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China appeasement 1NC

US presence in Asia is holding China in check.  Clear demonstration of commitment is key

The National Interest, 6/25/10 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20184
Defense Secretary Robert Gates was traveling in Asia over the weekend, and had some firm words for China. He stated that Beijing’s decision to cut military-to-military relations with Washington over weapons sales “makes little sense.” He also criticized China’s military expansion in East Asia, stating that the “South China Sea is an area of growing concern.” What’s behind this newfound toughness with Beijing? Whatever the reason, the editors of the Wall Street Journal are happy. Writing in today’s paper, they laud Secretary Gates’s words, labeling them “a welcome rhetorical shift” for an administration that “spent its first year in office bending over backward to please China on everything from human rights to Beijing’s support for rogue regimes in North Korea and Burma.” The editors point out that China hasn’t behaved very nicely as of late, and “has begun to push into other nations’ territorial waters, from Japan to Vietnam,” and started “calling the South China Sea a ‘core interests,’ implying sovereignty over international waters.” The Journal believes that Gates’s response demonstrates “the Pentagon thinks it’s time to draw brighter lines around this kind of misbehavior.” This new stance should please our allies in Taiwan and Japan, who are getting worried about China’s growing military muscle. And “every country that uses the South China Sea’s busy shipping lanes” is probably breathing a bit easier as well. “The clearer the U.S. is in responding to Chinese military assertiveness,” opine the editors, “the less likely China will miscalculate and become an enemy.”

Withdrawal of US troops invites Chinese aggression

KHALILZAD, 1999 [Zalmay, Congage China, RAND, p. online: http://www.rand.org/publications/IP/IP187/IP187.html //wyo-tjc]

Third, the United States should seek to strengthen its own relative capabilities and those of its friends in East Asia to deter possible Chinese aggression and deal effectively with a more powerful, potentially hostile China. China's military leaders are considering the possibility of a conflict with the United States. They recognize the overall superiority of the U.S. military but believe there are weaknesses that could be exploited while preventing the United States from bringing its full power to bear in case of a conflict over Taiwan. According to the Chinese, U.S. weaknesses include vulnerability of U.S. bases to missile attacks, heavy U.S. reliance on space, America's need to rapidly reinforce the region in times of conflict, susceptibility of U.S. cities to being held hostage, and America's sensitivity to casualties. According to the emerging Chinese doctrine, the local balance of power in the region will be decisive because in this new era wars are short and intense. In a possible Taiwan conflict China would seek to create a fait accompli, forcing the United States to risk major escalation and high levels of violence to reinstate the status quo ante. China might gamble that these risks would constrain the U.S. response. Such an approach by China would be extremely risky and could lead to a major war. Dealing with such possible challenges from China both in the near and long term requires many steps. Burden-sharing and enhanced ties with states in East and Southeast Asia will be important. New formal alliance relationships--which would be the central element of a containment strategy--are neither necessary nor practical at this time, but it would be prudent to take some preparatory steps to facilitate the formation of a new alliance or the establishment of new military bases should that become necessary. They would signal to China that any attempt on their part to seek regional hegemony would be costly. The steps we should take now in the region must include enhancing military-to-military relations between Japan and South Korea, encouraging increased political- military cooperation among the ASEAN states and resolving overlapping claims to the Spratly Islands and the South China Sea; fostering a Japanese-Russian rapprochement, including a settlement of the dispute over the "northern territories;" and enhancing military-to-military cooperation between the United States and the ASEAN states. These steps are important in themselves for deterrence and regional stability but they can also assist in shifting to a much tougher policy toward China should that become necessary.

China appeasement 1NC

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

Washington Post, February 15, 1998

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.

Causes extinction

Straits Times 00 

[6/25, “Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” lexis]

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.

