, adjust itself and renew itself. China, which lacks the same dominance in culture and value system, faces a comparatively more difficult task. In an era of globalization and pluralism, the appearance of differences in political and value systems between nations with different histories of development and national conditions is normal. To reach mutual understanding, there must be communication and dialogue regarding these differences, thereby avoiding a negative influence in foreign affairs. When Chinese representatives meet with African representatives, they should affirm China’s respect for Africa’s democratic processes, and explain that China’s “ bottom up” model of democratic construction is due to its national circumstances but will reach the same goal as Africa’s “from the top down” method. For the time being, China’s communications with Africa should focus on sharing its development experience—particularly in areas of poverty reduction and development of manufacturing industries—and discussing models of governance and reform. Currently, however, China and Africa lack the diplomatic structures to support such a dialogue. Aside from the “Sino-African Cooperative Forum”, there are no institutionalized multilateral or bilateral exchange mechanisms. In comparison, China and the United States have more than 60 dialogue mechanisms, which help stabilize and nurture relations between the two countries. Beyond official government talks, there is an urgent need to expand and develop all levels of dialogue, including among business circles, academic circles and social organizations. Without abundant communication and mutual understanding China cannot expect its soft power in Africa to grow. Compared with hard power, such as military and economic strength, the accumulation of soft power is a long and arduous process. The development of soft power is not only a diplomatic affair, but is also closely related to internal factors such as the degree of free thought, an intellectually diverse academic atmosphere and a focus on the development of individuals within the society (not a “great power, little people” mentality). Without an extensive internal cultivation of these roots of soft power it is impossible to speak of promoting it externally. Only through these adjustments can China break down the wall of misunderstanding separating it from the West and prevent new barriers from rising in its relations with Africa.

