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A. Uniqueness – US containing China now-defense spending and fears confirm

Reuters, 1-20-2009 (“China fears containment as defense spending rises”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE50J0DH20090120)

China fears containment abroad and separatist groups at home, a defense policy paper said on Tuesday, justifying a drive to increase military spending and push the People's Liberation Army into the high-tech era. China's security has been improving as its economy grows and the PLA embraces modernization, the defense "white paper" said, but pro-independence forces in Taiwan, Tibet and the energy-rich western region of Xinjiang still "pose threats to China's unity and security." "On this issue, there can be no compromise and no concessions," Defense Ministry chief spokesman Hu Changming said at a news conference to launch the document. China has pointed to its recent deployment of navy ships to police pirate-troubled seas off Africa as a sign of benign military intentions. Analysts say the mission shows a rising but cautious power's desire to project its growing global influence without alarming neighbors. But China's increased spending on arms has been criticized as opaque by other countries, including the United States and Japan. Beijing says its defense budget is purely for defensive purposes and is quite open, and it notes its budget is much smaller than the Pentagon's. Experts estimate China's true defense spending could be as much as triple the stated figure. "China is faced with the superiority of developed countries economically, scientifically and technologically, as well as militarily," the 95-page white paper said. "It also faces strategic maneuvers and containment from the outside while having to face disruption and sabotage by separatist and hostile forces from the inside." China has long feared being surrounded by hostile forces on its extensive borders, whether by Russia in the north and west, India to the southwest or allies of the United States in the east, including South Korea, Japan and Taiwan. The U.S. Defense Department budget for fiscal 2009 is $515 billion, a 7.5 percent rise on the previous year. That number does not include separate multi-billion dollar outlays for Iraq and Afghanistan and some spending on nuclear weapons. China's defense budget for 2009 has not been released. In 2008, the government said it would spend 418 billion yuan ($61 billion) on defense, up 17.6 percent on 2007. 

1NC Shell (2/3)

B. (Troop) Link – Troops withdrawal would destroy US influence in Asia

Cha and Kang 03 (Victor D. Cha and David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha is D. S. Song-Korea Foundation Chair of Asian Studies at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign Service at Georgetown University and David C. Kang is director of the Korean Studies Institute at the University of Southern California, 2003, Washington Post Newsweek, “The Korean Crisis”, pg. 20, JSTOR Database, 05/18/2010, JB and ZB)

Not yet. Massive demonstrations, Molotov cock- tails hurled into U.S. bases, and American soldiers stabbed on the streets of Seoul have stoked anger in Congress and on the op-ed pages of major newspapers about South Korea. As North Korea appears on the nuclear brink, Americans are puzzled by the groundswell of anti-Americanism. They cringe at a younger generation of Koreans who tell CBS television's investigative program 6o Minutes that Bush is more threatening than Kim, and they worry about reports that South Korea's new president, Roh Moohyun, was avowedly anti-American in his younger days. Most Koreans have complicated feelings about the United States. Some of them are anti-American, to be sure, but many are grateful. South Korea has historically been one of the strongest allies of the United States. Yet it would be naive to dismiss the concerns of South Koreans about U.S. policy and the continued presence of U.S. forces as merely emotional. Imagine, for example, how Washingtonians might feel about the concrete economic impact of thousands of foreign soldiers monopolizing prime real estate downtown in the nation's capital, as U.S. forces do in Seoul.But hasty withdrawal of U.S. forces is hardly the answer to such trans-Pacific anxiety, particularly as the U.S.-South Korean alliance enters uncharted territory. The North Koreans would claim victory, and the United States would lose influence in one of the most dynamic economic regions in the world-an outcome it neither wants nor can afford. In the long term, such a withdrawal would also pave the way for Chinese regional dominance. Some South Koreans might welcome a larger role for China-a romantic and uninformed notion at best. Betting on China, after all, did not make South Korea the 12th largest economy and one of the most vibrant liberal democracies in the world. The alternatives to the alliance are not appealing to either South Koreans or Americans Seoul would have to boost its relatively low level of defense spending (which, at roughly 3 percent of gross domestic product, is less than that of Israel and Saudi Arabia for example). Washington would run the risk of jeopardizing its military presence across East Asia, as a U.S. withdrawal from the peninsula raised questions about the raison questions keeping its troops in Japan. 
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B.( Nuclear) Link – US presence good – key to stable nuclear order

Cossa et. al. 09 (Ralph A. Cossa President of Pacific Forum CSIS, Brad Glosserman Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN (Ret.) Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses, “The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration”, February 2009 Accessed 6/22/10 AW GW)
Proliferation threatens U.S. homeland security and regional stability in Asia. Efforts to halt WMD proliferation should include: the pursuit of strategic dialogues with Russia, China, India, Japan, and South Korea; an arms control agreement with Russia that safeguards continued nuclear reductions and holds out the promise of future participation by other states; and the promotion of a vigorous and effective nonproliferation regime and treaty implementation in the Asia-Pacific, focusing on the 2010 Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) review conference while exploring the conditions under which nuclear abolition might become possible. For now, continued U.S. extended deterrence to Japan and South Korea remains essential for a stable nuclear order.
C. Impact – Asian instability erupts into global nuclear war

Cirincione 2k [Cirincione, director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2000 <Joseph, Foreign Policy, “The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain,” Lexis]

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.

2NC Uniqueness Wall

1. U.S. Recently Reversed Course On Operational Control, Extending Operational Wartime Control Of South Korean Forces For An Additional Three Years, Reflecting Ratcheted Up Tensions As A Result Of The Ship Sinking Incident

Chan and Calmes 2010 (Sewell and Jackie-, New York Times, June 27, p. 8) ncp

President Obama said Saturday that he would delay transferring wartime authority for all military forces in South Korea for three years, in an apparent effort to signal to North Korea that the United States would remain firmly in control of military operations in the South in a conflict.  The decision, which President Obama reached here with President Lee Myung-bak of South Korea, follows the sinking of a South Korean warship in March, an act for which North Korea has been widely blamed.  This move is the strongest action taken by the administration since the attack and reflects nervousness about how the North might react to sanctions and other punishment.

2. Obama is containing China now-it’s the only rival to US hegemony

Rediff, 08 ( News correspondent for Rediff India abroad news, “Obama may change US policy on China: Brajesh Mishra”, November 26, 2008, http://www.rediff.com/news/2008/nov/26obama-may-change-us-policy-on-china-brajesh-mishra.htm)

Noting that the US military was under stress now, Mansingh said that the US only considers China as a potential threat, as it has the capability to challenge the US. A strategic partnership with India will help US balance the China factor, he explained. Mansingh was clear that there are no alternatives to the relationship between India and the US. However, he was not so certain about the possibility of friendly behaviour from China. In such a scenario, there wouldn't be anything as effective as the Indo-US relation, felt the former Indian envoy. Former diplomat and strategic thinker M K Bhadrakumar, however, expressed a different point of view. He pointed out that the central issue was not Barack Obama's political personality, but certain new realities in the international system. Evidently, the crisis in the US economy cannot be viewed as a cyclical recession amenable to traditional remedies such as monetary and fiscal policies or 'spending the way' out of the depression. He pointed out that the US needs huge infusion of funds from outside, and China was the only real source available for that. He reminded the audience that China was finally becoming -- what World Bank President Zoellick once termed a 'stakeholder' -- in the international system. This leaves the US with no option but to revisit the thinking behind the containment strategy towards China, which has been noted in today's discussion as a major impetus behind the US-India strategic partnership and the nuclear deal. 

