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A.  Afghanistan Military Presence acts as a mechanism for the U.S. to Contain Russia and China – Future Containment is Dependent on Obama’s Decision to Maintain Military Presence

Bhadrakumar 2k8

(Ambassador M K Bhadrakumar was a career diplomat in the Indian Foreign Service. His assignments included the Soviet Union, South Korea, Sri Lanka, Germany, Afghanistan, Pakistan, Uzbekistan, Kuwait and Turkey, Asia Times, “All roads lead out of Afghanistan,” pg online @ http://www.atimes.com/atimes/South_Asia/JL20Df01.html //da: 7/29-ef)

But then, Moscow and Iran will expect that Obama reciprocates with a willingness to jettison the US's containment strategy towards them. The signs do not look good. This is not only from the look of Obama's national security team and the continuance of Robert Gates as defense secretary. On the contrary, in the dying weeks of the Bush administration, the US is robustly pushing for an increased military presence in the Russian (and Chinese) backyard in Central Asia on the ground that the exigencies of a stepped-up war effort in Afghanistan necessitate precisely such an expanded US military presence. Again, the Bush administration's insistence on bringing Saudi Arabia into the Afghan problem on the specious plea that a Wahhabi partner will be useful for taming the Taliban doesn't carry conviction with Iran. Iran's Supreme Leader Ali Khamenei on Wednesday pointedly stressed the need to be vigilant about "plots by the world's arrogance to create disunity" between Sunnis and Shi'ites. Russian-Iranian proximity It seems almost inevitable that Moscow and Tehran will join hands. In all likelihood, they may have already begun doing so. The Central Asian countries and China and India will also be closely watching the dynamics of this grim power struggle. They are interested parties insofar as they may have to suffer the collateral damage of the great game in Afghanistan. The US's "war on terror" in Afghanistan has already destabilized Pakistan. The debris threatens to fall on India, too. Most certainly, the terrorist attack on Mumbai last month cannot be seen in isolation from the militancy radiating from the Afghan war. Even as the high-level Russian-Indian Working Group on terrorism met in Delhi on Tuesday and Wednesday, another top diplomat dealing with the Afghan problem arrived in the Indian capital for consultations - Iranian Deputy Foreign Minister Mohammad Mahdi Akhounjadeh. Speaking in Moscow on Tuesday, chief of the General Staff of the Russian armed forces, General Nikolai Makarov, just about lifted the veil on the geopolitics of the Afghan war to let the world know that the Bush administration was having one last fling at the great game in Central Asia. Makarov couldn't have spoken without Kremlin clearance. Moscow seems to be flagging its frustration to Obama's camp. Makarov revealed Moscow had information to the effect that the US was pushing for new military bases in Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. Coincidence or not, a spate of reports has begun appearing that Russia is about to transfer the S-300 missile defense system to Iran. S-300 is one of the most advanced surface-to-air missile systems capable of intercepting 100 ballistic missiles or aircraft at once, at low and high altitudes within a range of over 150 kilometers. As long-time Pentagon advisor Dan Goure put it, "If Tehran obtained the S-300, it would be a game-changer in military thinking for tackling Iran. This is a system that scares every Western air force." It is hard to tell exactly what is going on, but Russia and Iran seem to be bracing for a countermove in the event of the Obama administration pressing ahead with the present US policy to isolate them or cut them out from their "near abroad". Aviation Week magazine recently quoted US officials as claiming that Moscow was using Belarus as a conduit for selling the SA-20 missile systems to Iran. "The Iranians are on contract for the SA-20," one of the US officials said. "We've got a huge set of challenges in the future that we've never had [before]. We've been lulled into a false sense of security because our operations over the last 20 years involved complete air dominance and we've been free to operate in all domains." The US official said the deployment of SA-20 around Iranian nuclear facilities would be a direct threat to Israel's fleet of advanced but "non-stealthy" F-15Is and F-16Is. Ha'aretz newspaper reported on Tuesday that the head of political-military policy in the Israeli Defense Ministry, Major General Amos Gilad, was traveling to Moscow with a demarche that Russia should not transfer S-300 to Iran. Evidently, Moscow is maintaining an air of "constructive ambiguity" as to what is exactly happening. Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov commented in October that Moscow would not sell the S-300 to countries in "volatile regions". But, on Wednesday, Russia's Novosti news agency cited unnamed Kremlin sources as saying that Moscow was "currently implementing a contract to deliver S-300 systems". Again, on Wednesday, the deputy head of the Federal Service of Russia's Military-Technical Cooperation, Alexander Fomin, publicly defended Russian-Iranian military cooperation as having a "positive influence on stability in this region". Fomin specifically commented that systems such as the S-300 benefited the whole region by "preventing new military conflicts". The US thrust into the Russian backyard in the Caucasus and Central Asia will most certainly have a bearing on the Russian-Iranian tango over the S-300. Moscow and Tehran will be on guard that despite the stalemate of the Afghan war and the mounting difficulties faced by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) forces, the cold warriors in Washington continue their great game in the Hindu Kush. Politics of transit routes This becomes glaring if we look at the saga of the US's supply routes to Afghanistan. Recent events have shown that militants are capable of holding NATO to ransom by disrupting the supply routes to Afghanistan via Karachi port. Logically, the US ought to look for alternate supply routes. Apart from the Karachi route, there are three alternate routes to supply the troops in Afghanistan: one, via Shanghai port straight across China to Tajikistan and to Afghanistan; two, the Russia-Kazakhstan-Uzbekistan/Turkmenistan land routes up to the Afghan border on the Amu Darya; three, the shortest and the most practical route via Iran. Russia has both road and rail links connecting the Afghan border. China, on the other hand, has at present only one rail connection to Central Asia - the line from Urumqi in Xinjiang Autonomous Province ending on the Kazakh border. But China is currently working on two additional loops - one from Korgas on the Kazakh border to Almaty and the second from Kashi to Kyrgyzstan. Both these loops connect China to the Central Asian rail grid of the Soviet era leading to the southern Uzbek port city of Termez on the Amu Darya, which is a traditional gateway to Afghanistan. But surprisingly, Washington wouldn't look at any of these alternate routes. Iran is understandably a no-go area (even though, in the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan the Bush administration sought and obtained logistical support from Iran). But the US is equally wary of involving Russia and China in the war effort. It apprehends that tomorrow these countries might well demand a say in war strategy, which has so far been the US's exclusive turf. Then, there are other implications. The containment strategy towards Russia and China cannot be sustained if there is a critical dependence on these countries for the US's war effort in Afghanistan. Again, their involvement will effectively freeze any expansion plans for NATO into Central Asia - let alone the scope for establishing new US military bases in the region. All-in-all, therefore, by involving Russia and China in the supply routes for US troops in Afghanistan, the US would be under compulsion to shelve its entire "Great Central Asia" strategy, which aims at rolling back Russian and Chinese influence in the region. So, what does the US do? It has decided on a three-pronged approach. First, the US will motivate the recalcitrant Pakistani generals not to create problems for NATO convoys passing through Pakistan. Thus, US Senator John Kerry, who visited India on route to Pakistan last week on a mediatory mission, pledged, inter alia, that the US would urgently act on the Pakistani top brass's demand for upgrading its F-16 fleet capable of carrying nuclear weapons, apart from expediting a fresh multi-billion dollar new aid package for Pakistan. Second, the US had began working on an entirely new supply route for Afghanistan which steers clear of Tehran, Moscow and Beijing and which, more importantly, not only dovetails but holds the prospects of augmenting and even strengthening the US's containment strategy towards Russia and Iran. US's Caucasian thrust Thus, the US has begun developing an altogether new land route through the southern Caucasus to Afghanistan, which doesn't exist at present. The US is working on the idea of ferrying cargo for Afghanistan via the Black Sea to the port of Poti in Georgia and then dispatching it through the territories of Georgia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan. A branch line could also go from Georgia via Azerbaijan to the Turkmen-Afghan border. The project, if it materializes, will be a geopolitical coup - the biggest ever that Washington would have swung in post-Soviet Central Asia and the Caucasus. At one stroke, the US will be tying up military cooperation at the bilateral level with Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan, Uzbekistan and Turkmenistan. Furthermore, the US will be effectively drawing these countries closer into NATO's partnership programs. Georgia, in particular, gets a privileged status as the key transit country, which will offset the current European opposition to its induction as a NATO member country. Besides, The US will have virtually dealt a blow to the Russia-led Collective Security Treat Organization (CSTO) and the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO). Not only will the US have succeeded in keeping the CSTO and the SCO from poking their noses into the Afghan cauldron, it will also have made these organizations largely irrelevant to regional security when Kazakhstan and Uzbekistan, the two key players in Central Asia, simply step out of the ambit of these organizations and directly deal with the US and NATO. Third, Russian newspaper Kommersant reported on December 12 that the US was also concurrently setting up a presence in Almaty. It said, "The talks that the US administration officials are having in Central Asia confirm the view that a new project exists. Last week, Kazakhstan's parliament ratified memorandums of support for Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan. They allow the US to use the military section of Almaty airport for emergency landings by military planes." Therefore, the US is making a determined bid to render Russian diplomacy on Afghanistan toothless. Interestingly, the US has allowed NATO at the same time to negotiate with Russia for transit route facilities, which Moscow will be hard-pressed to refuse. Last week, the NATO envoy for Central Asia, Robert Simmons, visited Moscow . If Moscow had calculated that assisting the NATO supply route would enable it to gain influence on other issues of Russia-West relations or on Afghanistan, that is not going to happen as the US would have no dependence on Russia as such and would have no compulsion to reciprocate. Washington has certainly done some smart 
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thinking. It is having the best of both worlds - NATO taking help from Russia with the US at the same time puncturing the CSTO and undercutting Russian interests in the Caucasus and Central Asia. What hits Russian interests most is that if the Caucasian route materializes, the US would have consolidated its military presence in South Caucasus on a long-term basis. Ever since the conflict in the Caucasus in August, the US has maintained a continuous naval presence in the Black Sea, with regular port calls in Georgia. The indications are that the US is planning a carefully calibrated ground presence in Georgia as well. Talks are in the final stages for a US-Georgia Security and Military Agreement. US Deputy Assistant Secretary of State Matt Bryza visited Tbilisi on Tuesday for consultations in this regard. According to reports, Washington is finalizing a document that includes helping Georgia fulfill the criteria for NATO membership and promoting "security cooperation and strategic partnership". As a US expert summed up, "The South Caucasus option is more expensive but incomparably more secure. It is also immune to Russian political manipulation ... a larger flow of supplies by land and air would presuppose an unobtrusive US military-logistical presence on the ground. It would also require reliable control of Georgian and Azerbaijani air space." Another dramatic fallout is that the proposed land route covering Georgia, Azerbaijan, Kazakhstan and Turkmenistan can also be easily converted into an energy corridor and become a Caspian oil and gas corridor bypassing Russia. Such a corridor has been a long-cherished dream for Washington. Furthermore, European countries will feel the imperative to agree to the US demand that the transit countries for the energy corridor are granted NATO protection in one form or the other. That, in turn, leads to NATO's expansion into the Caucasus and Central Asia. Surely, the renewed Taliban threat in Afghanistan and the escalation of combat is providing a fantastic backdrop. For the first time, the US would be establishing a military presence in the Caucasus and the distinct possibility emerges for a Caspian energy corridor leading to the European market. Both Russia and Iran will feel directly threatened by the US military presence virtually in their border regions, and both would feel outplayed by Washington in the Caspian energy sweepstakes. These maneuverings over the supply routes bring out the full range of the bitterly fought geopolitical struggle in the Hindu Kush, which mostly lies hidden from the world opinion that remains focused on the fate of al-Qaeda and Taliban. The fact is, seven years down the road from the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan, the US has done exceedingly well in geopolitical terms, even if the war as such may have gone rather badly both for the Afghans and the Pakistanis and the European soldiers serving in Afghanistan. US holds trump card The US has succeeded in establishing its long-term military presence in Afghanistan. Ironically, with the deterioration of the war, a case is now being built for establishing new US military bases in Central Asia. While the US's close partnership with the Pakistani military continues intact, the search for new supply routes becomes the perfect backdrop for expanding its influence into the Russian and Chinese (and Iranian) backyards in Central Asia. The veiled threat of reopening the "Kashmir file", which is patently aimed at keeping India at bay, also serves a useful purpose. Plainly put, the US faces a real geopolitical challenge in Afghanistan if only a coalition of like-minded regional powers like Russia, China, Iran and India takes shape and these powers seriously begin exchanging notes about what the Afghan war has been about so far and where it is heading and what the US strategy aims at. So far, the US has succeeded in stalling such a process by sorting out these regional powers individually. Indeed, Washington has been a net beneficiary from the contradictions in the mutual relations between these regional powers. On the whole, the US holds several trump cards, given the contradictions in Sino-Indian relations, Sino-Russian relations, the situation around Iran, India-Pakistan relations and Iran-Pakistan and, of course, Russia-Pakistan relations. The US's number one diplomatic challenge at this juncture will be to pre-empt and scatter any sort of incipient coordination that may take place between the regional powers surrounding Afghanistan in the nature of a regionally initiated peace process. The US has done its utmost to see that the SCO proposal for holding an international conference on Afghanistan doesn't materialize. But as the Russian-Indian and Iranian-Indian consultations this week in Delhi testify, the regional powers may be slowly waking up and becoming wiser about the US's geostrategy in Afghanistan. The time may not be far off before they begin to sense that the "war on terror" is providing a convenient rubric under which the US is incrementally securing for itself a permanent abode in the highlands of the Hindu Kush and the Pamirs, Central Asian steppes and the Caucasus that form the strategic hub overlooking Russia, China, India and Iran. The million-dollar question is Obama's sincerity. If he genuinely wants to end the bloodshed and the suffering in Afghanistan, tackle terrorism effectively and enduringly, as well as stabilize Afghanistan and secure South Asia as a stable region, he has to make a definitive choice. All he needs to do is to feel disgusted with the "collateral damage" that the great game is causing to the human condition, and seek an inclusive Afghan settlement in terms of the imperatives of regional security and stability. Such a break will be consistent with what he claims his sense of values to be. The existential choice is whether he will break with the past out of principle. No doubt, Obama faces a tough call, being a quintessential "outsider" in Washington, as he will run into the vested interests of the US security establishment, the military-industrial complex, Big Oil and the influential corpus of cold warriors who are bent on pressing ahead. The war in the Hindu Kush enters a decisive phase for the New American Century project.

B. Unchecked Chinese rise causes global nuclear war 

Walton 2k7 

(C. Dale Walton, Lecturer in International Relations and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading, 2007, Geopolitics and the Great Powers in the 21st Century, p. 49)

Obviously, it is of vital importance to the United States that the PRC does not become the hegemon of Eastern Eurasia. As noted above, however, regardless of what Washington does, China's success in such an endeavor is not as easily attainable as pessimists might assume. The PRC appears to be on track to be a very great power indeed, but geopolitical conditions are not favorable for any Chinese effort to establish sole hegemony; a robust multipolar system should suffice to keep China in check, even with only minimal American intervention in local squabbles. The more worrisome danger is that Beijing will cooperate with a great power partner, establishing a very muscular axis. Such an entity would present a critical danger to the balance of power, thus both necessitating very active American intervention in Eastern Eurasia and creating the underlying conditions for a massive, and probably nuclear, great power war. Absent such a "super-threat," however, the demands on American leaders will be far more subtle: creating the conditions for Washington's gentle decline from playing the role of unipolar quasi-hegemon to being "merely" the greatest of the world's powers, while aiding in the creation of a healthy multipolar system that is not marked by close great power alliances.
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A. US military presence and resolve in East Asia are perceived as strong now

McDevitt 2k10 

(Director for CNA-Strategic Studies & Rear admiral, 3/15, “The 2010 QDR and Asia: Messages for the Region”, pg online @ http://csis.org/files/publication/pac1012.pdf //da:7/27)

US friends and allies in Asia should be reassured that although prevailing in today’s conflicts is central to US strategy, the QDR is also at pains to recognize the central importance of the “... system of alliances, partnerships, and multinational institutions that our country has helped build and sustain for more than sixty years.” The QDR is quite explicit in stating that the US possesses the military capability to “...deter, defend against and defeat aggression by potentially hostile nations-states. This capability is fundamental to the nation’s ability to protect its interests and provide security in key regions.” This very explicit endorsement of the importance of US military presence in East Asia is a significant signal to Asia that the US has no intention of withdrawing from Asia in the face of growing Chinese military capability. Over the last 18 months or so, there have been a number of commentaries regarding China’s off-shore military strategy for dealing with Taiwan or defending itself from attack by the sea. Termed “anti-access” or “area-denial,” the basic idea is for China to have adequate military capability to defeat US military power in East Asia and keep reinforcements at arm’s length – in other words, to deny the US access to East Asia in case of conflict. The QDR addresses the anti-access problem head-on. It makes the point that America’s ability to deter conflict is directly related to its ability to be able to fight both “...limited and large scale conflicts in environments where anti-access weaponry and tactics are used.” In other words, the Department of Defense recognizes US credibility as a force for stability is directly related to its ability to convincingly deal with attempts to deny the US military access. More specifically, the QDR specifically requires that US naval forces continue “to be capable of robust forward presence and power projection operations, even as they add capabilities and capacity for working with partner navies.” In terms of airpower it says, “Land-based and carrier-based aircraft will need greater average range, flexibility, and multi-mission versatility in order to deter and defeat adversaries that are fielding more potent anti-access capabilities.” These QDR requirements are intended to guide the evolution of US military, and to this analyst are clear recognition that the US and China are engaged in a capabilities competition in East Asia. Quite simply, the region should understand that as China’s anti-access capabilities improve, the US has every intention of maintaining its current advantages by staying ahead in the capabilities race. Among the initiatives the QDR announces for dealing with this emerging problem is US Navy and US Air Force collaboration on something called a “joint air-sea battle concept.” One objective of this concept is to defeat “adversaries equipped with sophisticated anti-access and area denial capabilities. The idea is to integrate capabilities in all the domains – air, sea, land, space and cyberspace – to counter growing challenges to US freedom of action.” Again, this should be seen as a reassuring signal to the region that the US intends to maintain a viable presence for the long term, and commentaries regarding the eclipse of US power in the region are misguided.
B. A Substantial Reduction in Presence Guts U.S. Deterrence and Causes China to Attack Taiwan 

Dr. Anderson et al ‘98

(James H. Anderson, Ph.D. Defense Policy Analyst, Baker Spring, Moore, Director of the International Studies Center at the Heritage Foundation 98, Heritage Foundation Reports, “NATIONAL DEFENSE; Restoring Military Strength” pg nexis//ef)

Regional Security.  Possible near-term threats to vital U.S. national interests also include the potential reestablishment of an expansionist dictatorship in Russia, military adventurism by Iran or Iraq, attacks by North Korea against South Korea, or militarily threatening moves by China against Taiwan (see Chapters 15 and 16).  A defense posture capable of countering these threats can be maintained at far less cost than the Cold War demanded.  Both Congress and the Clinton Administration, however, have not maintained the necessary defenses.  Instead, both have presided over a period of decline in U.S. military capabilities and confusion in U.S. defense policy.  To protect its security in critical regions, the United States will continue to rely upon its traditional alliances and its " forward presence," that is, the stationing of military forces close to the scene of potential challenges to vital interests.  Forward Presence.  Closely tied to the need to sustain alliances is the need to maintain combat-ready forces that are forward-deployed and ready to deter aggression in regions vital to U.S. interests.  Today, the United States maintains approximately 100,000 soldiers and airmen in Europe, down from the Cold War levels of approximately 550,000, and 100,000 in the Asia-Pacific region.  Any substantial cuts from these levels could signal weakness or lack of commitment to regional allies of the United States and invite aggression and conflict.  Forward presence also depends on the ability to pre-position weapons and equipment, maintained in a high state of combat readiness, so that reinforcements based in the United States can fly in quickly, fall in on their equipment, and drive immediately to the battlefield.  Power Projection.  As the 1991 Persian Gulf War demonstrated, the United States must be able to project 
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combat power quickly from the continental United States into areas of conflict, either to defeat or deter an aggressor like Saddam Hussein.  This means a substantial investment in logistics support and in fast sealift and heavy airlift capabilities.  The ability to send combat-ready forces quickly into battle not only acts as a deterrent, but also has allowed the United States to reduce its forward-deployed forces in Europe and Asia to more affordable levels.
C. Global nuclear war
Hunkovic 2k9 

(Lee J, American Military University “The Chinese-Taiwanese Conflict Possible Futures of a Confrontation between China, Taiwan and the United States of America”, http://www.lamp-method.org/eCommons/Hunkovic.pdf //da: 7/24)

A war between China, Taiwan and the United States has the potential to escalate into a nuclear conflict and a third world war, therefore, many countries other than the primary actors could be affected by such a conflict, including Japan, both Koreas, Russia, Australia, India and Great Britain, if they were drawn into the war, as well as all other countries in the world that participate in the global economy, in which the United States and China are the two most dominant members. If China were able to successfully annex Taiwan, the possibility exists that they could then plan to attack Japan and begin a policy of aggressive expansionism in East and Southeast Asia, as well as the Pacific and even into India, which could in turn create an international standoff and deployment of military forces to contain the threat. In any case, if China and the United States engage in a full-scale conflict, there are few countries in the world that will not be economically and/or militarily affected by it. However, China, Taiwan and United States are the primary actors in this scenario, whose actions will determine its eventual outcome, therefore, other countries will not be considered in this study.

And, It destroys civilization

Cheong, Journalist, 2K1 (China, Will Taiwan Break Away? The Rise of Taiwanese Nationalism, p. 7)

The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military official disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its “non first use” principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armageddon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

2NC Impact Overview (Asia Version) (1/2)

Disad Outweighs – Plan Sends a signal of Weakness – Allows China to Make an Immediate Play for Taiwan – Causes Immediate Escalation and War that draws in all the major powers– that’s Hunkovic

A) Probability – Even a SMALL change in U.S. Presence Sets off the disad

Ross, Politics Professor at Boston College, 99 (Robert, International Security, Volume 23, Number 4)

Finally, both full and partial U.S. withdrawal suffer from a common problem. Each would sacrifice U.S. primacy for the chimera of cheaper balancing. Because the benefits of primacy are many and valuable, the cost of maintaining primacy manageable and the risks of abandoning primacy great, the current balance of power is far preferable to a Sino‑Japanese balance of power or a U.S.‑China‑Japan balance of power.The price of retrenchment would be U.S. security dependence on cooperation with Japan. American access to regional shipping lanes would depend significantly on the Japanese navy. U.S. coop​eration with local maritime countries would similarly depend on Japanese forbearance. Japanese politics could have as great an impact on U.S. security as American politics. And this is the positive scenario. Should Japan prove uncooperative or should security dilemma dynamics erode cooperation, the United States would also depend on Chinese cooperation and Chinese politics to secure its interests in East Asia. A strong American presence maximizes the stability of the balance of power while offsetting the negative consequences of bipolarity through mitigation of the security dilemma. It is less costly than withdrawal. Current defense spend​ing is well below Cold War levels, but it is sufficient to maintain maritime supremacy and a regional balance of power for the next thirty years. Well into the twenty‑first century, the U.S.‑China bipolar competition will be the most effective and inexpensive strategy for the United States to realize its vital regional interests. Other factors besides geography and structure affect stability. Democracy, interdependence, and formal multilateral security institutions can contribute to stability, but they are not necessary causes of stability. Nineteenth‑century Europe experienced a relatively stable and peaceful order in the absence of widespread democracy, interdependence, and formal institutions. That all three factors are absent from contemporary East Asia does not necessarily mean there will be a greater prevalence of war, crises, and heightened conflict. This article has argued that geography contributes to regional stability and order because it shapes the a priori causes of conflict: capabilities, interests, and the security dilemma.

B) Magnitude – Collapses ALL U.S. Credibility, Hegemony, and Causes Japan Nuclearization 

Mauro 2k7

(Ryan Mauro is a geopolitical analyst. He began working for Tactical Defense Concepts (www.tdconcepts.com), a maritime-associated security company in 2002, pg online @ http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq //da:7/31)

China’s rise in power would become inevitable and accelerated, as our Asian allies doubted our commitments, and would decide on appeasement and entering China’s sphere of influence, rather than relying upon America. The new dynamics in Asia, with allies of America questioning our strength, would result in a nuclear arms race. Japan would have no option but to develop nuclear weapons (although she may do so regardless). Two scenarios would arise: China would dominate the Pacific and America’s status as a superpower would quickly recede, or there would be a region wide nuclear stalemate involving Burma, China, India, Pakistan, North Korea, South Korea, Japan, and possibly Taiwan and Australia.

C) The Impact Spills-over and accesses all aff impacts – weakness in one area of the globe affects ALL OTHERS

Wolfowitz, Former Undersecretary of Defense, 2-16-98 (Paul, Federal News Service//nexis)

MR. WOLFOWITZ: I would just say amen. And I think just as I believe weakness in one area affects another, if we think that Saddam Hussein and the North Koreans aren't talking to one another I think we're dreaming. But strength in one area sets an example elsewhere. As a matter of fact, if you go back and look at the history of our dealings with North Korea, among the few concessions they ever made to us were in late 1991 and early 1992, when they first agreed to inspections. And there are different theories about why this happened, because there were multiple causes. But I was convinced that one of the reasons was because they saw what we were doing in terms of dismantling Iraqi weapons of mass destruction capability, and they were trying to wiggle out from under that. Unfortunately now they can see that even the Iraqis don't have to worry too much. I think if we could get serious -- and I believe the public would support it -- in one place, it would begin to have positive ripple effects elsewhere.
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D) And, it turns the case – causes regional instability that draws the U.S. Back in

Kelly 2k9 

(Robert E, Assistant Professor, Department of Political Science & Diplomacy, Pusan National University, Should the US Pull Out of South Korea (2): No, Asian Security Blog, http://asiansecurityblog.wordpress.com/2009/12/18/should-the-us-pull-out-of-south-korea-2-no/)

1. If we leave, everyone in Asia will read it as a sign that we are weak and that we are leaving Asia generally. Yes, this is the credibility argument straight out of the Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan debates. But the world sees US power today as wavering; we are the tottering giant, especially in Asia. If we leave during the GWoT, that image will be confirmed, and the Chinese will push hard in Asia. A US departure will touch off an arms race as regional uncertainty rises. Asia is not where Europe or Latin America are in terms of regional amity. The US presence is more needed in this region, and it earns the US the friendship of the local democracies. It is hard to see how a spiraling arms race, as Japan and China openly start competing for regional leadership, plus perhaps India and China, would help the US. The US could very well be pulled back in later. A US departure from Korea (and Japan next?) will be read as a clear victory for China in the Sino-US regional competition.

