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South Korea Rearm 1NC Shell

1. U.S military presence means South Korea won’t militarize now.

Bruce Bennett 2010 (Bruce, Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Corporation, “S. Korea’s Military Capability ‘Inadequate’”, Chosun Ilbo, 1-29, http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/01/29/2010012900705.html, 7/1/2010)

An American academic says South Korea's military capabilities are inadequate to handle a North Korean invasion or other North Korean military action or regime collapse there. In an article entitled "Managing Catastrophic North Korea Risks," Bruce Bennett, a senior policy analyst at the RAND Corporation, said South Korea could face a crisis if it fails to enhance its military capabilities through modernization of equipment and personnel capable of using and maintaining it. He cited South Korea's outdated weapons, inadequate military budget, and reduced conscription period as the rationale for his claim. Many major South Korean weapon systems "are very old, such as M48 tanks and F-5 aircraft originally designed and produced three decades or more ago," he said. By contrast, "the U.S. military spends some 16 times as much as the [South Korean] military on equipment acquisition each year despite the U.S. forces having only twice as many personnel. U.S. military research and development spending is some 50 times" South Korean spending each year. 

2. US withdrawal causes South Korean nuclearization.

Patrick J. Buchanan, senior advisor to three Presidents, columnist, political analyst for MSNBC, chairman of The American Cause foundation and an editor of The American Conservative, 2006 (“An Asian Nuclear Arms Race?,” vdare.com, 10/10/2006, http://vdare.com/buchanan/061010_arms.htm, 7/4/2010)
For over a decade, this writer has argued for a withdrawal of all U.S. forces from South Korea—because the Cold War was over, the Soviet Union had broken up and there was no longer any vital U.S. interest on the peninsula. And because South Korea, with twice the population of the North, an economy 40 times as large and access to U.S. weapons generations ahead of North Korea's 1950s arsenal, should defend herself. If we leave now, however, Seoul will take it as a signal that we are abandoning her to face a nuclear-armed North. South Korea will have little choice but to begin a crash program to build her own nuclear arsenal.  
3. South Korea nuclearization will spur Asian arms race.

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division AND Sharon Squassoni. Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 10/24/06, CRS Report for Congress, “North Korea’s Nuclear Test: Motivations, Implications, and U.S. Options” Google

Many regional experts fear that the nuclear test will stimulate an arms race in the region. Geopolitical instability could prompt Northeast Asian states with the ability to develop nuclear weapons relatively quickly to move forward, creating a cascading effect on other powers in the region. One scenario envisioned would start with a Japanese decision to develop a nuclear weapons program in the face of a clear and present danger from North Korea. South Korea, still wary of Tokyo’s intentions based on Japan’s imperial past, could follow suit and develop its own nuclear weapons program. If neighboring states appear to be developing nuclear weapons without drawing punishment from the international community, Taiwan may choose to do the same to counter the threat from mainland China. In turn, this could prompt China to increase its own arsenal, which could have impact on further development of programs in South Asia. Alternatively, South Korea could “go nuclear” first, stimulating a similar chain of reactions. Most nonproliferation experts believe that Japan, using existing but safeguarded stocks of plutonium, could quickly manufacture a nuclear arsenal. South Korea and Taiwan would take longer, although there is evidence of past experiments with plutonium processing for both countries.24 

South Korea Rearm 1NC Shell

4. East Asian arms race will cause extinction.

Ogura & Oh ’97 [Toshimaru Ogura and Ingyu Oh are professors of economics, April, “Nuclear clouds over the Korean peninsula and Japan,” 1997Accessed July 10, 2008 via Lexis-Nexis (Monthly Review)]

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.

Uniqueness Extensions

South Korea trusts US deterrent, but is worried about a softer US policy.