Uniqueness – North Korean negotiations

Negotiations won’t work – North Korea has been unable to effectively communicate with Washington

Bandow 5/3/2010 (Doug, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. “Taming Pyongyang”, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23336, Date accessed: 6/25, JH) 

Suspicions continue to mount that North Korea torpedoed the Cheonan, a South Korean corvette which sank more than a month ago in the Yellow Sea to the west of the Korean peninsula. Policy makers in both Seoul and Washington are pondering how to respond. The potential, even if small, of renewed conflict on the peninsula demonstrates that today’s status quo is unsatisfactory for all of the North’s neighbors. The Korean War ended in an armistice nearly six decades ago. No peace treaty was ever signed; over the years the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea committed numerous acts of war, most dramatically attempting to assassinate South Korean President Chun Doo-hwan during a visit to Burma and seizing the U.S. intelligence ship Pueblo. Conflict was avoided because the United States, long the senior partner to the Republic of Korea in their military alliance, refused to risk igniting a new conflict. In recent years the DPRK’s conduct has remained predictably belligerent but constrained: fiery threats, diplomatic walk-outs, policy reversals, and unreasonable demands have mixed with occasional cooperative gestures as Washington and Seoul attempted to dissuade the North from developing nuclear weapons. North Korean relations recently have been in a down cycle. Pyongyang has walked out of the long-running Six Party talks and failed in its attempt to engage Washington. South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has ended the ROK’s “Sunshine Policy,” which essentially entailed shipping money and tourists north irrespective of the DPRK’s conduct, causing North Korea to downgrade economic and diplomatic contacts and even recently confiscate South Korean investments. Japan’s relations with the North remain stalled over the lack of accounting over the kidnapping of Japanese citizens years ago. 

Negotiations with North Korea to denuclearize are failing in the SQ.

Pollack, professor of Asian and Pacific Studies and chairman of the Asia-Pacific Studies Group at the Naval War College, 2009 (Jonathan D., The Washington Quarterly: Kim Jong-il’s Clenched Fist, pg. 164, October 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<North Korea, however, no longer demonstrates serious interest in renewed negotiations, except on terms wholly unacceptable to the United States and others. It insists that it will never bargain away its nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang is also seeking to reassert central control over the economy. China’s presumedcomparative advantage in the North therefore seems somewhat suspect at present. Beijing also recognizes that the ROK and Japan will strengthen their defense plans and programs in light of the DPRK’s open hostility and threats, developments that are clearly not in Beijing’s interests.>

2NC Link Wall (1/3)

1. Military presence in asia key to contain china

Michael T. Klare, Apr 20, 2006 (professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College and the author of Blood and Oil: The Dangers and Consequences of America's Growing Dependency on Imported Petroleum, “Containing China: The US's real objective”, Asia Times Online, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/HD20Ad01.html)

Whatever the exact balance of factors, the Bush administration is now clearly engaged in a coordinated, systematic effort to contain Chinese power and influence in Asia. This effort appears to have three broad objectives: to convert existing relations with Japan, Australia and South Korea into a robust, integrated anti-Chinese alliance system; to bring other nations, especially India, into this system; and to expand US military capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region. Since the administration's campaign to bolster ties with Japan commenced a year ago, the two countries have been meeting continuously to devise protocols for the implementation of their 2005 strategic agreement. In October, Washington and Tokyo released the Alliance Transformation and Realignment Report, which is to guide the further integration of US and Japanese forces in the Pacific and the simultaneous restructuring of the US basing system in Japan. (Some of these bases, especially those on Okinawa, have become a source of friction in US-Japanese relations, and so the Pentagon is now considering ways to downsize the most objectionable installations.) Japanese and American officers are also engaged in a joint "interoperability" study, aimed at smoothing the "interface" between US and Japanese combat and communications systems. "Close collaboration is also ongoing for cooperative missile defense," reports Admiral William Fallon, commander-in-chief of the US Pacific Command (PACOM). Steps have also been taken in this ongoing campaign to weld South Korea and Australia more tightly to the US-Japanese alliance system. South Korea has long been reluctant to work closely with Japan because of that country's brutal occupation of the Korean Peninsula from 1910-45 and lingering fears of Japanese militarism; now, however, the Bush administration is promoting what it calls "trilateral military cooperation" among Seoul, Tokyo and Washington. As indicated by Admiral Fallon, this initiative has an explicitly anti-Chinese dimension. America's ties with South Korea must adapt to "the changing security environment" represented by "China's military modernization", Fallon told the Senate Armed Services Committee on March 7. By cooperating with the US and Japan, he continued, South Korea will move from an overwhelming focus on North Korea to "a more regional view of security and stability". 

2NC Link Wall (2/3)

2. Military presence in asia key to containing china

Ahmad, 07 ( Adnan, March 5, 2007, http://www.jhu.edu/~gazette/2007/05mar07/05pura-1.html  Business Consultant based in Westminster, married and live in London. I graduated from London Metropolitan University with a BA, “Political analysis: South East Asia”)

The People's Republic of China is growing at a rate of 9.3% a year, in 2005 it was worth $2.22 trillion. It is the world's fastest growing economy aswell as the fastest developing military too. This has represented a challenge to US policy makers on how to deal with the ‘great power’ as China represents a large consumer market for US companies however it is also a nation which has the ability to attain self-sufficiency and threaten US interests in the region. US policy makers spelled out their strategy initially in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) for fiscal years 1994-99, the first formal statement of US strategic goals in the post-Soviet era "we [must] endeavor to prevent any hostile power from dominating a region whose resources would, under consolidated control, be sufficient to generate global power." By the time George W Bush came to office only China, possessed the economic and military capacity to challenge the United States as an aspiring superpower. Hence the US has developed a policy of containment rather then outright competition with China which would expend US resources, to restrain China within its borders ensuring no-one shares the region with her. This policy of containment was spelt out by Condoleezza Rice while serving as a foreign-policy adviser to George W Bush, then governor of the state of Texas, during the 2000 presidential campaign in a Foreign Affairs article she stated “China is a great power with unresolved vital interests, particularly concerning Taiwan, China also resents the role of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region." For these reasons, she stated, "China is not a ‘status quo' power but one that would like to alter Asia's balance of power in its own favor. That alone makes it a strategic competitor, not the 'strategic partner' the Clinton administration once called it. The United States must deepen its cooperation with Japan and South Korea and maintain its commitment to a robust military presence in the region". Washington should also "pay closer attention to India's role in the regional balance, and bring that country into an anti-Chinese alliance system.” 

3. Obama Announced U.S.-South Korean Alliance Is Key To Security In The Entire Pacific Sphere

Chan and Calmes 2010 (Sewell and Jackie-, New York Times, June 27, p. 8) ncp
Under the agreement announced Saturday, the United States would remain in charge of the United States and South Korean military in the event of a conflict with the North until 2015, rather than 2012.  “This gives us appropriate time to – within the existing security context – to do this right, because this alliance is the linchpin of not only security for the Republic of Korea and the United States, but for the Pacific as a whole,” Mr. Obama said, as he stood next to Mr. Lee at a press conference.