No zero sum

There is no zero sum between China and the U.S.
Patrick deGategno 2010, associate director of the Asia Program at the Atlantic Council, US-China Game Not Zero Sum, November, http://www.acus.org/new_atlanticist/us-china-game-not-zero-sum
The media in China, Europe, and the U.S. would have their audiences believe America’s increased engagement of Asia and China’s expanding relations with Europe constitute a fearsome, new Great Game. American and European analysts allege that China is out to eat the West’s lunch, and the Transatlantic Community must do something to stop it. Chinese analysts prejudge that America seeks to constrain China’s pursuit of its interests, and China must break the blockade before it successfully coalesces. Fortunately, the fear-mongering gusto of these analysts is all sound and fury signifying nothing. If there is a Great Game underway, it is simply too soon to call. There may be competitive bones in China’s and America’s collective bodies politick. But there is no direct link between America’s efforts to expand its relations with Asian countries and China’s efforts to expand ties with Europe. Both China and America seek better relations with each other’s neighbors for various national interests. They are not competing for market share or for limited resources. There is no zero-sum game going on between China and the US. China’s European diplomacy means it does not have to rely as heavily on American support to meet its development goals because, from the Chinese perspective, doing so would afford America could have leverage over China that it could use to limit Chinese actions in the future. China’s diplomacy worldwide seeks to build relationships that collectively reduce the threat of the US using its diplomacy and military might to constrain China’s freedom of action. By deepening ties to America’s closest allies, the European states and the EU, China thus addresses its worries over American containment. America’s Asian diplomacy in turn means that America’s role in Asia is more resilient and will remain critical to Asian states in the long term. America is attempting to inject stability into a changing regional security landscape filled with growing uncertainty. The uncertainty is due to a number of considerations, chief among them reducing transnational security risks and hedging against China’s military modernization. The intent of China’s military modernization remains uncertain. China’s core interests are naturally expanding as its economy further develops and it needs a military that is eventually capable of defending those interests anywhere in the world. It remains unclear, however, whether those interests entail a future effort by China to exclude the US or others from continued, effective use of Asia’s global commons or an effort to defend and sustain the openness of those global commons. For all intents and purposes, China is not certain how it will use its newfound military might, and its intentions remain moving targets as long as China continues to rise, its economy develops, and its military modernizes. Either potential use of its military remains equally possible. America’s new Asian diplomacy thus seeks not only to improve the sustainability of US leadership in Asia, but also to reduce worries among Asian states over the uncertainty of China’s rise and increase long term regional stability. There may, however, be an indirect relationship. In the absence of an effective Sino-American dialogue reducing mutual suspicions, America’s diplomatic renaissance in Asia and China’s deepening strategic engagement of Europe could serve to reduce tensions in the long term by hedging against the influence of each on the other’s core interests. Such an indirect connection follows the logic articulated most succinctly by Secretary Clinton at a meeting with Cambodian students in Phnom Penh: "You don't want to get too dependent on any one country." Although she was speaking from an American perspective, Clinton’s statement supports China’s second tier foreign policy objective of countering containment of its interests, particularly by the United States. Citing unprecedented levels of bilateral economic interdependence amid tensions related to mutual suspicions and global economic imbalances exacerbated by the financial crisis, the US and China do not want to rely as heavily on each other as they have in the past. Consequently both the US and China seek to hedge against the future possibility that their core interests could constitute a threat to each other. It is almost as though the reactions of both sides to the infamous, stillborn G2 formulation of 2009 were to separately recognize that, while US-China relations remained critical to the world’s future, it was equally important to reduce reliance on each other and expand relations with each other’s neighbors in attempts to diminish interdependence. Both sides may have reached an impasse at addressing mutual suspicions directly, and so both must set aside the broad expansion of bilateral relations while increasingly seeking the comfort of other bedfellows in pursuit of their national interests. The most effective way to reduce uncertainty about the role of America in China’s future and vice versa would be to hold more regular, candid discussions to address mutual suspicions and enhance strategic reassurance; to normalize military relations and insulate them from political relations; to set aside the Taiwan issue and all its inherent controversies over arms sales and other matters; and to stop pandering to domestic interest groups regarding who is more at fault for international economic imbalances. But none of these actions are likely to take place in the near term and each will remain a hot spot issue for the foreseeable future. One of the great benefits of improving economic development in developing countries is the relative size of their economies grows and so too do the number of opportunities for future investment, trade, and commerce. Thus the more America, Europe, and China invest in other countries’ development, the bigger room there is for all three parties to participate and compete in healthy ways for economic relations with these countries. The only way a zero-sum game begins to take shape between the West and China is if either or both begin to pursue protectionism in any meaningful way. This is precisely why the G-20 Summit at Seoul and future G-20 Summits are so critical.

Relations are not zero sum; the two countries are working together.
China Daily 10, a newspaper in China, US-Sino ties not zero-sum game, October, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/world/2010-10/29/content_11475971.htm
WASHINGTON - US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton on Thursday rejected the view to apply "a zero-sum calculation" on US-Sino relationship, insisting the two countries are working together for a positive, cooperative, and comprehensive relationship in the new century. The relationship between China and the United States is "complex and of enormous consequence", and United States is committed to getting it "right", she told the audience in the Kahala Hotel and Resort in Honolulu. "Now, there are some in both countries who think China's interests and ours are fundamentally at odds. They apply a zero-sum calculation to our relationship. So whenever one of us succeeds, the other must fail," she said. "But that is not our view. In the 21st century, it is not in anyone's interests for the US and China to see each other as adversaries," Clinton said. "So we are working together to chart a positive, cooperative and comprehensive relationship for this new century." Clinton said the "the breath-taking growth and development" that China has experienced is primarily due to "hard work of Chinese people". She also argued that the United States, since it established diplomatic relations with China in the 1970s, has consistently supported China's development and prosperity, rejecting charges that her country "is bent on containing China". "We do look forward to working closely with China, both bilaterally and through key institutions, " Clinton said. Chinese State Councilor Dai Bingguo and US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will hold an unofficial meeting in South China's Hai