E) And, the disad turns every impact – U.S. withdrawal guts U.S. Credibility and undermines effective soft power and leadership

Zoellick 98

(Phillip Zoellick, US Naval Academy Professor, FDCH, February 4, 1998 pg nexis)
As I noted earlier, the countries of Asia are now openly depending on the U.S. for help. in striking contrast with some of the rhetoric of recent years about the decline of the U S economy and its decaying society. Although it might be tempting to some to "teach Asia a lesson." a policy of spite would leave a terrible legacy for the U S in the post-Cold War world. Indeed, the U.S. would be ignoring its own successful lesson from the far-sighted approach America chose after 1945. Further economic and political unraveling could lead to breakdowns that would threaten American security. If the U.S. leaves a leadership vacuum in an area of strong interest, regional powers may strive to fill it on their terms. Perhaps others will resist this, or maybe no one would fill the gap, leading to regional conflicts or fragmentation. In any event, Asians would conclude that the U S is unreliable, undermining America's abilities to lead coalitions for causes as diverse as conflicts in the Gulf, opening markets to trade, non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, bases for the projection of American power, the environment, human and religious rights, or countless others. Great powers cannot ignore upheavals in regions of vital interest without giving up the influence that compensates for their labors.

F) And, it Magnifies Every 1AC Impact – U.S. Withdrawal Makes Miscalculation and Escalation More Likely

Chirstensen, Politics Professor at MIT, 99 (Thomas, International Security, Volume 23, Number 4//pg nexis)

If security dilemma theory is applied to East Asia, the chance for spirals of tension in the area seems great, particularly in the absence of a U.S. military presence in the region. The theory states that, in an uncertain and anarchic international system, mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can lead each side to take precautionary and defensively motivated measures that are perceived as offensive threats. This can lead to countermeasures in kind, thus ratcheting up regional tensions, reducing security, and creating self-fulfilling prophecies about the danger of one's security environment. If we look at the variables that might fuel security dilemma dynamics, East Asia appears quite dangerous. From a standard realist perspective, not only could dramatic and unpredictable changes in the distribution of capabilities in East Asia increase uncertainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea‑lanes and secure energy supplies to almost all regional actors could encourage a desta​bilizing competition to develop power‑projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Because they are perceived as offensive threats, power‑projection forces are more likely to spark spirals of tension than weapons that can defend only a nation's homeland. Perhaps even more important in East Asia than these more commonly considered variables are psychological factors (such as the historically based mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography issues relating to the Taiwan question, which make even defensive weapons in the region appear threatening to Chinese security. One way to ameliorate security dilemmas and prevent spirals of tension is to have an outside arbiter play a policing role, lessening the perceived need for regional actors to begin destabilizing security competitions. For this reason, most scholars, regardless of theoretical persuasion, seem to agree with U.S. officials and local leaders that a major factor in containing potential tensions in East Asia is the continuing presence of the U.S. military, particularly in Japan. 
2NC Impact Overview (Mideast Version)

The Impact Spills-over and accesses all aff impacts – weakness in one area of the globe affects ALL OTHERS 
Wolfowitz, Former Undersecretary of Defense, 2-16-98 (Paul, Federal News Service//nexis)

MR. WOLFOWITZ: I would just say amen. And I think just as I believe weakness in one area affects another, if we think that Saddam Hussein and the North Koreans aren't talking to one another I think we're dreaming. But strength in one area sets an example elsewhere. As a matter of fact, if you go back and look at the history of our dealings with North Korea, among the few concessions they ever made to us were in late 1991 and early 1992, when they first agreed to inspections. And there are different theories about why this happened, because there were multiple causes. But I was convinced that one of the reasons was because they saw what we were doing in terms of dismantling Iraqi weapons of mass destruction capability, and they were trying to wiggle out from under that. Unfortunately now they can see that even the Iraqis don't have to worry too much. I think if we could get serious -- and I believe the public would support it -- in one place, it would begin to have positive ripple effects elsewhere.

And, Failure to Maintain Presence in the Persian Gulf Causes world war three

Wolfowitz, Former National Security Advisor to Bush, 2K (Paul, “Statesmanship in the New Century,” Present Dangers: Crisis & Opportunity in American Foreign & Defense Policy, ed. Kagan & Kristol)
One would like to think that this new consensus reflects a recog​nition that the United States cannot afford to allow a hostile power to dominate Europe or Asia or the Persian Gulf; that the safest, and in the long run the cheapest, way to prevent such a develop​ment is to preserve the U.S.-led alliances that have been so suc​cessful—to paraphrase Lord Ismay in more diplomatic language—at keeping the Americans engaged, the allies reassured and the aggres​sors deterred; and that the best way to avoid another world war is not by being willing to cede Europe or Asia to hostile domination, but by making it clear in advance that we will oppose it and thereby prevent any such effort. Unfortunately, today’s consensus reflects as much the complacency bred by our current predominance as agreement on how to shape the future to prevent another world war, or even concern about the possibility of such an event.  [P. 311]

Global conflict

Zakaria, Foreign Policy Editor at Newsweek, 5-9-2K5 (Fareed, “Does the Future Belong to China,” Newsweek”

For centuries, the rest of the world was a stage for the ambitions and interests of the West's great powers. China's rise, along with that of India and the continuing weight of Japan, represents the third great shift in global power--the rise of Asia. Great powers are not born every day. The list of current ones--the United States, Britain, France, Germany, Russia--has been mostly the same for two centuries. The arrival of a new one usually produces tension if not turmoil, as the newcomer tries to fit into the established order--or overturns it to suit its purposes. Think of the rise of Germany and Japan in the early 20th century, or the decline of the Ottoman Empire in that same period, which created the modern Middle East. Great-power conflict is something the world has not seen since the cold war. But if it were to begin, all the troubles we worry about now--terrorism, Iran, North Korea--would pale in comparison. It would mean arms races, border troubles, and perhaps more. Even without those dire scenarios, China complicates international life. Take relations between the United States and Europe. Iraq was a temporary problem. But differing attitudes on the rise of China are likely to produce permanent strains in the Western Alliance. Inevitably, the China challenge looms largest for the United States. Historically, when the world's leading power is challenged by a rising one, the two have had a difficult relationship. And while neither side will ever admit it publicly, both China and the United States worry and plan for trouble. To say this is not to assume war or even conflict, but merely to note that there is likely to be tension between the two countries. How both sides handle it will determine their future relations--and the peace of the world.

2NC Link Wall (Asia Version) (1/2)
U.S. Military Presence in Asia Necessary to Check Chinese Rise and Sustain U.S. Heg

Dr. Friedberg 2k7

(Aaron, professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University, Ph.D. from Harvard, “China’s Strategic Ambitions in Asia,” pg online @ http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Friedberg_paper.pdf //ef)

Some Chinese analysts have begun to speak openly of a spheres of influence deal in which the U.S. would be permitted to retain some portion of its present position in the Western Pacific while acquiescing in Chinese dominance on the Asian mainland and along its eastern approaches. According to one writer, under such an arrangement the United States would have to accept China’s: “competitive edge over American military power in the maritime territories close to China (with the maritime territory to the eastern coast of Taiwan as the boundary line) . . . Concurrently, the United States will maintain its leadership position, its overall military edge around the world and in the western Pacific, and its diplomatic/political influence in other major regions. In other words, this means that there will be a division of power between China and the United States, such that the United States will ultimately be unable to reject the peaceful ascension of China to global superpower.”7 Among the objections to such an arrangement are the fact that it would presumably require the U.S. to accept China’s absorption of Taiwan and to withdraw from the Korean peninsula. A continued American edge in the “western Pacific” might also not necessarily include a presence in Japan. In any event, maintaining such an edge would be a good deal more difficult if Chinese forces were based on Taiwan. On the other hand, from a Chinese perspective, a continued U.S. regional presence could well mean the continuing threat of interdiction of sea lines of communication. A stable spheres of influence arrangement seems unlikely, absent the underlying trust that could come from an eventual convergence in values and domestic political institutions. Implications China may want preponderance in Asia, but that does not mean it will necessarily be able to attain it. Assuming that it can overcome its own internal weaknesses, China’s rising power will likely stimulate increased balancing behavior on the part of many of its neighbors, as well as the United States. Balancing is likely, but it is not automatic, nor are attempts at balancing destined to be successful. Some analysts (including Huntington) have suggested that East Asian states may actually be more prone to bandwagoning than balancing. Even if this is not the case, if China can lull its potential rivals into complacency by downplaying its own strength and understating its ambitions, if it can divide its potential rivals, while gradually eroding the underpinnings of America’s regional position, it may be able to ease its way closer to a position of preponderance. The challenge for American strategists in the years ahead will be to continuously reassess and rebalance their current mixed policy of seeking to engage China economically and diplomatically, while at the same time working to maintain a favorable balance of power in Asia, even as China grows stronger. While continuing to emphasize engagement, dialogue and cooperation with China, the United States must also: · Do nothing to discourage the balancing tendencies of other Asian powers, in part by making clear its own intention to resist any Chinese effort to attain regional dominance; · Shore up the foundations of its own regional position, starting with the strained USROK alliance; · Encourage existing tendencies toward the formation of a largely informal, multilayered network of strategic communication and cooperation among various combinations of Asian states: Japan and Australia, Japan and India, India and Vietnam, the U.S., Japan and South Korea, etc.; · Develop and maintain forces capable of countering and, if necessary, defeating China’s growing anti-access capabilities; · Continue to seek more effective ways to encourage the eventual liberalization of China’s domestic political system.    

And, military presences is critical to counter China’s Rise 

Dumbaugh 2k9

(Kerry, Specialist in Asian Affairs, pg online @ http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R40457.pdf //da: 7/26)

Other proponents of the “inevitability” of China’s rise especially stress the extreme competitive challenges of China’s growing power. They say these challenges, even if benign, pose potentially huge consequences for U.S. global interests. Beijing officials, say this group, view the world as a state-centered, competitive environment where power is respected, and are determined to use the means at their disposal to increase their nation’s wealth, power, and influence in a largely opportunistic fashion. A militarily muscular China with substantial international economic ties will be able to exercise considerable political power that could prompt U.S. friends and allies to make different choices, eroding U.S. influence around the world. These observers charge that the PRC already is exploiting the international financial crisis to strengthen its access to international energy sources and other commodities. The United States, they argue, should develop a comprehensive strategic plan in order to counter China’s growing power by strengthening its existing regional alliances and making new ones, expanding overseas investments, sharpening American global competitiveness, and maintaining a robust military presence in Asia and elsewhere as a counterweight to growing PRC power and influence.

2NC Link Wall (Asia Version) (2/2)

More evidence – presence key to containment

Japan Times 5/22/2k5

(“Betting on World War III,” pg nexis//-ef)

With the regions of the world separated by water, the argument continues, there can be no global hegemon. But to ensure that its interests prevail throughout the world, an existing regional hegemon will need to prevent the development of any hegemonic power in regions outside its own - by war if need be, if other forms of containment prove ineffective. The senior U.S. administration officials who announced the formation of the new bilateral forum said it was established as part of the administration's efforts "to come to grips with (China's) rising influence in Asia." Although Premier Wen Jiabao recently said China has no aspirations of becoming a regional hegemon, he was being a little naive. China's rising influence in Asia has already given it a great power role verging on hegemony, helped by at least 350 nuclear-weapon-tipped missiles pointed at Taiwan and maybe Japan, too. China's ability to assert its move toward regional hegemonic status is currently limited by the U.S. military presence in the region: the troops and planes in South Korea, Japan and Guam and the 7th Fleet floating around in the area. They are backed up with nuclear weapons.

Decreased US military presence extirpates regional stability and causes a litany of conflicts to erupt  

LeBlanc, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 2k4 

(Lee D, May, “21st Century United States Military Strategy For East Asia: Countering An Emerging China”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424084 //da:7/30)

A continued formidable U.S. military forward presence seems inevitable to accomplish NSS objectives, even in light of U.S. military enhanced capabilities. History suggests that there is no stronger demonstration of U.S. commitment than forces on the ground. Though there might be a temptation to reduce the military footprint, it seems such a reduction could compromise U.S. interests. History has shown that U.S. military effectiveness is dependent on strategic response. It appears that the geographical 
vastness of the Asian region might require 14 forward stationing of U.S. military forces to ensure responsiveness. Therefore, a U.S. military forward presence in the Asian region suggests assurance of maintaining U.S. interests. History also suggests that the U.S. military strategy with respect to China for the 21st century will be primarily influenced by economics. As the world becomes more and more globally interdependent, regional stability does not appear to be simply an American interest. A U.S. military presence in the region for over 50 years appears to have enabled economic growth for the U.S., Japan, South Korea, China, and other Asian countries. The U.S. presence appears to have deterred North Korea from attacking, offsetting a Japanese remilitarization and arms escalation with China, prevented China from regaining the democratic Taiwan, prevented the spread of communism, discouraged the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and maintained peace among historical enemies. This stability suggests the U.S. facilitated an environment conducive for economic prosperity. Given the region’s economic growth and its contribution of 50% of the worlds GDP, both China and the U.S. cannot afford to go to war and thereby jeopardize their interests, the region’s stability, and on-going globalization in the 21st century. Since the transformation effort to enhance U.S. military capabilities is likely to provide more lethality with fewer forces, it could cause a paradigm shift in U.S. domestic, regional, and global perspectives. This will then certainly result in serious pleas for the U.S. to reduce its military presence in the East Asian region. Be that as it may and given the heavy armor threat that China possesses, the only way the U.S. can counter this threat is to be in a forward position of advantage. It also appears reasonable that a strong regional U.S. military presence in the 21st century is critical to deal with 21st century threats and the global war on terror. Current and projected threats appear formidable. History suggests that there should be a regional balance to China’s military growth and that North Korea must be deterred. Likewise nuclear proliferation between China, Japan, India, and others might be further discouraged through a U.S. military presence. Transnational threats will likely require a forward military presence in order to effectively engage day-to-day incidents. A strong presence, regardless of transformational capabilities, is likely to facilitate U.S. intelligence collection disciplines. Conversely, a reduced U.S. military presence could potentially undermine U.S. ability to deter current threats and fight the global war on terror. The argument seems to be clear, that is, the U.S. military strategy should not change; otherwise, U.S. interests will be compromised in the region with global repercussions. A strong U.S. military presence in the 20th century appears to have established regional stability that has fostered regional and global economic prosperity. The changing strategic environment for the 15 Asian region has the potential to cause a paradigm shift in forward basing of U.S. forces. Regardless of the sense of euphoria from the current state of affairs, the promising future in the Asian region, or enhanced U.S. military capabilities as a result of transformation, the U.S. seems wedded to a strong forward presence. This strategy is deemed essential in order for the U.S. to continue to provide the common denominator that will ensure U.S. goals for political and economic freedom, peaceful relations with other states, and respect for human dignity in the 21st century – despite an emerging China. Given the geographical vastness of the Asian region, the number of large armies in the region, U.S. commitments, and formidable threats, a credible U.S. military presence appears to be critical to achieving U.S. NSS objectives. 

2NC Link Wall (Mideast Version)

U.S. and Chinese Military Presence Activities Trade-off – China will fill-in for U.S. Reductions

Power and Interest News Report 2006

(The Power and Interest News Report (PINR) is an independent organization that utilizes open source intelligence to provide conflict analysis services in the context of international relations, “PINR Reports”, September 29, http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_report&report_id=562&language_id=1 //da: 7/29)

Various factors are behind the opening of the N.D.U. and P.L.A. schools in general to the outside world. As mentioned above, China has been opening up to the world for nearly three decades, and the opening of its academies is but a natural part of this progression. Second, Beijing feels the need to replicate to the largest extent possible the well-established and far-reaching U.S. education and training programs that have allowed the United States to maintain strong links with various militaries around the world. These programs not only allowed Washington to develop close relations between its officers and their counterparts around the world, but to facilitate issues such as basing, arms sales, joint operations and alliance maintenance. China is increasingly realizing that mere weapons sales are not enough to secure its influence. It is, therefore, beginning to engage in a similar global military education program with an aim to train and influence the leaders of the countries where it has its interests Third, today China possesses far more resources than it ever did in the past. This allows it to host such programs. Making use of its newfound wealth, China is working to build up its reputation and prestige as a center of military excellence among the world's militaries. The hope is that as the country's resources grow, China will be able to replicate the large U.S. educational network successfully and to compete for the preferences of the world's militaries. Prestige is definitely an important factor, with some visits being clearly designed to impress the guests. Therefore, China's aim is to augment its soft power among the world's militaries, while at the same time reducing the soft power of the United States and its allies. The Results China's military education programs have given Beijing some tangible benefits with many of its graduates assuming senior positions in their respective countries. Among them is President Kabila of the Democratic Republic of Congo, in addition to a few chiefs of staff and cabinet ministers in Africa and Asia. While most countries still send their very best, the chief of staff material, to Western academies, many officers reaching less senior positions such as one star and two star generals are increasingly being trained in China. All armies in Africa and a few in Latin America and Southeast Asia have N.D.U. graduates at the ranking of colonel or brigadier. In countries such as Nigeria, Poland, Nepal and Indonesia, the Defense and Strategy Course has become a promotion course, while in Indonesia it is also being use to compensate for the decrease in interaction with the American and Australian militaries and for the lack of vacancies at the country's top strategy school. China is also assuming a major role in regions where the U.S. presence has been curtailed by domestic politics, such as in the cases of South America and some parts of the Middle East. From Venezuela alone, an estimated 30 officers have graduated from various P.L.A. academies in recent years. 

***Uniqueness***

Uniq: U.S. Strong Now
And, US defense posture in Asia is strong now ---- continued forward deployed military presence is key 

American Forces Press Service 6/5/10 

(“Gates Describes U.S. Approach to Deterrence in Asia”, John D, 

Pg online @ http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/06/mil-100605-afps01.htm //da:7/26 )

SINGAPORE, June 5, 2010 – A U.S. defense posture in Asia that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable is necessary in deterring conflict in today’s world, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said here today. Gates addressed the first plenary session of the ninth annual “Shangri-La Dialogue,” an Asia security summit organized by the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Conventional military bases, Gates said, are not the sole yardstick for measuring the U.S. presence in the region and its associated impact and influence. “Rather,” he said, “we must think about U.S. ‘presence’ in the broader sense of what we achieve in the region: the connections made, the results accomplished.” This, he explained, includes the work of medical teams and engineers, as well as partner militaries that are more professional and capable of contributing to international efforts to deal with the most vexing challenges the United States and its Asian partners face. “These kinds of activities reflect a priority of the overall United States security strategy: to prevent and deter conflict by better [employing] and integrating all elements of our national power and international cooperation,” the secretary said. “As we have learned, military capabilities are critically important, but by themselves, [they] do not deter conflict. Sustained diplomatic, economic and cultural ties also play vital roles in maintaining stability and improving relationships. “The history of the past 60 years in this part of the world,” he continued, “has proven that historic tensions can be overcome, instability can be avoided, and strategic rivalries are not inevitable.” The U.S. approach to its policy in Asia and its overall defense posture has been shaped by a series of strategy reviews over the past year, Gates said. “These reviews were shaped by a bracing dose of realism, and in a very sober and clear-eyed way assessed risks, set priorities, made tradeoffs, and identified requirements based on plausible real-world threats, scenarios and potential adversaries.” An effective and affordable U.S. defense posture, the secretary explained, requires a broad and versatile portfolio of military capabilities across the widest possible spectrum of conflict. With regard to Asia, he said, the United States is increasing its deterrent capabilities in the region. “First, we are taking serious steps to enhance our missile defenses with the intent to develop capabilities in Asia that are flexible and deployable – tailored to the unique needs of our allies and partners and able to counter the clear and growing ballistic missile threats in the region,” he said. The United States is renewing its commitment to a strong and effective deterrence that guarantees the safety of the American people and the defense of its allies and partners, Gates said. President Barack Obama is committed to reducing the role of nuclear weapons in the quest for a world without them, he noted. “But as long as these weapons exist,” he added, “we will maintain a safe, secure and effective nuclear arsenal.” The forward presence of substantial U.S. forces is another example of the strong U.S. commitment and deterrent power in the region, as has been the case for six decades, Gates said, though a global posture review scheduled to be completed by the year’s end already has made one general trend clear. “The U.S. defense posture in Asia is shifting to one that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable,” he said. “The buildup on Guam is part of this shift, as well as the agreement reached on basing with Japan – an agreement that fittingly comes during the 50th anniversary of our mutual security alliance and transcends any individual policymaker.” Plans call for more than 8,000 U.S. Marines to move to Guam from the Japanese island of Okinawa by 2014, and for a U.S. Marine air base on Okinawa to relocate on the island. Gates noted that the economic growth and political development the Asia-Pacific region has enjoyed over the last several decades was not a foregone conclusion. “Rather,” he said, “it was enabled by clear choices about the enduring principles that we all believe are essential to peace, prosperity and stability.” Those principles, he said, include: -- Free and open commerce; -- A just international order that emphasizes rights and responsibilities of nations and fidelity to the rule of law; -- Open access by all to the global commons of sea, air, space, and now, cyberspace; and -- The principle of resolving conflict without the use of force. “Simply put,” he said, “pursuing our common interests has increased our common security. Today, the Asia-Pacific region is contending with new and evolving challenges, from rising powers and failing states to the proliferation of nuclear and ballistic missiles, extremist violence and new technologies that have the ability to disrupt the foundations of trade and commerce on which Asia’s economic stability depends.”

Uniq: U.S. Strong Now

And, the U.S. is Showing Strength Now – Military Exercises Prove

China Daily 6-28-2k10

(“US military presence in the Yellow Sea,” pg online @ http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2010-06/28/content_10030537.htm //da: 7/31)

Despite repeated complaints from China, the Pentagon has shown no signs of refraining from testing the country's strategic bottom line by going ahead with the plan to show off its military force. With the nuclear-powered aircraft USS George Washington set to participate in the joint exercise, China's key cities such as Beijing and Tianjin, as well as parts of its economically prosperous eastern coast are exposed under direct military threat from US forces. Given that the Pentagon has a history of dropping "missed bombs" on a country's embassy, such worries are by no means baseless. There is a Chinese saying that even a rabbit--meek and gentle though it may be--will fight back when cornered. It is justified that a wave of public outcry and vehement calls for tit-for-tat military arrangement has emerged in countless online chat rooms in response to the US military adventure at China's doorstep. We see the US ignoring Chinese security concerns as an act meant to cause humiliation. And the latest announcement of the firing practice, to some extent, helps assuage simmering sentiment. Because of the US policy toward Taiwan, characterized by continuing arms sales to the island, which has hurt China's "core national interest," the PLA has put its military contact with the Pentagon on hold. The sense of enmity has not eased, although US Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has "stated for the record that the United States does not consider China as an enemy but as a partner." This is because Chinese culture values action over words. The US military presence in the Yellow Sea regardless of China's concerns, in addition to its never-ending reconnaissance activities along China's coastline, only reinforces Chinese impression of Uncle Sam as a double dealer.

Uniq: No China Challenge Now

China on peaceful rise – but perceptions of U.S. forces are key 

Thompson 2k10 

(Drew Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at The Nixon Center, MARCH/APRIL 2010, “think again: china’s military”, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,6)

At the same time, China's leaders vehemently denounce any suggestion that they are embarked on anything other than what they have referred to as a "peaceful rise" and haven't engaged in major external hostilities since the 1979 war with Vietnam. But they also don't explain why they are investing so heavily in this new arms race. Beijing's official line is that it wants to be able to defend itself against foreign aggression and catch up with the West, as it was famously unable to do in the 19th century. When the late Chinese leader Deng Xiaoping began the process of reform and opening in 1979, he decided that bolstering the civilian economy would take precedence over military investments. But a dozen years later, the first Gulf War served as a wake-up call in Beijing, raising concerns about how quickly an inferior army could be demolished by better-equipped Western forces. In 1991, the Pentagon unleashed some of its most advanced weapons -- including stealth technology and precision-guided munitions -- against the Iraqi Army, the world's fourth largest at the time. U.S. and allied forces made short work of Iraq's Warsaw Pact military hardware, and the Chinese were duly shocked and awed. 