2NC Link Wall (3/3)

4. America key to deter North Korea – China fears collapse of North Korea and South Korea wants American aid 
Boot, Jeane J. Kirkpatrick Senior Fellow for National Security Studies at the Council of Foreign Relations, May 31, 2010 

(Max Boot, “America is Still the Best Guarantor of Freedom and Propsperity”, published in the Los Angeles Times, pg. 2, jb, sob)

China is South Korea's largest trade partner by far, but Beijing shows scant interest in reining in Kim Jong Il. The greatest fear of Chinese leaders is that North Korea will collapse, leading to a horde of refugees moving north and, eventually, the creation an American-allied regime on the Yalu River. Rather than risk this strategic calamity, China continues to prop up the crazy North Korean communists — to the growing consternation of South Koreans, who can never forget that Seoul, a city of 15 million people, is within range of what the top U.S. commander in South Korea describes as the world's largest concentration of artillery. South Korea knows that only the U.S. offers the deterrence needed to keep a nuclear-armed North Korea in check. That is why the South Koreans, who have one of the world's largest militaries (655,000 activity-duty personnel), are eager to host 28,000 American troops in perpetuity and even to hand over their military forces in wartime to the command of an American four-star general. Under an agreement negotiated during the Bush administration, operational control is due to revert to the South Koreans in 2012, but senior members of the government and military told us they want to push that date back by a number of years. South Korea's eagerness to continue subordinating its armed forces to American control is the ultimate vote of confidence in American leadership. What other country would the South Koreans possibly entrust with the very core of their national existence? Not China, that's for sure. 

5. Strong us presence and deterrence in south korea contains china

Sempa, 09 ( Francis P., author of Geopolitics: From the Cold War to the 21st Century,  ‘ THE GEOPOLITICAL CONTAINMENT OF CHINA”, http://www.mackinderforum.org/commentaries/the-geopolitical-containment-of-china)

The United States also needs to maintain, and if necessary, strengthen its nuclear deterrent force so that it can affect Chinese strategic calculations in any crisis or confrontation (similar to its effect on Chinese calculations at the end of the Korean War and Soviet calculations during the Cuban Missile Crisis and the 1973 Yom Kippur War). The U.S. should also strengthen its strategic ties to India; ensure that Pakistan and Afghanistan do not fall under the control of Islamic jihadists; maintain better relations with Russia than Russia has with China (repeating the strategic insight of Henry Kissinger during the early 1970s); and improve and strengthen relations with the smaller powers of Indochina, including Vietnam. It is an axiom of geopolitics that a power distracted on land will not be able to focus on enhancing its sea power. U.S. power projection capabilities will ultimately depend on the extent and strength of its alliances in the region. Japan, like Great Britain in the Second World War, is an insular strategic base, important for its location and manpower in any effort to contain China. South Korea provides the U.S. with a key strategic and military base on the Asian mainland and is positioned to help the naval and air coverage Of crucial sea lane 
Containment Good – China (1/2)

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

Henriksen 99 (Thomas H., 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)

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

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

Christensen, 01 (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.

Containment Good – China (2/2)

US-China conflict will go nuclear

Kolko, 06 (Gabriel, Historian of modern warfare, “The Age of War: The United States Confronts the World”, pg. 102)

It is neither possible nor in its interests for the United States to remain the dominant power in East Asia, but it will not accept the reality of Chinese influence in the region. China will not disappear, and it defies both geography and facts to treat it as a "peer competitor" and risk conflict with it. China is a nuclear power, and war between it and the United States is likely to be nuclear. Despite occasional statements to the contrary, Washington is in favor of Taiwan's autonomy and is hostile to Chinese interests and ambitions most of the time. Its planned movement of its European bases and troops closer to China is part of an effort to contain it. All this augurs badly for the 'future, unless events intercede and drive the Americans elsewhere. But their global pretensions and ambitions remain, even if their immediate priorities shift—as they often have—to other parts of the world. US interest in maintaining its hegemony in East Asia is a reflection of its worldview—its psychology and dangerous pretension. In an age of nuclear weapons and missiles, it is also consummate folly. 
Containment Good – Sino-Indian war

We have two internal links to war – 

First, Unrestrained China will attack India and create a Sino-Indian war

Verma 09 (Bharat, Editor for the Indian Defence Review, “Why China may attack by 2012”, http://news.rediff.com/slide-show/2009/jul/11/slide-show-1-why-china-may-attack-india.htm, Date accessed: 6/26, JH)
China will launch an attack on India before 2012. There are multiple reasons for a desperate Beijing to teach India the final lesson, thereby ensuring Chinese supremacy in Asia in this century. The recession that shut the Chinese exports shop is creating an unprecedented internal social unrest. In turn, the vice-like grip of the Communists' over the society stands severely threatened.  Unemployment is on the increase. The unofficial estimate stands at whopping 14 percent. Worldwide recession has put 30 million people out of jobs. Economic slowdown is depleting the foreign exchange reserves. Foreign investors are slowly shifting out. To create domestic market, the massive dole of loans to individuals is turning out to be a nightmare. There appears to be a flight of capital in billions of dollars in the shape of diamond and gold bought in Hong Kong and shipped out in end 2008. 

Containment Good – Hegemony (1/3)

Second, is hegemony.

American military readiness is key to maintain global hegemony.
Federation of American Scientists (FAS), Chapter 10, P. 123 05/29/09, Budget of the US Government, FY 1998 Defense Budget, “Budget of the United States Government.”  http://www.fas.org/asmp/profiles/655/655rep.html 
America's armed forces remain in the Persian Gulf, deterring war in that critical region of the world. In Asia and the Pacific region, U.S. military forces provide the critical foundation for peace, security, and stability, in partnership with Japan and other nations. In our own region, America's soldiers have supported the return of democracy in Haiti and helped end the exodus of refugees to our shores. To fulfill such missions, support our allies, and reassure our friends that America is prepared to use force in defense of our common interests, our armed forces must be
 highly ready and armed with the best equipment that technology can provide. In the 21st Century, we also must be prepared and trained for new post-Cold War threats to American security, such as ethnic and required conflicts that undermine stability. Some of these post-Cold War threats, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, and drug trafficking, know no national borders and can directly threaten our free and open society. 

Hegemony is key to maintain economic growth, human rights, trade channels, democracy, and prevent natural disaster crises, terrorism, and great power wars.

Bradley A. Thayer, November/December, 2006 “In Defense of Primacy,” NATIONAL INTEREST Issue 86

THROUGHOUT HISTORY, peace and stability have been great benefits of an era where there was a dominant power--Rome, Britain or the United States today. Scholars and statesmen have long recognized the irenic effect of power on the anarchic world of international politics. Everything we think of when we consider the current international order--free trade, a robust monetary regime, increasing respect for human rights, growing democratization--is directly linked to U.S. power. Retrenchment proponents seem to think that the current system can be maintained without the current amount of U.S. power behind it. In that they are dead wrong and need to be reminded of one of history's most significant lessons: Appalling things happen when international orders collapse. The Dark Ages followed Rome's collapse. Hitler succeeded the order established at Versailles. Without U.S. power, the liberal order created by the United States will end just as assuredly. As country and western great Ral Donner sang: "You don't know what you've got (until you lose it)." Consequently, it is important to note what those good things are. In addition to ensuring the security of the United States and its allies, American primacy within the international system causes many positive outcomes for Washington and the world. The first has been a more peaceful world. During the Cold War, U.S. leadership reduced friction among many states that were historical antagonists, most notably France and West Germany. Today, American primacy helps keep a number of complicated relationships aligned--between Greece and Turkey, Israel and Egypt, South Korea and Japan, India and Pakistan, Indonesia and Australia. This is not to say it fulfills Woodrow Wilson's vision of ending all war. Wars still occur where Washington's interests are not seriously threatened, such as in Darfur, but a Pax Americana does reduce war's likelihood, particularly war's worst form: great power wars. Second, American power gives the United States the ability to spread democracy and other elements of its ideology of liberalism: Doing so is a source of much good for the countries concerned as well as the United States because, as John Owen noted on these pages in the Spring 2006 issue, liberal democracies are more likely to 

Containment Good – Hegemony (2/3)