Brad Glosserman executive director and Ralph Cossa president of the Pacific Forum CSIS, 8/4/2009, Pacific Forum CSIS PacNet 54, U.S.-ROK relations: a Joint Vision – and concerns about commitment, Google

Despite all the talk of a post-Cold War world, the most dangerous threat to South Korea continues to be that posed by North Korea. Two nuclear weapons tests, numerous missile tests, and Pyongyang’s mounting vitriol have alarmed the South Korean public. Despite numerous assurances to the contrary, there is the growing fear in the ROK that Washington will be too “flexible” or accommodating toward Pyongyang and will focus on managing the proliferation issue while “tolerating” the North’s nuclear weapons program. Blame 15 years of a U.S. readiness to make deals with Pyongyang that all too often seemed to marginalize Seoul and, most recently, the abrupt about-face in the Six-Party Talks during the latter years of the Bush administration that raised concerns about suspected “secret handshakes” between Washington and Pyongyang.  South Koreans insist that it is “essential” that Washington clearly signal that it “will not tolerate” a nuclear North Korea and that it remains committed to denuclearization. They are hard-pressed, however, to identify ways in which this can be effectively expressed, absent the use of military force (which they would not endorse). The upcoming 2009 U.S. Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) is one vehicle both for expressing U.S. intolerance and for underscoring extended deterrence, although the Pentagon must be careful not to elevate North Korea’s nuclear status or imply acceptance of the DPRK as a “nuclear weapons state.”  While Americans tend to interpret President Lee’s public insistence that extended deterrence assurances be expressly included in the June 16 Joint Vision Statement as a “lack of trust” in the alliance, in recent meetings Koreans argue its real intent was to provide reassurance to South Koreans while also sending a clear warning to North Korea underscoring the U.S. commitment to defense of the ROK. 
The South Koreans military still relies on the US – intelligence gathering.

Chosun Ilbo 6/5/2010 (“Seoul Must Get Ready to Take Back Troop Control in 2015,” http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/07/01/2010070101194.html, 7/4/2010)

On Sunday, President Lee Myung-bak and his U.S. counterpart Barack Obama agreed to postpone the transfer and consequent dissolution of the CFC from April 17, 2012 to Dec. 1, 2015. The government says there will be no more postponements after that. Retired generals point out that South Korean forces still rely on the U.S. for more than 90 percent of intelligence gathering about the North Korean military. The country has five years and five months to modernize military command, control, communication and information systems, boost defense against the North's long-range artillery, and figure out how to repulse assaults by North Korean special forces and sudden air attacks. 
South Korean army currently incapable of taking over.

Donald Kirk, Far East correspondent for the Chicago Tribune, 3/13/2010 (“South Korea reluctant to take command,” Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/LC13Dg01.html, 7/5/2010)

From a distance, one might assume an issue of nationalism is at stake, that Korean leaders and military officers are fed up with the Americans telling them what to do and are demanding complete control over all their forces in war as well as peace.   That's not what's going on. Quite the reverse. The Koreans have severe doubts about whether they're ready, from a lot of abstruse technological points of view, to assume all that power and responsibility if the stuff ever hits the fan in earnest around here. They've been saying for a long time, hold on, wait a second, can we delay another year or two, another decade, maybe forever.    

Uniqueness Extensions

South Korea’s military depends on the US – operation control handover delay.

Eunkyung Seo, staff writer at Bloomberg News, and Bomi Lim, staff writer at Bloomberg News, 6/26 ("U.S, South Korea Postpone Wartime Control Transfer to 2015 Amid Tensions", Bloomberg News June 26 2010, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-06-27/u-s-south-korea-postpone-wartime-control-transfer-to-2015-amid-tensions.html, 7/5/2010)
South Korea agreed with the U.S. to delay a planned handover of “wartime control” in the event of a military conflict to Dec. 1, 2015, from April 2012 amid heightened tensions with North Korea. South Korea’s presidential office announced on its website today that the agreement was reached at a meeting between South Korean President Lee Myung Bak and U.S. President Barack Obama in Toronto, Canada, on the sidelines of the summit of Group of 20 nations. South Korea was scheduled to take over the right to control its forces in the event of a war in April 2012 under a 2007 agreement with the U.S. The U.S. had full control of South Korea’s forces during the 1950-53 Korean War and until 1994, when the Asian nation was given operational control during peacetime.  “The move underlines South Korea’s dependence on the U.S., which will result in greater U.S. influence on South Korea’s foreign policy,” said Kim Yong Hyun, professor of North Korean studies at Dongguk University in Seoul. “It will also make others doubt about the capabilities of South Korea’s military.” South Korea has remained technically at war with North Korea since the war ended in a cease-fire that was never replaced by a peace treaty. South Korea’s 680,000-strong military faces off with as many as 1.2 million troops across the border in North Korea, which has built atomic bombs and long- range ballistic missiles.