AT: Presence Reductions Inevitable
And, wont reduce presence enough to trigger the link now – the U.S. will try to contain China

Geopolitical Monitor 12/9/2k9

(“U.S. military bases: a global footprint,” pg online @ http://www.geopoliticalmonitor.com/us-military-bases-a-global-footprint-1/ //da: 7/26-ef)

East Asia remains home to a sizeable contingent of Cold War-era U.S. military bases.  The global re-alignment of America’s basing footprint, as envisioned by the Overseas Basing Commission, has lead to reductions in troop levels in South Korea as well as plans for similar reductions in Japan [1]. However, it is clear that Pentagon officials are confident about having some sort of continued permanent military presence in these countries. The rise of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) in Japanese politics has recently raised questions over the future of U.S. military bases in Japan. President Hatayama has stated that he wants to expand the already agreed-upon 2006 Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) to have more than the expected 8,000 Marines re-deployed to Guam. At the time of writing, these negotiations are still in progress. While the American basing footprint in East Asia may find itself shrinking due to American decline and the nebulous nature of many post-Cold War international threats, just how big this reduction will end up being very much depends on Chinese military power and its neighbor perceptions. It is no secret that with every passing year, the PLA Navy (PLAN) and PLA Air Force (PLAAF) are expanding their operational capacity. If China’s neighbors are convinced that China’s rise will be a relatively benign one, and the government in Beijing is going to play by the rules of international society, then there will be a growing tide of political pressure in South Korea and Japan to reduce America’s permanent military presence. If however Beijing is unable to convince other East Asian countries that its rise will remain a peaceful one, other East Asian countries will desperately seek out an American commitment to balance out China’s growing influence.
***Internals***

Internals: Resolve Solves Taiwan

Misperception of US weakness will lead China to attack Taiwan and begin a full-scale war

Washington Post ‘98

(February 15, pg nexis)

As delegations of Chinese officers tour the United States as part of a flurry of recent military exchanges between the world's largest army and its most powerful one, U.S. officials say they have been struck by the depth of misunderstanding and misperceptions -- some innocent, others more ominous -- that leaders of China's armed forces bring to their vision of the United States. Chinese officers on recent trips to the United States have said they were surprised at Americans' patriotism, at the power and accuracy of the M1A1 Abrams tank and at the resilience of the U.S. economy. On a visit to the Midwest, Chinese officers, previously instructed that U.S. society is wild and dangerous, seemed taken aback to see that cars stopped at stoplights. "They call us a technological paper tiger," quipped one U.S. Army officer. "Good equipment, but no stomach for a fight." Pentagon officials say the views expressed by some visiting officers are reinforced in recent Chinese military publications, which have argued that the United States is a declining power; that while China is a weaker power, weaker powers can often defeat superior powers; that the United States didn't win the Persian Gulf War, Saddam Hussein lost it; and that China is poised to leapfrog the United States in the race for a technologically advanced army. Chinese military analysts also believe that the United States is trying to subvert China and contain its power. A report circulated last month by the Pentagon's Office of Net Assessment, which reviewed Chinese military literature, concluded that "China's leadership holds a number of dangerous misperceptions that may well cause serious political friction or even military conflict with the United States. . . . The consequences of China consistently underestimating the military power of potential opponents greatly complicates any effort to deter China." The report, "Dangerous Chinese Misperceptions: the Implications for Department of Defense," makes specific mention of Pentagon concerns that China's belief in the weakness of the United States and other U.S. trained or equipped forces could contribute to a decision to attack Taiwan, an island nation of 21 million people which Beijing claims as its own.
Loss of credibility causes miscalculation over Taiwan

Woolsey,  Former CIA Director, 2-12-98 

(James, FDCH Congressional Testimony //pg nexis)

The one issue which might cause a major rupture between China and the United States is Taiwan. After we demonstrated weakness and vacillation for several years, I believe that the Chinese were genuinely surprised nearly two years ago when they launched ballistic missiles into the waters near Taiwan and the United States responded by sending two aircraft carriers. It is dangerous to give China reason to doubt our resolve, as we had done before that incident. Wars can result, and have resulted, from such miscalculations. Beijing must be quite clear that we insist that there be only a peaceful settlement of the Taiwan issue. Taiwan's healthy democracy is, in a sense, an affront to the dictators in Beijing, and the affront will be doubly galling to Beijing if China begins to have severe economic problems and Taiwan continues to prosper. Taiwan could thus easily become the focus for the nationalistic fervor which Chinese leaders may be tempted to stir up in order to distract the Chinese people from political oppression and economic disruption. A Chinese invasion of Taiwan itself is not militarily feasible for many years, but the seizure of one or more of the offshore islands, such as Quemoy, or a ballistic missile attack against key targets on Taiwan using conventional warheads with high accuracy (e.g. by using GPS guidance) could bring us into a serious military confrontation with China.
U.S. force presence prevents a Chinese invasion of Taiwan

Nicsch, Asian Affairs Specialist for the Congressional Research Service, 5-25-2K 

(Larry, Washington Times //pg nexis)

The limitations of the debate will not be altered so long as it pays no attention to the issue of the adequacy of the U.S.  force structure in the Western Pacific to influence the situation in the Taiwan Strait.  No future decisions on arms sales to Taiwan will replace two fundamental roles that only U.S.  forces in the Western Pacific can play.  Only U.S.  forces would have the capabilities to respond immediately to a Chinese attack by striking at bases and missiles launch sites that would be the sources of the attack, thus limiting the damage to Taiwan.  Equally, and perhaps most important, only U.S.  forces would constitute an effective deterrence against a Chinese decision to use military force.  If China continues to escalate its threats and military buildup, Beijing will examine closely the indicators of U.S.  intent and military capabilities. Chinese analysts and policy-makers increasingly will link U.S.  intent with U.S. military capabilities in the region, especially if, as expected, the United States continues its policy of maintaining ambiguity regarding its commitment to Taiwan's defense.
Internals: Appeasement = Conflict

Appeasement of China guarantees rivalry

Zalmay Khalilzad, director of strategic studies at the RAND corporation and former director of policy planning at the Department of Defense during the Bush administration, Commentary, January 2000, p. 32-33

In Asia, our alliances have not adapted to the changing environment. In addition to the threat from North Korea, the U.S. and its allies face the risks of Balkanization in Southeast Asia and the long‑term possibility that China might seek regional hegemony. How China evolves will have the greatest impact of all. Given the inherent uncertainties in China, a pure engagement strategy that seeks expanded relations in the hope of positively influencing Chinese policy or changing China into a friendly democratic power seems to me quite risky. By helping China to develop economically and technologically, it can create the basis for future strength, and if the assumption about democratization proves incorrect, it will also help China become a more threatening regional ‑ and perhaps global ‑ rival. But a pure containment strategy is also unwise. Fatalistically assuming that China is bound to be an adversary overlooks the possibility of domestic change and of a positive evolution in our relations. Instead of pure engagement or containment, what seems to me appropriate is "congagement" ‑ a strategy somewhere between the two with elements of both. Under such a policy, we would continue to enhance economic, political, and cultural ties with China, but we would be less solicitous of Chinese sensitivities on issues like human rights. By tightening our export controls, we would do nothing directly to help increase Chinese military capability. We would also seek to strengthen relations among states that could form the core of an alliance against China should it push for regional hegemony, and likewise strengthen our own security relations with these countries. On Taiwan, we would preserve and stabilize the status quo for as long as China's future remains uncertain. Through these measures, and by strengthening our own military posture in Southeast Asia, including, in the long term, establishing a military base there, we would point out to China the costs of turning hostile

Internals: Weakness Destroys Deterrence

Chinese perception of weakened U.S. resolve destroys deterrence---causes war 

Christensen 2k1 

(Thomas, professor of politics at Princeton, Spring 2001, “Posing problems without catching up”, International Security, p. ebscohost)

On the active defense side, it appears that China is attempting to import and to build indigenously a fairly impressive layered air defense system to counter cruise missiles and advanced aircraft. In addition to reported clandestine acquisition of Patriot technology, China has purchased and is seeking to purchase from Russia an undisclosed number of SA-10 (S-300) and SA-15 (TOR-1) SAM systems. Some of this Russian technology might be successfully integrated into China's own domestically produced SAM systems, such as the HQ-9. [66] China is also working to develop antistealth and antisatellite capabilities. Even if the Chinese programs have only limited effect against more technologically advanced foes, they may still pose a future security challenge to Taiwan and the United States. If Beijing elites believe that they are in a protracted war of wills over an issue that they care about much more than do the Americans, such as Taiwan, those elites might still be emboldened by the perceived capability--however limited--to increase costs to American and Taiwanese forces and to reduce costs to mainland assets in such a struggle. This problem is only exacerbated by any perceptions that Chinese elites might have about America's supposed limited willingness to fight such protracted wars and to suffer casualties. Implications and Prescriptions for U.S. Strategy If the analysis above is correct, preventing war across the Taiwan Strait and between the United States and China is much more difficult than a straightforward net assessment of relative military power in the region might suggest. To deter China from launching attacks against Taiwan and escalating crises and conflicts by attacking American assets in the region, the United States must do more than demonstrate an ability to prevail militarily in a conflict; it must also demonstrate American resolve and, perhaps, the ability to protect its forces not only from defeat but also from significant harm.

Internals: Single w/d Spill Over---China 

Great-power adversaries like China perceive regional withdrawals as a signal of low resolve 

Henriksen 99 

(Thomas H. Henriksen, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, senior fellow at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, February 1999, “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States,” Hoover Essays in Public Policy, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/epp/2846256.html?show=essay //da: 7/29)

Low points in American determination and leadership, such as the North Korean negotiations, did not go unnoticed. U.S. reactions encouraged Iraq's recalcitrance in its dealings with U.N. arms inspectors, accounted for North Korea's later face-off with Washington over demands to open its underground facilities to inspection (while demanding $500 million to discontinue missile exports), and bolstered Serbia's reluctance, in the face of U.S.-led NATO efforts, to halt the bloodshed first in Bosnia and then in Kosovo. A high-ranking Chinese military officer, Lieutenant General Xiong Guangkai, deputy chief of China's general staff, reportedly declared in 1995, in response to an American's unofficial warnings that Washington might react militarily to a Beijing attack on Taiwan, "No, you won't. We've watched you in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and you don't have the will."15

Links/Internals: Presence key to BOP
Power projection maintains the safest balance in Asia

Robert Ross, Professor of Politics at Boston College, International Security, vol 23, no 4, 1999

Finally, both full and partial U.S. withdrawal suffer from a common problem. Each would sacrifice U.S. primacy for the chimera of cheaper balancing. Because the benefits of primacy are many and valuable, the cost of maintaining primacy manageable and the risks of abandoning primacy great, the current balance of power is far preferable to a Sino‑Japanese balance of power or a U.S.‑China‑Japan balance of power.The price of retrenchment would be U.S. security dependence on cooperation with Japan. American access to regional shipping lanes would depend significantly on the Japanese navy. U.S. coop​eration with local maritime countries would similarly depend on Japanese forbearance. Japanese politics could have as great an impact on U.S. security as American politics. And this is the positive scenario. Should Japan prove uncooperative or should security dilemma dynamics erode cooperation, the United States would also depend on Chinese cooperation and Chinese politics to secure its interests in East Asia. A strong American presence maximizes the stability of the balance of power while offsetting the negative consequences of bipolarity through mitigation of the security dilemma. It is less costly than withdrawal. Current defense spend​ing is well below Cold War levels, but it is sufficient to maintain maritime supremacy and a regional balance of power for the next thirty years. Well into the twenty‑first century, the U.S.‑China bipolar competition will be the most effective and inexpensive strategy for the United States to realize its vital regional interests. Other factors besides geography and structure affect stability. Democracy, interdependence, and formal multilateral security institutions can contribute to stability, but they are not necessary causes of stability. Nineteenth‑century Europe experienced a relatively stable and peaceful order in the absence of widespread democracy, interdependence, and formal institutions. That all three factors are absent from contemporary East Asia does not necessarily mean there will be a greater prevalence of war, crises, and heightened conflict. This article has argued that geography contributes to regional stability and order because it shapes the a priori causes of conflict: capabilities, interests, and the security dilemma.

The US is a key buffer in East Asia

Chong Guan Kwa, head of external programs at the Institute of Defense and Strategic Studies, and See Seng Tan, assistant professor at the Institute of Defense and Strategic Studies, Washington Quarterly, Summer, 2001
Traditional U.S. allies -- Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Australia, New Zealand, and Singapore -- have long perceived the United States as the region's great stabilizer and "honest broker," albeit not a disinterested one. The end of the Cold War did little to change this perception, notwithstanding the forced closure of U.S. bases in the Philippines. At the time, rampant fears of an imminent reduction in the U.S. military presence compelled a senior State Department official in 1991 to allay Asian concerns of Washington's intentions. "Our adaptation to new circumstances must not be interpreted as withdrawal. America's destiny lies across the Pacific; our engagement in the region is here to stay." East Asians, for the most part, acknowledge the value of the United States as a "virtual buffer state" among the interests, actual or perceived, of regional powers such as China, Japan, and the two Koreas. The possibility that this perceived value might dissipate in the foreseeable future is highly unlikely, particularly in light of an ascending China.

***Links***

Links: Perception (Resolve)
A US flinch on military deterrence guarantees a security free-for-all

Arthur Waldron, naval war college prof of strategy, FNS, March 20, 1996 pg nexis

We must question, and most likely set aside, the optimistic projections on which current structures are based--the ones that, like British and other calculations in the inter-war period, assume no major conflict for ten or twenty years. But military preparation is best thought of as insurance; somehow we like it the best if in face we never need to use it. The next several years will be an important test for the United States in Asia, China, Russia, India, and other states--including our allies and friends-- will be sizing us up, to see whether we have the resolve to face threats and deter them, and the diplomatic skill in peacetime to manage friendships and alliances having complex political and economic, as well as security dimensions. If the answers are yes, and our alliances remain strong, then we may move in Asia, as we did in the European Cold War, from the equivalent today of the hair-raising Berlin Crises of the 1950s and 1960s, to some future equivalents of Ostpolitik and Detente, capped off, perhaps, by genuine liberalization in China. But if we flinch, then Asia will become a security free-for- all, like Europe in the first half of this century, with every state arming, none truly allied, and none able to find the way to peace.

China perceives regional withdrawals as a signal of low resolve 

Henriksen ‘99 

(Thomas H. Henriksen, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, senior fellow at the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, February 1999, “Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States,” Hoover Essays in Public Policy, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/epp/2846256.html?show=essay da: 7/28)

Low points in American determination and leadership, such as the North Korean negotiations, did not go unnoticed. U.S. reactions encouraged Iraq's recalcitrance in its dealings with U.N. arms inspectors, accounted for North Korea's later face-off with Washington over demands to open its underground facilities to inspection (while demanding $500 million to discontinue missile exports), and bolstered Serbia's reluctance, in the face of U.S.-led NATO efforts, to halt the bloodshed first in Bosnia and then in Kosovo. A high-ranking Chinese military officer, Lieutenant General Xiong Guangkai, deputy chief of China's general staff, reportedly declared in 1995, in response to an American's unofficial warnings that Washington might react militarily to a Beijing attack on Taiwan, "No, you won't. We've watched you in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and you don't have the will."15

Links: Japan

U.S. Military Presence in Asia Prevents East Asian Instability 

Thomas Christensen, Professor of Politics at MIT, International Security, vol 23, no 4, 1999 pg nexis

If security dilemma theory is applied to East Asia, the chance for spirals of tension in the area seems great, particularly in the absence of a U.S. military presence in the region. The theory states that, in an uncertain and anarchic international system, mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can lead each side to take precautionary and defensively motivated measures that are perceived as offensive threats. This can lead to countermeasures in kind, thus ratcheting up regional tensions, reducing security, and creating self-fulfilling prophecies about the danger of one's security environment. If we look at the variables that might fuel security dilemma dynamics, East Asia appears quite dangerous. From a standard realist perspective, not only could dramatic and unpredictable changes in the distribution of capabilities in East Asia increase uncertainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea‑lanes and secure energy supplies to almost all regional actors could encourage a desta​bilizing competition to develop power‑projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Because they are perceived as offensive threats, power‑projection forces are more likely to spark spirals of tension than weapons that can defend only a nation's homeland. Perhaps even more important in East Asia than these more commonly considered variables are psychological factors (such as the historically based mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography issues relating to the Taiwan question, which make even defensive weapons in the region appear threatening to Chinese security. One way to ameliorate security dilemmas and prevent spirals of tension is to have an outside arbiter play a policing role, lessening the perceived need for regional actors to begin destabilizing security competitions. For this reason, most scholars, regardless of theoretical persuasion, seem to agree with U.S. officials and local leaders that a major factor in containing potential tensions in East Asia is the continuing presence of the U.S. military, particularly in Japan. 

Military Presence in Japan Deters China – Experts Prove
Japan Times 2k8

(Reiki, “Basics of the U.S. military presence”, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20080325i1.html)

Experts say U.S. bases in Japan are extremely important for the U.S. to maintain its military presence in the Asia-Pacific region and beyond, even as far as the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf. For example, the Yokosuka Naval Base in Kanagawa Prefecture is often described as the most strategically important U.S. naval installation overseas. Similarly, Okinawa, because of its proximity to the Taiwan Strait as well as mainland China and the Korean Peninsula, has been dubbed by the U.S. military "The Keystone of the Pacific." Many military vessels, airplanes and service members, including the aircraft carrier USS Kitty Hawk, Aegis destroyers, F-15 fighters and marine corps units, have been dispatched from bases in Japan to fight in Iraq and maintain postwar security operations there. 

Links: Japan

Military basing in Japan’s key to contain China’s rise 

Sheridan 2k9 

(Greg Sheridan, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html //da: 7/28)

The Pentagon outlines China's continuing massive military build-up, vastly outstripping its economic growth. Much of the Chinese military spending is hidden, but the Pentagon estimates it could reach up to $US160billion ($190bn) a year.  This may seem small compared with the US's military budget in excess of $US500bn, but the US has vast global security responsibilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and all over the world, which China does not. And as the Pentagon report shows, much of China's furious military effort, apart from its gigantic expansion plans for its nuclear weapons arsenal, is directed squarely against the US, and designed to make it extremely costly for the US navy to continue to operate in the waters near China's east coast. Here again, Japan is central. Although Japan's modest military build-up has been incremental, it is very hi -tech and is aimed precisely at building a new level of inter-operability with US forces in the context of a revived and newly reciprocal US alliance. This is a minor revolution in Asia-Pacific security, and is one way the US alliance system has maintained the regional balance of military power.
Links: Korea

Withdrawal From Korea Spurs Chinese Aggression – the link is perception

New York Times 1-5-2K3 

(“Why Keep US Troops?” pg nexis)

Deciding if now is the time depends on how well the United States is able to project power across the Pacific, as well as on its responsibilities as the globe's presumptive supercop. Withdrawing forces in Korea would reverberate powerfully in Tokyo, Beijing, Taipei and beyond, raising questions in an already jittery region about Washington's willingness to maintain stability in Asia. 
"In the present mood, the Japanese reaction could be quite strong," said Zbigniew Brzezinski, the national security adviser to Jimmy Carter. "And under those circumstances, it's hard to say how the Chinese might respond."
In the 1970's, Mr. Brzezinski took part in the last major debate over reducing American forces in Korea, when President Carter, motivated by post-Vietnam doubts about American power, proposed withdrawing ground forces from the peninsula. He faced resistance from the South Korean government, the Pentagon and the Central Intelligence Agency. The arguments against withdrawal then still apply today, Mr. Brzezinski says. A secure Korea makes Japan more confident, he contends. An American withdrawal from Korea could raise questions about the United States' commitment to the 40,000 troops it has in Japan. And that could drive anxious Japanese leaders into a military buildup that could include nuclear weapons, he argues. "If we did it, we would stampede the Japanese into going nuclear," he said.  Other Asian leaders would be likely to interpret a troop withdrawal as a reduction of American power, no matter how much the United States asserts its commitment to the region. China might take the opportunity to flex its military muscle in the Taiwan Straits and South China Sea. North Korea could feel emboldened to continue its efforts to build nuclear arms. "Any movement of American forces would almost certainly involve countries and individuals taking the wrong message," said Kurt Campbell, a deputy assistant secretary of defense during the Clinton administration. "The main one would be this: receding American commitment, backing down in the face of irresponsible North Korean behavior. And frankly, the ultimate beneficiary of this would be China in the long term.""Mind-sets in Asia are profoundly traditional," he said. "They calculate political will by the numbers of soldiers, ships and airplanes that they see in the region."

Links: Asia

U.S. presence in Asia key to deter China

Zissis 2k6

(Carin, 12/5. “Modernizing the People’s Liberation Army of China.” CFR Backgrounder. http://www.cfr.org/publication/12174/modernizing_the_peoples_liberation_army_of_china.html //da:7/26)

During the Cold War, the threat of an invasion by the Soviet Union drove China’s military policy of maintaining a massive ground force. Since then China has turned attention toward developing its naval capabilities and views a potential Taiwanese declaration of independence, with possible U.S. support, as the most immediate danger to Chinese sovereignty. To this end, China maintains all of its short-range ballistic missiles in preparation for an attack on Taiwan. Other concerns include the South China Sea’s disputed Spratly Islands—where China, Taiwan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Brunei, and Malaysia claim territory—as well as Japanese aggression. “They are definitely prepared for the eventuality that a Taiwan or a Japan scenario will bring them into conflict with the United States,” says Mulvenon. Jonathan D. Pollack, an East Asia expert at the Naval War College, says China’s military strategy continues to have a defensive approach. Part of this strategy involves having a military strong enough to act as a deterrent in the region. Beijing realizes countries such as the United States and Russia have superior militaries and is “trying to see how it can narrow that gap.” The PLA, which experts place twenty years behind the U.S. military, learns from other armed forced by examining how they carry out operations, ranging from the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq to 2004 tsunami-rescue efforts. What role does the United States play in China’s military strategy? The annual Pentagon report to Congress on China’s military power eyes the modernization of Chinese forces with suspicion, claiming Beijing’s military budget lacks transparency. The Department of Defense estimates the Chinese defense budget for 2006 to be two to three times greater than the $35 billion announced by Beijing. In comparison, the U.S. defense budget for 2006 requested $419.3 billion. “This argument about transparency or a lack thereof is really quite contrived,” says Pollack, who explains the PLA has made a voluminous quantity of materials available on military matters. A report by the Federation of American Scientists, a watchdog group, reports the United States and China use each others’ military advances as a means for “ locking the two nations in a dangerous action-and-reaction competition reminiscent of the Cold War.” However, many strategists identify China as the primary military rival for the United States. The Quadrennial Defense Review Report says, “Of the major emerging powers, China has the greatest potential to compete militarily with the United States.” 

Links: Asia Military Presence
And, U.S. Presence is necessary to contain china and engage them effectively

Akita 2k7

(Program on U.S.-Japan Relations Harvard University, M.A. in International Relations, While at Harvard, Mr. Akita examined the U.S.-Japan-China Triangle since 1972, “U.S.-China Relations And Management Of The U.S.-Japan Alliance,” pg online @ http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/us-japan/research/pdf/07-01.Akita.pdf //da: 7/29 -ef)

In Chapter 1, this paper mainly analyzes two major approaches driving U.S. China policy. Although there is a debate over what is the best combination of hedging and engagement elements in this policy, most U.S. policy makers agree that the United States should maintain a strong military commitment to Asia to better hedge or engage a rising China. The next major question is to gauge the long-term U.S. capability to carry out its intentions. If this capability weakens in the foreseeable future, options for U.S.-China strategy, as well as Japan-China policy, may be constricted. For the United States to maintain a strong commitment to Asia, at least two kinds of resources will be required. The first is physical resources, such as the defense budget and military forces. The second is political support to sustain such a commitment. In other words, the U.S. government needs to ensure strong public support in order to continuously pay the costs and take the risks necessary to maintain a strong military presence in Asia.

Strong presence in East Asia key to balance China 

Kagan 2k7  

(Robert Kagan, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html //da: 7/28)

If anything, the most notable balancing over the past decade has been aimed not at the American superpower but at the two large powers: China and Russia. In Asia and the Pacific, Japan, Australia, and even South Korea and the nations of Southeast Asia have all engaged in “hedging” against a rising China. This has led them to seek closer relations with Washington, especially in the case of Japan and Australia. India has also drawn closer to the United States and is clearly engaged in balancing against China. Russia ’s efforts to increase its influence over what it regards as its “near abroad,” meanwhile, have produced tensions and negative reactions in the Baltics and other parts of Eastern Europe. Because these nations are now members of the European Union, this has also complicated eu-Russian relations. On balance, traditional allies of the United States in East Asia and in Europe, while their publics may be more anti-American than in the past, nevertheless pursue policies that reflect more concern about the powerful states in their midst than about the United States. 12 This has provided a cushion against hostile public opinion and offers a foundation on which to strengthen American relations with these countries after the departure of Bush.