<Thayer 06 cont’d>

align with the United States and be sympathetic to the American worldview.( n3) So, spreading democracy helps maintain U.S. primacy. In addition, once states are governed democratically, the likelihood of any type of conflict is significantly reduced. This is not because democracies do not have clashing interests. Indeed they do. Rather, it is because they are more open, more transparent and more likely to want to resolve things amicably in concurrence with U.S. leadership. And so, in general, democratic states are good for their citizens as well as for advancing the interests of the United States. Critics have faulted the Bush Administration for attempting to spread democracy in the Middle East, labeling such aft effort a modern form of tilting at windmills. It is the obligation of Bush's critics to explain why :democracy is good enough for Western states but not for the rest, and, one gathers from the argument, should not even be attempted. Of course, whether democracy in the Middle East will have a peaceful or stabilizing influence on America's interests in the short run is open to question. Perhaps democratic Arab states would be more opposed to Israel, but nonetheless, their people would be better off. The United States has brought democracy to Afghanistan, where 8.5 million Afghans, 40 percent of them women, voted in a critical October 2004 election, even though remnant Taliban forces threatened them. The first free elections were held in Iraq in January 2005. It was the military power of the United States that put Iraq on the path to democracy. Washington fostered democratic governments in Europe, Latin America, Asia and the Caucasus. Now even the Middle East is increasingly democratic. They may not yet look like Western-style democracies, but democratic progress has been made in Algeria, Morocco, Lebanon, Iraq, Kuwait, the Palestinian Authority and Egypt. By all accounts, the march of democracy has been impressive. Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy.( n4) As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides. Fourth and finally, the United States, in seeking primacy, has been willing to use its power not only to advance its interests but to promote the welfare of people all over the globe. The United States is the earth's leading source of positive externalities for the world. The U.S. military has participated in over fifty operations since the end of the Cold War--and most of those missions have been humanitarian in nature. Indeed, the U.S. military is the earth's "911 force"--it serves, de  facto, as the world's police, the global paramedic and the planet's fire department. Whenever there is a natural disaster, earthquake, flood, drought, volcanic eruption, typhoon or tsunami, the United States assists the countries in need. On the day 

Containment Good – Hegemony (3/3)

<Thayer 06>

after Christmas in 2004, a tremendous earthquake and tsunami occurred in the Indian Ocean near Sumatra, killing some 300,000 people. The United States was the first to respond with aid. Washington followed up with a large contribution of aid and deployed the U.S. military to South and Southeast Asia for many months to help with the aftermath of the disaster. About 20,000 U.S. soldiers, sailors, airmen and marines responded by providing water, food, medical aid, disease treatment and prevention as well as forensic assistance to help identify the bodies of those killed. Only the U.S. military could have accomplished this Herculean effort. No other force possesses the communications capabilities or global logistical reach of the U.S. military. In fact, UN peacekeeping operations depend on the United States to supply UN forces. American generosity has done more to help the United States fight the War on Terror than almost any other measure. Before the tsunami, 80 percent of Indonesian public opinion was opposed to the United States; after it, 80 percent had a favorable opinion of America. Two years after the disaster, and in poll after poll, Indonesians still have overwhelmingly positive views of the United States. In October 2005, an enormous earthquake struck Kashmir, killing about 74 000 people and leaving three million homeless. The U.S. military responded immediately, diverting helicopters fighting the War on Terror in nearby Afghanistan to bring relief as soon as possible To help those in need, the United States also provided financial aid to Pakistan; and, as one might expect from those witnessing the munificence of the United States, it left a lasting impression about America. For the first time since 9/11, polls of Pakistani opinion have found that more people are favorable toward the United States than unfavorable, while support for Al-Qaeda dropped to its lowest level. Whether in Indonesia or Kashmir, the money was well-spent because it helped people in the wake of disasters, but it also had a real impact on the War on Terror. When people in the Muslim world witness the U.S. military conducting a humanitarian mission, there is a clearly positive impact on Muslim opinion of the United States. As the War on Terror is a war of ideas and opinion as much as military action, for the United States humanitarian missions are the equivalent of a blitzkrieg. 
Containment Good – Taiwan 

US credibility and resolve are preventing China from going to war over Taiwan.

Ross, 02 (Robert S., Professor of Political Science, Boston College, and Associate of the John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies, Harvard University, “Navigating the Taiwan Strait: “Deterrence, Escalation Dominance, and US-China Relations”, International Security, pp. 48-85 (Article) Volume 2, Fall 2002, http://muse.jhu.edu.ezproxy.baylor.edu/journals/international_security/v027/27.2ross.html#authbio)
The United States and China have asymmetric interests in the Taiwan Strait. The Chinese leadership views Taiwan as Chinese territory, and it has strong nationalist and security incentives to seek unification. On the other hand, U.S. security interests in Taiwan are limited to reputational interests. Washington seeks to deter the mainland's use of force to preserve the credibility of U.S. regional security commitments. For this to succeed, Beijing must be persuaded that despite its greater interest in Taiwan, U.S. military capabilities and resolve make the use of force too risky.

Taiwan war would go nuclear 

Taylor, 02 (Jay, State Department director of analysis for East Asia and the Pacific, 4/28/02, “Bush Scraps China Policy of Six Presidents”,  http://articles.latimes.com/2002/apr/28/opinion/op-taylor1, accessed 6/29/10)

They could be wrong, however. At some point, the Chinese people could feel so strongly about what they would see as the final violation of the unity of China that they would be willing to go to war. The revisionists, and those in the upper echelon of the Bush administration who apparently support them, notably Vice President Dick Cheney and Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld, no doubt have thought this war scenario through. They realize that with only 2% of the mainland's population, no matter how many F-16s, submarines, or anti-missile missiles we sell Taiwan, the island would not likely prevail in a prolonged conflict with China. A Chinese blockade, which few nations would challenge, could quickly devastate the Taiwan economy. Furthermore, the hawks understand that if the United States intervened in such a conflict, regardless of how many thousands of smart bombs it rained down on the mainland, China might outlast the patience of the American people. That brings up the administration's Nuclear Posture Review, which, for the first time, declared that the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons should take into account the possibility of a  nuclear war with China  "over  Taiwan. " In other words, to maintain a potential strategic offshore base for use in a hypothetical conflict with China, we may have to fight a nuclear war with China. This would be "a self-fulfilling prophecy" of biblical proportions.  

Containment Bad – Taiwan

The perception containment will give nationalists in China enough clout to launch an invasion of Taiwan 

Marquardt 03’ Erich Marquardt, September 8, 2003 ''China's Distant Threat to U.S. Dominance in Asia'' Power and Interest News report http://www.pinr.com/report.php?ac=view_report&report_id=87&language_id=1
Besides, America desperately needs China. We are dependent on China’s continuing willingness to lend us billions of dollars a year. Without this cash flow, the U.S. economy would implode. The U.S. government could not keep running huge budget deficits. Americans could not keep spending without saving. We also need China to help us police North Korea. China is the only nation with real economic leverage over that rogue nation. If we encircle China with that resembles a new NATO, we feed China’s fear that America sees it as our enemy. That way we strengthen the hands of hard-liners in the Chinese government who want to further crack down on dissent, to take over Taiwan, and to build up China’s military even more.
Taiwan war would go nuclear 

Taylor, 02 (Jay, State Department director of analysis for East Asia and the Pacific, 4/28/02, “Bush Scraps China Policy of Six Presidents”,  http://articles.latimes.com/2002/apr/28/opinion/op-taylor1, accessed 6/29/10)

They could be wrong, however. At some point, the Chinese people could feel so strongly about what they would see as the final violation of the unity of China that they would be willing to go to war. The revisionists, and those in the upper echelon of the Bush administration who apparently support them, notably Vice President Dick Cheney and Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld, no doubt have thought this war scenario through. They realize that with only 2% of the mainland's population, no matter how many F-16s, submarines, or anti-missile missiles we sell Taiwan, the island would not likely prevail in a prolonged conflict with China. A Chinese blockade, which few nations would challenge, could quickly devastate the Taiwan economy. Furthermore, the hawks understand that if the United States intervened in such a conflict, regardless of how many thousands of smart bombs it rained down on the mainland, China might outlast the patience of the American people. That brings up the administration's Nuclear Posture Review, which, for the first time, declared that the deployment of U.S. nuclear weapons should take into account the possibility of a  nuclear war with China  "over  Taiwan. " In other words, to maintain a potential strategic offshore base for use in a hypothetical conflict with China, we may have to fight a nuclear war with China. This would be "a self-fulfilling prophecy" of biblical proportions.  