AT: Current Spending is High

Current spending is tiny compared to the plan

Selig S. Harrison, Senior Scholar – Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars and Director of the Asia Program – Center for International Policy, 2006 (“South Korea-U.S. Alliance Under the Roh Government”, Nautilus Policy Forum Online, 4-11, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0628Harrison.html)

The U.S. presence enables the South to minimize the sacrifices that would otherwise be necessary to maintain its existing high levels of defense spending. By the same token, the withdrawal of U.S. forces would force Seoul to decide whether it should seek the same level of security now provided by the U.S. presence by upgrading defense expenditures - or whether, instead, the goal of accommodation and reunification with the North would be better served by negotiating a mutual reduction of forces with the North.

Link Extensions

Policy shift away from deterrence will cause South Korean nuclearization. 

Rebecca K.C. Hersman, consultant with the Center for Counterproliferation Research at the National Defense University, former international affairs fellow at CFR, Nonproliferation Review November 2006 Vol 13 No 3 “Nuclear U-Turns” Google pg. 12

Finally, what might induce South Korea and Taiwan to again pursue nuclear weapons? While today, the commitment of South Korea and Taiwan to nonproliferation seems strong, recent events in North Korea could cause them to reexamine their nuclear status. Further, the record of rollback in these states emphasizes the fact that nuclear rollback is a process, not an outcome or state of being*success in the past by no means assures success in the future. Rollback in South Korea and Taiwan is not ‘‘over’’*intent could change rapidly with little warning, sending these countries back into the ‘‘danger zone.’’ Moreover, for Seoul and Taipei, Washington is at the center of this rollback process. Perceived shifts in U.S. policy triggered increased interest in nuclear weapons in both Taiwan and South Korea. American intelligence and international monitoring were essential to exposing covert nuclear weapons activities, and U.S. pressure and security assurances were the overwhelming factors influencing rollback of these nuclear programs. Sustained U.S. attention, including close intelligence monitoring, will be essential to preserving success, especially in the face of ongoing technology creep. Failure to maintain attention might invite an era in which the long-feared scenario of ‘‘nuclear dominoes’’* when one state’s decision to reconsider the role of nuclear weapons in its national security calculus sets off a cascade of such decisions in other states*ultimately comes to pass.

The plan causes South Korea defense spending. 

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow – Cato Institute and Robert A. Taft Fellow – American Conservative Defense Alliance, 2009 (“A Tattered Umbrella”, National Interest, 6-16, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21606)

Anyway, the ROK’s numerical inferiority is a matter of choice, not an immutable artifact of geography. In its early years the South’s resources were sharply limited. But today, South Korea is thought to have upwards of forty times the North’s GDP. Seoul also possesses a substantial industrial base, sports high-tech expertise and enjoys a sterling international credit rating. The ROK’s population is twice that of the North. South Korea could spend more than the equivalent of North Korea’s entire economy on defense if the former wished. But it hasn’t wished to do so, preferring to rely on Washington instead. The time for subsidizing wealthy allies has long passed. The financial crisis makes it imperative that the United States return to such nations responsibility for their own defense. Undoubtedly an American withdrawal would result in a far-reaching debate among South Koreans over how much they felt threatened by the North and how much they believed necessary to spend in response. But that is precisely the debate they should have had years ago. The prospect of a nuclear North Korea obviously is more frightening than even one with ample numbers of artillery pieces targeting the city of Seoul. But there is little reason to believe that the North has any deliverable weapons at this point.
Uncertainty about US deterrence causes Korean nuclearization. 