Terrorism appeasement 1NC

US commitment to international presence signals a clear stance against aggression.  Reversing that move provokes conflict
JEFFREY RECORD, defense policy critic “Retiring Hitler and  “Appeasement” from the  National Security Debate” 2008, pp. 91-101. http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/Parameters/Articles/08summer/record.htm

For the past six decades every President except Jimmy Carter has routinely invoked the Munich analogy as a means of inflating national security threats and demonizing dictators. Presidents and their spokespersons have not only believed the analogy but also used it to mobilize public opinion for war. After all, if the enemy really is another Hitler, then force becomes mandatory, and the sooner it is used the better. More recently, neoconservatives and their allies in government have branded as appeasers any and all proponents of using nonviolent conflict resolution to negotiate with hostile dictatorships. For neoconservatives, to appease is to be naïve, cowardly, and soft on the threat du jour, be it terrorism, a rogue state, or a rising great power. To appease is to be a Chamberlain rather than a Churchill, to comprise with evil rather than slay it. The Munich analogy informed every major threatened or actual US use of force during the first two decades of the Cold War as well as the decisions to attack Iraq in 1991 and 2003. Munich conditioned the thinking of almost every Cold War President from Harry S. Truman to George H.W. Bush. For Truman, the analogy dictated intervention in Korea: “Communism was acting in Korea just as Hitler and the Japanese had acted ten, fifteen, twenty years earlier.” A year after the Korean War ended, President Dwight D. Eisenhower, citing the “domino effects” of a Communist victory in French Indochina on the rest of Southeast Asia, invoked Munich in an appeal for Anglo-American military action. “We failed to halt Hirohito, Mussolini, and Hitler by not acting in unity and in time. . . . May it not be that we have learned something from that lesson?” President John F. Kennedy invoked the Munich analogy during the Cuban Missile Crisis, warning that the “1930s taught us a clear lesson: Aggressive conduct, if allowed to go unchecked, ultimately leads to war.” President Lyndon B. Johnson told his Secretary of Defense, Robert McNamara, that if the United States pulled out of Vietnam, “the dominoes would fall and a part of the world would go Communist.” Johnson later told historian Doris Kearns that “everything I knew about history told me that if I got out of Vietnam and let Ho Chi Minh run through the streets of Saigon, then I’d be doing exactly what [Neville] Chamberlain did. . . . I’d be giving a fat reward to aggression.” President Ronald Reagan saw in the Soviet Union a replay of the challenges the democracies faced in the 1930s and invoked the Munich analogy to justify a major US military buildup, intervention in Grenada, and possible intervention in Nicaragua. “One of the great tragedies of this century,” he said in a 1983 speech, “was that it was only after the balance of power was allowed to erode and a ruthless adversary, Adolf Hitler, deliberately weighed the risks and decided to strike that the importance of a strong defense was realized.”8 Similarly, George H.W. Bush saw Saddam Hussein as an Arab Hitler whose aggression against Kuwait, if unchecked, would lead to further aggression in the Persian Gulf. In announcing the dispatch of US forces to Saudi Arabia in response to Saddam Hussein’s conquest of Kuwait, he declared, “If history teaches us anything, it is that we must resist aggression or it will destroy our freedoms. Appeasement does not work. As was the case in the 1930s, we see in Saddam Hussein an aggressive dictator threatening his neighbors.”9 In the run-up to the US invasion of Iraq in 2003, war proponents claimed that war with Iraq was unavoidable, citing the lessons of Munich. 

Terrorism appeasement 1NC

Withdrawal is seen as running away, terrorists will be encouraged to strike 

Edward I. Koch; author, lawyer and talk-radio host, was a member of the U.S. Congress and, for 12 years, the 105th mayor of New York City; 10/5/06; (“We Must Stay in Iraq, the Center of Terrorism” New York Sun; http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2006/10/4/161723.shtml; Date Accessed: 7/4/10)

So, to sum up, using an old boxing expression, "You can run, but you can't hide." I believe it makes no sense to run from the terrorists and wait for them to find us in Fortress America, and then seek to repel them. The battle must be taken to them in Iraq, Afghanistan and elsewhere, wherever they threaten the free world. This is without a doubt a war to defend the free world and Western civilization, just as important to our survival as World War II. Unlike the latter, which for us lasted four years, this war will go on for decades.    The war has already taken an enormous toll on the battlefields of Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as all the innocent Iraqi and Afghan civilian lives that have been lost. We cannot let the sacrifices of the fallen and the living be in vain.   How long will it be before we all awaken to the inherent danger facing us? Appeasement never works. It only encourages new and escalating demands. 