AT: Economic interdependence checks

Economic interdependence doesn’t trump long-term strategic goals

Sempa, 09 ( Francis P., uthor of Geopolitics: From the Cold War to the 21st Century,  ‘ THE GEOPOLITICAL CONTAINMENT OF CHINA”, http://www.mackinderforum.org/commentaries/the-geopolitical-containment-of-china)

None of this means that China will definitely make a bid for hegemony similar to Napoleon, the Kaiser, Hitler, or the Soviet Union. But it would be foolhardy for the United States to ignore signs and developments that point in that direction. While it is true that China’s economic liberalization and the phenomenon of globalization have resulted in vastly increased economic ties between China and the U.S. which benefit both countries, such economic interdependence will not likely trump long-term strategic interests and ambitions. Even if China only has regional ambitions, such as the conquest or incorporation of Taiwan and command of the sea approaches to the East Asian mainland, those regional ambitions are inconsistent with U.S. security interests and commitments in the region. 
Containment fails

Containment doesn’t apply to China

Kissinger, 05 (Henry, Former Secretary of State & Chairman of Kissinger Associates, Washington Post, “China: Containment Won't Work “,  http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2005/06/12/AR2005061201533.html, accessed 6/29/10)

Military imperialism is not the Chinese style. Clausewitz, the leading Western strategic theoretician, addresses the preparation and conduct of a central battle. Sun Tzu, his Chinese counterpart, focuses on the psychological weakening of the adversary. China seeks its objectives by careful study, patience and the accumulation of nuances -- only rarely does China risk a winner-take-all showdown. It is unwise to substitute China for the Soviet Union in our thinking and to apply to it the policy of military containment of the Cold War. The Soviet Union was heir to an imperialist tradition, which, between Peter the Great and the end of World War II, projected Russia from the region around Moscow to the center of Europe. The Chinese state in its present dimensions has existed substantially for 2,000 years. The Russian empire was governed by force; the Chinese empire by cultural conformity with substantial force in the background. At the end of World War II, Russia found itself face to face with weak countries along all its borders and unwisely relied on a policy of occupation and intimidation beyond the long-term capacity of the Russian state. The strategic equation in Asia is altogether different. U.S. policy in Asia must not mesmerize itself with the Chinese military buildup. There is no doubt that China is increasing its military forces, which were neglected during the first phase of its economic reform. But even at its highest estimate, the Chinese military budget is less than 20 percent of America's; it is barely, if at all, ahead of that of Japan and, of course, much less than the combined military budgets of Japan, India and Russia, all bordering China -- not to speak of Taiwan's military modernization supported by American decisions made in 2001. Russia and India possess nuclear weapons. In a crisis threatening its survival, Japan could quickly acquire them and might do so formally if the North Korean nuclear problem is not solved. When China affirms its cooperative intentions and denies a military challenge, it expresses less a preference than the strategic realities. The challenge China poses for the medium-term future will, in all likelihood, be political and economic, not military. 

2AC Relations Turn

Containment trades off with relations

Xinhua News, 3/2/10 (China Daily, “CPPCC calls for less containment in Sino-US ties”, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/guangxisessions/2010-03/02/content_9526797.htm)

"The responsibility of the setback of the Sino-U.S. relations lies with the U.S. side," he said. "This is like playing tennis, the United States served the ball and what China did was simply strike the ball back." "For the sake of the interests of both countries, there should be more cooperation between China and the United States and less 'containment' from the United States," Zhao said. 

Relations solve a nuclear war between India and Pakistan

William Perry (Former Secretary of Defense) 1995 Remarks to the Japan Society, September 12, http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=971
There is a lot to gain from engaging with China. Through engagement we can address a broad range of global and regional security concerns. Our military-to-military contacts put us in touch with the highest levels of the PLA, who have great influence in China. And by working to improve relations with China, we are also working to reduce tensions between the three great powers on the Asian continent -- China, India and Pakistan. The relationship between these three powers has long been one of fear and mistrust. While India worries about the threat from Pakistan, it also keeps a strong force because it feels threatened by China. And Pakistan keeps a strong force as a deterrent against India's forces. What makes this tension truly worrisome is the potential for nuclear weapons use in the event of a conflict. Our relations with China are crucial in reducing tensions between these three regional powers.
War results in extinction

Fai, 01 (Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Kashmiri American Council., 7/8/01, “India-Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir”, accessed 6/29/10)  

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.

AT: US Hegemony Low (1/2)

A decline in relative power is insignificant

Heinrich Kreft, senior foreign policy advisor to the CDU/CSU parliamentary group in the german bundestag, The World Today, February 2009, p. 11
There is no doubt that the relative world power of the US is diminishing. The percentage contribution of the US economy to global GDP is falling because of growth in emerging economies. The global connections of the US economy are also expanding rapidly, particularly with China, which has replaced Japan as Washington's main creditor. And Europe has become the preferred partner formany countries. In spite of these developments there has been scarcely a sign of any significant 'ganging up' on the US, which has been extremely unpopular under President George Bush. No country or coalition has emerged as a credible rival, if we set aside the long-termp rospect that China might one day be able to mount a serious challenge. Europe's GDP is larger than that of the US, and in economic and fiscal policy the European Union has long been an equal partner, but for want of progress in political unification, the Europeans are not yet strategic world players; the EU is at best a major political power in the making. With German Chancellor Angela Merkel and French President Nicolas Sarkozy in charge, there has been a reversion to a more realistic view of the Union's role in the world than under their immediate predecessors, who harboured the perfectly serious intention of establishing the EU as a counterweight to American  hyperpower'. Russia undoubtedly has the political will to challenge the US. Over the past two years, Prime Minister Vladimir Putin and President Dmitri Medvedev have scarcely missed an opportunity to stake their country's claim. With a national economy comparable in size to that of the Benelux countries, however, its economic basis is too weak and its dependence on energy exports revenue too great. These factors, along with a spectacular decline in the size of the population, which is already only half that of the US, are hardly the basis from which Russia could aspire to medium- or long-term global leadership. China has a great interest in internal and external stability. Although it has achieved an impressive economic, and hence political, upsurge over the past thirty years, the social and environmental debit side of this development is becoming ever more plainly visible. Since a high rate of economic growth, which is regarded as a prerequisite for the country's social stability, and thus its political stability, is dependent on exports and on imports of raw materials and energy sources, Beijing has a great interest in global free trade and stable international relations. India undoubtedly possesses great growth potential. But an oversized bureaucracy and inadequate infrastructure still weigh like millstones on its emerging economy. In addition, there are major social challenges and growing threats of terrorism, which came to light in the recent attacks in Mumbai. India likewise needs stability in the surrounding region to enable it to concentrate on these major domestic challenges. Japan has a declining, ageing population, and the idea of playing a leading role in international politics is alien to its political culture. In view of the growing strength of China, whose long-term political intentions are distrusted in Tokyo, Japan's relations with the US, particularly in security policy, have become even closer.