Santaro Rey, staff writer at the Asia Times, 2009 (“World powerless to stop North Korea,” Asia Times, 5/27/2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html, 7/5/2010)

For more than 60 years, South Korea and Japan have been protected from either the Soviet Union, China or North Korea by a US nuclear umbrella. However, if Seoul or Tokyo were to ever experience doubts about the reliability of this deterrent, they could eventually embark on a nuclear weapons build-up. Although US presidents have warned North Korea that using nuclear weapons would lead to their own destruction, Seoul and Tokyo cannot guarantee that Washington would be willing to use nuclear weapons to avenge the loss of any Korean or Japanese cities if the North had the means to attempt a nuclear strike on the US itself.  

Link Extensions

Perceived weakening of the US security umbrella causes South Korean nuclearization—Japan would follow. 

Dong Sun Lee, Assistant Professor at the Department of Political Science and International Relations, Korea University, author of Power Shifts, Strategy, and War (Routledge, 2008), Australian Journal of International Affairs 12/1/2007, “A nuclear North Korea and the stability of East Asia: a tsunami on the horizon?” GoogleScholar pg. 16-17

If the arming of North Korea alone is unlikely to either cause deterrence failure on the Korean peninsula or trigger a nuclear chain reaction in East Asia, then what development could give rise to these dangers? I argue the unravelling of US regional alliances could make such imaginary threats a reality. A US withdrawal from East Asia—whether due to diminished interest or capability—could undermine deterrence on the Korean peninsula and trigger a nuclear domino effect.  If the US-ROK alliance—and, with it, the US nuclear umbrella in the region—disintegrates, Kim Jong Il might be tempted to conduct a limited-aims operation against the South. In this scenario, North Korea would attempt to seize a valuable piece of territory—part of Seoul, for example—through a surprise attack, and then threaten to use nuclear weapons if South Korea counterattacks. In such an event, absent a US nuclear protection, South Korea would have compelling reasons to fear that its counteroffensive would call forth a nuclear retaliation. Partial occupation of Seoul also would cripple South Korea's own ability to mobilise its superior war potential and launch a powerful counterattack. Consequently, South Korea might be forced to succumb to North Korean blackmail and accept a fait accompli, with North Korea achieving a dominant strategic position on the Korean peninsula. (Although a US withdrawal would further decrease the risk of US preventive war against North Korea, its net effect would be negligible on the situation because Washington already has lost any intent to attack Pyongyang. In the final analysis, US retrenchment would undermine deterrence on the Korean peninsula.)  To avoid this danger, South Korea would respond to the lifting of the US nuclear umbrella by acquiring an indigenous nuclear capability; Japan would follow suit. If the US-Japan alliance withers away, Tokyo would be vulnerable to Pyongyang's possible nuclear attack and blackmail. Japanese politicians would feel pressured to develop nuclear weapons to supplement a missile defence. Thus, US retrenchment—in conjunction with North Korean armaments—would nuclearise East Asia. 
Even an incomplete withdrawal would cause an increase in defense budget. 

Corey Richardson, one of the founders of “The Korean Liberator”, 2006 (“South Korea must choose sides,” Asia Times, 9/9/2006 http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html, 7/5/2010)

The current US-South Korea situation is a case of "be careful of what you ask for because you might get it". Even so, the psychological impact on South Korea of a significant USFK departure likely would not be immediate but should not be underestimated. A massive reduction of US troop levels and capabilities could have the same effect as a complete withdrawal on Seoul's planning processes. It might begin with regretful concern, but could quickly become panic.   At this point it should be noted that even if the USFK withdraws from Korea, some sort of collaborative security agreement will remain in place. However, South Korea's perception of America's commitment to security on the peninsula is the decisive factor in how it will react to real and perceived threats. What are now relatively minor disagreements with Japan and China would take on a more serious dimension.   Without USFK, South Korea would need to vastly increase its defense budget to make up for functions long taken for granted. With American forces on its soil as a safety net, South Korea didn't have to be overly concerned with being attacked or invaded. Many Koreans would perceive that era over. 

Internal Link Extensions

Korean rearm angers China, decreases US hegemony, and causes an East Asian arms race. 