Cooperation assures there is no zero-sum game.
Daniel Yergin 7, highly respected authority on energy, international politics and economics, China-US Economic Relationship Not a Zero-Sum Game, May 20, 2007, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2007/0528china_huang.aspx
Despite the much publicized tensions and tit-for-tat, the second round of the China-US Strategic Economic Dialogue (SED) ended in a positive atmosphere, with both Washington and Beijing hailing the Washington meeting as a success. The two countries have agreed to deepen cooperation on a wide variety of issues, including financial services, energy efficiency, environmental protection and civil aviation. They have also agreed to make further efforts to address China's currency value, enforcement of intellectual property rights, and implementation of World Trade Organization commitments. Strategically, the most significant outcome of this round of SED is the clearly expressed commitment from both sides to continuing the SED process. This came amidst criticism from various interest groups that the SED has failed to achieve satisfactory results. This commitment is significant not only because the continuing process helps enhance the mutual understanding necessary for resolving existing problems, but also because leaders in both countries realize that confrontations do not serve the long-term interests of either nation. Indeed, thanks to the overwhelming globalization and China's ever-growing integration into the world economy, the US and China have become each other's second largest trading partners. The deepening and irreversible economic interdependence speaks volumes about this unprecedented round of SED. Never has a China-US dialogue drawn in so many high-level government officials from both countries, and never have their discussions assumed such breadth and depth. Given their increasingly interconnected interests, both Washington and Beijing have become reluctant to resort to unilateral action to solve the problems in their economic relations. Such a confrontational approach would inevitably boomerang. Instead, as proven by the just-ended talks, only through cooperation can the two great powers realistically hope to reach the meaningful compromises necessary for achieving win-win solutions. It is in the spirit of seeking compromise rather than provoking confrontation that both the Chinese and US teams, led by Vice-Premier Wu Yi and Secretary of Treasury Henry Paulson, took painstaking efforts to prevent their disagreements on key issues from upsetting the more important strategic interests. While standing unflinchingly on principles, Beijing demonstrated notable flexibility and willingness to accommodate US concerns. Likewise, political leaders in Washington displayed commendable patience in their efforts to move the dialogue forward, despite forces aimed at derailing the process. Even Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi, who was perceived as relentless in demanding Beijing take serious action to address the issue of "unfair trade", showed her hospitality and rationality to the visiting Chinese team. This spirit of mutual accommodation indicates a consensus that the China-US economic relationship does not have to be a zero-sum game, and that there are enormous stakes in improving this relationship through compromise and cooperation, instead of damaging duels. It demands great political skill for both sides to translate their commitment to further cooperation into meaningful solutions to the persistent China-US problems. However, most of these problems, especially the trade imbalance, are not necessarily policy oriented. They are rooted in the two nations' domestic economic structures that have not readily come into line with globalization. Thus, the solution to these problems requires both Washington and Beijing to readjust and even restructure their economies. Although this readjustment is by no means easy, Washington and Beijing have little choice. The present prosperity needs to be grounded firmly in the mainstream of globalization.

Growth of one country doesn’t threat another country.