The impact is global.  Failure to stay committed in the Middle East invites worldwide aggression and instability

Thomas Henriksen, Hoover Institution Associate Director & Senior Fellow, Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States, 2/99, http://www-hoover.stanford.edu/publications/epp/94/94a.html

In today's globally interconnected world, events on one side of the planet can influence actions on the other side, meaning that how the United States responds to a regional rogue has worldwide implications. Rogue leaders draw conclusions from weak responses to aggression. That Iraq's president, Saddam Hussein, escaped unpunished for his invasion of Kuwait no doubt emboldened the Yugoslav president, Slobodan Milosevic, in his campaign to extirpate Muslims from Bosnia-Herzegovina in pursuit of a greater Serbia. Deterring security threats is a valuable mechanism to maintain peace, as witnessed by the cold war, and it may afford the only realistic option available. But in dealing with rogue states deterrence and containment may not be enough. Before NATO intervened in the Bosnia imbroglio in 1995, to take one example, the ethno-nationalist conflict raised the specter of a wider war, drawing in the neighboring countries of Greece, Turkey, and Russia.  Political inaction creates vacuums, which can suck in states to fill the void. Although the United States does not want to be the world's sheriff, living in a world without law and order is not an auspicious prospect. This said, it must be emphasized that the United States ought not intervene militarily in every conflict or humanitarian crisis. Indeed, it should pick its interventions with great care. Offering Washington's good offices to mediate disputes in distant corners is one thing; dispatching armed forces to far-flung deserts, jungles, or mountains is quite another.  A global doctrine setting forth all-inclusive guidelines is difficult to cast in stone. Containment, the doctrine articulated in response to Soviet global ambitions, offered a realistic guideline for policymakers. A similar response to rogue states cannot be easily cloned for each contingency but may require the United States to corral allies or partners into a unified policy, as circumstances dictate. But watching rogue behavior with complacency or relying on the United Nations courts disaster in the age of weapons of mass destruction.  Most incidents of civil turmoil need not engage U.S. military forces. Regrettable as the bloody civil war in Sri Lanka is, it demands no American intervention, for the ethnic conflict between the secessionist Tamil minority and the Sinhalese majority is largely an internal affair. Political turmoil in Cambodia is largely a domestic problem. Even the civil war in the Congo, which has drawn in small military forces from Uganda, Rwanda, Angola, and Zimbabwe, is a Central African affair. Aside from international prodding, the simmering Congolese fighting is better left to Africans to resolve than to outsiders. In the case of the decades-long slaughter in southern Sudan, the United States can serve a humanitarian cause by calling international attention to Khartoum's genocide of Christian and animist peoples. These types of conflicts, however, do not endanger U.S. strategic interests, undermine regional order, threaten global commercial relationships, or, realistically, call for direct humanitarian intervention. No weapons of mass destruction menace surrounding peoples or allies. Thus, there is no compelling reason for U.S. military deployment.  Terrorist rogue states, in contrast, must be confronted with robust measures, or the world will go down the same path as it did in the 1930s, when Europe and the United States allowed Nazi Germany to propagate its ideology across half a dozen states, to rearm for a war of conquest, and to intimidate the democracies into appeasement. Rogue states push the world toward anarchy and away from stability. Zbigniew Brzezinski, the former national security adviser to President Carter, cited preventing global anarchy as one of the two goals of "America's global engagement, namely, that of forging an enduring framework of global geopolitical cooperation." The other key goal is "impeding the emergence of a power rival."(4)
Terrorism appeasement 1NC

The impact is nuclear war 

Mohamed Sid-Ahmed Egyptian Politcal Analyst, Al-Ahram Newspaper; 8/26/04; (Al-Ahram Newspaper; “Extinction!” http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm; Date Accessed: 6/15/10)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

***UNIQUENESS

Credibility brink

Credibility is on the brink.  A new commitment to backing away from commitments dooms US interests

James L. Abrahamson, American Diplomacy, June 21, 2010, http://www.unc.edu/depts/diplomat/item/2010/0406/iar/iar_turkey.html