Santaro Rey, staff writer at the Asia Times, 2009 (“World powerless to stop North Korea,” Asia Times, 5/27/2009, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html, 7/5/2010)

Ultimately, a nuclear South Korea and Japan could transform the geostrategic landscape of East Asia, and possibly the world. It could hasten the end of US hegemony in Asia, since the two would become less dependent on the US to guarantee their security.   There would be less need for US bases in the region, and Seoul and Tokyo might become a lot more assertive. Meanwhile, China would at the very least be uncomfortable with a nuclear South Korea. One reason is that Seoul could become more assertive about future territorial disputes concerning the ancient kingdom of Koguryo (Goguryeo), which incorporated large tracts of China and Korea.   But the bigger reason is that a nuclear South Korea might encourage Taiwan to develop nuclear weapons for fear of being left behind in the nuclear race. For China, a nuclear Taiwan would be intolerable, for it would make it easier for the island to declare independence from the mainland without fear of retribution if the Taiwanese people's desire arose. Finally, China would be especially concerned about a nuclear Japan, since Tokyo is Beijing's most formidable geopolitical rival in East Asia and a potential check on its self-proclaimed peaceful rise. 

Impact Extensions

Proliferation causes massively destructive nuclear wars

Utgoff, survival v. 44 no 2 summer 2002, p. 90

Widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand.  Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s.  With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Impact Extensions

Asian war would be devastating—arms races have left the region incredibly militarized.

Feffer February 2008 Co-Editor of Foreign Policy in Focus

John, “World Beat,” FPIF February 19 2k8 http://www.fpif.org/fpifzines/wb/4979

The only problem with this explanation is that Northeast Asia is in the middle of a hot-and-heavy arms race. As I explain in Asia's Hidden Arms Race—an article published with TomDispatch, the excellent Nation-affiliated website run by Tom Engelhardt—South Korea has increased its military spending by over 50% since embarking on its make-nice policy with the North and plans to increase it by an average of 10% a year until 2020. Japan is acquiring a whole new range of offensive military capabilities, including the option of long-range bombing. China is boosting its military spending hand over fist. And Russia, recovered from its 1990s economic slump, is chasing the United States again to become top arms exporter. Even cash-strapped North Korea is desperately trying to keep pace by devoting as much as one-quarter of its budget to the military. And let's not forget the putative guarantor of security in the region. The United States has been pushing Japan to break out of its "peace constitution" by selling it high-tech weaponry and spending billions to build a joint missile defense program. And what would you call the ring of alliances that the United States has created with India, Australia, the Philippines, South Korea, and Japan? Not to mention close ties with Central Asian countries, Pakistan, and Thailand? Connect the dots and it looks a lot like the encirclement of China. And, by the way, the United States has increased military spending over 70% under the Bush administration. Much of the weaponry (submarines, destroyers) has nothing to do with the so-called global war on terror. China is the only significant challenge to American hegemony that the Pentagon sees on the horizon. In the most optimistic scenario, the countries negotiating with North Korea in the Six Party Talks—the United States, Japan, China, Russia, and South Korea—will reach agreement on denuclearization, establishment of diplomatic relations, and a peace treaty to end the Korean War. And they might turn the negotiating structure into a permanent peace and security framework. But, as Suzy Kim and I argue in Hardliners Target Détente in North Korea, not everyone is enthusiastic about this trajectory. "Some critics," we write, "continue to hold onto the old Bush strategy of isolation and regime change because, they argue, North Korea cannot be trusted to abide by any agreement. Other critics focus on North Korea's nuclear program itself, both its internal characteristics and purported external cooperation with countries such as Syria. A third set of criticisms focuses on the February 13 agreement itself and identify flaws, ambiguities, and blind spots, particularly around the question of verification. Another group focuses instead on North Korea's human rights record. And finally there are conservative critics in Japan and South Korea who are attempting to undermine détente from the sidelines." Even if engagement with North Korea overcomes these obstacles, however, all this talk of peace runs straight up against the major increases in military spending and the acquisition of ever more sophisticated weaponry. North Korea wants nuclear weapons to deter attacks. Bland reassurances at the negotiating table don't quite square with Japan's desire to acquire the latest F-22 fighter jets, South Korea's new Aegis-equipped destroyer, or the billions of dollars that the United States is spending on missile defense. There hasn't been a war in Northeast Asia in 50 years. But the world's largest militaries face off in Northeast Asia, and they are bulking up. If something sparks a conflict, the results are not going to be pretty.