Links: Afghanistan

Withdrawal causes challengers to test Washington’s resolve globally

Weinstein 2k4 

(Professor of Political Science at Purdue University (Michael, 11/12. Power and Interest News Report. http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_printable&report_id=235&language_id=1 //da:7/31)

The persistence of insurgencies in Afghanistan and Iraq, which has hampered rebuilding efforts in both countries and blocked their emergence as credible democracies, diverts U.S. resources and attention from other interests and -- as long as progress is slow or nonexistent -- sends the message that Washington remains vulnerable. The recent election of Hamid Karzai to Afghanistan's presidency has not changed that country's political situation; power outside Kabul remains in the hands of warlords, the drug trade remains the major support of the country's economy, and the Taliban insurgency continues. In Iraq, Washington counts on elections in January 2005 for a constitutional assembly to provide legitimacy for the state-building process, but at present that goal seems unlikely to be achieved. Washington for the foreseeable future will be tied down managing the consequences of its earlier interventions. If Washington decides to retreat -- more likely from Iraq than from Afghanistan -- its loss of power will be confirmed, encouraging other powers to test its resolve elsewhere. Only in the unlikely case that Washington manages to stabilize Afghanistan and Iraq in the short term will other powers think twice about probing U.S. vulnerabilities. In South America, Brazil will attempt to secure a foothold for the Mercosur customs union and beat back Washington's efforts to extend the N.A.F.T.A. formula south. In East Asia, China will push for regional hegemony and is likely to put pressure on Taiwan and to try to draw Southeast Asian states into its sphere of influence. Beijing can also be expected to drag its feet on North Korean denuclearization and to continue to oppose sanctions on Iran over its nuclear program. Russia will attempt to increase its influence over the states on its periphery that were formerly Soviet republics. Moscow will try to strengthen ties in Central Asia, the Transcaucasus and Eastern Europe (Belarus and Ukraine), and to fend off Washington's inroads into those areas. The European Union, with the Franco-German combine at its heart, will continue its moves to assimilate its Eastern European members and extend its sphere of influence to the entire Mediterranean basin through trade agreements. In each of these regions, Washington will face tests leading to the possibility of an overload of challenges and a decreased likelihood that any one of them will be handled with sufficient attention and resources. Within the general scenario, Islamic revolution remains a disturbing factor. If there is another major attack within the United States, Washington's security policy will fall into disarray and the population will suffer a traumatic loss of confidence that will adversely affect the economy and will open the possibility of a legitimation crisis or a burst of ultra-nationalism. Even if there is not another event like the September 11 attacks, homeland security and the international adjustments that are necessary to serve it will divert attention and resources from other challenges. The geostrategic constraints on Washington are exacerbated by the financial limits posed by the budget deficit and the possibilities of a precipitous decline in the dollar and rising raw materials prices. How much the United States will be able to spend to protect the interests perceived by its leaders remains an open question. It is widely acknowledged that post-war nation building has been underfunded in Afghanistan and Iraq, and that major increases in expenditures are unlikely. Most generally, Washington is faced with the choice of rebuilding U.S. power or slowly retreating to an undisputed regional power base in North America. It is not clear that the Bush administration will have the resolve or the resources to rebuild its military and intelligence apparatus, and restore its alliance structure. During the first term of George W. Bush, Washington was the initiator in world affairs, attempting to carry through a unilateralist program that, if successful, would have made the United States a permanent superpower protecting globalized capitalism to its advantage. In Bush's second term, Washington will primarily be a responder, because it is mired in the failures of the unilateralist thrust. The image of decisive military superiority has been replaced by a sense of U.S. limitations, and massive budget surpluses have given way to the prospect of continued large deficits. Reinforcing Factors from the Election As the Bush administration attempts to deal with persisting problems resulting in great part from actions taken during the President's first term, it will face difficulties that follow from the need to satisfy the constituencies that made for the Republican victory. The election confirmed that the American public does not share a consensus on foreign policy and, indeed, is polarized. It is also polarized on economic and social issues, along similar axes, creating a situation in which any new policies proposed by the administration are likely to be met with domestic opposition and at the very least partial support. Besides being a drag on foreign policy initiatives, polarization also affects Washington's international posture by the attention and commitment that the administration will have to give to the domestic battles that it will fight in congress in order to push a legislative agenda that will satisfy its constituencies. During his campaign and in his post-election press conference, Bush committed his administration to ambitious policy initiatives to take steps in the direction of privatizing Social Security and to reform the tax code radically. Both of those plans, along with tort reform and extension of tax cuts, will generate fierce conflicts in congress and quickly exhaust the President's "political capital" available to win support on other issues. The vision of an "ownership society," in which government regulations and entitlements are dismantled or scaled back, is the domestic equivalent of neo-conservative foreign policy; it is a utopian view with little chance of success. If the administration seriously pursues its plans, it will be preoccupied domestically and, consequently, will devote less attention to world affairs. Focus on domestic politics will be increased by the need to satisfy social conservative constituencies by appointing judges favorable to their positions on "moral values." Here again, there will be strong opposition if appointments are perceived by Democrats and moderate Republicans as too ideologically favorable to the religious right. Protracted battles over judgeships -- whether successful or not -- would further diminish Bush's political capital for foreign policy initiatives by heating up partisanship. It is possible that the administration will not pursue its agenda aggressively and will seek compromises, but that is not likely because of pressures within the Republican Party. The same constituencies that voted in Bush elected a Republican congress, and its members face reelection contests and the consequent need to satisfy their bases. Since Bush cannot serve a third term, Republican officeholders can no longer depend on his popularity to help carry them to victory. They also do not have a unifying leader with a political strategy to coordinate diverse constituencies. The combination of the lame-duck effect and the strategy void will drive Republicans to depend on their particular constituencies and press their claims assertively. The administration will be under pressure to push its domestic agenda vigorously at the same time that the various Republican factions fight for control of the party and Democrats move to exploit any weaknesses that appear. It is likely that Republican loyalty to Bush will be strained, further decreasing the administration's latitude and forcing it to bargain for support. The Republican majority is less solid than it might seem on the surface and includes factions that are at odds with administration foreign policy. Conclusion Persistent and emerging political conditions all point in the direction of drift and reactivity in U.S. foreign and security policy -- the election has intensified tendencies that were already present. There is little chance that a new security doctrine will be created in the short term and that a coherent political strategy will influence Republican politics. Lack of public consensus will inhibit foreign policy initiatives, whether unilateralist or multilateralist. Washington's operative foreign policy is likely to be damage control. As Washington drifts, the rest of the world will test it, probing for weaknesses. Under steady pressure from many sides, the Bush administration will be drawn toward retrenchment, retreat and eventually retraction in international affairs. The scenario of American empire has faded into memory and the prospect that the U.S. will eventually become a dominant regional power with some global reach becomes more probable.

Links: Afghanistan

And, Afghanistan Bases and Presence critical check to Contain Russia and China Rise

Beehner 2k5

(Lionel Beehner, “ASIA: U.S. Military Bases in Central Asia,” Council on Foreign Relations, pg online @ http://www.cfr.org/publication/8440/asia.html //da: 7/28)

What is the status of the U.S. military bases in Central Asia? The United States maintains two bases in Central Asia, one each in Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan, for its postwar operations in Afghanistan. A regional group led by Russia and China has pressured the United States to remove its forces from Central Asia. U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, in response to recent political tension over the issue with leaders in both Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan, traveled to Central Asia July 25 to discuss the U.S. military’s arrangements in the region. The United States says the bases are necessary for its efforts in Afghanistan and claims it does not intend to have a permanent presence in the region. Where are the bases? Karshi-Khanabad Air Base is located in southern Uzbekistan not far from Tajikistan; Manas Air Base is situated just north of Bishkek, Kyrgyzstan. The United States began leasing both Soviet-era bases during the run-up to the U.S.-led invasion of Afghanistan in 2001. They are used primarily to station soldiers, refueling jets, and cargo planes. Each airfield houses roughly 1,000 U.S. troops and civilian contractors. Who is pushing for the United States to leave? The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), a regional security body whose members include China, Russia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. On July 5, the SCO issued a declaration calling for the United States to set a timeline for its withdrawal of military forces from the region. What is the SCO? Originally called the Shanghai Five, the SCO formed in the mid-1990s largely to resolve border and disarmament disputes between China and Russia. In 2001, the organization added Uzbekistan and renamed itself the SCO. The group has since gained in prominence, tackling issues of trade, counterterrorism, and drug trafficking. Some experts cite a convergence of interests among members in recent years, including the perceived threat posed by U.S. forces in the region. Increasingly, the SCO is being used by Russia and China as a vehicle to assert their influence in the region, says General William E. Odom, a senior fellow at the Hudson Institute. What was the United States’ reaction to the SCO’s declaration? Washington rejected its demands, countering that the bases are part of bilateral agreements with the governments of Kyrgyzstan and Uzbekistan, not with the SCO. Although a Pentagon spokesman hinted July 15 that the bases were not "critical" to the U.S. mission in Afghanistan, the United States has generally said it will pull its forces from the region only after Afghanistan is "stabilized," and has not set a specific timeline. Why does the SCO want the U.S. forces to leave? The organization says the U.S. bases were not meant to be permanent and were only installed to assist the U.S.-led war in Afghanistan, which SCO members say has ended. China and Russia have long wanted U.S. troops out of Central Asia, an energy-rich region both consider within their sphere of influence, experts say. Russia views the U.S. presence in the post-Soviet region, including the eastward expansion of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), with increasing suspicion after uprisings in Ukraine, Georgia, and Kyrgyzstan unseated leaders loyal to the Kremlin. Many in Moscow argue these so-called "color revolutions" were the work of U.S.-funded nongovernmental organizations. Experts also say Beijing sees the U.S. military presence along its western border as part of Washington’s strategy to contain China. Energy is another major Chinese concern, especially securing access to oil and natural gas from the Caspian basin located roughly 1,500 miles to the west. What are the United States’ goals in the region? Primarily to uproot the Taliban and other terrorists, administration officials say. But there are other issues of concern, including stemming the flow of drugs, illicit nuclear material, and small arms illicitly crossing borders. The region is also rich in energy resources, and the United States has supported a new oil pipeline from Baku, Azerbaijan, to Ceyhan, Turkey. This has led some to charge that the United States is really after the region's oil. "[Washington is] killing two birds with one stone," fighting terrorists while securing energy sources, says Lutz Kleveman, author of The New Great Game: Blood and Oil in Central Asia. Others say the U.S. presence in Central Asia is aimed more at curbing the influence of Moscow in the region. "A fundamental objective of the U.S. government is to prevent any neo-imperial revival in Eurasia," says Stephen J. Blank, an expert on Central Asia at the U.S. Army War College's Strategic Studies Institute. Central Asian leaders themselves increasingly accuse Washington of seeking a permanent presence in the region for reasons unrelated to its war on terrorism. At the SCO's July 5 summit, Uzbek President Islam Karimov, whose government is widely accused of corruption and human-rights abuses, said Washington has "far-reaching geopolitical plans, the final aim of which is to change the balance of power and dominate the Central Asian region." U.S. officials dispute this claim. "We have no territorial designs," General Richard B. Myers, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, told reporters July 14

Links: Middle East

Lack of US engagement in the Middle East allows China to gain soft power by engaging in the region, US unilateralism conflicts with Chinese influence

Alterman and Garver 2006

(Jon Alterman is director of the CSIS Middle East Program, and Professor John Garver of the Georgia Institute of Technology, “THE VITAL TRIANGLE: CHINA, THE UNITED STATES, AND THE MIDDLE EAST”, September 14, 2006, http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/china-middle_east_summary.pdf //da: 7/30)

 There are no greater powers today than the United States and China, and there is no more important region than the Middle East, observed John McLaughlin, senior fellow at Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and former acting director of central intelligence. “Something important is going to happen in this geopolitical intersection,” he added. McLaughlin made the comments as the keynote speaker at a September 14 conference sponsored by the CSIS Middle East Program, entitled “The Vital Triangle: China, the United States, and the Middle East.” Competition or Cooperation? In his address, McLaughlin outlined three concentric levels of determinants: U.S.-Chinese bilateral relations, regional trends in the Middle East and Asia, and global trends. He judged that the overlap between these three areas will shape the U.S.-Chinese encounter in the Middle East.  McLaughlin argued that the weakened position of the United States in the Middle East right now presents both a temptation and an opportunity for China. The temptation is for China to capitalize on the United States’ weakness and position itself as a counterweight. The opportunity is for Beijing to recognize that its interests largely coincide with Washington’s and take steps to cooperate or at least to coordinate agendas. Shulong Chu, an analyst of Chinese foreign policy and Sino-U.S. relations, emphasized that Washington’s and Beijing’s interests in the Middle East are converging. In particular, he pointed to both parties’ interests in maintaining regional stability, and he argued that shared interests would override any potential friction. Chu explained that Beijing is slowly moving away from its traditional stance of insisting on nonintervention in other countries’ domestic affairs. Like the United States, China is now deeply concerned with issues such as terrorism and Iraqi reconstruction. Counterproliferation is an emerging area of overlap as well, he said. Whereas in the past China viewed the issue of proliferation as a U.S. interest, China now sees arms control as a vital Chinese interest. Chu added that many Chinese scholars condemn what they label as U.S. hegemony in the Middle East, yet they neither advocate confrontation nor suggest it is inevitable. Chu also stated, “The Chinese don’t accept American leadership in the world on principle. So there is no legitimacy or support for American leadership.” He judged that, to a large extent, China remains dependent on U.S. management of the Middle East, primarily in securing the Gulf and the free flow of energy. Given China’s limited navy, taking over maritime security is not conceivable at the moment. “But at the same time,” he added, “on the policy level, China is trying to improve relations with the United States.” Chu further argued that the strategic importance of the Sino-U.S. bilateral relationship drives China to cooperate with the United States.  John Garver offered a different perspective, suggesting that China’s status is rising as a regional power. This has been recently affirmed both by closer cooperation with Saudi Arabia as well as China’s pledge to increase its contribution to the UN peacekeeping force in southern Lebanon. As such, China may choose to oppose the U.S. role as regional hegemon, even as Beijing seeks to avoid direct confrontation with the United States over Middle Eastern issues. Despite China’s claims that it has decided not to confront the United States in the region, Garver argued that “China doesn’t agree with the fundamental course of U.S. policy in the Middle East. They think that basically we are doing a lot of bad things for our own hegemonic reasons, and they don’t agree with that, and they are determined to expand friendly, bilateral cooperation with all countries of the Middle East, even those that might be targets of U.S. pressure or sanctions. This sometimes brings China’s policy into conflict with U.S. policy.”  At the same time, Garver argued, the Middle East is far away from China and—aside from oil—is not an area of Chinese strategic concern. From Beijing’s perspective, it may be best if the United States asserts its hegemony in the Middle East rather than in a region closer and more important to China. Garver judged that China will likely avoid taking substantive action to oppose the United States’ role in the Middle East, while also refusing to forgo cooperation with Middle Eastern states that the United States is seeking to isolate. A likely course for Sino-U.S. relations in the Middle East is “neither war, nor peace,” with China avoiding both partnership and direct confrontation with the United States, while expanding “friendly, cooperative relations” with all countries of that region.  The Chinese Alternative One way China increasingly asserts itself in the region is by utilizing “soft power” to leverage and possibly even challenge U.S. dominance. Joshua Kurlantzick described China’s increasingly sophisticated diplomacy in the international arena. Part of this shift has been through engagement with multilateral organizations, such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), and creating the China-Arab Cooperation Forum. Moreover, he added, “China offers the possibility of some degree of leverage against the U.S., the kind of leverage we have not seen since the Soviet Union.”  

Links: Middle East

Must Guide China’s Rise in the Middle East – Failure Allows China to Get too Aggressive – Risks War

Yetiv 6/17

(Steve Yetiv is a professor of political science at Old Dominion University in Norfolk, “How the US and China can avoid conflict; If China and America are to maintain cooperation, both need to manage China's rise effectively. The oil arena is an important place to start,” Christian Science Monitor, pg nexis//ef)

From Washington to Bejing to Paris, leaders are asking a defining question of our times: Are China and the United States more likely to cooperate or to become serious rivals? A lot hangs in the balance - including the ability to deal with global financial crises; America's massive debt; global energy security; climate change; nuclear proliferation and rogue countries, such as North Korea. Relations depend largely on how Washington and Beijing read and manage China's rising status and oil interests. China has revived itself as an economic powerhouse and a world power. The CIA's World Factbook forecasts that by the middle of this century China's economy will surpass that of the US in size, though China's per capita income will remain lower. Of course, as China continues to grow it will compete with the US on multiple levels, including strategic control of oil in the Middle East. Deng Xiaoping, the famous political leader, launched China's Open Door policy in 1978 to open China to the world, partly in order to catch up with Western economies. But China's economic success has also dramatically increased its oil demand. If current trends continue, China will rely on the Persian Gulf for one-third or more of its oil by 2025. This realization has pushed China to refashion its approach toward that region. Over the past 25 years, China has significantly expanded its political relations, economic trade, and arms transfers to countries in the Middle East, and especially to Saudi Arabia and Iran. But, to America's chagrin, that means China's oil and gas interests in Iran have made it reluctant to take a serious stand against Iran's nuclear aspirations. Also, in the past, China had no military capability in or near the Gulf. Now, it aims to project naval power well beyond its coast, not just to the shipping lanes of the Pacific but also to the Middle East. Beijing calls this new approach: "far sea defense." China has been building naval forces to serve its new strategy - warships that can project its national power. Over the past few years, it has also built a port at Gwadar, Pakistan, which is largely commercial but may become a strategic foothold near the Gulf. In late March 2010, two Chinese warships docked in the United Arab Emirates - the first time the modern Chinese Navy made a port visit in the Middle East. China cannot match US military might in the Gulf in the near term. But it has become the newest global player in the region, and as Washington is so used to being the global player, any hint of aggression on the part of China has led some American and Chinese officials and analysts to see a possible future Sino-American clash there. The real threat is not a military clash, but China's rise and movements in the region could trigger tensions with the US that could worsen their global relations. As China becomes more dependent on Gulf oil, it will be more inclined to ensure that Washington does not totally control this oil jugular. If China and America are to maintain cooperation, both need to manage China's rise effectively. The oil arena is an important place to start. While the US is weary of China's motives, Beijing does not trust the US to protect its oil lifeline. For China, a worst-case scenario would be a conflict over Taiwan. Because the US would likely feel bound to protect little Taiwan, China must consider that Washington could use the oil weapon against it in such a scenario. So how should relations be managed? China and the US need to develop better confidence-building measures. They can start by pursuing more joint projects on energy, such as their current project on electric cars. And they need to pursue these projects at higher levels of government. Washington should also consider bringing China into a Gulf security framework at a high enough level to build Beijing's confidence but not so high as to give a potentially aggressive China too much leverage. Doing so would not only build confidence but it would create future potential for China to bear part of the burden of Gulf security, even if its support is mainly financial. For its part, Beijing must show that its behavior in the Gulf and elsewhere is defensive, not offensive. If China were, for instance, to provide greater aid in preventing Iran from going nuclear, it would ease US concerns considerably. China and the US do not have to become serious rivals over black gold. But they could be if they do not take better measures to build mutual trust.

Links: Guam

Links – Accessing Guam Causes US-China war

Chase et al. 2009 

(Michael S. Chase , Ph.D., is an assistant professor in NWC’s Strategy and Policy Department, Andrew Erickson, Ph.D., is an associate professor at the China Maritime Studies Institute, Naval War College (NWC), “Chinese Theater and Strategic Missile Force Modernization and its Implications for the United States” The Journal of Strategic Studies, 32:1, February 2009) 

The unintended consequences of interaction between force posture changes and technological developments in the Chinese and US militaries may also contribute to greater instability in the event of a future crisis or conflict. This could happen in at least four different ways. First, China will likely attempt to expand its longer-range conventional theater missile capabilities as the US military strengthens its presence in the Pacific. For example, the more heavily the Pentagon relies on Guam to bolster its presence in the Pacific, the greater the incentive China will have to develop conventional ballistic missiles capable of reaching Guam. Beijing may believe that it needs a conventional missile capability with the range to strike targets on Guam to avoid being faced with a choice between crossing the nuclear threshold or allowing the US military to use Guam as a sanctuary. This could result in the geographic expansion of a conflict over Taiwan or in vertical escalation if China launches missile attacks against US territory. 

Links: General Presence

U.S. engagement is critical to prevent Chinese aggression

Friedberg, Professor of Internatinoal Affairs at Princeton, 2K (Aaron, “Asian Allies: True Strategic Partners,” Present Dangers: Crisis & Opportunity in American Foreign & Defense Policy, ed. Kagan & Kristol)
For the moment it certainly makes sense for the United States to try to cultivate good relations with as many Southeast Asian states as possible. Military contacts, in addition to routine diplo​matic and economic ties, can serve as tokens of American interest and commitment and may help to ease anxieties about impend​ing U.S. withdrawal, thereby dampening any tendency on the part of smaller, weaker states to jump on what they might otherwise perceive to be a Chinese “bandwagon.” Access to “places,” if not to “bases,” can also help the United States to maintain its peace​time military presence in the region. It cannot be assumed, how​ever, that host governments would permit continued access in the event of a genuine crisis or conflict. The vulnerability of many fixed regional facilities will also increase as China’s ability to project military power continues to grow.’ If China is truly intent on exerting a dominant influence through​out continental Southeast Asia, it may be difficult in the long run for the United States to prevent it from doing so. China’s proxim​ity and history of local preponderance, its growing economic impor​tance, and the fact that most of the regimes in the region are closer to it in domestic political terms than they are to the United States, all suggest that continental Southeast Asia could become increas​ingly a sphere of primary Chinese influence. Fortunately the maritime reaches of Southeast Asia are likely to be more resistant to Chinese domination, more receptive to a countervailing American presence, and more important to the larger Asian strategic balance, Here lie a group of states that have achieved high levels of economic growth and technological devel​opment and, albeit to varying degrees, have also succeeded in mak​ing progress in recent years toward building stable democratic governments. Several have experience in fending off Chinese attempts at subversion or coercion; all are sensitive to the threat of foreign domination, regardless of its source. Unless the threats to their security and independence become much more acute, these countries are unlikely to want to enter into formal alliance rela​tionships with extra-regional powers, but they will have a strong interest in seeing that the United States remains visibly engaged in their neighborhood. [P. 211]
Links: Alliances

Alliances in Asia are critical to prevent a hostile rivalry and war with China

Friedberg, Professor of Internatinoal Affairs at Princeton, 2K 

(Aaron, “Asian Allies: True Strategic Partners,” Present Dangers: Crisis & Opportunity in American Foreign & Defense Policy, ed. Kagan & Kristol)

Preventing the domination of eastern Eurasia by a hostile power requires that the United States do what it can to keep such a power from ever emerging, while preparing to deal with one if and when it does. For the better part of the past decade, U.S. decision-makers have concentrated heavily on attaining the first objective, prima​rily by trying to promote China’s economic development and hop​ing that this will lead eventually to a political transformation; the second objective has received only sporadic and inadequate atten​tion. In its eagerness to promote “partnership” and “engagement,” the administration has avoided making significant demands of China, overlooked its problematic behavior in East Asia and else​where, and made concessions to Beijing so that China’s leaders will see us and the world we lead as friendly and open to them. At the same time, and for similar reasons, the White House has also shown a disturbing tendency to downplay our alliances in the region, as for example in the summer of 1998, when President Clin​ton bypassed Tokyo and Seoul while traveling to and from Beijing. Whatever the intent behind such actions, it is all too easy for a ris​ing power like China to interpret them as signaling timidity and weakness. Not surprisingly instead of moderating China’s ambi​tions, the Clinton policy of “constructive engagement” appears to have fueled them. American strategists must begin now to deepen key alliances and existing nonalliance defense relationships, especially in North​east Asia and maritime Southeast Asia, to widen the scope for strategic cooperation among the region’s advanced industrial democracies, and to explore the possibilities for new links to other states, such as India, with whom the United States may increas​ingly have convergent interests. Renewing and expanding our ties across Asia is a necessary step to correcting the Sinocentric poli​cies of recent years. Not only will such steps help prepare for the possible emergence of a more openly hostile and confrontational China, they ought, at the same time, to help lessen the likelihood of such a tragic turn of events. The pursuit of engagement from a position of weakness will inevitably degenerate into appeasement. Engagement from strength is the best available formula for keep​ing the peace and for advancing America’s interests, in Asia and around the world. [P. 218-219]

***Asia Impacts***

Impacts: Resolve Deters War

And, a signal of U.S. Resolve Deters China and Prevents War

Ross 2k2

(Robert S., Prof of Pol Sci @ Boston College and Associate of John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies @Harvard University, “Navigating the Taiwan Strait”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/ross_v27n2.pdf//da: 7/29)

The U.S.-China military balance undermines PRC confidence that it can deter U.S. intervention on behalf of Taiwan. But given U.S.-China asymmetric interests in Taiwan, the extended deterrence capability of the United States also depends on China’s assessment of U.S. resolve. Although U.S. security interests in Taiwan are limited to reputation interests, China has enough respect for U.S. resolve that U.S.-China asymmetric interests do not appreciatively enhance China’s confidence that it can use force without it leading to U.S. intervention. Chinese civilian and military analysts understand that U.S. domestic politics increases the likelihood of U.S. intervention in defense of Taiwan. Domestic political opposition toward China and political support for Taiwan in the United States are at their highest levels since the late 1960s. U.S. domestic politics has encouraged the growth in U.S. arms sales to Taiwan since the early 1990s, and it will constrain the administration’s options during a mainland- Taiwan conflict. Chinese military and civilian analysts also grasp the extent of Washington’s strategic commitment to Taiwan. They acknowledge that the March 1996 deployment of two U.S. carriers was a “strong military signal” of U.S. readiness to intervene in a possible war over Taiwan.58 Moreover, the carrier deployment firmly coupled the U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan with the credibility of its security commitments to its allies in East Asia. Since then, Chinese leaders have assumed that a war with Taiwan means a war with the United States. As one observer has noted, “What many, many people realize is that the effectiveness of [U.S.] deterrence . . . must markedly exceed that of 1996, so that the likelihood of U.S. military intervention is even more notable, with a likely corresponding escalation in the deterrence dynamics.”59 Another analyst has warned that the possibility of U.S. intervention means that any Chinese action could encounter “unexpectedly serious consequences.”60 Chinese analysts also realize that because of its superiority in long-range, high-accuracy weaponry, the United States can wage war while remaining out of range of enemy forces. Moreover, it can use precision-guided munitions to target leadership command-and-control centers to shorten the war and further reduce casualties. Chinese studies of the 1991 Gulf War conclude that highaccuracy, long-range weaponry was the decisive factor in the U.S. victory. One Chinese military analyst, summing up the impact of high technology on warfare, has argued that “whoever possesses the newest knowledge and technology can thus grab the initiative in military combat and also possess the ‘killer weapon’ to vanquish the enemy.” Moreover, Chinese analysts recognize that the development by the United Sates of increasingly sophisticated unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) will enable U.S. forces to carry out these missions while further reducing their vulnerability to enemy forces.61 Thus the ability of the United States to wage war with minimal casualties contributes to the credibility of its extended deterrence commitments. China’s expectation of U.S. intervention in a mainland-Taiwan war is rejected in various PLA studies. Analyses of blockade operations and warfare against a “large island,” for example, assume the intervention of an advanced power using large surface vessels—including aircraft carriers—which could significantly impede PRC operations.62 PLA studies of the use of its shortrange DF-15 conventional missiles against Taiwan assume that China’s coastal launch sites could be targeted by advanced technology, high-accuracy cruise missiles. Mobility and camouflage are thus critical to PLA planning. The PLA further assumes that in a war over Taiwan its coastal military installations and deployments—including airfields and advanced aircraft, radar, and commandand- control facilities—and civilian and military infrastructure would be vulnerable to devastating air assaults by long-range and highly accurate cruise missiles (similar to those the United States used against Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan) and by advanced UAVs. The PLA has reportedly deployed its Russian S-300 surface-to-air missiles around Beijing, in apparent preparation for possible U.S. raids during a mainland-Taiwan war. Chinese leaders understand that the United States can penetrate Chinese airspace as effectively as it penetrated the airspace of Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan.63 Beijing’s respect for U.S. resolve and for the high cost of a U.S.-China war produces a very high expected cost of an attack on Taiwan for unification. Accordingly, Chinese military officers and civilian analysts urge caution and promote reliance on “peaceful unification” with Taiwan through long-term development of China’s economy and modernization of its military. “Smooth economic development,” not immediate unification, is China’s most fundamental interest and most important national security strategy. It is also the most effective way to assure Chinese territorial integrity. As long as China’s economy continues to develop, time is on its side.64 As one Chinese analyst has argued, China has already waited 100 years to achieve unification and should be prepared to wait another 50 years.65 For these analysts, China should not use military force for unification, but should continue to deter Taiwan from declaring independence by threatening military retaliation. They argue that as long as Chinese deterrence of Taiwan is effective, China can avoid war with the United States and achieve unification.66
And, Failure to Maintain Presence in Asia Causes world war three