Prompted by the recent Gaza flotilla incident, former Bush Administration Deputy National Security Advisor Elliott Abrams offered a strategic analysis of the Middle East followed by an assessment of President Obama’s response to that event. Abrams first observed that Turkey has become a “staunch supporter” of the Middle East’s radical camp and now seems eager to change the Arab-Israel problem from an issue involving Arab nationalism, and therefore open to compromise, to one essentially religious, and likely to end in violence. Noting the decline of Egyptian and Saudi influence, due to the age and ill health of Hosni Mubarak and Saud al-Faisal, he claimed that Arabs have once again become “objects” and not “actors” in their own history as “clever, unprincipled, energetic” Turks and Persians prepare to wreck havoc in the Middle East and increasingly dominate Islam.
For America’s part, Abrams judged that Middle Easterners now regard us as a “spent force” and an “unreliable ally.” They believe that President Obama wants U.S. combat forces out of Iraq, whether or not they have stabilized that nation. Despite new United Nations sanctions, Abrams claimed that neither Israelis nor Arabs believe they will prevent Iran from building nuclear-tipped missiles. As with the failure to give strong support to Israel’s response to the Turkish attempt to break the Gaza blockade, a U.S. policy of appeasing enemies at the expense of friends cannot promote American interests.
Abrams acknowledged that his pessimism may be too extreme and closed with the hope that the U.S. might once again become a “fierce and certain ally” capable of giving Middle Eastern “moderates strength and radicals pause.” It is not yet too late.

Uniqueness – Iraq

American forces weaken terrorist organizations now which prevents them from attacking

Thom Shanker; New York Times; 6/4/10 (“Qaeda Leaders in Iraq Neutralized, U.S. Says” Lexis; Date Accessed: 7/3/10)

Iraqi and American forces have killed or captured 34 of the top 42 leaders of Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia, cutting off the terrorist organization from its foreign sponsors and raising questions about whether it can reconstitute, the senior American commander in Iraq said. The commander, Gen. Ray Odierno, said Friday that the terrorist group in Iraq had “lost connection” to Al Qaeda’s central leadership in Pakistan and would face difficulties as it tried to promote new officers for its efforts to topple the Iraqi government and establish havens. “I think they’re struggling now, and I think it’s going to be difficult for them to continue to recruit,” General Odierno said. Speaking at a Pentagon news conference, he said Al Qaeda in Mesopotamia had announced the appointment of some new leaders, “but we’re not even sure if there’s actually people behind those names.” Even so, he said, the threat should not be ignored. “I will never take my eyes off of Al Qaeda,” he said. “We will always watch them.” The successes in picking up or picking off leaders of the terrorist movement in Iraq that pledged alliance with Al Qaeda stemmed from operations in Mosul, in the north, that allowed the American and Iraqi military to gain insight into how the network operated. “We picked up several of their leaders that did the financing, that did planning, that did recruiting — some of their lawyers that worked on bringing detainees who were released and bringing them into Al Qaeda,” General Odierno said. “We were able to get inside of this network.” That intelligence led to a mission in April in which the military killed the organization’s two leaders: Al Qaeda’s military commander, Abu Hamza al-Muhajir, an Egyptian also known as Abu Ayyub al-Masri, and Hamid Dawud Muhammad Khalil al-Zawi, the Iraqi who led the Islamic State of Iraq and went by the nom de guerre Abu Omar al-Baghdadi. As General Odierno prepares to leave Iraq this fall to take the senior job at the military’s Joint Forces Command, he said that “security continues to move forward at a very good pace.” He cited statistics for high-profile attacks and casualties among civilians, Iraqi security forces and American troops over the first five months of this year as the lowest on record. “There will still be bad days in Iraq,” he said. “There are still violent elements that operate inside of Iraq. Their violence is less than it was before, but it’s still violence. And we will continue to work with the Iraqi security forces to continue to improve their capacity and capability to deal with the violence.” General Odierno said there were now 88,000 American military service members on the ground in Iraq, down from a high of 175,000. He said the effort was on track to meet President Obama’s order to drop to 50,000 American serviDce members in Iraq by Sept. 1.