Chen Weihua 11, deputy editor of China Daily U.S. edition, No zero-sum game in growth , May,
http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/cndy/2011-03/25/content_12224711.htm
NEW YORK - Larry Summers, the former director of the White House National Economic Council for President Barack Obama, cautioned against protectionism and said nations must move "past the idea that the prosperity of one country is a threat to the prosperity of others". He pointed out that Asia's growth can be a great opportunity for a US economic revival. "It is true that a major threat to Pepsi's superiority, in Pepsi's position, is the success of the Coca-Cola Company. It is true that a threat to the American automobile industry has been the success of the Japanese automobile industry. It is not true that the prosperity and growth of one country has a major deleterious effect on the growth of another," Summers said at an Asia Society meeting in New York on Wednesday. He said the emerging markets of Asia were customers of US products as well as suppliers for its producers. "When your customers get richer, your opportunities improve. When your suppliers become more cost-efficient and are able to produce high-quality goods, your prosperity improves," said Summers, who was also treasury secretary in the Clinton administration and served as chief economist at the World Bank. While acknowledging that some companies within emerging markets will compete with companies in the United States, he said "that is only one of the many interactions that are relevant". "Think of the rise of Europe. Would anyone seriously suggest that the successful reconstruction of Europe after the Second World War impoverished the United States? Is it reasonable to assume that the rise of the south within the US made the area where I live, Northeast New England, poor? "We need to move past the idea that the prosperity of one country is a threat to the prosperity of others. That is the seductive and potentially misleading aspect of the word competitiveness." Kathleen Stephansen, managing director and head of economic strategy at AIG Asset Management, also cautioned against protectionist sentiments. She said that the Chinese currency issue has been blown out of proportion. "When you look at the (renminbi's) impact on the growth of US exports, it's very small. It might have (had a) negative effect, but on the other hand it has a positive impact in providing cheap credit," she said. Summers marveled at the rapid growth of Asia, in particular China, where living standards have doubled in eight or nine years. He said that it took a generation in the US for that to happen around the turn of the 20th century when the US economy grew rapidly. He suggested that if the history of this era was written 200 years from now, the end of the Cold War will be a subplot. The most important story will be how this enormous forward thrust in Asia ends up. Summers said he hoped that nations would come together, and would compete and cooperate to produce greater prosperity and security for all citizens while respecting environmental imperatives. He advised that countries should work to maximize the likelihood of that favorable outcome. He also said he hoped that the rapid growth of Asia would help spur a renewal in the US, similar to the impact that German and Japanese economic success had on the US economy in the 1990s. Top of the US agenda should be addressing debts, the profound federal deficit, infrastructure deficits and a deficit in the creation of human capital, such as in the education system. "If we are able to do this, I believe we can redeem the promise of this moment. I believe a stronger and vital United States can make an important contribution in the future as in the past to a healthy global economy," he said. Summers said that if the US maintains an outward looking spirit, it is likely to become more able to respond to all kinds of unexpected shocks that are certain to come. Bill Rhodes, president and CEO of William R Rhodes Global Advisors, LLC, suggests that the key to fighting protectionism is to ensure sustained growth. "If you sustain growth, you bring down barriers. Otherwise you see protectionism and other mentalities.
China – US relations are not zero sum

Foust 09, August 03, Jeff Foust is the editor and publisher of The Space Review. He also operates the Spacetoday.net web site and the Space Politics and Personal Spaceflightweblogs, A place for China’s mat in space, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1434/1
Instead, the Chinese approach has been more akin to joining a club—a seat at the table. “A corollary of that is that the Chinese take their technical cues from the countries that are already members of the club,” Lewis said. “So I think over and over again what we see is not so much the Chinese racing as we see them copying.” Since that approach doesn't imply a zero-sum competition, it does leave open the door for cooperation between the US and China, cooperation that largely is absent today. “I find it so interesting that China is a major spacefaring state and we have essentially no relationship with that program whatsoever at a civil space level,” he said. 