Wolfowitz, Former National Security Advisor to Bush, 2K (Paul, “Statesmanship in the New Century,” Present Dangers: Crisis & Opportunity in American Foreign & Defense Policy, ed. Kagan & Kristol)
One would like to think that this new consensus reflects a recog​nition that the United States cannot afford to allow a hostile power to dominate Europe or Asia or the Persian Gulf; that the safest, and in the long run the cheapest, way to prevent such a develop​ment is to preserve the U.S.-led alliances that have been so suc​cessful—to paraphrase Lord Ismay in more diplomatic language—at keeping the Americans engaged, the allies reassured and the aggres​sors deterred; and that the best way to avoid another world war is not by being willing to cede Europe or Asia to hostile domination, but by making it clear in advance that we will oppose it and thereby prevent any such effort. Unfortunately, today’s consensus reflects as much the complacency bred by our current predominance as agreement on how to shape the future to prevent another world war, or even concern about the possibility of such an event.  [P. 311]

Impacts: Happen Fast

Timeframe – The impact happens almost overnight

Brzezinski, Former Secretary of State, 2K4 

(Zbigniew, The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership)

In reflecting on the security implications of this new reality, it is important to bear in mind the points made earlier.   America is the world-transforming society, even revolutionary in its subversive impact in sovereignty-based international politics. At the same time, America is a traditional power, unilaterally protective of its own security while sustaining international stability not only for its own benefit, but for that of the international community as a whole. The latter task compels U.S. policymakers to concentrate on the more traditional U.S. role as the linchpin of global stability. Despite the new realities of global interdependence and the mounting preoccupation of the international community with such new global issues as ecology, global warming, AIDS, and poverty, the argument that American power is uniquely central to world peace is supported by a simple hypothetical test: What would happen if the U.S. Congress were to mandate the prompt retraction of U.S. military power from its three crucial foreign deployments—Europe, the Far East, and the Persian Gulf? Any such U.S. withdrawal would without doubt plunge the world almost immediately into a politically chaotic crisis, In Europe, there would be a pell mell rush by some to rearm but also to reach a special arrangement with Russia. In the Far East, war would probably break out on the Korean Peninsula while Japan would undertake a rash program of rearmament, including nuclear weapons. In the Persian Gulf area, Iran would become dominant and would intimidate adjoining Arab states. [P. 17]

Impacts: Japan Balance

Withdrawal forces Japan to balance China, resulting in a destabilizing East Asian arms race and US escalation

Ross, Politics Professor at Boston College, 99 

(Robert, International Security, Volume 23, Number 4//nexis-ef)

U.S.‑China conflicts over the Korean Peninsula and Taiwan are no more than typical great power conflicts. They are not the stuff of cold wars or hot wars. China and the United States will compete for influence in third countries throughout East Asia and elsewhere. This competition will likely entail conflict over "destabilizing" weapons sales, including U.S. arms sales to Taiwan and Chinese arms sales to the Middle East. Such conflict is to be expected in any great power relationship. Beijing and Washington can manage these conflicts without sustained high‑level tension. And without Cold War tensions, they can carry out extensive economic relations and normal diplomatic exchanges. What would happen, however, if the United States downgraded its role as an East Asian great power with balance‑of‑power responsibilities? Neorealism predicts that another great power would emerge to balance Chinese power. Indeed, Japan has hedged its bets. While relying on alignment with the United States, it has developed advanced‑technology defense capabilities, including air and naval power, and the foundation for independent power‑projection capabilities. But it is not at all clear that Japan can balance China. For almost its entire history, Japan has accommodated Chinese power. Should China successfully modernize in the twenty‑first century, Japan, because of its smaller population and industrial base, will be much more dependent than China on imported resources and foreign markets. Some Japanese dependency may well be on China's economy and resources. Equally important, because of its proximity to China and its lack of strategic depth, Japan's economy, including its industrial plant, will be more vulnerable than the Chinese economy to an exchange of air and missile attacks. The difference between Taiwan's and Japan's geographic vulnerability to Chinese missiles is one of degree, not of kind. This asymmetry also undermines Japan's ability to engage in nuclear competition with China. These disparities might encourage Japanese bandwagoning or ambitious Chinese policy. America's response would be frantic and costly, and contribute to heightened tension, because it would be compelled to belatedly balance expanded Chinese power. In contrast, America's contemporary strategic advantages enable it to balance Chinese power in a relatively stable and peaceful regional order, without a costly and dangerous military buildup.

Asian proliferation spirals causing miscalculation and nuclear war

Friedberg, Professor of Internatinoal Affairs at Princeton, 94 (Aaron, International Security, Winter //pg nexis)
Assuming, for the moment that an Asia with more nuclear powers would be more stable than one with fewer, there would still be serious difficulties involved in negotiating the transition to such a world.  As in other regions, small, nascent nuclear forces will be especially vulnerable to preemption.  In Japan the prevailing “nuclear allergy” could lead first to delays in acquiring deterrent forces and then to a desperate and dangerous scramble for nuclear weapons.  In Asia, the prospects for a peaceful transition may be further complicated by the fact that the present and potential nuclear powers are both numerous and strategically intertwined.  The nuclearization of Korea (North, South or, whether through reunification or competitive arms programs, both together) could lead to a similar development in Japan, which might cause China to accelerate and expand its nuclear programs, which could then have an impact on the defense policies of Taiwan, India (and through it, Pakistan) and Russia (which would also be affected by events in Japan and Korea).  All of this would influence the behavior of the United States.  Similar shockwaves could also travel through the system in different directions (for example, from India to China to Japan to Korea).  A rapid, multifaceted expansion in nuclear capabilities could increase the dangers of misperception, miscalculation, and war.

Impacts: South China Sea (2NC)
Forward Presence is critical to Deterring China and creating peaceful solution to the South China Sea dispute 

Snyder, Asia Specialist at the United States Institute of Peace’s Research and Studies Program, 96 

(Scott, “The South China Sea Dispute: Prospects for Preventive Diplomacy,” August, Special Report Number 18, http://www.usip.org/pubs/specialreports/early/snyder/South_China_Sea2.html //da: 7/27)

Many specialists believe a leading U.S. role in trying to resolve the Spratly Islands dispute is likely to complicate matters by adding another contentious issue to the already-overloaded agenda of U.S.-Chinese relations. Such a role would also be perceived by China as interference by a nonclaimant in an attempt to internationalize the issue. At the same time, the fact that China responded at the ARF meeting in Brunei to the major U.S. concerns highlighted in its May 10, 1995, statement on the Spratly Islands suggests that the United States may be able to indirectly influence the claimants to be active in constructive directions while also taking actions to diminish the possibility that intimidation tactics might be used as part of a negotiation process. The U.S. naval presence in the region is essential in implementing the second aspect of U.S. policy toward the South China Sea by deterring the use of military force by any of the disputants. A regular U.S. naval presence in the South China Sea area underscores the nation's interest in stability and reinforces the prevailing interpretation that a significant part of the South China Sea outside of the immediate area of the Spratly Islands is categorized as high seas, where no party exercises territorial jurisdiction. In the event of destabilizing unilateral actions by any party to the Spratly Islands dispute, the U.S. Navy has an interest in playing its balancing role in the Asia-Pacific area by undertaking an augmented presence in international waters proportional to the severity of any unilateral provocation. Such a response would underscore the U.S. commitment to seeing the dispute resolved nonviolently, while avoiding taking sides in or becoming a party to the conflict. The recent U.S. naval response to Chinese missile exercises in the Taiwan Straits show that a stepped-up U.S. military presence in response to aggressive unilateral actions may be important in reassuring Asian allies that the United States maintains the political will to deter aggressive or destabilizing unilateral actions that threaten the status quo in Asia. Some analysts have suggested that the United States support greater transparency in the South China Sea by using satellite reconnaissance to actively monitor and make public reports on activities in the area. Another possibility--if such information were made available to a nongovernmental mediator respected by all sides in the Spratly Islands dispute--would be to find a way to provide technical support for South China Sea "proximity" negotiations by using satellite imagery similar to that provided by the Defense Mapping Agency for the Bosnian proximity talks. The likelihood is slim that direct U.S. intervention will be useful or accepted in resolving the Spratly Islands dispute. After all, there is a range of mechanisms that might be used to bring about a peaceful settlement of the issue without U.S. involvement. The most constructive role for the United States may be in urging the parties to muster the political will necessary to find peaceful solutions while continuing to discourage a military resolution of future disputes. Most important, the United States might support preventive diplomacy by the parties involved by underscoring positive precedents such as the decision by Great Britain and Argentina to enter into negotiations over Falkland Islands boundaries without prejudice to the claims made by the disputants themselves. A steady U.S. policy of "active neutrality"--combined with a "forward-leaning" posture to deter potentially destabilizing military aggression and stepped-up support for an expeditious and peaceful resolution of the parties' conflicting claims consistent with the Law of the Sea--is the surest sign of support for preventive diplomacy that the United States can offer to deter potential conflict in the South China Sea.

Nuclear war

Straits Times 5-21-95 (“Choose Your Own Style of Democracy” //pg nexis)

In the first -the worst possible scenario -Asian countries would go to war against each other, he said. It might start with clashes between Asian countries over the Spratly Islands because of China's insistence that the South China Sea belonged to it along with all the islands, reefs and seabed minerals.  In this scenario, the United States would offer to help and would be welcomed by Asean, he said.  The Pacific Fleet begins to patrol the South China Sea. Clashes occur between the Chinese navy and the US Navy.  China declares war on the US and a full-scale war breaks out with both sides resorting to nuclear weapons.

Impacts: South China Sea

Forward military presence deters China and stabilizes the South China Sea allowing for a political solution to the conflict

Odgaard, Professor of Political Science at the University of Aarhus, 2K1 

(Liselotte, “Deterrence and Co-operation in the South China Sea,” Contemporary Southeast Asia, August)

The South China Sea constitutes a first line of defence for the littoral states of Southeast Asia. As a consequence, they cannot afford to ignore the worst-case scenario of conflict involving China. The majority of the Southeast Asian states have embarked on a modernization of their naval capabilities, aimed at developing a deterrent force as well as a force capable of engaging in military operations at sea. However, the financial crisis of the late 1990s delayed some of these efforts, making the Southeast Asian states more reliant on bilateral defence arrangements, in particular with the United States. The main countries in the U.S. network of military co-operation agreements are Singapore, Thailand, and the Philippines. In substitution of the permanent base arrangements during the Cold War, U.S. troops have resumed joint exercises with the Philippines from 2000. In general, the military agreements facilitate training, exercises, and interoperability, permitting the United States to be seen to be engaged in Southeast Asia as a flexible regional balancer. The United States shares the widespread perception within Southeast Asia that China's moves in the South China Sea indicate that it might have expansionist intentions. Thus, the United States has maintained its strategy of forward deployment. However, China is a power of second rank compared with the United States, and as such, is no immediate threat to the latter. Therefore, Washington prefers that the regional states settle their disputes without its involvement as long as these do not pose a threat to U.S. interests. Although the United States looks at China's Spratly policy as an indication of its possible bid for regional hegemony, it is not prepared to play an active part in the Spratly dispute unless freedom of navigation through Southeast Asian waters is threatened. At the same time, the United States maintains its support for the ASEAN position on the non-use of force concerning dispute settlement in the South China Sea. Thus, the U.S. policy on the Spratlys may be characterized as guarded non-involvement. American reservations about direct involvement in the Spratly dispute do not imply that cordial relations between the United States and China are on the agenda. On the contrary, since 1999, the relationship between the two powers has suffered a downturn because of Chinese opposition to the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) air strikes in Yugoslavia, the NATO bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade, and accusations of Chinese military espionage in the United States. The Administration of George W. Bush is unlikely to call for a revival of the idea of a strategic partnership with China. Bush describes China as a strategic competitor. [4] In line with this hardening of U.S. policy towards China, Bush has voiced strong support for a theatre missile defence (TMD) system covering Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan. Technological constraints are likely to force Bush to moderate his position on such defence plans. However, U.S. reassurances that research and development on the TMD will continue only leaves China with the option of proceeding with military modernization to build up its deterrence capabilities. This geostrategic picture suggests that co-operation on managing the regional balance of power is not on the cards. Instead, a structure of deterrence appears to be in the making. Deterrence is directed at the intentions of opponents: if the existence of deterrent forces are seen to prevent the opponent from achieving gains through aggression, the opponent will refrain from attack. Thus, the power-projection capabilities of the various states are constrained by a mutual display of force between the United States and the Southeast Asian states on the one hand, and China on the other. A structure of deterrence does not operate on the basis of cooperation between opposing powers. Nor can deterrence be equated with violence and volatility. On the contrary, the consolidation of a structure of deterrence in the South China Sea may provide Southeast Asia with the level of military security and reassurance necessary to allow for the development of stronger co-operative ties with China.
Military Presence in Asia ensures peaceful solution to the South China Sea dispute

Odgaard, Professor of Political Science at the University of Aarhus, 2K1 

(Liselotte, “Deterrence and Co-operation in the South China Sea,” Contemporary Southeast Asia, August)

This article has analysed the impact of the Spratly dispute on the security policies emerging between China and Southeast Asia in the South China Sea after the Cold War. The analysis suggests three principal conclusions. First, the emergence of challenges to old security policies in the dispute suggests that it is not merely a peripheral dispute reflecting security relations between China and Southeast Asia after the Cold War, but a central dispute in the sense that it affects these relations. Secondly, the fact that the challenges are founded in different security practices between China and Southeast Asia implies that the threats towards regional security arising in the Spratly dispute are not caused by the malevolent intentions of one state or entity. Instead, the challenges are the result of interaction in an environment where the states have not yet established concrete mechanisms of order. Thirdly, the efforts at managing the challenges coming to the fore in the Spratly dispute suggest that the seeds of a new order are emerging, going beyond the rudimentary level. Within the confines of a structure of deterrence, mechanisms of consultation and limited co-operation are emerging as a focal point in the approaches to diplomacy and international law of the littoral states of the South China Sea. What are the prospects that an order combining deterrence and cooperation are consolidated as a stable security practice in the South China Sea? From the preceding analysis, three preconditions must be fulfilled. First, the United States must maintain its military presence in the region. Secondly, China and Southeast Asia must compromise on their different approaches to diplomacy. Finally, China and Southeast Asia must establish a code of conduct defining their rights and obligations in the South China Sea. If the United States limits its role to maintaining a stable balance, the emerging structure of deterrence can provide the Southeast Asian states with the military security necessary for them to develop a partnership with China in the South China Sea.
Impacts: SLOC’s

A. Withdrawal Guts Sea Lines of Communication – gives power to China 

Wortzel and Scales ‘99

(LARRY a Colonel in the U.S. Army, Director of the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College. He is a Military Intelligence Officer and Foreign Area Officer concentrating on China and East Asia graduate of the Armed Forces Staff College and the Army War College. Ph.D. in Political Science Robert H. Scales, Jr., A Major General In The U.S. Army, Has Been Commandant Of The U.S. Army War College Since August 1997. He Graduated From The United States Military Academy And Subsequently Earned A Master’s And Ph.D. In History From Duke University. “The Future U.S. Military Presence In Asia: Landpower And The Geostrategy Of American Commitment,” pg online @ http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/00072.pdf //ghs-ef)

Visualize what the strategic landscape might look like without an U.S. presence in Northeast Asia: U.S. forces would probably be anchored along a line stretched from Alaska, through Hawaii, to Guam. If this sort of American withdrawal left any confidence in a traditional ally, perhaps there would be pre-positioned supplies in Australia.21 Deployment times by sea to the main shipping lines in the region would be longer, and the ground presence, which really demonstrates the depth of the American commitment to the region, much thinner. The sea lines of communication beyond the “first island chain” in the western Pacific would probably be part of an expanded security perimeter controlled by China. (The “first island chain” is defined as the waters west of the Japan, the Ryukyu Islands, Taiwan, the Philippines and Borneo.)22 This is important because today, China’s “brown water” navy has a sea-denial mission inside the “first island chain,” which defines China’s littoral. China’s maritime objectives, however, are to develop a Navy that can control the South Pacific and Western Pacific out to what China has called the “second island chain” stretching from Alaska to the Marianas, through the Fiji Islands to Australia. People’s Republic of China (PRC) control of this area would subject critical maritime lines of communication open for free, uninhibited navigation to an expanded seadenial role by China’s submarine and surface fleets supported by shore-based (and even by then carrier-based) aircraft. If Russia recovers from its current economic woes, it too would become a major actor in a race for primacy in the Western Pacific.

B. That Causes East Asian Arms Racing and Instability 

Wortzel and Scales ‘99

(LARRY a Colonel in the U.S. Army, Director of the Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College. He is a Military Intelligence Officer and Foreign Area Officer concentrating on China and East Asia graduate of the Armed Forces Staff College and the Army War College. Ph.D. in Political Science Robert H. Scales, Jr., A Major General In The U.S. Army, Has Been Commandant Of The U.S. Army War College Since August 1997. He Graduated From The United States Military Academy And Subsequently Earned A Master’s And Ph.D. In History From Duke University. “The Future U.S. Military Presence In Asia: Landpower And The Geostrategy Of American Commitment,” pg online @ http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/00072.pdf //ghs-ef)

Japan, under the geostrategic alternative presented in the paragraph above, would no longer be adequately assured of the U.S. commitment to Asian security. Because Tokyo could not allow its maritime lines of communication to be dominated or controlled by interrupting freedom of navigation and denying use of the sea, it would probably expand Japan’s own naval patrol areas and strengthen its naval, air, and ground forces. This would alarm the rest of Asia and revive the memories of World War II. Korea, whether reconciled in a confederation, reunified or divided, mistrusting of both China and Japan, would probably expand its own military in anticipation of the potential for conflict with, or between, its neighbors. Southeast Asian countries, wary of a certain military buildup by China or a resurgent Russia and the corresponding response by Japan, would probably build their own military forces, if they could afford to do so. The Asia-Pacific region would be a far more dangerous, less stable and secure place than it is today without the presence of U.S. forces. Moreover, much of what China claims as its maritime territory in the South China Sea would come under the control of the naval forces of the

People’s Liberation Army (PLA).

Impacts: China Mod

And, withdrawal causes arms racing, Asian nuclear war, and chinese modernization

Brzezinski, Former Secretary of State, 2K4 (Zbigniew, The Choice: Global Domination or Global Leadership)

Ultimately, war or peace in the Far East will be determined largely by how China and Japan interact with each other and with the United States. If the United States were to withdraw its forces from the region, a repetition of the twentieth century European scenario would be very probable. Japan would have little choice but to rapidly unveil and accelerate its ongoing rearmament; China would be likely to engage in a rapid buildup of its nuclear forces, which till now have been designed to give China a minimal deterrent; the Taiwan Straits would become the locus of Chinese national self-assertion; Korea would most likely experience a violent end to its partition and perhaps emerge unified as a nuclear power; and the Chinese-Indian-Pakistani nuclear triangle could provide a dangerous umbrella for the resumption of open conventional warfare. A single match could then set off an explosion. [P. 110-111]

Impacts: Arms Racing

And, Changes in U.S. Presence Causes Prolif

Satu Limaye, Director of research at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, “Nuclear Weapons and Regional Security in East Asia,” Nuclear Weapons into the 21st Century, ed. Krause and Wenger, 2001, p. 189

At worst, weak or non-existent regional security mechanisms, by heightening a general sense of insecurity, and in combination with a whole host of other factors, might make nuclear weapons more attractive. On balance, weak or strong regional security mechanisms will not be a substitute for state-directed security policies that make choices about nuclear weapons difficult. The most important politico-security feature that could affect decisions about nuclear weapons and their role in East Asia is the future posture of the United States. This could be assessed in a number of ways. First, for US antagonists, the retreat of the US might be seen as an opportunity to “fill a security vacuum” and more nuclear weapons, or at least more emphasis on them, might be seen as a means to this end. Conversely, a robust or even increased US presence might also push these antagonists towards the same end, in order to resist US “hegemony.” However, if a concert of powers, which included the US, could be developed, it might be possible to manage nuclear and other ele​ments of great power competition. Second, US alliance partners would be affected most directly by any dramatic change in US forward pres​ence. What nuclear choices they would make under such a hypothetical scenario is uncertain. Finally, countries not part of the US alliance system, or antagonists, would also have to calculate options in the event of a substantive drawdown of US forces or commitment to the security of the region. For these countries, they could choose among options ranging from the acquisition of nuclear weapons, to seeking nuclear guarantees, to seeking the umbrella of extended deterrence from other nuclear weapons states, to offering to become an ally of a NWS, that might include everything from offering basing rights to hosting nuclear weapons on their soil. The possibilities are many.

Proliferation causes every conflict to go nuclear and extinction

National Journal 9-14-2K2 (“Invading Iraq Wouldn't Necessarily Make Us Safer” pg nexis//ef)

That risk dwarfs anything that Saddam Hussein could do with chemical or biological weapons. And even if he drops dead tomorrow, it is quite probable that we will experience such a catastrophe within 20 years-if not 20 months-unless we do two things that are barely on the national radar screen and that go against the grain of Republican unilateralism. The first is to spend whatever it takes to secure the vast Russian nuclear stockpile and other nuclear installations around the world. They are far more dangerous than Saddam because there is no doubt that Al Qaeda (and perhaps other terrorists) will use any unsecured weapons or fissile (bomb-making) materials against us if they can get ahold of them. The second is to get  much, much more serious about stopping the proliferation of nuclear weapons, which is a huge threat to civilization itself. A push to end nuclear proliferation could work only if enforced by the threat or use of pre-emptive military action-not only in Iraq but also in Iran, North Korea, Libya, and perhaps others of the more than 60 nations capable of building nuclear weapons-either on our own or through an international coalition. Doing this on our own, as Bush administration hawks prefer, could mean launching bloody invasion after invasion, at enormous cost in lives, treasure, and international standing, if rogue states call our bluff. Rallying a potent and determined coalition seems possible only if we stop thumbing our nose at world opinion, offer to scrap the bulk of our own arsenal, and renounce first use of nuclear weapons in exchange for similar concessions by others. The truth is, no matter what we do about Iraq, if we don't stop proliferation, another five or 10 potentially unstable nations may go nuclear before long, making it ever more likely that one or more bombs will be set off anonymously on our soil by terrorists or a terrorist government. Even an airtight missile defense would be useless against a nuke hidden in a truck, a shipping container, or a boat. As to Iraq, unless we can get U.N. Security Council support for whatever we decide to do (on which, more below), either a go-it-alone U.S.-British invasion or a Bush backdown from the beating of war drums would carry incalculable risks. An invasion would, of course, end Saddam's quest for nuclear weapons and probably Saddam himself. So far, so good. But some hawks greatly underestimate the costs and risks, claiming that an easy victory in Iraq will lead to a flowering of democracy that will inspire the rest of the Arab world to follow  suit, destroy the appeal of militant Islam, pave the way for Israeli-Palestinian peace, and make us all safer. This is a fantasy. Unless Saddam is overthrown from within, we would have to take Baghdad in house-to-house fighting, with many thousands of casualties. The task of pacifying and democratizing a nation that has never known freedom and hates our ally Israel would be at least as difficult as bringing peace and democracy to Afghanistan. And the administration has not made a very credible beginning there. The effects of a unilateral invasion on our national security would extend far beyond Iraq. Viewed optimistically, it might also-if accompanied by a credible threat to launch a succession of pre-emptive wars-convince Iran, Libya, North Korea, and other potential threats that we would do the same to them if they persist in developing nuclear weapons. But then again, rogue nations might react by hiding, rather than ending, their bomb- building programs. And as the cost of a policy of pre-emptive wars without end becomes apparent, American voters might balk. A U.S.-British invasion would also divert resources from the war against Al Qaeda, especially in Afghanistan, where Al Qaeda is already regrouping. It would alienate Russia and others whose cooperation we need in the vital project of securing fissile materials. It would thereby increase the danger of a nuclear attack by Al Qaeda or others. By enraging hundreds of millions of Muslims worldwide, it would swell the ranks of terrorist groups-perhaps making it easier for them to recruit nuclear engineers as well as suicide bombers-and risk a militant Islamist takeover of nuclear-armed Pakistan. Years or even decades of sometimes-bloody occupation could keep the hate- America pot boiling. With Kurds in the north and Shiites in the south demanding independence, we would have to choose between crushing those movements and alienating Turkey, a vital ally with a region of restive Kurds bordering Iraq. Many in Europe and elsewhere would see the Bush administration as less interested in democratizing Iraq than in controlling the region's oil and in achieving world domination. All of this international ill will could doom any hope for support in fighting nuclear proliferation. Does all of this mean that a unilateral invasion should be ruled out as complete folly? Not necessarily. The dangers of backing down are also grave. It is foolish for doves to scoff at the risk that a nuclear-armed Saddam could or would launch what they say would be a "suicidal" attack on the United States. He seems entirely capable of smuggling a bomb into one of our cities, perhaps in league with Al Qaeda, and setting it off anonymously in the hope of escaping retaliation. If we stand aside while Saddam builds or buys nuclear weapons, and if at some point thereafter a bomb takes out Washington or New York, how could we be sure that Saddam was involved? The culprits might be terrorists connected, not to Iraq, but perhaps to Pakistan, North Korea, Iran, or Libya. Against whom would we retaliate? Doves also seem disingenuous in ruling out an invasion unless and until we can produce irrefutable evidence that Saddam presents an imminent nuclear threat. Most would be no less dovish after seeing such proof than they are now. After all, once Iraq has nuclear arms, an invasion would be far more perilous. So a decision not to invade now is a decision not to invade ever-not, at least, until Saddam has actually used nuclear or biological weapons or repeated his use of chemical weapons. And a Bush backdown now would surely embolden other rogue states to accelerate their nuclear programs. In short, the future will be extremely dangerous no matter what we do about Iraq. The best way out would be to use the threat of a unilateral invasion to push the U.N. Security Council to demand that Iraq submit to unconditional, unrestricted arms inspections, as proposed by President Chirac of France, followed by military action if Saddam balks or cheats or it becomes clear that inspections cannot be effective. France and Russia might go along, suggests a former Clinton administration official, if that were the only way to get a piece of the post- invasion protectorate over the world's second-largest oil supply. We should not become so fixated on Iraq that we ignore the greater dangers: Al Qaeda, loose nuclear materials in Russia and elsewhere, and nuclear proliferation. House Republicans have idiotically refused to provide adequate funding to secure nuclear stockpiles abroad. They and the Bush administration have greatly damaged the effectiveness of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty by spurning the closely related Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, without which more and more nations will be tempted to seek nuclear weapons. Unless we get serious about stopping proliferation, we are headed for "a world filled with nuclear-weapons states, where every crisis threatens to go nuclear," where "the survival of civilization truly is in question from day to day," and where "it would be impossible to keep these weapons out of the hands of  terrorists, religious cults, and criminal organizations." So writes Ambassador Thomas Graham Jr., a moderate Republican who served as a career arms-controller under six presidents and led the successful Clinton administration effort to extend the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. The only way to avoid such a grim future, he suggests in his memoir, Disarmament Sketches, is for the United States to lead an international coalition against proliferation by showing an unprecedented willingness to give up the vast majority of our own nuclear weapons, excepting only those necessary to deter nuclear attack by others.

