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AT Realism
Realism relies on a model of human nature that is contrary to reality and justifies conflict. Challenging its basic foundations is necessary to overcome the limitations it places on possible action.

Freyburg-Inan ‘6, Annette, Department of Political Science at the University of Amsterdam as well as the Amsterdam School for Social Science Research,  Journal of International Relations and Development, Rational paranoia and enlightened machismo: the

strange psychological foundations of realism, pg. 262
In conclusion, realism cannot escape a reliance on psychological assumptions any more than any other social science theory can. In fact, assumptions about human nature are used in realist political theory in three distinct yet related ways. They are established inductively in ‘scientific’ realism,27 where they serve to explain political phenomena. They are employed in paradigmatic realism as the axiomatic psychological foundation for deductive political theories. Finally, they are employed rhetorically to justify the prescriptions of ideological realism. Realist applications of psychological assumptions in individual theories may involve more than one of these functions. Hobbesian realism, for example, involves all three.28 If the central role of assumptions about human nature is granted, then the question immediately becomes important whether those assumptions that are used in realism, which, to a large extent, define what we understand by the realist tradition, contribute to the goals of realist theorizing. There are, in my view, two major problems confronting realism in this regard: one is that the empirical image, the description of human nature which we receive from realism, is unrealistic, biased and leads us to behave in ways which run counter to widely shared policy goals, such as the avoidance of destructive conflict. Second, the solution which realism suggests, a reliance on enlightened rationality, stands in contrast with the paradigm’s empirical characterization of typical human behaviour, creating precisely that sense of futility which has bestowed the image of high tragedy upon the realist tradition. The ‘tradition of despair’ (Clark 1989) is thus locked into a self-affirming loop between psychological determinism and normative paradox. Realism is then unlikely to emerge unscathed from a concerted effort to examine the paradigm’s (implicit) micro-foundations. But, of course, realists are not alone in employing simplified and potentially biased psychological models to theorize social life at higher levels of analysis. Realism, liberalism and sociological institutionalism each contain their own specific psychological bias (Freyberg-Inan 2004). The search for a more appropriate psychological foundation for IR theorizing should overcome the limitations of all of these entrenched positions by attempting a parsimonious synthesis informed by work in the relevant neighbouring disciplines.29 
AT China Threat
To justify our presence in East Asia as the “benevelont hegemon” we invent enemies and threats ultimately creating a self fulfilling prophecy, where our presence and attempts to securitize force other countries to react violently. 
Shichor 2000 (Yitzhak, holds a Ph.D. in political science from the London School of Economics He is professor of political science and East Asian studies at the University of Haifa,  Middle East Review of International Affairs, Vol. 4, No. 3 (Fall 2000))
Following its early 1990s criticism concerning Israel's "unauthorized" military transfers to China, Washington was informed about the deal as early as 1996, if not before, but kept quiet - until 25 October 1999 when the already modified Russian aircraft landed at Ben Gurion Airport. U.S. initial response was cautious, and along the lines of its previous policy. On November 12, State Department spokesman James Rubin admitted that the deal does not include U.S.controlled technologies and therefore American law could not prohibit the sale.(19) Washington, however, suddenly changed its policy. The issue was no longer "illegal" transfers of U.S. military technology but the "disruption" and "destabilizing" of the East Asian military balance of power, first and foremost in the Taiwan Straits, the "undermining" of U.S. interests in the region, and the "risks" to U.S. troops. This is a ludicrous argument, both in its strategic analysis and in its application to the specific Phalcon deal. After all, if Beijing doesn't get the Israeli Phalcon, it is bent on getting AEW systems from other sources (probably Russia), and in greater numbers. This policy change triggered a pressure campaign using open threats and intimidation on a scale unheard of in the history of U.S.Israeli relations, and based on phony arguments. To begin with, one could question the value of U.S. military presence in East Asia since the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet Union. As demonstrated in the recent Korean summit meeting, regional conflicts could perhaps be resolved directly by the parties concerned, without (or, in this case, even despite) U.S. intervention. In fact, it is quite possible that it is U.S. military presence that fuels the tension in the region and artificially sustains friction between the PRC and ROC, since China fears--whether rightly or wrongly--U.S. military intervention or that this presence will encourage a unilateral ROC declaration of independence. Equally important, inventing enemies where they don't exist could ultimately lead to a self-fulfilling prophecy with terrifying consequences.(20) This view is shared by a number of prominent U.S. experts on Asia. RAND Corporation Michael Swaine considers the analysis that China has become a major threat to peace in Asia as "fundamentally wrong" and ultimately dangerous to U.S. interests. "The analysts routinely employ distortions, half-truths and, in some cases, complete falsehoods to arrive at policy prescriptions." This "confrontational stance advocated by the purveyors of the China threat thesis would divide Asia and fuel destabilizing arms buildups. It would also likely bring about the very outcome they wish to avoid - the erosion of regional peace and stability."(21) Professor Chalmers Johnson, one of the leading U.S. experts on Asia, recently summed up the situation: "The main security problem for northeastern Asia today is not a rogue state in its midst but a rogue superpower across the Pacific."(22) Given China's size, the delivery timetable, the dependence on Israel for future maintenance, the limited time of operational service, and the length of training, a single Phalcon--or even four--would by no means destabilize East Asia. According to a senior U.S. Air Force official, even if China buys four AWACS - the minimum considered necessary to keep around-the-clock presence during a conflict - it will take the Chinese "a lot of years" to overcome the difficulty of establishing procedures, building experience, conducting exercises, and adding communications needed to make the aircraft an effective combat tool. "Virtually no one with a knowledge of the industrial, training, logistics or doctrinal straitjacket worn by the Chinese military see the acquisition of the [Phalcon] aircraft as a threat."(23) At the same time, given the overwhelming U.S. military presence in the Pacific, the Phalcon deal would have provided China with a minimal legitimate defensive system which, thereby, contributes to improving the existing regional imbalance of power rather than to its disruption. As proved throughout the Cold War years, stability (in a negative sense) has been kept by a rough equality between the two Yitzhak Shichor superpowers, based on mutual deterrence. China and the United States. are by no means militarily equal. While the United States could squash China many times over, China could hardly hit the United States.(24) Therefore, the so-called "China threat" is an invention, a figment of diehard Cold War imagination, whereas the U.S. ability to enforce its will is very real and omnipresent not only in East Asia but also in the Middle East.(25)
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