Defense investment turn

Asian instability increases investments in defense. 
Juliana Liu 10, writer for bbc , Asian instability attracts defence giants, February, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/business/8492005.stm
F-111 Aardvark In service since the 1960s, the F-111 Aardvark strike aircraft is going out with a bang at the Singapore Air Show. The Royal Australian Air Force will fly it for the last time in Asia, before decommissioning the storied but ageing fighter jet. As a swansong, the RAAF will perform the famous "Dump and Burn" manoeuvre, a fuel dump in which fuel is ignited, intentionally, using the plane's afterburner. The spectacular, high speed crowd pleaser is the highlight of the aerial display. China"s military show off their latest missiles during the National Day parade celebrating 60 years of communist rule on 1 October, 2009 in Beijing. China is ultimately the 800 pound gorilla, so whether it's standing still, running around or just scratching, it matters to the world Dean Cheng, Heritage Foundation Chinese warn Boeing over Taiwan US-China relations hit a bad patch Originally built for service in the Vietnam War, the F-111 is a third-generation fighter. Executives pitching their ware to delegations of defence officials in the chalets below the flying displays are now selling fourth-, and even fifth-generation fighters. To them, Asia is increasingly becoming the commercial battleground of choice for military equipment sales, according to executives and analysts attending the Singapore trade show. "Asian military forces are expanding for a number of reasons," says Dean Cheng, a research fellow at the Washington think tank the Heritage Foundation. "They're just wealthier than they were. With greater wealth comes greater responsibilities." Chinese giant Mr Cheng joins a number of experts at a security conference on the sidelines of the air show in singling out China's rising international status as a major reason for growth in Asian military spending. F-35 Joint Strike Fighter When we talk to the Asian customers, they have security needs to meet Stephen O'Bryan, Lockheed Martin "What are China's intentions? It's unclear," he said. "China is ultimately the 800 pound gorilla, so whether it's standing still, running around or just scratching, it matters to the world." Zhu Feng, a professor at Peking University, says China's neighbours are indeed spending more. Despite a financial crisis, South Korea increased its military budget by 9% in 2009, compared with a 7% jump in 2008. Russia, meanwhile, hiked spending by 43% last year, he says. Australia, which owes much of its economic prosperity to Beijing, plans to spend hundreds of billions of dollars to boost its fire power in the next two decades. Sanction threat China itself spent 14.6% more last year than the year before. "This is all being driven by the uncertainty over China's rise," Professor Zhu says. "From my perspective, it is overstated, but the effect is very real." This week, Beijing loudly protested Washington's plans to sell $6.4bn worth of weapons to Taiwan, which China considers its own territory. The mainland has even threatened sanctions against companies selling weapons to the island. Billion dollar deals Even though China itself is largely off-limits to Western arms sellers, geopolitical tension in Asia helps create an environment for business. Patrick Choy, ST Engineering If we succeed in India, then it becomes our biggest market Patrick Choy, ST Engineering "When we talk to the Asian customers, they have security needs to meet," says Stephen O'Bryan, a vice-president at Lockheed Martin, whose job is to sell the top-of-the-line, fifth-generation F-35 Joint Strike Fighter jets to customers worldwide. "They need to recapitalise their fleet." Mr O'Bryan plans to spend more time in South Korea and Japan this year. Both are expected to hold international competitions to decide which jets to buy. The contracts up for grabs are worth billions of dollars. Indian giant Wedged between Pakistan and China, many consider India to be the world's last great market for fourth-generation fighter jets. New Delhi is still mulling over which of six different types of aircraft to buy for its air force. In competition are Lockheed's F-16, the Eurofighter Typhoon from EADS, Boeing's F-18, Russia's MiG-35 and MiG-29, France's Rafale and Gripen of Sweden's Saab. The contract for 126 planes is believed to be worth some $12bn, the largest in a decade. Lockheed Martin says India's navy had separately made enquiries over its F-35 fighter. The Raytheon booth showcasing military equipment at the Singapore air show Huge markets are up for grabs as Asian countries raise spending on arms For many companies, India is a more accessible arms market than China, because its own industry is less developed. Singapore's ST Engineering has never tried to break into China, but is committed to cracking the sub-continent. Field trials of its 155mm artillery guns will begin in India in February, after New Delhi lifted a freeze on doing business with the group. This contract is also worth billions. "If we succeed in India, then it becomes our biggest market," says Patrick Choy, an executive vice president at the Singaporean firm. "India won't accept Chinese guns, but we provide a very good alternative to the Western big boys in niche products." Asian military budgets are still dwarfed by Washington's. But as long as China's rise evokes mistrust in its neighbours, arms sellers will find a growing market.