Impacts: U.S.-China Coop

And, China will Challenge U.S. Position in Asia – U.S. Withdrawal Guts Chinese Cooperation 

Sutter 2k7

(Robert Sutter has been Visiting Professor of Asian Studies at the School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University, since 2001, A Ph.D. graduate in History and East Asian Languages from Harvard University, “Does China Seek to Dominate Asia and Reduce US influence as a Regional Power?,” pg online @ http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Sutter_paper.pdf //ef)

On balance, this writer judges that US policy makers in the Congress and the US administration would be prudent to assume that China’s recently more cooperative approach to the United States in Asia is based on an assessment of the costs and benefits of this approach for Chinese interests. China’s preference remains a multipolar world where the United States would be less prominent than it is today and would not be the leading power in Asian and world affairs. China’s goals for its own power and influence in Asia seem hazy, even to Chinese leaders. China’s recent maneuvering against Japan and India regarding permanent membership in the UN Security Council, in ASEAN and in other Asian multilateral organizations, and other steps strongly reinforce a judgment that China seeks advantage over these powers in the emerging Asian order. To assume that China seeks to be the leading Asian power as it seeks diminishing US leadership in Asia would appear to be a prudent course for US policy makers. One lesson that flows from this line of analysis is that China’s approach to the United States in Asia depends on circumstances that determine the costs and benefits of China’s approach. If the circumstances were to change, the perceived costs and benefits would change, and likely would lead to change in China’s approach to the United States in Asia. For example, if China were to grow in power and influence in Asian and world affairs relative to the United States, China’s leaders might see less cost associated with a policy of stronger opposition to the US position and interests in Asia. Also, if the United States were to adopt strong support for Taiwan independence or to seriously restrict access to US markets for Chinese, these moves could trigger a reevaluation by China’s leaders of the cost and benefits of the recent generally accommodating Chinese approach toward the United States in Asia, resulting in a tougher stance against US leadership and interests in Asia.   

Multiple Scenarios for Extinction

Wenzhong, PRC Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2-7-4 (Zhou, “Vigorously Pushing Forward the Constructive and Cooperative Relationship Between China and the United States,” http://china-japan21.org/eng/zxxx/t64286.htm //da:7/24)

China's development needs a peaceful international environment, particularly in its periphery. We will continue to play a constructive role in global and regional affairs and sincerely look forward to amicable coexistence and friendly cooperation with all other countries, the United States included. We will continue to push for good-neighborliness, friendship and partnership and dedicate ourselves to peace, stability and prosperity in the region. Thus China's development will also mean stronger prospect of peace in the Asia-Pacific region and the world at large. China and the US should, and can, work together for peace, stability and prosperity in the region.  Given the highly complementary nature of the two economies, China's reform, opening up and rising economic size have opened broad horizon for sustained China-US trade and economic cooperation. By deepening our commercial partnership, which has already delivered tangible benefits to the two peoples, we can do still more and also make greater contribution to global economic stability and prosperity.  Terrorism, cross-boundary crime, proliferation of advanced weapons, and spread of deadly diseases pose a common threat to mankind. China and the US have extensive shared stake and common responsibility for meeting these challenges, maintaining world peace and security and addressing other major issues bearing on human survival and development. China is ready to keep up its coordination and cooperation in these areas with the US and the rest of the international community.  During his visit to the US nearly 25 years ago, Deng Xiaoping said, "The interests of our two peoples and those of world peace require that we view our relations from the overall international situation and a long-term strategic perspective." Thirteen years ago when China-US relations were at their lowest ebb, Mr. Deng said, "In the final analysis, China-US relations have got to get better." We are optimistic about the tomorrow of China-US relations. We have every reason to believe that so long as the two countries view and handle the relationship with a strategic perspective, adhere to the guiding principles of the three joint communiqués and firmly grasp the common interests of the two countries, we will see even greater accomplishments in China-US relations. 

Impacts: Engagement Fails

Engagement doesn’t increase Chinese cooperation – Sanctions are comparatively more effective 

Marti, Senior Research Professor in the Center for the Study of Chinese Military Affairs at the National Defense University, 2K1 (Michael, “China: Making the Case for  Realistic Engagement,” Strategic Forum, Number 185, September, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SF185/sf185.htm)

China's national security strategy is on a collision course with U.S. goals and interests in the region. Beijing has joined Moscow in a tactical alliance against Washington to rally international opposition against American missile defenses. This priority was underscored at the Putin-Jiang Zemin summit meeting in July 2001 in Moscow, where both sides signed a 20-year Treaty of Friendship and stated that the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty should be maintained in its current form. Moreover, Putin and Jiang Zemin called for active cooperation between their countries in discussing missile defenses and disarmament as a way to enhance their efforts at building a multipolar world and a "rational" international order. Past engagement policies vis-à-vis China have failed. China is no more cooperative, humane, or democratic as a result of U.S. engagement. To the contrary, it remains inimical to American policies, values, and interests globally as well as regionally. Beijing seeks nothing less than the withdrawal of the United States from Asia and hegemony over the region. Therefore, the question is whether a harder line would affect China's attitude. The answer is yes, because the paramount concern is the economy. Modernization of the Chinese economy is the key to China's future as a great nation and a great power. It cannot achieve this goal by turning inward; instead, it needs access to technology, markets, and capital. No other nation has the wherewithal to supply these commodities to the extent that the United States does. By leveraging these assets, Washington has the power to influence Beijing's domestic and foreign policies constructively. However, leveraging does not require cutting off trade. Through the judicious use of trade policy, the United States can reward and encourage reform and signal displeasure with Chinese handling of issues, such as weapons and technology proliferation. Thus, a harder U.S. line would promote regional stability because China would quickly discover the boundaries of acceptable behavior. In addition, Asian allies of America's would be reassured by its consistency of purpose.

Impacts: Risk of D.A. Outweighs

Global conflict

Zakaria, Foreign Policy Editor at Newsweek, 5-9-2K5 (Fareed, “Does the Future Belong to China,” Newsweek”

For centuries, the rest of the world was a stage for the ambitions and interests of the West's great powers. China's rise, along with that of India and the continuing weight of Japan, represents the third great shift in global power--the rise of Asia. Great powers are not born every day. The list of current ones--the United States, Britain, France, Germany, Russia--has been mostly the same for two centuries. The arrival of a new one usually produces tension if not turmoil, as the newcomer tries to fit into the established order--or overturns it to suit its purposes. Think of the rise of Germany and Japan in the early 20th century, or the decline of the Ottoman Empire in that same period, which created the modern Middle East. Great-power conflict is something the world has not seen since the cold war. But if it were to begin, all the troubles we worry about now--terrorism, Iran, North Korea--would pale in comparison. It would mean arms races, border troubles, and perhaps more. Even without those dire scenarios, China complicates international life. Take relations between the United States and Europe. Iraq was a temporary problem. But differing attitudes on the rise of China are likely to produce permanent strains in the Western Alliance. Inevitably, the China challenge looms largest for the United States. Historically, when the world's leading power is challenged by a rising one, the two have had a difficult relationship. And while neither side will ever admit it publicly, both China and the United States worry and plan for trouble. To say this is not to assume war or even conflict, but merely to note that there is likely to be tension between the two countries. How both sides handle it will determine their future relations--and the peace of the world.

Impacts: East Asia
US military presence in East Asia is key to regional stability – protects Japan and serves as a deterrent against China
Atanassova, Catholic University of Leuven and University of Antwerp Belgium, 4/1/10

(Elena, “Political and Security Dynamics of Japan-China Relations: Strategic Mistrust, Fragile Stability, and the US Factor”, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2010/30_467.pdf //da: 7/24)

America’s military presence in East Asia and role as a provider for regional stability has been a crucial determinant of Japanese and Chinese respective security policies. For Tokyo, its alliance with the US is the bedrock of Japan’s national security; for Beijing, the US (and its strengthened security partnership with Japan) poses the greatest potential threat to Beijing’s internal stability and leadership ambitions in East Asia. Despite the criticism of Japan’s alleged remilitarization, most Chinese elite and observers do not seem to worry that, at least in the foreseeable future, Japan might become an independent (of the US) security actor in East Asia or turn into a national security threat to the PRC. China continues to recognize the US security umbrella as putting a cap on Japan’s rearmament. What mostly concerns Beijing is the perceived US hegemony in East Asia, of which Tokyo is seen as a mainpillar, and its impact on the Taiwan issue (Roy, 2006). Especially during Koizumi’s term, Beijing regarded Japan’s normalization being channeled through a strengthened US-Japan alliance and encouraged by Washington, hence came to view Tokyo as a major tool in America’s strategy of balancing the PRC’s rising power and maintaining the US regional security dominance (Wu, 2005).
Impacts: Chinese Nationalism (1/2)
Withdrawal will embolden Chinese nationalists – spurring more aggression
Kim 2k6 

(Stephen J., M.D.. Education. M.D., John Hopkins University; B.S., Duke University “Alternative Proliferation And Alliance Futures In East Asia”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA451273&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf //da: 7/30)

But what about alternative futures we do not want to see in 2025? It is easier to be a pessimist because one has selective recourse to the data of history. One remains anxious as to whether the lure of past glory and regional predominance tugs at the heart of Chinese or Japanese leaders. In their long histories, China has rarely been democratic; Japan has rarely been pacifistic; Korea has rarely been unhindered by great power conflicts. The withdrawal of U.S. forces that would accompany the abrogation of our treaty and alliance commitments in East Asia would likely harbinger a future reeking with the unpleasantness and chauvinism of East Asia’s past. Rather than serving as a rally point for reform and genuine opening of the society, the 2008 Beijing Olympic games could be used as a bugle for Chinese nationalism. If the United States and China fail to reach a clear understanding about nuclear proliferation, the withdrawal of U.S. forces from South Korea and Japan will only embolden a confident and assertive China. Chinese nationalists will want to throw their weight around East Asia. In this environment, I believe that as soon as China achieves domestic stability, it will try to penetrate culturally into neighboring countries. The Chin, Sui, Tang, and Qing dynasties were not exceptions. As soon as it feels that it has achieved its original target for economic reforms, and buttressed by its confident nationalistic impulses, China is likely to claim, at a minimum, its regional power hegemony in East Asia.9 The next generation of Chinese nationalist leaders suffers little in confidence, panache, or assertiveness. On May 7, 1999, during Operation ALLIED FORCE, U.S. forces mistakenly struck the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade. The young Chinese vice president condemned the bombing and “allowed” anti-U.S. demonstrations. He argued that these demonstrations “fully reflect the Chinese people’s great fury at the atrocity of the embassy attacks by NATO [the North Atlantic Treaty Organization] and the Chinese people’s strong patriotism.”10 The voice belonged to none other than Hu Jintao. 

Upswing In Popular Nationalism Forces Hu To Take A Harder Line, Risks War With The U.S.

Gries 2k4

(Peter Hays Greis, Political Science, University of Colorado-Boulder, China’s New Nationalism, 2004, p. 136-137)

Awareness of the ways Chinese nationalism engages with other nations and the ways it narrates the past reveals how it is shaped by the passions of the Chinese people. Thus, awareness of these factors forces a revision of the mainstream view that Chinese nationalism is a tool fo the elite: that with the slow death of communist ideology, the Community Party forments nationalism to legitimize its rule, In my discussion of China’s apolitical diplomacy in chapter 5, I addressed the ways nationalism implicates our identities and emotions and argued that it should never be reduced to simply an instrument or tool used to maintain political legitimacy. The ways nationalism emerges out of interaction correspond to the ways we as individuals interact with others. To the extent that we identify with a group, our personal self-esteem is tied to its fate. We want our groups to be seen as good. Perceived slights to our groups are frequently met with anger and resistance. National identities are no different. Nationalists are frequently motivated to save national face or preserve national self-esteem. Many Chinese understood the 1999 bombing of the Chiense embassy in Belgrade and the 2001 spy plane collision as American assaults on Chinese dignity. Little wonder that they were angry and sought to restore their self-respect as Chinese by denouncing the United States, Such passionate responses account for the increasingly vital role popular nationalists are playing in regime legitimation in China today, as I argued in chapter 7. Hence Chinese nationalism is not an exclusively elite, top-down phenomenon,. The Communist Party has lost its hegemony over Chinese nationalist discourse. Popular nationalists now ocmmand a large following and exert tremendous pressure on those who decide the PRC’s foreign policy. In fact, the legitimacy of the current regime depends upon its abilty to stay on top of popular nationalist demands. [137] These arguments about Chinese nationalism might help answer the pressing question of what China policy American should pursue at the onset of the twenty-first century. China policy debate in the United States is driven, as political scientist Robert Ross has noted, by “diametrically opposed understandings of Chinese intentions.” Conservative hawks and liberal human rights advocates frequently invoke the image of China as the last “Red Menace” to advocate a policy of containment or even confrontation with China. In contrast, conservative business interests seeking increased trade with China and liberals with vision of a “global village” led by America depict China as a staus quo power to promote a policy of engagement. In the end, both views tell us more about American politics and ideology than they do about China’s own foreign policy goals and motivations. That China policy debate has become so polarized is potentially disastrous. Rather than taking stock of how those who determine Chinese foreign policy might be affected both by the policies of other states and by emotional investment in the nation, analysts are tempted to infer Chinese intentions from Chinese capabilities alone. China bashers thus rant away, oblivious to the impact that their words and deeds have on Chinese nationalists, who (not surprisingly) respond with equally virulent America bashing. Such diatribes feed off of one another, eroding the trust that binds the U.S.-China relationship. Even more ominiously, hard-liners on both sides, seeking to save face, advocate “demonstrations of resolve,” increasing the likelihood that the U.S.-China conflict they predict will come to pass.

Impacts: Chinese Nationalism (1/2)

China Instability Risks World War III


Plate 2k3

(Tom Plate, UCLA Professor, “Neo-cons a Bigger Risk to Bush than China,” The Straits Times (Singapore), June 28, 2003, pg online @  http://www.straitstimes.com.sg/commentary/story/0,4386,197074,00.html //da: 7/26)

But imagine a China disintegrating - on its own, without neo-conservative or Central Intelligence Agency prompting, much less outright military invasion - because the economy (against all predictions) suddenly collapses. That would knock Asia into chaos. A massive flood of refugees would head for Indonesia and other places with poor border controls, which don't want them and can't handle them; some in Japan might lick their lips at the prospect of World War II Revisited and look to annex a slice of China. That would send Singapore and Malaysia - once occupied by Japan - into nervous breakdowns. Meanwhile, India might make a grab for Tibet, and Pakistan for Kashmir. Then you can say hello to World War III, Asia-style. That's why wise policy encourages Chinese stability, security and economic growth - the very direction the White House now seems to prefer.  If neo-conservatives really care about Mr Bush, they ought to find their common sense and get off his back. He has enough on his plate with Iraq. In the final analysis, neo-conservative insanity is more of a danger to the Bush presidency than China.

Impacts: Japan Re-Arm

Re-Arm causes arms races and war

Greb, PhD at Lawrence Livermore, 95 (G. A., Reasons for an American Military Presence in Asia, Document 43-95)

If Japan were to abandon its post war promise and decide to undertake a large arms build-up, the affect on stability in the region would be enormous. Fears of a renationalized Japan would spur an arms race throughout the Pacific Rim which would turn the region into a multipolar version of Cold War Europe. The Spratley Islands, sea lane conflicts, and competing resource claims could much more easily turn into open war if the region were to become this sort of armed camp. The ethnic differences and historical animosities would exacerbate this effect and make war much more likely.


And,  Nuclear war
Greb, PhD at Lawrence Livermore, 95 (G. A., Reasons for an American Military Presence in Asia, Document 43-95)

The Chinese could not ignore these events and would most likely intervene to stabilize the situation. Instead of bringing relief however, the emergence of a non-Western nuclear power into the fray would increase the chances of a conflict escalating beyond conventional bounds. For the first time, a crisis involving all five of the major nuclear powers would emerge. The outcome of such a crisis would be unpredictable, but the likelihood of a nuclear conflagration would be higher than at any other time in the nuclear age.
***Containment/Appeasement Impacts***

Impacts: Appeasement = Conflict

Appeasement of China guarantees rivalry

Khalilzad, Policy Analyst at the Rand Corporation, 2K (Zalmay, Commentary, January)

In Asia, our alliances have not adapted to the changing environment. In addition to the threat from North Korea, the U.S. and its allies face the risks of Balkanization in Southeast Asia and the long‑term possibility that China might seek regional hegemony. How China evolves will have the greatest impact of all. Given the inherent uncertainties in China, a pure engagement strategy that seeks expanded relations in the hope of positively influencing Chinese policy or changing China into a friendly democratic power seems to me quite risky. By helping China to develop economically and technologically, it can create the basis for future strength, and if the assumption about democratization proves incorrect, it will also help China become a more threatening regional ‑ and perhaps global ‑ rival. But a pure containment strategy is also unwise. Fatalistically assuming that China is bound to be an adversary overlooks the possibility of domestic change and of a positive evolution in our relations. Instead of pure engagement or containment, what seems to me appropriate is "congagement" ‑ a strategy somewhere between the two with elements of both. Under such a policy, we would continue to enhance economic, political, and cultural ties with China, but we would be less solicitous of Chinese sensitivities on issues like human rights. By tightening our export controls, we would do nothing directly to help increase Chinese military capability. We would also seek to strengthen relations among states that could form the core of an alliance against China should it push for regional hegemony, and likewise strengthen our own security relations with these countries. On Taiwan, we would preserve and stabilize the status quo for as long as China's future remains uncertain. Through these measures, and by strengthening our own military posture in Southeast Asia, including, in the long term, establishing a military base there, we would point out to China the costs of turning hostile

China will violently pursue superpower status. Only US hegemony blocks conflict

Moore, Director of the Institute for Private Enterprise, 2-27-2K2 (Des, Australian Financial Review)

The visit by US President George W. Bush to China went off well but did nothing to reduce the reason why China, though not our present or inevitable future adversary, looms large in considerations of Australia's future security. Not basically because of Taiwan (the subject of two recent conferences in Australia), nor because China is in "our region", but because it is a great power now - and could be a superpower tomorrow. To become the world's hegemon requires of a country that it be Eurasia's dominant landpower and the world's dominant sea, air and space power. So the USA can never be the world's hegemon. But China could. That day, if it ever comes, is a very long way off. In the meantime, China is bound to cause quite enough problems to be getting on with. That is not because China is a revolutionary State, though it once was, and though its still being a one-party State doesn't help. Rather, it is because the larger and more powerful you are, the more you are able to impose your will on others. And what China now wants is unfettered primacy in what it regards as its rightful area of influence North East and South-East Asia and surrounding seas. Within that area, China's old foe, Japan, is the only serious obstacle to its hegemony; and Japan has self-imposed limitations, both economic and military. So only the US, outside the area but with many and large interests and armed forces within it, stands in the way. That is why China, alone in the area (apart from North Korea), wants the US military presence removed; and also why all the other countries want the US to remain to reassure them that they do not need to give in to Chinese overt or covert intimidation. China, say some, wants to enjoy growing influence abroad without being blocked by the US, while the US wants China not to dominate Asia. But the only way to stop China almost effortlessly dominating Asia is by the US blocking it.

AT: Containment Bad / Engagement Good

History proves China will only become more authoritarian without pressure

Munro, Director of Asian Studies at the Center for Security Studies, 2K 

(Ross, “China: The Challenge of a Rising Power,” Present Dangers: Crisis & Opportunity in American Foreign & Defense Policy, ed. Kagan & Kristol)

Events in 1994 did not destroy the long-standing myth, first prop​agated by Christian missionaries in the nineteenth century, that “we can change China.” Even after abandoning a policy of “link​age”—the threat of closing America’s markets to Chinese exports to induce Chinese reforms—Clinton did not abandon the myth but instead reformulated it as “engagement.” At the core of this new policy was the dubious proposition that if the United States helped China grow economically, mainly by trading with and investing in it, this would lead inexorably to a market economy, a middle class, civil society, rule of law, pluralism and, ultimately, democracy. What’s more, China would become a responsible member of the international community, restrained by its dependence on trade and investment from acting aggressively in the world.

“Engagement” was a masterstroke by a master political phrase​maker. After the term’s adoption, the Clinton administration and its defenders defined critics of its China policy as opponents of “engagement” and therefore in favor of “isolating China.” Engage​ment also served as a politically palatable screen for hiding the administration’s surrender of China policy to the new China lobby of U.S. business interests who had successfully derailed linkage and had then begun to press the administration to suspend or evis​cerate restrictions on exporting high technology to China. From 1994 on, the Clinton administration did not make a single major decision regarding China that was opposed by the pro-China busi​ness lobby. Packaging China policy as “engagement” may have been a domes​tic political success, but it was still in conflict with American national interests. In the long term, of course, there is a correla​tion between economic development and democratization, but far from 100 percent, and it has little relevance to the matter of U.S. policy towards China in the present. Consider that in 1900, one could have argued that Germany’s and Japan’s level and rate of economic development guaranteed that both countries would become democracies integrated with the world community. Yet both subsequently suffered under ruthless regimes that launched three horrendously destructive major wars between them; and that reality, not long-term prospects, was what Western democracies had to deal with. In China, a transition to democracy could take many decades, and is by no means guaranteed. Per capita income in predomi​nantly Chinese Singapore today surpasses most industrial democ​racies, yet Singapore remains essentially a one-party authoritar​ian city-state, however benign it might be. Indeed, China itself grows richer yearly, yet there is probably less political freedom today than a decade ago. In fact, since Clinton’s 1988 visit, a new wave of political repression has continued into the new century. [P. 61-62]

And, Even if engagement is good, we need hegemony as a backstop

Kupchan, Professor of International Relations at Georgetown, 2K2 

(Charles, The End of the American Era: US Foreign Policy and the Geopolitics of the 21st Century, ed. Alfred Knopf)

Rather than rush to premature judgment, America should at this stage focus its efforts on shaping the character of China’s growing ambition and channeling its increasing strength in benign directions. Washington should send a signal to Beijing that by moderating the scope of its ambition it will in fact expand its leverage and room to maneuver. This task means engaging rather than isolating China, and elevating Beijing’s status and voice to satisfy its yearning to move up the international buerarchy; ‘[he goal should be to find ways of accom​modating China’s gradual emergence as a major power, while at the same time hedging against the possibility of an aggressive turn in Chinese intentions. America must seek to bind and bound China, but remain guarded about the possibility that China might refuse to play along. [P. 275-276 ]

AT: Softline Good

And, Their argument is trumped up rhetoric – The risks of playing it soft are worse

Friedberg, Professor of Internatinoal Affairs at Princeton, 2K 

(Aaron, “Asian Allies: True Strategic Partners,” Present Dangers: Crisis & Opportunity in American Foreign & Defense Policy, ed. Kagan & Kristol)

Many Western experts have warned that the United States can “turn China into an enemy” by treating it like one. This bit of strate​gic folk wisdom contains a kernel of truth, but it is less profound, and less helpful as a guide to policy than it is sometimes made to seem. As has already been suggested, China may become an enemy, even if the United States treats it like a friend. Nor is it clear in the present situation exactly which U.S. actions would be regarded as provocative or what their full effects might be. Chinese officials regularly warn of dire consequences if the United States and its allies proceed in certain ways. Some of this rhetoric may in fact give a clear indication of China’s intended response, but some of it is merely deterrent bluff. In any case, there will inevitably be some steps that the United States needs to take to bolster its own strategic position in Asia, even at the risk of arousing the ire of the present Chinese leadership. If the United States makes preserving cordial relations with China (or even maintaining “stability”) the premier aim of its Asia policy, it will have effectively given Beijing a veto over everything it does in the region. The dangers of acting in an overly provocative fashion have received a great deal of attention in recent years from American decision-makers. But there is another danger as well: If the United States appears unduly passive or detached, if it fails to respond adequately to Chinese initiatives, or appears excessively sensitive and responsive to criticism from Beijing, it may set in motion forces that could serve in the long run to undermine its geopolitical posi​tion. Unlike China, the United States is not an Asian power by virtue of geography but rather as the result of a deliberate exer​cise of political determination. And so—although their urgency and plausibility may ebb and flow—there will always be questions about the willingness and ability of the United States to remain engaged in Asia. China, by contrast, is not going anywhere, and everyone in the region knows it. This fact could be a major advan​tage to the United States, because a distant great power is likely to appear less threatening to weaker states, and more desirable as a strategic partner, than one that it is close by. But this difference could also be turned into a significant liability for the United States by Chinese strategists intent on displacing it. They might try to fuel doubts about American reliability and staying power, perhaps by staging tests of resolve from which they expect Washington to back down, or by developing military capabilities that strain the American will and ability to respond, or, more subtly by luring the U.S. into expressions of amity and deference that seem to suggest acknowledgment of China’s growing strength. In responding to such stratagems, the United States will have to act in ways intended to convince its current and potential allies, as well as the Chinese themselves, of its seriousness and steadiness of purpose. [P. 204-205]

Impacts: China’s a Threat

China is a threat – They are building space capabilities to cripple our hegemony

Stakelbeck, Senior Asia Fellow at Center for Security Policy and expert on the implications of China’s emerging regional and global strategic influence, 1-3-2K7 (Fred, “Red Skies,” http://news.monstersandcritics.com/asiapacific/

features/printer_1239273.php //da:7/29)

A targeted attack in September on orbiting U.S. intelligence satellites by a ground-based laser has only added to Washington’s concern over potential EU-China technology exchanges, with sensors located at the Reagan Test Site on Kwajalein atoll in the South Pacific confirming the attacks originated from mainland China. The immediate response from the Communist Party’s Central Committee to allegations of laser attacks was not surprising. “The United States exaggeration of China’s counter-satellite technology is only an attempt to seek an excuse to justify its development of space weapons,” a public statement said. However, unconfirmed reports have noted that the U.S. has already detected “mini-Chinese satellites” placed in orbit near U.S. military communications and imaging satellites, proving once again that Beijing is gaining confidence in satellite countermeasures. Attempting to allay fears of the growing military aspects of its space program, China took a group of western reporters recently for a tour of its mission control center located on the outskirts of Beijing. Stressing the “peaceful development of space,” Col. Yang Liwei, China’s first astronaut in orbit, noted, “We hope to further our exchanges with our counterparts in foreign countries and learn from each other.” But how can China, a country known more for stealing technology than inventing it, help the West advance its various space programs? Amazingly, only a few weeks after the attack on U.S. satellites, high-level EU officials announced the creation of a strategic partnership designed to foster the exchange of information with China involving the advanced Galileo satellite navigational system. A purely civilian application for most of its history, EU officials announced the system would now be used for military purposes. “The idea of using Galileo for civilian purposes will not persist into the future because I think that our military cannot do without some sort of navigation system,” Jacques Barrot, EU Commissioner for transport, noted. A key participant in the EU’s Galileo navigational system – communist China. The U.S. Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) Report released in February 2006 was clear in its position that the control of space and related technologies is imperative for U.S. military supremacy and that China in particular was an obstacle to this objective. “China is the country with the greatest potential to compete militarily with the U.S. and field disruptive military technologies that could over time offset traditional U.S. military advantages absent U.S. counter strategies,” the report noted. The report went on to say that China will continue to invest in asymmetric military capabilities that include advances in “counter-space operations” and “sophisticated land and sea-based systems.” The National Defense Strategy of the United States of America released in March 2005 supported the position that U.S. dominance of space was indeed under attack from other countries. “Disruptive challenges may come from adversaries who develop and use break-through technologies to negate current U.S. advantages in key operational domains.” The report also specified that adversaries in the future such as Russia, Iran, North Korea and China could combine advanced military capabilities and future technologies to deny U.S. access to space and threaten the capacity to project power, minimizing U.S. influence throughout the world.