AT: US Hegemony Low (2/2)

U.S legitimacy has not collapsed

Stephen G. Brooks & William Wohlforth, government professors, Dartmouth, Foreign Affairs; March/April 2009, p49-63

For analysts such as Zbigniew Brzezinski and Henry Kissinger, the key reason for skepticism about the United States' ability to spearhead global institutional change is not a lack of power but a lack of legitimacy. Other states may simply refuse to follow a leader whose legitimacy has been squandered under the Bush administration; in this view, the legitimacy to lead is a fixed resource that can be obtained only under special circumstances. The political scientist G. John Ikenberry argues in After Victory that states have been well positioned to reshape the institutional order only after emerging victorious from some titanic struggle, such as the French Revolution, the Napoleonic Wars, or World War I or II. For the neoconservative Robert Kagan, the legitimacy to lead came naturally to the United States during the Cold War, when it was providing the signal service of balancing the Soviet Union. The implication is that today, in the absence of such salient sources of legitimacy, the wellsprings of support for U.S. leadership have dried up for good. But this view is mistaken. For one thing, it overstates how accepted U.S. leadership was during the Cold War: anyone who recalls the Euromissile crisis of the 1980s, for example, will recognize that mass opposition to U.S. policy (in that case, over stationing intermediate-range nuclear missiles in Europe) is not a recent phenomenon. For another, it understates how dynamic and malleable legitimacy is. Legitimacy is based on the belief that an action, an actor, or a political order is proper, acceptable, or natural. An action--such as the Vietnam War or the invasion of Iraq--may come to be seen as illegitimate without sparking an irreversible crisis of legitimacy for the actor or the order. When the actor concerned has disproportionately more material resources than other states, the sources of its legitimacy can be refreshed repeatedly. After all, this is hardly the first time Americans have worried about a crisis of legitimacy. Tides of skepticism concerning U.S. leadership arguably rose as high or higher after the fall of Saigon in 1975 and during Ronald Reagan's first term, when he called the Soviet Union an "evil empire." Even George W. Bush, a globally unpopular U.S. president with deeply controversial policies, oversaw a marked improvement in relations with France, Germany, and India in recent years--even before the elections of Chancellor Angela Merkel in Germany and President Nicolas Sarkozy in France.

AT: Overstretch Kills Hegemony

1. No risk of collapse from overstretch – the defense budget has historically taken up more GDP than now, and we’ve been fine. 

Schmitt 7 - Gary J. Schmitt, Resident Scholar at the American Enterprise Institute and Director of AEI's Program on Advanced Strategic Studies, June 2007, AEI National Security Outlook, online: http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.26387,filter.all/pub_detail.asp

And speaking of money, Layne's argument about looming imperial overstretch is itself a stretch. Even with all the problems in Iraq, a war in Afghanistan, and an emerging hedging strategy vis-à-vis China, the defense burden is still barely over 4 percent of the U.S. gross domestic product. The United States has had far higher defense burdens in the past while still retaining its status as the world's economic juggernaut. There may be plenty of reasons to worry about the U.S. economy, but "guns over butter" is not one of them.
Moreover, while pulling back from a forward-leaning defense strategy would undoubtedly save money, offshore balancing would still require the United States to have a major military establishment in reserve if it wanted to be capable of being a decisive player in a game of great power balancing. Is the $100 billion or so saved--or, rather, spent by Congress on "bridges to nowhere"--really worth the loss in global influence that comes from adopting Layne's strategy?

2. U.S. power is vast enough to allow freedom of action without fear of overstretch – their authors overstate their case. 

Brooks & Wohlforth 2 - Stephen G. Brooks, Assistant Professor of Government at Dartmouth College, and William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professor of Government at Dartmouth College, July/August 2002, Foreign Affairs 

The second major practical consequence of unipolarity is the unique freedom it offers American policymakers. Many decisionmakers labor under feelings of constraint, and all participants in policy debates defend their preferred courses of action by pointing to the dire consequences that will follow if their advice is not accepted. But the sources of American strength are so varied and so durable that U.S. foreign policy today operates in the realm of choice rather than necessity to a greater degree than any other power in modern history. Whether the participants realize it or not, this new freedom to choose has transformed the debate over what the U.S. role in the world should be. Historically, the major forces pushing powerful states toward restraint and magnanimity have been the limits of their strength and the fear of overextension and balancing. Great powers typically checked their ambitions and deferred to others not because they wanted to but because they had to in order to win the cooperation they needed to survive and prosper. It is thus no surprise that today's champions of American moderation and international benevolence stress the constraints on American power rather than the lack of them. Political scientist Joseph Nye, for example, insists that "[the term] unipolarity is misleading because it exaggerates the degree to which the United States is able to get the results it wants in some dimensions of world politics. . . . American power is less effective than it might first appear." And he cautions that if the United States "handles its hard power in an overbearing, unilateral manner," then others might be provoked into forming a balancing coalition. Such arguments are unpersuasive, however, because they fail to acknowledge the true nature of the current international system. The United States cannot be scared into meekness by warnings of inefficacy or potential balancing. Isolationists and aggressive unilateralists see this situation clearly, and their domestic opponents need to as well. Now and for the foreseeable future, the United States will have immense power resources it can bring to bear to force or entice others to do its bidding on a case-by-case basis.

AT: Military Commitments not K2 Power

1.Even if credibility is impossible to objectively measure, policymakers behave as though it influences state behavior 

Tang 5 – Shiping Tang, associate research fellow and deputy director of the Center for Regional Security Studies at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences in Beijing, January-March 2005, “Reputation, Cult of Reputation, and International Conflict,” Security Studies, Vol. 14, No. 1, p. 34-62

The problem, of course, is that politicians usually do not have such nuanced understandings of credibility, reputation, resolve, and capability24 Too often, they fight for behavioral reputation for resolve and hope to improve their bargaining reputation (thus credibility) in the future. By doing so, they confuse themselves, mislead their domestic audiences, and squander their countries' blood and treasure for the wrong commodity. In fact, most strategists and politicians have either lumped the two kinds of reputation together or believed that behavioral reputation can easily be converted into bargaining reputation (that is, they have believed that commitments are interdependent or that reputation is fungible). Because developing and maintaining a behavioral reputation for being resolute is desirable, many politicians and strategists undertake certain tasks ex ante to develop such a reputation, without ever questioning whether having a behavioral reputation is possible at all. This practice, as discussed below, informs one central belief behind the cult of reputation. Perhaps because behavioral reputation is something that may count in the future, moreover, it is the type of reputation about which decisionmakers are most concerned.25 In fact, decisionmakers actually may bargain hard largely because they care more about their future behavioral reputation. This article thus focuses on behavioral reputation for resolve (which hereafter will be referred to as "reputation" unless specified otherwise).