Instability helps increase military investors. 
Asean regional forum 03, important venue in which to discuss security issues , Republic of Korea, Annual Security Outlook,  http://www.aseanregionalforum.org/PublicLibrary/Publications/AnnualSecurityOutlook2003/RepublicofKorea/tabid/224/Default.aspx
The continued increase in defense spending and arms buildup in the region could be another potential factor for instability. It has been highlighted that the region should increase the efforts to enhance transparency in defense spending and to step up military confidence building among regional countries. Increased exchanges of defense officials, naval vessel visits, joint military exercises and dispatch of observers have been witnessed in the region. An inter-governmental security dialogue mechanism at the sub-regional level will be helpful in promoting confidence building and preventing conflicts through multilateral consultations and exchanges of views, which would help to secure lasting peace and security in the region.

China’s defense funds abide by the law and serve military needs 

The People's Republic of China 11, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2011-03/31/c_13806851_32.htm

China adheres to the principle of coordinated development of national defense and economy. In line with the demands of national defense and economic development, China decides on the size of defense expenditure in an appropriate way, and manages and uses its defense funds in accordance with the law. With the development of national economy and society, the increase of China's defense expenditure has been kept at a reasonable and appropriate level. China's GDP was RMB31,404.5 billion in 2008 and RMB34,090.3 billion in 2009. State financial expenditure was RMB6,259.266 billion in 2008 and RMB7,629.993 billion in 2009, up 25.7 percent and 21.9 percent respectively over the previous year. China's defense expenditure was RMB417.876 billion in 2008 and RMB495.11 billion in 2009, up 17.5 percent and 18.5 percent respectively over the previous year. In recent years, the share of China's annual defense expenditure in its GDP has remained relatively steady, while that in overall state financial expenditure has been moderately decreased. China's defense expenditure mainly comprises expenses for personnel, training and maintenance, and equipment, with each accounting for roughly one third of the total. Personnel expenses mainly cover salaries, allowances, housing, insurance, food, bedding and clothing for officers, non-ranking officers, enlisted men and contracted civilians. Training and maintenance expenses mainly cover troop training, institutional education, construction and maintenance of installations and facilities, and other expenses on routine consumables. Equipment expenses mainly cover R&D, experimentation, procurement, maintenance, transportation and storage of weaponry and equipment. Defense expenditure covers costs to support the active forces, reserve forces, and militia. It also covers part of the costs to support retired servicemen, servicemen's spouses, and education of servicemen's children, as well as national and local economic development and other social expenses.
China’s defense investment is key to stability and military advancement 

Tania Branigan 09, China correspondent for the Guardian, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2009/mar/04/china-boosts-military-spending
Chinese officials argue that heavy investment is needed to modernise its military after years of financial neglect and in the light of other countries' increasing capabilities and China's growing responsibilities. It has begun contributing to peacekeeping efforts and recently sent ships to join the taskforce battling Somalian pirates.
Li said the rise would mainly go towards raising wages and conditions, improving the military's hi-tech ability and enhancing its emergency response capabilities in "disaster relief, fighting terrorism, maintaining stability and other non-warfare military operations".

The former foreign minister added: "China's limited military strength is to protect national sovereignty and territorial integrity and would not threaten any country."
China unstable