***Aff Answers***

AT: China Rise

China won’t rise- no desire.  Even if they do rise it’s a long way off

Nayyar 6/9 

(Dhiraj, research Scholar in Political Economy of India, Trinity College, Cambridge 6/9/10, “ Will not seek to be a hegemon: China’s Binggou”, http://www.financialexpress.com/news/Will-not-seek-to-be-a-hegemon--China-s-Binggou/631198/ //da:7/28) 

 China made a strong pitch for greater democracy in international relations at the third summit meeting of the Conference on Interaction and Confidence Building Measures in Asia (CICA). Speaking at the summit, state councillor Dai Bingguo, who is also responsible for border talks with India, said, “Where we live today, is a world witnessing growing trends towards pluralism, diversity and multipolarity, a world adapting to globalised allocation of resources and movement of capital, goods and people. Such a world can no longer tolerate hegemony of any form or a single value system.” Dai Binggou also sought to allay fears about the rise of China, particularly its role as a potential hegemon. “China will never seek to be a superpower and will never seek hegemony in the world. This is not our tradition, not our desire, and still less, our policy,” he said. The state councillor also pointed out that China is still a developing country—in the process of seeking revitalisation—and that it still has a long and challenging journey ahead. He said even when China becomes a developed country, it will remain committed to peace and development in Asia.

Their cards don’t assume changing opinions that will block a Chinese hegemon

Inboden 6/16  

(Will, Ph.D., M.Phil., and M.A. degrees in history from Yale University, and his A.B. from Stanford University, Foreign Policy, “ The reality of the 'China Fantasy”, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/the_reality_of_the_china_fantasy //da:7/29)

Is the "China Fantasy" starting to get deflated by reality? Three years ago, Jim Mann's provocative book of that title identified the "China Fantasy" as the dogmatic belief of many Western political and commercial elites that China's economic liberalization and growth would lead inevitably to democracy at home and responsible conduct abroad. The operative word was "inevitably" -- the assumption being that China's remarkable economic success would automatically produce a middle class that demanded greater political rights, and that China's growing integration with the global economy would produce benign and responsible international behavior. Based on this assumption, the corollary policy prescription for the West was to pursue a policy of engagement and encouragement towards China's rise. This paradigm seems to be shifting. I recently participated in a conference in Europe on China, attended by a cross-section of policy, academic, and commercial leaders from Europe, the United States, and China, and came away struck by palpable attitude changes in at least three dimensions. Taken together, these are signposts that the previous conventional wisdom on China is coming under question: * European attitudes. Many of the Europeans present voiced a pronounced skepticism towards China, both for the Chinese Communist Party's ongoing refusal to liberalize the political system as well as for what they perceive as China's irresponsible international posture. Various reasons were suggested for this change in European attitudes from even two years ago, but the most salient one seems to be European ire over China's obstreperous conduct at last year's Copenhagen climate change conference. If Europe has a litmus test for international good citizenship, it is climate change. But China's behavior on that front seems to be prompting increased European frustration with China on other issues as well, including human rights, Iran's nuclear program, and China's military build-up. * Business attitudes. American and European business leaders with extensive China experience also expressed significant disillusionment. As one noted, whereas 5 or 10 years ago the business community was virtually unanimous in its enthusiasm for the China market and in support of closer political ties between China and the West, now the consensus is fractured. Causes for this disenchantment include widespread corruption, intellectual property rights violations, the protectionism of the new "indigenous innovation" policy, and the general restraints on private sector flourishing imposed by China's state capitalism model. To be sure, many multinational companies remain profitably invested in what is still the world's largest emerging market, and many more are eager to get in. But Google's recent exit from China may not be the only one, and some multinationals looking at China are weighing a new set of cost-benefit analyses. * Chinese attitudes. If assessments in the West are changing, so are elite Chinese attitudes. Most of the Chinese participants were from universities or think-tanks (i.e. not People's Liberation Army hard-liners), but even they displayed a nationalistic confidence and rather defiant posture towards the West, especially the United States. At its most benign, this is an understandable attitude of a proud rising power. But in too many ways it is not benign, especially considering that the Chinese participants took worrisome stances on issues such as human rights, Taiwan, Tibet, mercantilist nationalism, Iran's nuclear program, shielding North Korea, and especially the security "threat" purportedly posed by the United States.     

Non-Unique: Aggression Now

And, Non-unique – China is aggressive now 

AP 6/25 

(" Chinese nationalists increasingly strident ", Pg online @

 http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5gMEFC7eXk74KBudZVCpBKWr_Mr6wD9GIDB180 //da:7/27)

BEIJING — Upcoming joint U.S.-South Korean naval drills have sparked an unexpected outcry from Chinese nationalists, whose fiery rhetoric has been stoked by their country's rising economic strength and global clout. While North Korea often issues diatribes condemning the routine war games off South Korea, this time, it was Chinese blogs and websites that exploded in anger at word that an American aircraft carrier might join the drills, bringing it close to Chinese waters. Some hawks even urged their country's military to make its own show of force. "China should cover the Yellow Sea with ships and missiles and open fire and drive them back should the American military dare invade our territorial waters," a commentary on the popular ccvic.com news website demanded, though Beijing has given no sign it will make any military response. Such nationalist rhetoric jibes with a growing outspokenness among ranking members of the People's Liberation Army that is stirring concern abroad and could hamper China's quest to be regarded as a rising — and responsible — member of international society. While Chinese nationalism has been growing for the better part of two decades, the unusually vociferous response this time reflected a sense among Chinese that their soaring economy and rising profile on the international scene deserve greater respect.

Non-Unique: U.S. Weak Now

US retreating now
Krauthammer 2k10 

(Charles, Smartest Dude on the Planet, “Obama's many retreats signal U.S. weakness,” Washington Post, Friday, May 21, 2010, Pg. http://www.commercialappeal.com/news/2010/may/21/charles-krauthammer-obamas-many-retreats-signal/?print=1 //da:7/29)
WASHINGTON -- It is perfectly obvious that Iran's latest uranium maneuver, brokered by Brazil and Turkey, is a ruse. Iran retains more than enough enriched uranium to make a bomb. And it continues enriching at an accelerated pace and to a greater purity (20 percent). Which is why the French foreign ministry immediately declared that the trumpeted temporary shipping of some Iranian uranium to Turkey will do nothing to halt Iran's nuclear program. It will, however, make meaningful sanctions more difficult. America's proposed Security Council resolution is already laughably weak -- no blacklisting of Iran's central bank, no sanctions against Iran's oil and gas industry, no nonconsensual inspections on the high seas. Yet Turkey and Brazil -- both current members of the Security Council -- are so opposed to sanctions that they will not even discuss the resolution. And China will now have a new excuse to weaken it further. But the deeper meaning of the uranium-export stunt is the brazenness with which Brazil and Turkey gave cover to the mullahs' nuclear ambitions and deliberately undermined U.S. efforts to curb Iran's program. The real news is that already notorious photo: the president of Brazil, our largest ally in Latin America, and the prime minister of Turkey, for more than half a century the Muslim anchor of NATO, raising hands together with Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, the most virulently anti-American leader in the world. That picture -- a defiant, triumphant take-that-Uncle-Sam -- is a crushing verdict on the Obama foreign policy. It demonstrates how rising powers, traditional American allies, having watched this administration in action, have decided that there's no cost in lining up with America's enemies and no profit in lining up with a U.S. president given to apologies and appeasement. They've watched President Obama's humiliating attempts to appease Iran, as every rejected overture is met with abjectly renewed U.S. negotiating offers. American acquiescence reached such a point that the president was late, hesitant and flaccid in expressing even rhetorical support for democracy demonstrators who were being brutally suppressed and whose call for regime change offered the potential for the most significant U.S. strategic advance in the region in 30 years. They've watched America acquiesce to Russia's re-exerting sway over Eastern Europe, over Ukraine (pressured by Russia last month into extending for 25 years its lease of the Black Sea naval base at Sevastopol) and over Georgia (Russia's de facto annexation of Abkhazia and South Ossetia is no longer an issue under the Obama "reset" policy). They've watched our appeasement of Syria, Iran's agent in the Arab Levant -- sending our ambassador back to Syria even as it tightens its grip on Lebanon, supplies Hezbollah with Scuds, and intensifies its role as the pivot of the Iran-Hezbollah-Hamas alliance. The price for this ostentatious flouting of the U.S. and its interests? Ever more eager U.S. "engagement." They've observed the administration's gratuitous slap at Britain over the Falklands, its contemptuous treatment of Israel, its undercutting of the Czech Republic and Poland, and its indifference to Lebanon and Georgia. And in Latin America, they see not just U.S. passivity as Venezuela's Hugo Chavez organizes his anti-American "Bolivarian" coalition while deepening military and commercial ties with Iran and Russia. They saw active U.S. support in Honduras for a pro-Chavez would-be dictator seeking unconstitutional powers in defiance of the democratic institutions of that country. This is not just an America in decline. This is an America in retreat -- accepting, ratifying and declaring its decline, and inviting rising powers to fill the vacuum. Nor is this retreat by inadvertence. This is retreat by design and, indeed, on principle. It's the perfect fulfillment of Obama's adopted Third World narrative of American misdeeds, disrespect and domination from which he has come to redeem us and the world. 

China Wont Use its Military

China won’t use its military 

Feng 2k10

(Professor at the International Studies and Deputy Director of Center for International & Strategic Studies (CISS) of Peking University, Research Fellow at the Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies and Center for International and Strategic Studies (5/10/10, “An Emerging Trend in East Asia: Military Budget Increases and Their Impact,” http://www.fpif.org/articles/an_emerging_trend_in_east_asia) 

With its military modernization, China does not seek to undermine the current status quo, regain historically lost territory, or expand its “sphere of influence.” A small and strong military force, with the self-proclaimed mission of resolving all historic grievances, is a perennial preoccupation of the Chinese leadership. Additionally, it reflects China’s growing integration into the global economy and its turn seawards. China will maintain the momentum of modernizing its military—this is a political imperative for the ruling party—but it will not risk damaging its global links by using the military. As long as there is no dramatic change in external relations, an arms race is not Beijing’s preference.

Link Turn (1/2)
Afghanistan and Iraq Presence Trades-off with a China Hedging Strategy

Akita 2k7

(Program on U.S.-Japan Relations Harvard University, M.A. in International Relations, While at Harvard, Mr. Akita examined the U.S.-Japan-China Triangle since 1972, “U.S.-China Relations And Management Of The U.S.-Japan Alliance,” pg online @ http://www.wcfia.harvard.edu/us-japan/research/pdf/07-01.Akita.pdf //ef)

In Chapter 1, this paper mainly analyzes two major approaches driving U.S. China policy. Although there is a debate over what is the best combination of hedging and engagement elements in this policy, most U.S. policy makers agree that the United States should maintain a strong military commitment to Asia to better hedge or engage a rising China. The next major question is to gauge the long-term U.S. capability to carry out its intentions. If this capability weakens in the foreseeable future, options for U.S.-China strategy, as well as Japan-China policy, may be constricted. For the United States to maintain a strong commitment to Asia, at least two kinds of resources will be required. The first is physical resources, such as the defense budget and military forces. The second is political support to sustain such a commitment. In other words, the U.S. government needs to ensure strong public support in order to continuously pay the costs and take the risks necessary to maintain a strong military presence in Asia. Constraints to Physical Resources Even with military operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, current U.S. defense spending is relatively small in terms of its share of the gross domestic product (GDP). During the Korean (1953) and Vietnam (1968) conflicts, total defense spending was some 14.2 percent and 9.4 percent, respectively, of the GDP; in 2007, this figure is likely to be only about 4.5 percent.54 In this respect, the burden of defense spending on the U.S. economy as a whole is not so great as in the past. Some supporters of heavy defense outlays, therefore, insist that the United States can afford more in this regard. The trend over the past few years, however, is not indicating such an optimistic prospect. From FY 2000 to 2006, the regular “non-war” defense budget rose by about 22 percent after inflation.55 This increase, which does not include funding for wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, pushed the level of defense spending above the peacetime average during the Cold War.56 Unclear prospects in the two present conflicts are also a heavy burden for federal spending. More importantly, pressures to reduce the federal budget deficit will be constraints on defense spending. According to a prediction by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), the federal budget deficit will increase to more than $2 trillion over the next decade, even under optimistic projections.57 In order to tackle this serious deficit issue, in February 2007, the Bush Administration announced its intention to reduce the budget deficit very drastically starting in FY 2008 and to bring the budget into the black by FY 2012. Within the budget, mandatory programs such as Social Security and Medicare are likely to increase constantly, as the baby boomers reach full retirement age starting around 2010. Therefore, pressure on defense spending will increase, leaving less room for further drastic expansion. The structure of defense spending is also showing some constraints. Operation and maintenance spending is rising constantly due to the pressure to improve the quality of life in the military, and this trend will likely continue. Since the Korean War, this expenditure per troop has increased at a yearly average of 2.6 percent above inflation.58 Even if the U.S. government ensures a certain growth of defense spending every year, the increase of these fixed costs may offset it. For example, the FY 2006 defense budget request was $131 billion more than that in FY 2000, but $77 billion (almost 60 percent) of this was in the “Military Personnel” and “Operation and Maintenance” accounts.59 Increases of these spending items are not directly linked to the QDR’s plan to expand naval forces in the Asia-Pacific, which is mainly aimed at better hedging against China’s military expansion. Whether the United States can maintain a strong military commitment to the Asia-Pacific will largely depend upon the future posture of the naval and air forces. In February 2006, in order to execute the QDR plan, the U.S. Navy outlined a requirement for a fleet of 313 ships, which included 11 aircraft carriers, 66 submarines, and 62 guided missile destroyers. Yet, in addition to federal budget constraints, the rising cost of shipbuilding makes this plan more difficult for the U.S. military to afford. It is widely believed that the Navy’s budget projections for shipbuilding associated with the 313-ship fleet plan largely underestimate the sharp rise in the costs of shipbuilding in recent years.60 In short, although the Bush Administration has the clear intention to strengthen the U.S. military commitment to the Asia-Pacific region, there is the serious danger that the U.S. military cannot ensure the necessary funding to execute its defense plan. There is a significant gap between the resources that the U.S. military requires and what is actually available.

Link Turn (2/2)

Only a military withdrawal allows Japan and South korea to prevent Chinese adventurism 

Bandow 2k4 

(Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute “Withdrawal of U.S. forces a good start,” Japan Times, August 22 pg nexis)

Japan understandably looks at China with unease, but Tokyo should construct a defensive force capable of deterring Chinese adventurism. Taiwan is an obvious potential flash point, but no sane American president would inaugurate a ground war with China. Still, critics contend, having troops nearby would better enable the U.S. to intervene in some future crisis. But most potential conflicts, like past ones in the Balkans, would not warrant American involvement. Moreover, allies often limit Washington's options. France would not even grant overflight rights to Washington to retaliate against Libya for the Berlin disco bombing. Seoul and Tokyo would be unlikely to let Washington use their bases in a war with China over Taiwan. Changing technology has reduced the value of propinquity. As Bush observed, our forces are "more agile and more lethal, they're better able to strike anywhere in the world over great distances on short notice." A major conflict like that in Iraq would require an extended build-up, irrespective of where the forces were located. In contrast, the benefits of withdrawing are obvious. As the president observed: "Our service members will have more time on the home front, and more predictability and fewer moves over a career... The taxpayers will save money as we configure our military to meet the threats of the 21st century." Drawing down unnecessary overseas garrisons would reduce pressure on personnel resulting from the unexpectedly difficult Iraqi occupation. Roughly 40 percent of the 140,000 troops now stationed in Iraq are Reserve or National Guard. Bush also contended that his proposal would "strengthen our alliances around the world." Actually, pulling out troops would not improve existing relationships. Indeed, former U.N. Ambassador Richard Holbrooke complained that "the Germans are very unhappy about these withdrawals. The Koreans are going to be equally unhappy." A few officials in Asia might fear for their security. Some Europeans complain that the administration is retaliating for their opposition to the U.S. invasion of Iraq. However, most critics most worry about the economic impact on local communities surrounding American bases. Washington's response should be, so what? Proposals for drawing down U.S. forces were made long before the Iraq war and are justified by changing strategic realities, whatever the Bush administration's private intentions. Moreover, Americans aren't responsible for making Germans and Koreans happy. The economic health of small German villages is a problem for Berlin, not Washington. Still, some U.S. devotees of the status quo worry about the impact of Bush's initiative. Charged Wesley Clark, who commanded President Bill Clinton's misbegotten war on Serbia: the move would "significantly undermine U.S. national security." Even if trans-Atlantic ties loosened, the U.S. would be better off. America's alliances are mostly security black holes, with Washington doing the defending and allies doing the carping. Withdrawal would force friendly states to take on full responsibility for their own defense, which would enhance U.S. security. Why do Americans patrol Bosnia, Kosovo and Macedonia, which are of only peripheral interest to Europe and of no concern to the U.S.? Japan should take on a front-line role in deterring potential Chinese adventurism. Why does Washington treat populous and prosperous South Korea as a perpetual defense dependent?

Containment Bad --> NW

And, Containment Causes Nuclear war
Hadar, Adjunct Scholar of the Cato Institute, 96 (Leon, Jan 26th, “The Sweet-and-Sour Sino-Americna Relationship”, Cato Policy Analysis No. 428 http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-248.html)
The containment hawks and geoeconomic and geocultural nationalists in Washington and the military hawks and cultural chauvinists in Beijing are a classic case of "rival twins." They accelerate the confrontation between the two nations, as each group feeds into the other's misconceptions. The Chinese follow the debate and policies emanating from Washington and see them as part of a campaign to slow their country's rise to power; the Americans monitor the rhetoric and actions of Beijing and assume that the Chinese leadership is hostile. That creates a trail of misperceptions and a vicious circle of policies and counterpolicies that could threaten at some point to get out of hand and produce a major international crisis.  Systemic Factors  While misperceptions on both sides of the Pacific can be exacerbated by the way presidential leadership, bureaucratic factors, or domestic politics affects U.S. policy toward China, there is another, possibly more profound and systemic, dimension to the current Sino-American tensions. The end of the Cold War, like any other revolutionary change in the international system, tends to produce new confrontations between various powers that want to dominate or at least influence the new global structure. In many cases, the international competition ushered in by a new era is between rising and hegemonic powers. A rising "have-not" power usually strives to change the status quo, including the rules of the international military and economic game, in a way that will benefit its interests and help it to translate its new economic power into military and diplomatic influence. The hegemonic "have" power wants to preserve the global status quo, thereby maintaining its dominant economic and military position. Sometimes, as in the case of Great Britain and Germany during the early 20th century, the rivalry erupts into a major hegemonic war. Sometimes, as in the rivalry between the United States and Great Britain in the late 1800s and early 1900s, the tension ends in a gradual and peaceful transition of dominant status from the old to the new power. In still other instances, as in the case of the United States, Germany, and Japan in the post-World War II era, it evolves into a peaceful, albeit complex, sharing of economic and military influence.(63)  The Chinese leaders and people believe that with the geostrategic and geoeconomic changes taking place in the world, their nation should and could gain its rightful place in the ranks of global great powers. The consensus that unites "moderates" and "radicals," or conservatives and reformists, in Beijing is that, in the aftermath of the Cold War, "the world has moved from a bipolar system to a multi-polar system," according to a Western diplomat in the Chinese capital. "China intends to be a pole or significant actor" in that system. That means "defining its own sphere--and even using confrontation with the U.S. to send a signal to other countries that dealing with Taipei, for example, is courting trouble."(64)  The rhetoric of top Clinton administration officials suggests that while the United States is expecting occasional problems with Beijing, Washington is nevertheless willing to peacefully accommodate the rising power of China. "Our policy is engagement, not containment," insists Lord. He adds, however, "We're not naive. We cannot predict what kind of power China will be in the 21st century. God forbid we may have to turn, with others, to a policy of containment. I would hope not. We're trying to prevent that."(65) But history suggests that things rarely remain as simple as Lord's formulation. Maintaining a stable balance of power between an old hegemon and a new competitor is at best difficult, especially if the two powers and the system in which they operate are undergoing dramatic changes.  Post-Deng China: Post-Bismarck Germany or Post-1945 Russia?  Some analysts, including Nicholas D. Kristof, former Beijing chief of the New York Times, have drawn a historical parallel between the rise of Germany as a world economic and military power at the end of the 19th century and China's rise in the last decade of the 20th century. They suggest that, given the similar authoritarian and insecure nature of the regimes in post-Bismarck Germany the post-Deng China, China could emerge as a leading anti-status quo player, challenging the dominant position of the United States, which like Great Britain in the 19th century occupies the leading economic and military position in the world. "The risk is that Deng's successor will be less talented and more aggressive--a Chinese version of Wilhelm II," writes Kristof. "Such a ruler unfortunately may be tempted to promote Chinese nationalism as a unifying force and ideology, to replace the carcass of communism." For all the differences between China and Wilhelmine Germany, "the latter's experience should remind us of the difficulty that the world has had accommodating newly powerful nations," warns Kristof, recalling that Germany's jockeying for a place in the front rank of nations resulted in World War I.(66) Charles Krauthammer echoes that point, contending that China is "like late 19th-century Germany, a country growing too big and too strong for the continent it finds itself on."(67)  Since Krauthammer and other analysts use the term "containment" to describe the policy they urge Washington to adopt toward China, it is the Cold War with the Soviet Union that is apparently seen as the model for the future Sino- American relationship. Strategist Graham Fuller predicts, for example, that China is "predisposed to a role as leader of the dispossessed states" in a new cold war that would pit an American-led West against an anti-status quo Third World bloc.(68) Although Krauthammer admits that China lacks the ideological appeal that the Soviet Union possessed (at least in the early stages of the Cold War), he assumes that, like the confrontation with the Soviet Union but unlike the British-German rivalry, the contest between America and China will remain "cold" and not escalate into a "hot" war. That optimism is crucial. Advocates of containment may be able to persuade a large number of Americans to adopt an anti-China strategy if the model is the tense but manageable Soviet-American rivalry. However, not many Americans are likely to embrace containment if the probable outcome is a bloody rerun of World War I--only this time possibly with nuclear weapons.  The Cold War as a Dangerously Misleading Model  Trying to use the paradigm of the Soviet-American rivalry to draw historical lessons and policy conclusions for dealing with China, however, is insidiously misleading. Even if one assumes that the Soviet Union did stand formally for the radical revision of the international status quo after the Bolshevik revolution, its conduct in the post-1945 era was less disruptive. It acted more as a "challenger," a global player committed to maintaining many features of the status quo while chafing at an American-dominated system. Moscow did challenge U.S. interests, but for the most part, it did so at the margins. Moreover, by the late 1970s the Soviet Union had become a "declining challenger" whose economic weakness, resulting from disastrous domestic policies and the failure to integrate into the world system, led eventually to its demise.(69) Current U.S. policymakers need to ask themselves whether China is an anti-status quo power, or even a "challenger" trying to harm core U.S. national interests, or a competitive player attempting to join the multipolar system and the global economy--more like post- Gorbachev Russia and less like the post-1917 or even post- 1945 Soviet Union. If China is a competitive player, a containment policy would be not only inappropriate but foolishly provocative.  Indeed, if U.S. policymakers attempt to keep China from joining the ranks of the great powers, there is a high probability that Beijing will not become a "challenger" playing according to a set of international rules as the Soviet Union did during the Cold War. Instead, China may turn into an anti-status quo power similar to Germany in the pre-World War I era or, perhaps even more applicable, Japan on the eve of Pearl Harbor. "If you treat China as an enemy, China will become an enemy," warned Assistant Secretary of Defense Joseph Nye in July 1995.(70) Moreover, whereas the Germany of Kaiser Wilhelm II had strong lines of communication with Britain based on close political, economic, cultural, and even royal ties, China for most Americans, including many foreign policy experts, still remains an enigma, and the American political culture and policymaking process is misunderstood in Beijing. The potential for misconceptions and misperceptions in Sino-American relations, leading eventually to dangerous diplomatic and military crises that could be mismanaged, is significantly greater than that which existed in the pre-1914 German- British rivalry or even in the Soviet-American Cold War.   The Last Pacific War--And the Next One?  The historical analogy that may be most relevant to the long-term problems that American leaders face in dealing with China is the deterioration in Japanese-American relations in the 1930s. As journalist Jonathan Marshall says in a new study on the origins of the Pacific War, the conflict resulted in large part from the demand by the "have-not" power, Japan, to be recognized as the leading economic and military power in the Pacific and resistance by the principal status quo power, the United States (and its ally, Great Britain) to that demand. It was Japan's refusal to permit the United States and Britain to continue exercising total control over the mineral resources (including such industrial materials as rubber and tin) of Southeast Asia that was seen in Washington and London as a threat to the existing balance of power and was the main factor in the U.S. decision (which was made before Pearl Harbor) to go to war against Japan if Japanese expansionism continued.  "The war was about much more than resources, of course," admits Marshall. The fact that the "have" nations represented a generally liberal order and Japan presented a militarist or totalitarian challenge gave the conflict "a deeply ideological cast." And such factors as cultural misconceptions and the personality traits of leaders also influenced the events leading to Pearl Harbor. But along with the contest of political philosophies and policy miscalculations was "a baser clash of power and interests, a struggle for economic hegemony over vast stretches of the world."(71)  The violent struggle between "have" and "have-not" powers, between the United States and Japan and between Great Britain and Germany, was not inevitable. The way countries define their national interests affects the foreign policy process more than anything else. What is seen in retrospect as a tragedy, attributed to misunderstandings on all sides, a "March of Folly" to use Barbara Tuchman's term, was really the product of decisions and judgments motivated by self-interest and made by politicians, officials, lawmakers, experts, and journalists. The general public in Britain and the United States never fully comprehended that "national interest," as it was defined by the makers of foreign policy in Washington in the 1930s and in London in the first years of the 20th century, was based on the need to resist demands for changes in the international system--if need be by military force. Today, in the era of CNN-based public diplomacy, the American people have a better opportunity to determine the way the post-Cold War national interest in general and with regard to China in particular is defined. Like Americans who fought in World War II or the British who suffered the horrible consequences of the Great War, they will have to pay the high costs of policies for containing China, which are now being sketched in Washington.  Conclusion: Living in Interesting, but Not Costly, Times  China's emergence as a world power and its complex relationship with the United States are seen now by most Americans as quite relevant to the U.S. national interest. According to one recent study measuring public interest in international issues, in the last four years the number of people who believe that China is important to the vital interests of the United States has increased more than the number who believe any other country is important. Both opinion leaders and the general public believe that China's influence will grow dramatically over the next 10 years. More than half of the public and slightly less than half of the leaders believe that the emergence of China as a world power might be a "critical" threat to vital U.S. interests in the next decade. Heightened concern about China is further reflected by the fact that two-thirds of the public and more than four-fifths of the leaders believe that the United States should be spying on the Chinese government.(72) Unfortunately, despite heightened public interest in China, the fact that the two military and economic giants of the Pacific have been drifting apart has not received the attention it deserves in Washington, where the foreign policy debate has continued to be dominated by the civil war in Bosnia. Contributing to the lack of any comprehensive discussion of the Sino-American relationship has been the haphazard and crisis-oriented media coverage of the China story and the preoccupation with Beijing's human rights conduct. Consequently, most Americans are probably not aware of the potentially very high stakes involved in the Sino-American relationship.  Indeed, the prospect the the United States might find itself drawn into a costly diplomatic and military conflict with China over the future of several tiny islands in the South China Sea or an escalation in tensions between Taipei and Beijing has not been considered by most Americans--who in all probability are not sure of the spelling of Spratly and are certainly not familiar with the distinctions between "Chinese" and "Taiwanese" nationalism. Yet China and the United States could drift toward a costly armed conflict if the containment strategy advocated by many first-term Republican members of Congress is adopted. Those Republicans propose a policy that is out of line with the aspirations of the American people and raises questions about the Republicans' commitment to the "populist" agenda they propagate. Indeed, a recent poll indicates that 71 percent of Americans do not think that the United States should defend Taiwan if China launches a military invasion.(73) 