Uniqueness – Afghanistan

Counter-terrorist forces are necessary to deter strikes, withdrawal has significant consequences

Eric Schmitt and Scott Shane; New York Times Staff Writers; 9/7/09; (“Crux of Afghan Debate: Will More Troops Curb Terror?” in the New York Times; http://www.nytimes.com/2009/09/08/world/asia/08terror.html?_r=2; Date Accessed: 7/4/10)

Despite the Obama administration’s assertions that it has a new approach, “the truth is they want to try harder to do what we’ve been doing for the last eight years,” Mr. Bacevich said.  But most specialists on counterterrorism and counterinsurgency, inside and outside the government, say terrorism cannot be confronted from a comfortable distance, such as by airstrikes or proxy forces alone. It may take years to turn Afghanistan into a place that is hostile to Al Qaeda, they say, but it may be the only way to keep the United States safe in the long term. Many agree with the classified strategy for a troop buildup that Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top commander in Afghanistan, has presented to Mr. Obama and the Joint Chiefs of Staff in recent days.   They say a large American-led NATO ground force is needed to clear Taliban-held territory and hold it while instructors train sufficient, competent Afghan soldiers and police officers to secure those areas. The allied force, the argument goes, will buy time and space to help the Afghans build more effective local, provincial and national governments, and create some semblance of an economy. Since many polls in Afghanistan show little support for the Taliban, a stable, peaceful country would not be likely to become a home for terrorists. The administration’s “clear, hold, build” strategy is meant to win over Afghans. It is based on the counterinsurgency principle of protecting the population — or, in this case, at least Afghan population centers — to win confidence and support, before isolating remaining insurgents to be killed or captured. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates and Adm. Mike Mullen, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, have maintained that the United States cannot fight terrorists from afar.  “The notion that you can conduct a purely counterterrorist kind of campaign and do it from a distance simply does not accord with reality,” Mr. Gates told reporters last Thursday. “The reality is that even if you want to focus on counterterrorism, you cannot do that successfully without local law enforcement, without internal security, without intelligence.”   Bruce Hoffman, a terrorism expert at Georgetown University, concurred, saying the argument that terrorism can be prevented essentially by remote control was “immensely seductive” — and completely wrong.  “We tried to contain the terrorism problem in Afghanistan from a distance before 9/11,” he said. “Look how well that worked.”  Airstrikes risk killing civilians — as shown by international concern over the possibility that many civilians were among the scores killed in the NATO bombing of two fuel tankers in northern Afghanistan last week — and making enemies of the very people American commanders are trying to sway. General McChrystal recently tightened rules on airstrikes to try to avert civilian deaths.   Mr. Hoffman said the success of strikes from Predators in killing Qaeda suspects in Pakistan depended on accurate information on terrorists’ whereabouts from Pakistani intelligence. In Afghanistan, without such sources, “we’d be flying blind,” he said.  Disengagement from Afghanistan could destabilize Pakistan and “guarantee” a future attack on the United States from the region, Mr. Hoffman said. For starters, a pullout could deny the United States bases from which it carries out some Predator missions.  By all accounts, Pakistan remains the wild card that complicates all predictions on Afghanistan. Proponents of the increased American force in Afghanistan say a withdrawal would reinforce Pakistan’s fears that the United States is not committed to security in the region, encouraging an old Pakistani strategy of maintaining ties to Islamic militants.   But Daniel L. Byman, director of Georgetown’s Center for Peace and Security Studies, said calculations on Pakistan’s role were complicated. “The more we escalate in Afghanistan, the more we depend on Pakistan for logistics,” he said, “and the more Pakistan may feel it can resist our pressure to go after the militants.”  As opposition to the war in Afghanistan builds, some of Mr. Obama’s strongest supporters say he must do a better job of explaining how deploying a large American ground force there safeguards Americans at home.   “He needs to reinforce that message more frequently and to the point,” said Senator Bob Casey, a Pennsylvania Democrat on the Foreign Relations Committee who just returned from Afghanistan and Pakistan. “He hasn’t made it enough.”  