Asia is unstable now-multiple reasons

Tay 10, December 29, Simon SC Tay LLM (Harvard) LLB Hons (NUS), author of Asia Alone, is a public intellectual focusing on international and public affairs. He chairs the Singapore Institute of International Affairs, a leading independent think tank in Asia, Asia’s unstable rise will get tougher in 2011, http://www.asiaalone.com/2010/12/author-comment-asias-unstable-rise-will-get-tougher-in-2011/
Many herald Asia’s rise in the wake of the financial crisis. Compared to the United States and Europe, prospects in the region do look good. Events both recent and over the year, however, warn us not to assume the phenomenon is irresistible. While rising, the region is exposed to continuing sources of instability. The current turmoil on the Korean peninsula demonstrates this vividly. An unresolved relic of the Cold cheap drugs online War, Pyongyang’s nuclear ambitions have been difficult and prolonged despite the diplomatic efforts of the six-party talks. But it was not nuclear warheads that have created the current turmoil. A torpedo sank the Cheonan in March and in November, artillery shells pummelled South Korean military and civilian installations on the disputed island of Yeongpyeong. Old-fashioned weapons are more than enough to create a new sense of uncertainty. Nothing done since March has rebuilt stability. Never mind that South Korea is a major economy and hosted the recent G-20 summit, the first held in Asia. Economic growth in the country, as in much of Asia, is built on tenuous foundations of peace. Unable to manage the situation, Seoul has reinvigorated its old alliance with the US. Ties with China are inevitably affected. Like most Asians, South Korea has looked to the Chinese economy to drive growth. Indeed, it is one of the few countries in Asia to enjoy a trade surplus with China. There was earlier talk about a free trade agreement with Beijing, either bilaterally or including Japan as a third partner. Such economic diplomacy now looks less likely. China is the only country believed to be able to influence Pyongyang. But what Beijing has done since Cheonan in March is judged by many in South Korea as being less than helpful. This highlights a second question about the rise of Asia: The role and attitude of China. There is no single Asia. Much – perhaps too much – depends on this giant country that is changing as it rises. Economically, China is the magnet for the region’s future growth. Interdependence in trade and investment with South Korea, Japan, Asean and even Taiwan – especially after their free trade agreement – is real and growing. The picture in South Asia is similar, with China now India’s No 1 trade partner. Politically, however, Beijing has been much less attractive in 2010. Events on the Korean peninsula come on top of controversies with Asean members in the South China Sea as well as disputes with Japan over the Senkaku Islands. These developments were surprising as China has, for over a decade, sought to befriend and charm Asean neighbours. The current Tokyo leaders had wanted better ties with Beijing. Visiting India in December, for the first time in five years, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao signed business deals worth US$16 billion. But the underlying competition between the two Asian giants continues to simmer. There is strategic competition over sea power as well as distant points in the Himalayas and political influence, as India vies for a seat on the United Nations Security Council where China is the only current Asian permanent representative. That the Chinese leader went on to visit Pakistan also did not escape notice. Many in New Delhi believe Beijing continues to support their old rival in order to preoccupy India. Even in economic relations, trade tensions belie the increase in flows and India has slapped tariffs on a range of Chinese imports including the telecoms sector. The nature of China and its diplomacy are being tested, and how Beijing has acted and will act in the coming months will be judged as showing its character as it grows. Some already ascribe ambition and arrogance to China, while others will wait and see. Perceptions will shape how other Asians react. How the Chinese leadership approach the US-China Summit to be held next month will be looked at carefully not only by Americans but also by other Asians. It is to Asia’s credit that through the financial crisis and 2010, the region has continued to rise. But challenges in 2011 continue and, indeed, may be even tougher, not only in economics but the under-lying politics. Growth will be tested but even fundamental peace and stability will come under stress. Asia may be the only region expected to show strong growth but that does not mean Asia is ready to be alone.

China unstable- water problems

Cannon 06, June 2006, Kathleen A. Cannon is the China Political-Military Team Chief at the Defense Intelligence Agency at Washington DC, Water as a source of conflict and instability in China, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/strategicanalysis_kcannon_0606.pdf
In summary, as water problems worsen and certain segments of the Chinese population lack adequate access to clean water, group identity is strengthening, parochialism is increasing, and migration is growing. Demographically and socio-economically water access issues seem to be breaking down along lines of rural vs. urban, rich vs. poor, and minority vs. majority, as well as, locale vs. locale competition. This combined with other social pressures pits one social group against another, setting the stage for conflict and instability 