Containment Bad: Coop

Containment spurs anti-Americanism – prevents Chinese cooperation

Dorn 2k5

(James, Vice President at Cato for International Affairs, Professor of Economics at Towson University in Maryland, editor of the Cato Journal, Director of Cato’s annual monetary conference, Visiting Scholar at the Central European University in Prague and at Fudan University in Shanghai, Winter, “How to Improve US-China Relations in the Wake of CNOOC” Korean Journal of Defense Analysis, Vol XVII No 3)

Yes, U.S.- China relations are “complex,” but they have always been so. Allowing Congress to steer those relations only adds to the uncertainty and complexity. The United States needs a firm commitment to engagement, and China needs to adhere to “peaceful development.” Little will be gained by constantly treating China as a threat, on the basis of presumed intentions. At the same time, we must not underestimate the willingness of hardliners in the Chinese Communist Party—who have little regard for the rule of law and want to retain their monopoly on power—to revert to military means to achieve their ends, especially in the case of Taiwan. Consequently, we need to be realistic and cautious, but not unreasonable. The administration appears to be moving in that direction. In a pathbreaking speech to the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations in New York on September 21, Deputy Secretary of State Robert B. Zoellick avoided confrontation and instead called upon the PRC “to become a responsible stakeholder in the international system.”40 At the same time, the United States must recognize that China is a rising normal power and will pursue its own interests. As Liu Jianfei, a journalist with the China Daily, recently wrote: “Currently the biggest obstacle in Sino-U.S. ties comes from misgivings held by some Americans toward China and their Cold War mentality. If such an outdated view is overcome, the two nations can build a strategic mutual trust and open new cooperation in the future.”41 It is a grave mistake to use the national security card to deny Chinese firms the right to purchase natural resources in the open market when there is no credible security risk. Beijing will view such behavior as yet another attempt by the United States to widen its power at the expense of China’s development, further increasing anti-American sentiment. China’s thirst for oil and natural gas has driven world demand upward and increased prices, and that trend is likely to continue. Over time, production and consumption will respond to higher prices as producers search for new supplies and consumers conserve and switch to cheaper alternatives. If the U.S. government interferes with the market process, future production will suffer, and U.S. energy companies will find it more difficult to operate in foreign countries. 

Containment Bad: Heg

Containment kills US hegemony
Hadar, Adjunct Scholar at the Cato Institute, ’96 

(Leon, March 23, “Avoiding a Nasty Collision with China” Chicago Tribune, lexis)

But hard-line U.S. policies, based on the assumption that China poses strategic, economic and cultural threats, could create a tragic self- fulfilling prophecy. The influence of the China-bashers in Congress (which may become more pronounced if the Republicans capture the White House), interacting with the growing independence movement in Taiwan and the insecure and repressive leadership in Beijing, could produce a volatile and dangerous mixture that would pose serious risks to U.S. security and economic interests. It could even lead to a military crisis in East Asia. Indeed, recent tensions in the Taiwan Straits are an indication of trouble. China's extensive military exercises, including missile tests, in waters near Taiwan are a reaction by Beijing to signs that Washington, under the influence of lobbying by a more assertive Taipei and its supporters in Congress, may be abandoning its "one-China" policy and drifting toward the recognition of Taiwan's independence. The tough military posture is Beijing's signal to the White House to start taking China's warnings on Taiwan seriously. Washington's decision to respond to China's military maneuvers by sending the aircraft carrier Nimitz through the Taiwan Straits, and the harsh Chinese criticism of that move, demonstrate how Sino-American tensions could easily degenerate into an all-out military confrontation.  Beijing's concern that the U.S. Congress may force the Clinton administration to abandon its policy of "strategic ambiguity" and side with the Philippines and Vietnam in their disputes with China over the oil-rich Spratly Islands in the South China Sea is another source of growing friction. Moreover, as part of an election strategy aimed at placating the powerful Democratic constituencies of big labor and Hollywood, and denying a campaign weapon to the GOP's economic nationalists, the Clintonites are toughening their trade policy against China, threatening to punish it with sanctions for its alleged piracy of American-made entertainment products and continuing to oppose its drive to join the World Trade Organization. Instead of mollifying the China-bashers, however, that hard-line trade posture is bound to play into the hands of the coalition of liberal human right activists and the conservative "America-firsters," who will try this year to annul China's most-favored-nation status and re-establish the links between its human rights conduct and U.S. trade policy. Taking place at the height of the post-Deng succession struggle, a coercive U.S. economic policy would only intensify fears in Beijing that Washington is trying to thwart China's emergence as a global power. That atmosphere would strengthen the position of the hard-liners. It would also spell the final collapse of Clinton's "comprehensive engagement" with China and create the environment for a new cold war, which is exactly what the China-bashers are hoping for. While the onset of Cold War II might serve the interests of economic nationalists and pro-Taiwan lobbyists, it runs contrary to overall American interests. It would lead to the diplomatic isolation of the United States in Asia, deny American consumers and businesses an opportunity to enjoy the fruits of the accelerating Chinese economic boom, bring about a major increase in U.S. military spending and threaten a war with China.

Nuclear war

Khalilzad ‘95 

(Zalmay, US Ambassador to Iraq, Special Assistant to the President and Senior Director for Islamic Outreach and Southwest Asia Initiatives, Director of the Strategy, Doctrine and Force Structure program for RAND's Project Air Force, Spring, “Losing the Moment” Washington Quarterly, lexis)

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.

Containment Bad --> NW

Containment causes nuclear war

Eland, Senior Fellow and Director of the Center on Peace and Liberty at the Independent Institute, ’05 

(Ian, April 11, “Coexisting With a Rising China” http://www.independent.org/newsroom/article.asp?id=1494)

Instead of emulating the policies of pre-World War I Britain toward Germany, the United States should take a page from another chapter in British history. In the late 1800s, although not without tension, the British peacefully allowed the fledging United States to rise as a great power, knowing both countries were protected by the expanse of the Atlantic Ocean that separated them. Taking advantage of that same kind separation by a major ocean, the United States could also safely allow China to obtain respect as a great power, with a sphere of influence to match. If China went beyond obtaining a reasonable sphere of influence into an Imperial Japanese-style expansion, the United States could very well need to mount a challenge. However, at present, little evidence exists of Chinese intent for such expansion, which would run counter to recent Chinese history. Therefore, a U.S. policy of coexistence, rather than neo-containment, might avoid a future catastrophic war or even a nuclear conflagration. 

Status quo military presence is geared towards Chinese containment --- this causes Asian warf and a Sino Taiwan conflict  

Klare 2k6 

(Michael, professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College,  “Containing China: The US's real objective”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/HD20Ad01.html//da: 7/27)

Accompanying all these diplomatic initiatives has been a vigorous, if largely unheralded, effort by the Department of Defense (DoD) to bolster US military capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region. The broad sweep of US strategy was first spelled out in the Pentagon's most recent policy assessment, the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), released on February 5. In discussing long-term threats to US security, the QDR begins with a reaffirmation of the overarching precept first articulated in the DPG of 1992: that the United States will not allow the rise of a competing superpower. This country "will attempt to dissuade any military competitor from developing disruptive or other capabilities that could enable regional hegemony or hostile action against the United States", the document states. It then identifies China as the most likely and dangerous competitor of this sort. "Of the major and emerging powers, China has the greatest potential to compete militarily with the United States and field disruptive military technologies that could over time offset traditional US military advantages" - then adding the kicker - "absent US counter-strategies." According to the Pentagon, the task of countering future Chinese military capabilities largely entails the development, and then procurement, of major weapons systems that would ensure US success in any full-scale military confrontation. "The United States will develop capabilities that would present any adversary with complex and multidimensional challenges and complicate its offensive planning efforts," the QDR explains. These include the steady enhancement of such "enduring US advantages" as "long-range strike, stealth, operational maneuver and sustainment of air, sea and ground forces at strategic distances, air dominance, and undersea warfare". Preparing for war with China, in other words, is to be the future cash cow for the giant US weapons-making corporations in the military-industrial complex. It will, for instance, be the primary justification for the acquisition of costly new weapons systems such as the F-22A Raptor fighter, the multi-service Joint Strike Fighter, the DDX destroyer, the Virginia-class nuclear attack submarine, and a new intercontinental penetrating bomber - weapons that would just have utility in an all-out encounter with another great-power adversary of a sort that only China might someday become. In addition to these weapons programs, the QDR also calls for a stiffening of present US combat forces in Asia and the Pacific, with a particular emphasis on the US Navy (the arm of the military least used in the ongoing occupation of and war in Iraq). "The fleet will have a greater presence in the Pacific Ocean," the document notes. To achieve this, "The navy plans to adjust its force posture and basing to provide at least six operationally available and sustainable [aircraft] carriers and 60% of its submarines in the Pacific to support engagement, presence and deterrence." Since each of these carriers is, in fact, but the core of a large array of support ships and protective aircraft, this move is sure to entail a truly vast buildup of US naval capabilities in the Western Pacific and will certainly necessitate a substantial expansion of the US basing complex in the region - a requirement that is already receiving close attention from Admiral Fallon and his staff at PACOM. To assess the operational demands of this buildup, moreover, this summer the US Navy will conduct its most extensive military maneuvers in the Western Pacific since the end of the Vietnam War, with four aircraft-carrier battle groups and many support ships expected to participate. Add all of this together, and the resulting strategy cannot be viewed as anything but a systematic campaign of containment. No high administration official may say this in so many words, but it is impossible to interpret the recent moves of Rice and Rumsfeld in any other manner. From Beijing's perspective, the reality must be unmistakable: a steady buildup of US military power along China's eastern, southern and western boundaries. How will China respond to this threat? For now, it appears to be relying on charm and the conspicuous blandishment of economic benefits to loosen Australian, South Korean, and even Indian ties with the United States. To a certain extent, this strategy is meeting with success, as these countries seek to profit from the extraordinary economic boom now under way in China - fueled to a considerable extent by oil, gas, iron, timber, and other materials supplied by China's neighbors in Asia. A version of this strategy is also being employed by President Hu Jintao during his current visit to the United States. As China's money is sprinkled liberally among such influential firms as Boeing and Microsoft, Hu is reminding the corporate wing of the Republican Party that there are vast economic benefits still to be had by pursuing a non-threatening stance toward China. China, however, has always responded to perceived threats of encirclement in a vigorous and muscular fashion as well, and so we should assume that Beijing will balance all that charm with a military buildup of its own. Such a drive will not bring China to the brink of military equality with the United States - that is not a condition it can realistically aspire to over the next few decades. But it will provide further justification for those in the United States who seek to accelerate the containment of China, and so will produce a self-fulfilling loop of distrust, competition and crisis. This will make the amicable long-term settlement of the Taiwan problem and of North Korea's nuclear program that much more difficult, and increase the risk of unintended escalation to full-scale war in Asia. There can be no victors from such a conflagration. 

Engagement Good: Nationalism

Lack of engagement emboldens nationalism

Fewsmith, Professor of IR and Director of East Asian Studies Program at Boston, 4-25-1 (Joseph, “Before The House Committee On International Relations Subcommittee On East Asia And The Pacific,” Federal News Service)

This last point raises one further issue that is of critical importance: Confrontation is good for nationalism. Last year, during the debate over PNTR, many were worded that giving up the annual approval of MFN (later NTR) would be giving up leverage over China's human rights situation. The problem was that this so-called leverage was, in fact, negative leverage. As mentioned above, this was one of the issues that contributed to Chinese nationalism. The danger that the United States faces is that in trying to bring about a more democratic China, we in fact create a more hostile one. The problem, as suggested above, is not just that international tension reinforces popular nationalism but that those members of the political elite, both civilian and military, who are most opposed to various types of reform are strengthened. The fact of the matter is that a tense relationship between the United States and China inevitably weakens those we should be trying to support and strengthens those we should be trying to undermine. This makes devising policy difficult and sometimes unsatisfying, but it is a truth that we must face more squarely than we have.  The conclusion is that China is in the middle of a complex transition that is necessarily messy. Negative trends and events coexist with positive trends and events. There is no reason to believe that China will solve its problems (economic, social, or political) in a short period of time. On the contrary, there will be real difficulties in Chinese society, particularly as China experiences further dislocations associated with its entry into the WTO. This does not mean that progress is not being made; it simply means that there is a very long way to go. It is difficult to counsel patience at a time when passions are aroused over an incident such as we have recently experienced off of Hainan Island. Yet understanding of the enormity of China's transition requires appreciation of the time it will take. Patience, of course, does not mean acquiescence. The United States can and should set out expectations, as it has in its negotiations over China's accession to the WTO and other issues. But demands that China change immediately, or worse, efforts to "contain" China will clearly invoke a nationalistic backlash in China that will only make its transition more difficult, more costly, and more dangerous for the United States and the countries in the region. 

Upswing In Popular Nationalism Forces Hu To Take A Harder Line, Risks War With The U.S.

Gries 2k4

(Peter Hays Greis, Political Science, University of Colorado-Boulder, China’s New Nationalism, 2004, p. 136-137)

Awareness of the ways Chinese nationalism engages with other nations and the ways it narrates the past reveals how it is shaped by the passions of the Chinese people. Thus, awareness of these factors forces a revision of the mainstream view that Chinese nationalism is a tool fo the elite: that with the slow death of communist ideology, the Community Party forments nationalism to legitimize its rule, In my discussion of China’s apolitical diplomacy in chapter 5, I addressed the ways nationalism implicates our identities and emotions and argued that it should never be reduced to simply an instrument or tool used to maintain political legitimacy. The ways nationalism emerges out of interaction correspond to the ways we as individuals interact with others. To the extent that we identify with a group, our personal self-esteem is tied to its fate. We want our groups to be seen as good. Perceived slights to our groups are frequently met with anger and resistance. National identities are no different. Nationalists are frequently motivated to save national face or preserve national self-esteem. Many Chinese understood the 1999 bombing of the Chiense embassy in Belgrade and the 2001 spy plane collision as American assaults on Chinese dignity. Little wonder that they were angry and sought to restore their self-respect as Chinese by denouncing the United States, Such passionate responses account for the increasingly vital role popular nationalists are playing in regime legitimation in China today, as I argued in chapter 7. Hence Chinese nationalism is not an exclusively elite, top-down phenomenon,. The Communist Party has lost its hegemony over Chinese nationalist discourse. Popular nationalists now ocmmand a large following and exert tremendous pressure on those who decide the PRC’s foreign policy. In fact, the legitimacy of the current regime depends upon its abilty to stay on top of popular nationalist demands. [137] These arguments about Chinese nationalism might help answer the pressing question of what China policy American should pursue at the onset of the twenty-first century. China policy debate in the United States is driven, as political scientist Robert Ross has noted, by “diametrically opposed understandings of Chinese intentions.” Conservative hawks and liberal human rights advocates frequently invoke the image of China as the last “Red Menace” to advocate a policy of containment or even confrontation with China. In contrast, conservative business interests seeking increased trade with China and liberals with vision of a “global village” led by America depict China as a staus quo power to promote a policy of engagement. In the end, both views tell us more about American politics and ideology than they do about China’s own foreign policy goals and motivations. That China policy debate has become so polarized is potentially disastrous. Rather than taking stock of how those who determine Chinese foreign policy might be affected both by the policies of other states and by emotional investment in the nation, analysts are tempted to infer Chinese intentions from Chinese capabilities alone. China bashers thus rant away, oblivious to the impact that their words and deeds have on Chinese nationalists, who (not surprisingly) respond with equally virulent America bashing. Such diatribes feed off of one another, eroding the trust that binds the U.S.-China relationship. Even more ominiously, hard-liners on both sides, seeking to save face, advocate “demonstrations of resolve,” increasing the likelihood that the U.S.-China conflict they predict will come to pass.

Engagement Good: Regime Collapse

Engagement critical to preventing conservative backlash that undermines reforms which collapse the regime

Economy, Director of Asia Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 4 (Elizabeth, “DON'T Break The Engagement,” Foreign Affairs, May / June)

After almost three years of calm, the American debate over China policy is set to heat up again. Like Bill Clinton, George W. Bush came into office pushing for a tougher approach to Beijing. And like his predecessor, Bush soon changed his tune. But if the Clinton administration's shift reflected a deep-rooted embrace of the logic of engagement, the Bush administration's shift has appeared more tactical, reflecting a realist appreciation for alliances of convenience during times of crisis. Now that the initial and most urgent phases of the war on terrorism have passed, China policy is likely to find its way back onto the agenda of hard-liners who consider the country a strategic competitor. They are likely to be joined by those who think that tough talk about trade deficits and China's human rights violations makes for good campaign politics. With the bilateral trade deficit now at $120 billion, Beijing's reported backsliding on human rights, and its heavy-handed diplomacy with Hong Kong and Taiwan, 2004 could be a banner year for the critics of engagement. Yet a return to China-bashing and to a strategy of containment would be a mistake. The past 30 years have demonstrated that engagement works -- if not exactly in the way its advocates predicted.   Supporters of engagement long argued that it would help tame China through a traditional pattern of modernization: economic growth and increased connection with the outside world would spur the development of a Chinese middle class that would in turn press for capitalism, democracy, and peace. But in fact, although China has gotten richer, economic reforms have not led directly to political ones. Economic liberalization is indeed breeding a middle class with a new set of demands, including protection of private assets, access to unfiltered information, and a greater political voice. So far, however, the middle class has not organized in any meaningful way to push for wholesale political change. Instead, that change is occurring primarily in response to the negative effects of China's market transition.  For the past several decades, as China's leaders have banked on the country's striking economic success to legitimize their leadership, they have ignored the political and institutional changes necessary to ensure that markets function smoothly and transparently and that the social challenges arising from economic reform are addressed effectively. The result has been a dramatic rise in corruption and the decline of the country's social welfare system, which together have bred widespread popular discontent and undermined the legitimacy of the ruling Chinese Communist Party (CCP).  China's leaders recognize that they must assuage this discontent in order to survive. They have responded by adopting a strategy of political reform that harks back to Deng Xiaoping's approach to economic reform a generation ago: decentralization, experimentation, and opening up to the outside world. President Hu Jintao and Premier Wen Jiabao are trying to enhance the efficiency of the system by establishing new political processes and institutions, inviting domestic and foreign experts into the process, and permitting local experiments to test what does and does not work.  In so doing, Hu and Wen have unleashed great popular expectations. Wide swaths of society -- including journalists, lawyers, property owners, environmentalists, and intellectuals -- are pushing for more reforms. At the same time, a strong current of resistance has developed within the CCP itself, which is fearful of losing its power. Even reform-minded party members are wary of pushing too far too fast and incurring social instability or a conservative backlash.  Since a gradual and benign transformation of China's authoritarian regime is in everyone's interest, the policy message for the United States is clear: stay the course of engagement and do what can be done to make economic and political liberalization succeed. U.S. policy cannot drive change in China by itself, but it can help provide the most supportive international context in which such change will thrive. 

1 Billion Die

San Renxing, journalist, “CCP Gambles Insanely to Avoid Death,” EPOCH TIMES, August 3, 2005, www.theepochtimes.com/news/5-8-3/30931.html //da: 7/31)
Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to postpone its life. The CCP, that disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, coupled with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. The “speech,” free of all disguises, lets the public see the CCP for what it really is: with evil filling its every cell, the CCP intends to fight all of mankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. And that is the theme of the “speech.” The theme is murderous and utterly evil. We did witness in China beggars who demanded money from people by threatening to stab themselves with knives or prick their throats on long nails. But we have never, until now, seen a rogue who blackmails the world to die with it by wielding biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons. Anyhow, the bloody confession affirmed the CCP’s bloodiness: a monstrous murderer, who has killed 80 million Chinese people, now plans to hold one billion people hostage and gamble with their lives. As the CCP is known to be a clique with a closed system, it is extraordinary for it to reveal its top secret on its own. One might ask: what is the CCP’s purpose to make public its gambling plan on its deathbed? The answer is: the “speech” would have the effect of killing three birds with one stone. Its intentions are the following: Expressing the CCP’s resolve that it “not be buried by either heaven or earth” (direct quote from the “speech”). But then, isn’t the CCP opposed to the universe if it claims not to be buried by heaven and earth? Feeling the urgent need to harden its image as a soft egg in the face of the Nine Commentaries. Preparing publicity for its final battle with mankind by threatening war and trumpeting violence. So, strictly speaking, what the CCP has leaked out is more of an attempt to clutch at straws to save its life rather than to launch a trial balloon. Of course, the way the “speech” was presented had been carefully prepared. It did not have a usual opening or ending, and the audience, time, place, and background related to the “speech” were all kept unidentified. One may speculate or imagine as one may, but never verify. The aim was obviously to create a mysterious setting. In short, the “speech” came out as something one finds difficult to tell whether it is false or true.
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