AT: Countries can Deter

MAD will not deter countries – mistrust and lack of regional architecture. 

Cynthia Lee, staff writer for Asia Times , 2009 (“Conflicts in China’s North Korea Policy,” Asia Times, 7/22/2009 http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/KG22Ad01.html, 7/6/2010)

Most nations in this region are unpredictable, autocratic, and vulnerable in one way or another. Combined with high poverty and low education levels, there are no assurances that nuclear proliferation with follow the Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) paradigm of Western proliferation. Deterrence through MAD simply may not work or rogue nations bound by heavy sanctions may sell their technology to other states and worse, to non-state actors.   Equally disturbing is the reality that the Asian region is one marked by high levels of mistrust (which are owed largely in part to its complicated and violent history). Once proliferation begins, mistrust amongst the political actors will make it difficult to stop - to say nothing of Asia's lack of an effective regional architecture and thus a central, impartial organization to conduct proliferation efforts.
Countries in East Asia would not be able to deter launches in real time. 

George Perkovich, vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace Nuclear Proliferation, 1998 (“Foreign Policy” No. 112, pp. 12-23)

However, it is the very lack of such elaborate systems that is cause for worry in regional arms races, whether in East Asia, the Middle East, or South Asia. These countries may not have the satellites needed to monitor deployment of ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads, or the sophisticated early warning systems to detect launches in real time or to determine whether aircraft entering air space are carrying nuclear weapons. Proximity is also an issue. For instance, given the three-to-ten minute missile and aircraft flight times in South Asia and the six-to-thirty-five minute flight times in the Middle East, there is little opportunity to gather real-time information about potential preparations to launch nuclear warheads.  

Extra Impacts – Hegemony

Nuclear South Korea would end US hegemony, destabilize Asia, and cause China-Taiwan conflict. 

Asia Times 5-27-2009. [World powerless to stop North Korea, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/KE27Dg01.html]

For more than 60 years, South Korea and Japan have been protected from either the Soviet Union, China or North Korea by a US nuclear umbrella. However, if Seoul or Tokyo were to ever experience doubts about the reliability of this deterrent, they could eventually embark on a nuclear weapons build-up. Although US presidents have warned North Korea that using nuclear weapons would lead to their own destruction, Seoul and Tokyo cannot guarantee that Washington would be willing to use nuclear weapons to avenge the loss of any Korean or Japanese cities if the North had the means to attempt a nuclear strike on the US itself.   Ultimately, a nuclear South Korea and Japan could transform the geostrategic landscape of East Asia, and possibly the world. It could hasten the end of US hegemony in Asia, since the two would become less dependent on the US to guarantee their security.   There would be less need for US bases in the region, and Seoul and Tokyo might become a lot more assertive. Meanwhile, China would at the very least be uncomfortable with a nuclear South Korea. One reason is that Seoul could become more assertive about future territorial disputes concerning the ancient kingdom of Koguryo (Goguryeo), which incorporated large tracts of China and Korea.   But the bigger reason is that a nuclear South Korea might encourage Taiwan to develop nuclear weapons for fear of being left behind in the nuclear race. For China, a nuclear Taiwan would be intolerable, for it would make it easier for the island to declare independence from the mainland without fear of retribution if the Taiwanese people's desire arose. Finally, China would be especially concerned about a nuclear Japan, since Tokyo is Beijing's most formidable geopolitical rival in East Asia and a potential check on its self-proclaimed peaceful rise. 
Heg solves nuclear war. 

Zalmay Khalilizad, RAND policy analyst, Spring 1995, The Washington Quarterly, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War,” Vol. 18, No. 2

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values — democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.
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