2. Policymakers believe the theory of foreign policy reputation and credibility 

Fettweis 4 – Christopher Fettweis, Professor at the U.S. Army War College, December 2004, “Resolute Eagle or Paper Tiger? Credibility, Reputation and the War on Terror,” online: http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p67147_index.html

In a very important sense, no state controls its reputation or its credibility, since these concepts exist in the minds of others. As will be discussed below, this observation has led Mercer and others to argue that states are therefore unjustified in their obsession with their credibility, since it is ultimately beyond their control. Although the logic behind this argument is quite compelling, its wisdom has not become apparent to policymakers, who persist in their obsession with the credibility of their nations, their parties, and themselves. Kissinger’s observation that “no serious policymaker could allow himself to succumb to the fashionable debunking of ‘prestige’ or ‘honor’ or ‘credibility’” seems to be just as true for the decision makers of today.14

AT: No Challengers (1/2)

1. China and India will supplant US hegemony.

Layne, 06 (Christopher, Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming of the United States' Unipolar Moment”, INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, Fall 2006, p. 37-8)
U.S. hegemony cannot endure indefinitely. Even the strongest proponents of primacy harbor an unspoken fear that U.S. hegemony will provoke the very kind of geopolitical backlash that they say cannot happen (or at least cannot happen for a very long time).  In fact, although a new geopolitical balance has yet to emerge, there is considerable evidence that other states have been engaging in balancing against the United States—including hard balancing. U.S. concerns about China's great power emergence reflect Washington's fears about the military, as well as economic, implications of China's rise. Other evidence suggests—at least by some measures—that the international system is closer to a multipolar distribution of power than primacists realize. In its survey of likely international developments through 2020, the National Intelligence Council's report Mapping the Global Future notes: "The likely emergence of China and India as new major global players—similar to the rise of Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century—will transform the geopolitical landscape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of the previous two centuries. In the same way that commentators refer to the 1900s as the American Century, the early 21st century may be seen as the time when some in the developing world led by China and India came into their own." n a similar vein, a recent study by the Strategic Assessment Group projects that by 2020 both China (which Mapping the Global Future argues will then be "by any measure a first-rate military power") and the European Union could each have nearly as much power as the United States. Projecting current trends several decades into the future has its pitfalls (not least because of the difficulty of converting economic power into effective military power). But if this ongoing shift in the distribution of relative power continues, new poles of power in the international system are likely to emerge in the next decade or two.

AT: No Challengers (2/2)

2. Their defense doesn’t assume U.S. policy changes that undermine heg and military power projection 

Kagan 7 – 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

These American traditions, together with historical events beyond Americans’ control, have catapulted the United States to a position of pre-eminence in the world. Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of this “unipolar” world, there has been much anticipation of the end of unipolarity and the rise of a multipolar world in which the United States is no longer the predominant power. Not only realist theorists but others both inside and outside the United States have long argued the theoretical and practical unsustainability, not to mention undesirability, of a world with only one superpower. Mainstream realist theory has assumed that other powers must inevitably band together to balance against the superpower. Others expected the post-Cold War era to be characterized by the primacy of geoeconomics over geopolitics and foresaw a multipolar world with the economic giants of Europe, India, Japan, and China rivaling the United States. Finally, in the wake of the Iraq War and with hostility to the United States, as measured in public opinion polls, apparently at an all-time high, there has been a widespread assumption that the American position in the world must finally be eroding. Yet American predominance in the main categories of power persists as a key feature of the international system. The enormous and productive American economy remains at the center of the international economic system. American democratic principles are shared by over a hundred nations. The American military is not only the largest but the only one capable of projecting force into distant theaters. Chinese strategists, who spend a great deal of time thinking about these things, see the world not as multipolar but as characterized by “one superpower, many great powers,” and this configuration seems likely to persist into the future absent either a catastrophic blow to American power or a decision by the United States to diminish its power and international influence voluntarily.
Aff: Non-Unique – US Hegemony Low (1/2)

U.S. hegemony collapsing now

Madeleine Albright, Former Secretary of State, 2008, A Memo to the President Elect (book), p. 21-2
Even the most basic building blocks of U.S. power appear to be chipped and worn. Our military has been deployed to the point of exhaustion, including our National Guard and Reserves. Our international economic leadership has been hurt by an incon​sistent approach to trade and by budget policies that have spun the gold of surpluses into the straw of record deficits. Our alli​ances in Europe and the Asian Pacific have been strained. And on nuclear weapons, human rights, and the rule of law, we are thought to be hypocrites. Your job as president will be to recapture what has been lost and to proceed from there. You must begin with the under​standing that our right to lead is no longer widely accepted. We have lost moral legitimacy. If we fail to comprehend this, we will not know how to formulate a successful strategy. We will be like a lawyer who assumes that, because of past triumphs, she has the jury in her pocket when she hasn't, precisely because the jury resents being taken for granted. In Kennedy's time, the memory of World War II was part of every adult's consciousness; so, too, was America's role in re​building Western Europe and helping Japan to become a de​mocracy. The rehabilitation of former Axis powers was seen as a luminous accomplishment. America's leadership was still disputed, but its credentials were acknowledged. The country that had stood up to Hitler, Mussolini, and Tojo had earned, at a minimum, a respectful hearing from people everywhere. We can no longer assume that our understanding of our own history is widely shared. Relatively few hear the word "Amer​ica" and think first of the Battle of Lexington or the landings at Omaha Beach. To those under the age of twenty—the ma​jority in many countries—the cold war confrontation between freedom and communism means little. To many, the Statue of Liberty has been replaced in the mind's eye by a hooded figure with electrodes. In marketing terms, the American brand needs a makeover. Amid the swirl of events these past fifteen years, four trends pose a clear and present danger to American interests—first, ter​ror and the rise of anti-Americanism in the Arab and Muslim worlds; second, the erosion of international consensus on nuclear proliferation; third, growing doubts about the value of democra​cy; and fourth, the gathering backlash against globalization due primarily to the widening split between rich and poor.
Aff: Non-Unique – US Hegemony Low (2/2)

U.S. global power eroding

Roger Altman, Chair and CEO of Evercore Partners, He was U.S. Deputy Treasury Secretary in 1993-94.Foreign Affairs, February 2009, “The Great Crash, 2008 Subtitle: A Geopolitical Setback for the West,” p. 2
Much of the world is turning a historic corner and heading into a period in which the role of the state will be larger and that of the private sector will be smaller. As it does, the United States' global power, as well as the appeal of U.S.-style democracy, is eroding. Although the United States is fortunate that this crisis coincides with the promise inherent in the election of Barack Obama as president, historical forces -- and the crash of 2008 -- will carry the world away from a unipolar system regardless. Indeed, rising economic powers are gaining new influence. No country will benefit economically from the financial crisis over the coming year, but a few states -- most notably China -- will achieve a stronger relative global position. China is experiencing its own real estate slowdown, its export markets are weak, and its overall growth rate is set to slow. But the country is still relatively insulated from the global crisis. Its foreign exchange reserves are approaching $2 trillion, making it the world's strongest country in terms of liquidity. China's financial system is not exposed, and the country's growth, which is now driven by domestic activity, will continue at solid, if diminished, rates. This relatively unscathed position gives China the opportunity to solidify its strategic advantages as the United States and Europe struggle to recover. Beijing will be in a position to assist other nations financially and make key investments in, for example, natural resources at a time when the West cannot. At the same time, this crisis may lead to a closer relationship between the United States and China. Trade-related flashpoints are diminishing, which may soften protectionist stances in the U.S. Congress. And it is likely that, with Washington less distracted by the war in Iraq, the new administration of President Obama will see more clearly than its predecessor that the U.S.-Chinese relationship is becoming the United States' most important bilateral relationship.

Aff: Link Turn – US Readiness (1/2)

Turn – Shift in deployment strategy key to readiness and troop flexibility – This is vital to contain the threat of China as it becomes a growing power.