North Korea-Japan relations destabilize the region

Feng 10, May 10, Zhu Feng is a professor of the School of International Studies and director of the International Security Program in Peking University, An emerging trend in east Asia: Military Budget increases their impact, http://www.fpif.org/articles/an_emerging_trend_in_east_asia
If it is not yet an alarmist warning, the rise in military spending in the region is at least a timely wake-up call as to the vulnerability of East Asia security. Many Asian observers agree that East Asia is in transition. But the key questions concern the sources, the pace, and direction of the transition. There is growing speculation that post-cold war U.S. regional hegemony is eroding, due primarily to Washington’s significant international commitments in the Middle East, Afghanistan, and Pakistan as well as the impact of the global financial crisis and the rapid rise of China. At the same time, new challenges, such as a nuclear North Korea, a changing Japan, difficult-to-solve territorial disputes across the region, contentious history issues, and, perhaps most importantly, the “security dilemma” arising from a power shift in the region have emerged as potentially destabilizing factors. What is the regional security perspective, and what will be the emerging trends? The answer varies tremendously according to the respective preferences, strategic goal-setting, and interest calculations of the regional member states.
China behind US in space

China lags behind US in space- only perceived catching up because of quick growth, not large

Pollpeter 08, March, Kevin Pollpeter is China Program Manager at Defense Group Inc.’s Center for Intelligence Research and Analysis, Building for the Future: China's Progress in Space Technology during the Tenth 5-Year Plan and the U.S. Response
The rise of a peer competitor in space raises important concerns for the United States. China has made great progress in space technologies in absolute terms, but when compared to the other space powers, it continues to lag behind. Much of the attention on China’s progress in space technologies is due to it starting from a low base. While progress of the more advanced U.S. space program is largely incremental, China’s progress is more rapid due to the addition of new systems.
China behind US-nothing never done before

China Daily 06/01/11, Xin Dingding is a journalist with China Daily, The final frontier, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/cndy/2011-06/01/content_12619156.htm
Next year, two more Shenzhou spaceships will dock with Tiangong-1, and one will be manned with two to three astronauts, says Yang, who is now the deputy director of the China Manned Space Engineering Office. Qi Faren, finally retired from the frontline, says his task now is to think about the future. "I agree with what some foreign friends said about China. China is developing its space program quickly, but it lags behind the US and Russia in terms of innovation. We have not done anything that others have not done before, and we still need to work on that," Qi says.

China lags behind US-Russia agrees

Weitz 07, Winter, Richard Weitz is a Senior Fellow and Director of the Center for Political-Military Analysis at Hudson Institute, China and Russia hand and hand: Will it work? http://globalasia.org/pdf/issue4/v2n3_weitz.pdf
Russian Federation had an established policy of not sharing advanced space technologies with china for fear of creating a formidable future competitor. According to Perminov, though the chinese space program may lag decades behind that of russia and the Us, and still employs soviet-era technologies, the chinese were “quickly catching up.” He said russia would cooperate on joint projects, such as exploring the moon or supporting the international space station, but would not sell or otherwise transfer space-related technologies to china.

China behind US now-multiple reasons

Moltz 05/11/11, James Clay Moltz is Associate Director and Research Professor at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies (CNS), China’s Space Technology: Interational Dynamics and implications of the united states, http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2011hearings/written_testimonies/11_05_11_wrt/11_05_11_moltz_testimony.pdf
While China is active in the military sector and is seeking to check current U.S. advantages in this area, China’s challenge to the United States in space may eventually be equally significant in the civil space sector, where China’s expanding infrastructure, growing cadre of space scientists and engineers, and active international outreach puts it in a favorable position for long­term competition. But China still lags behind the United States and suffers from some serious, structural weaknesses in regard to space: bureaucratic overhang, a lack of capable space allies, and tepid receptivity to its efforts at international leadership.
China behind us-repeating out steps

Adams 10, November 2, Mr. Jonathan Adams is a writer for The Global Post, Dragon Watch: China pulls ahead in moon race, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/china/101027/space-race-moon
So is Asia poised to make a giant leap, past the United States, in space? Not necessarily. Experts say both China and India still lag far behind the United States in space expertise and experience. After all, American astronauts bounded over the moon's surface more than 40 years ago. President Barack Obama himself downplayed the importance of manned moon missions earlier this year, saying bluntly "we've been there."
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