Uniqueness – China

Obama is pursuing an aggressive foreign policy against China now

Shamus Cooke, Obama provokes war against China and Iran , 2/3/10
http://www.countercurrents.org/cooke030210.htm
A more direct military provocation occurred later when Obama agreed to honor a Bush-era military pact with Taiwan, a small island that lies off the mainland coast of China, and is claimed by China as its own territory. Taiwan has been a U.S. client state ever since the defeated nationalist forces fled there from China in the aftermath of the 1949 revolution. Taiwan has remained a bastion of U.S. intrigue and anti-China agitation for the past six decades. Obama has recently upped the ante by approving a $6.4 billion arms sale to Taiwan, including: “... 60 Black Hawk helicopters, Patriot interceptor missiles, advanced Harpoon missiles that can be used against land or ship targets and two refurbished minesweepers.” (The New York Times, January 30, 2010). The same article quotes a Chinese government official who responded, accurately, by calling the arms sale “… a gross intervention into China’s internal affairs, [and] seriously endanger[ing] China’s national security…” In 1962, When Russia supplied missiles to Cuba, near Florida’s coast, the U.S. interpreted this to be an act of war. China responded harshly to the Taiwan arms deals, imposing “an unusually broad series of retaliatory measures… including sanctions against American companies that supply the weapon systems for the arms sales.” These U.S. arms manufacturers are giant corporations who have huge political influence in the Obama administration, and are likely to further push the U.S. government towards an even more aggressive response. Obama’s polices against China have been far more aggressive than Bush’s, making a farce out of his campaign promises of a more peaceful foreign policy. Obama’s same, deceitful approach is used in South America, where he promised “non-intervention” and then proceeded to build military bases in Colombia on Venezuela’s border, while giving a green light to the coup in Honduras.

US leads themselves to war with China- Obama Provokes China
Shamus Cooke, Obama provokes war against China and Iran , 2/3/10
http://www.countercurrents.org/cooke030210.htm
Hillary Clinton also threatened China about internet censorship last week, while Obama consciously provoked China by agreeing to talks with the Dalai Lama, who advocates the removal of Chinese influence from Tibet.

Still fresh in the memories of both the U.S. and China is the recent trade flair up, when Obama imposed taxes on Chinese imports; and China responded with protectionist measures against U.S. companies, which brings us to the heart of the matter.

The attitude of the U.S. government towards China has nothing to do with the Dalai Lama, internet censorship, or human rights. These excuses are used as diplomatic jabs in the framework of a larger, geopolitical brawl. Chinese corporations are expanding rapidly in the wake of the decline of the U.S. business class, and Obama is using a variety of measures to counteract this dynamic, with all roads leading to war.
***LINKS

General withdrawal links

*Troop presence communicates resolve.  Withdrawal signals an end to engagement and invites aggression

Kathleen J. McInnis, coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, 2005,  

Extended Deterrence: The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East
A recent UN report recently warned that “[w]e are approaching  a point at which the erosion of the nonproliferation regime could become ir-  reversible and result in a cascade of proliferation.”1 One major challenge to  the nonproliferation regime appearing on the strategic horizon is the likely  development of an Iranian nuclear capability, which could spark a wave of pro-  liferation throughout the Middle Eastern region. With this in mind, can U.S.  nuclear, conventional, and missile defense capabilities help bolster the security  of U.S. allies against the threats posed by Iranian nuclear proliferation?  In addition to deterring its own adversaries, the U.S. nuclear arsenal has  in the past played a vital but often overlooked role of reassuring U.S. allies  against their adversaries. This assurance was a key tool in preventing nuclear  proliferation among allies in the European and Asian theaters during the  Cold War, despite the threat posed by the nuclear capabilities of their en-  emies. In today’s security environment, assurance remains an important  policy objective for the U.S. arsenal. The 2002 Nuclear Posture Review  states that “U.S. nuclear forces will continue to provide assurance to secu-  rity partners…. This assurance can serve to reduce the incentives for friendly  countries to acquire nuclear weapons of their own to deter such threats and  circumstances.”2 Will this strategy work in practice?  In the Asian theater, extended deterrence has been effective, and the  United States possesses some decent options for ensuring its effectiveness in  the future. The long-standing commitment of the United States to the sur-  vival of democratic states in the region, reinforced by security treaties with  Japan and South Korea, has created a great deal of U.S. political credibility  in the region. This political credibility, combined with U.S. military capabilities, could be employed to deter the North Korean threat and assure U.S. allies  in the region, thereby reducing the chance that they will respond to Pyongyang  by building their own nuclear weapons program. The U.S. political commitment  to its allies in Asia has been and remains robust, bolstered by the U.S. troop  presence in Japan and South Korea for the past 50 years. This remains true de-  spite the drawdown of U.S. forces in the Asian theater. Furthermore, should al-  lies begin to doubt U.S. nuclear assurances, steps can be taken to reinforce the  policy’s credibility. As such, despite the major challenges presented by  Pyongyang’s nuclear declaration in February 2005, it is reasonably likely that  East Asian allies will continue to choose to rely on the U.S. nuclear umbrella  well into the future rather than set off a regional nuclear domino effect. 