KCPT 6/30/10 (Pan-S.Korea solution committee against US base expansion in Pyeongtaek, “Strategic change on the Korean Peninsula and North East Asia: Transformation of U.S. military strategy after 9/11”, http://antigizi.or.kr/english/nobasept.htm, Date accessed: 6/30, 6/30/10 is the date the website was last modified JH)

In response to global security changes the U.S. adopted the "1-4-2-1" plan as a new strategy for the 21st century. Previously, the U.S. applied the "win-hold-win" concept - a strategy to fight and win one major regional contingency, with enough force to hold another foe at a stalemate until the first battle is won, and then to move the forces to the second theater. The "1-4-2-1" strategy, in comparison, is as strategy of greater aggression. The new military strategy "1-4-2-1" means: "1" Defend the United States; "4" Deter aggression in four critical regions: Europe, Northeast Asia, Southwest Asia, the Middle East; "2" Maintain the capability to combat aggression in two of these regions simultaneously; and "1" Maintain a capability to "win decisively" up to and including forcing regime change and occupation in one of those two conflicts "at a time and place of our choosing." Northeast Asia, which includes the ROK, is one of four critical regions in which the United States plans to maintain strong forward deployment forces to protect its national interest.     The '1-4-2-1" strategy was first suggested in 2001, and formulated in 2002. Now that the strategy has been adopted, the US military must realign its troops to maximize the effectiveness of its global military transformation.    On November 11, 2003 U.S. President George W. Bush announced the 'Global Posture Review (GPR) which called for repositioning of U.S. forces in Europe, Asia and other regions around the world. On August 16, 2004 Bush announced a major reduction: up to 60,000~70,000 U.S. military personnel in Germany and ROK over a ten year period.     The current global deployment pattern of U.S. troops, including those in Europe and Asia, were established during the Cold War. However, the current deployment pattern makes little sense today. Therefore, the Global Posture Review and military transformation is a shift from static defense to a more easily deployable and usable set of capabilities. This shift is a fundamental change from a Europe centered military strategy to an Asia centered strategy, one which considers China as the potential enemy.   ▶ Realignment of USFK Under Military Transformation  According to America's military strategy, the role of USFK is changing from a defensive posture against North Korea (for the last 50 years) towards a more flexible, rapidly deployable force for the wider Asia-Pacific region. Specifically, USFK will become more mobile and readily available throughout the Asia-Pacific. South Korea and the U.S. refer to this as "strategic flexibility" for the USFK. One goal of USFK transformation, and its broader focus as a rapid deployment force in the Asia-Pacific theater, is to constrain China. The United States has tightened its control over the Middle East, Central Asia, Southeast Asia and Northeast Asia; it has strengthened its ability to respond to this outstretched "arc of instability". By enveloping China, the U.S. attempts to deter the challenge and potential threat posed by a rising power. Moreover, the United States is prepared to intervene militarily if a conflict between China and Taiwan arises.   
Aff: Link Turn – US Readiness (2/2)

American military readiness is key to maintain global hegemony.
Federation of American Scientists (FAS), Chapter 10, P. 123 05/29/08, Budget of the US Government, FY 1998 Defense Budget, “Budget of the United States Government.”, http://www.fas.org/man/docs/fy98/budget/fy98_123.htm 

America's armed forces remain in the Persian Gulf, deterring war in that critical region of the world. In Asia and the Pacific region, U.S. military forces provide the critical foundation for peace, security, and stability, in partnership with Japan and other nations. In our own region, America's soldiers have supported the return of democracy in Haiti and helped end the exodus of refugees to our shores. To fulfill such missions, support our allies, and reassure our friends that America is prepared to use force in defense of our common interests, our armed forces must be
 highly ready and armed with the best equipment that technology can provide. In the 21st Century, we also must be prepared and trained for new post-Cold War threats to American security, such as ethnic and required conflicts that undermine stability. Some of these post-Cold War threats, such as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, terrorism, and drug trafficking, know no national borders and can directly threaten our free and open society.

Aff: No Impact – China Won’t Attack

Your impact is non-unique – China’s threats to Taiwan have empirically not been followed through.

McCarthy 2004 (Daniel, Feb. 11, Staffwriter for the Asia Times, “Ignore the rhetoric, China won’t attack Taiwan”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/FB11Ad06.html, Date accessed: 6/28, JH)
Over the past several years, reports of China threatening to attack Taiwan have become commonplace. The Chinese government has repeatedly and consistently pronounced that it would attack Taiwan under several conditions:   If Taiwan declares independence.    If foreign troops are present on Taiwan.    If Taiwan develops a nuclear device.    If Taiwan delays "reunification".   The stridency of China's threats against Taiwan is impressive indeed. The message comes through loud and clear in the English-language media, and it is even more pointed in the domestic Chinese media, in which photographs of Chinese jet fighters and tanks accompany articles warning that Taiwan's leaders are heading into the abyss of war. On the surface, all of this could be quite convincing - China intends to use military force against Taiwan if any of the above conditions are met. But looks can be very deceiving.   Most of China's conditions for war against Taiwan have already been met - and there is even plausible speculation about a nuclear device. But no war has occurred, nor is it likely to take place. Here is an examination of China's four conditions. 

No impact – New Taiwanese president, and cooperation on air and seak links, tourism, and economic ties have decreased Sino-Taiwan tensions. 

Carpenter 1/7 (Galen Ted, Vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato institute, “Taiwan Strait”, The Diplomat, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11111, Date accessed: 6/28, JH)

Tensions with Beijing have declined dramatically since Ma Ying-jeou took office as Taiwan's president. That situation is a refreshing contrast to the one that existed under his predecessor, Chen Shui-bian. China and Taiwan have established direct air and sea links, mainland tourists are coming to the island in robust numbers, and a wide range of economic ties are growing at a brisk rate. Political relations have also improved as the two sides have engaged in direct negotiations for the first time in a decade and both Beijing and Taipei have made conciliatory diplomatic gestures.
Aff: No Impact – No US-Sino War

War with China is impossible – globalization  

Garrett '04. Banning, director of Asia programmes at the Atlantic Council of the United States. "Going Global Compels US, China to Cooperate" Straits Times, Feb. 18, 2004, http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=story_16-2-2004_pg3_4

While this strategic straitjacket is evident within the European Union, it also affects the relationships of other countries, including the US and China. There are those in the US who continue to view the world in Realist terms and maintain that a rising power such as China is inherently threatening. They argue that China will pursue military power to match its growing economic power and seek to expand its defence perimeter, sharply reduce US military and political influence in Asia, and redraw international norms and institutions to advance its own narrow national interests. China, in short, is a long-term threat to the US that must be kept weak and contained. Similarly, there are strategists in China who think the US will seek to thwart a rising China and foresee an eventual military clash. However, such views fail to appreciate the changing basis of national power and national interests under conditions of globalisation. Moreover, they fail to account for how Chinese leaders view the country's long-term national interests and strategy. China has no viable alternative to engagement with the US. This strategic straitjacket is likely to tighten, not loosen, even though China's growing economic power seemingly widens its options and enhances its military potential.

Won’t happen – mutual goals. 

Kane ’06. “The Strategic Competition For The Continent Of Africa.” Lieutenant Colonel Gregory C., United States Army. Colonel Patrick O. Carpenter, Project Adviser. U.S. Army War College. 15 MAR 2006 2, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA449648  

Even though the preceding pages have laid out evidence of competition between the two economic giants, this situation does not need to lead to a confrontation. Like it or not, China and the United States are in a symbiotic relationship and have many common objectives. Both countries need economic growth and prosperity to maintain their current forms of government and maintain their positions in the world order. In order to ensure growth, a stable world energy market is necessary. China’s industrial success is dependent on access to raw materials for manufacturing and a strong consumer market for their exports. And while the United States is 15 not China’s only trading partner, it is a large consumer of Chinese manufactured goods, which in turn generates surplus capitol for further domestic and international investment. An interruption in supply or a precipitous price spike of oil will have a dampening effect on all the western economies. Further, since China’s dependence on imported oil is growing – nearly 50% of domestic consumption is now imported –a supply interruption would have devastating consequences on the Chinese economy. Chinese exports would decline leading to unemployment and political unrest, the very situation the Beijing authorities do not want. And the United States needs a prosperous China to continue to purchase US securities and Treasury bills (or not cash in the nearly $600 billion they currently hold).
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