Strength in one area has ripple deterrent effects. The US must remain firm

Paul Wolfowitz, Former Undersecretary of Defense, FNS, September 16, 1998
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.

Japan withdrawal links

US troop presence in Japan important- If not, China comes into play

Sourav Roy, Fifty Years of US-Japan Peace Treaty, 2010

http://www.aljazeera.net/mritems/streams/2009/12/23/1_960799_1_51.pdf 
Historically, Japan has maintained a strong strategic association with the USA over the last five decades. The Japan‐US alliance with NATO, which was formed during the Cold War period, continues to be in effect. However, although Japan has been riding on the wave of American hegemony in East Asia for quite some time, it now needs to factor in the emergence of China, Russia, North Korea and South Korea as growing powers from the region and analyze their interests, intentions, and inter‐governmental consolidations before it can restructure its own co‐operation with the USA. The US‐Japan security pact is one such bone of contention. This pact, which has existed for the last fifty years, now seems to be archaic and antiquated to the point of becoming redundant in the current geopolitical scenario. When the treaties were brought into existence during the Cold War period both, the USSR and China posed major security threats to Japan and USA. But as times changed, Japan and the US could no longer afford not to have Russia and China as their strategic and political partners. (East Asia is no longer an isolated region and the Japan‐US alliance, which has been powerful for over half‐a‐century, has to give way to a more multilateral approach instead of a bilateral organ. The rifts in perception between Japan and the US over many matters of Asian and global significance have also widened and consequentially a disturbing perception gap has arisen between the two nations over many issues. The question remains, how important is the US‐Japan security arrangement for the two nations’ positions towards the current geo‐political scenario, the cropping differences between Japan and the USA, and whether this security treaty has outlived its purpose.

US presence in Japan key to check China’s power- Need to prevent Japan-China Relations
Peter A. Buxbaum, writer 5/31/10
http://oilprice.com/Geo-Politics/International/Chinese-Plans-to-End-US-Hegemony-in-the-Pacific.html

The US also faces the problem of bolstering the confidence of its allies. If US allies fold in the face of increasing Chinese power, China could win a war on the Pacific without firing a shot. "US success will depend heavily on Japan’s active participation as an ally," said Krepinevich. "Most US allies in the region and lack strategic depth and must be supported and defended from the sea. US inability, real or perceived, to defend its allies and partners could lead to regional instability, including coercion or aggression." But the US may already be losing the hearts and minds of the Japanese. As a recent article in the  Washington Post noted, Japan's current government, "only the second opposition party to take power in nearly 50 years," advocates "a more Asia-centric view of Japan's place in the world." Although the immediate crisis on the Korean peninsula is having the effect of cementing US-Japanese relations-the Japanese government has accepted a plan it once rejected to relocate a US Marine base on Okinawa-it is not clear how long that attitude will last. Admiral Roughead noted that the US Navy has a strong operational relationship with the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force. But if the Asia-centric attitudes in Japan prevail, the JMFDS could easily develop a closer relationship with the Chinese navy.

US presence in Japan crucial- Restrains China and protects US East Asia control

Sourav Roy, Fifty Years of US-Japan Peace Treaty, 2010

http://www.aljazeera.net/mritems/streams/2009/12/23/1_960799_1_51.pdf 
Meanwhile, within East Asia, Japan has been the only economic and military power capable of casting a shadow on China’s growing aspirations and dimensions. This has also made it a suitable ally for protecting the American interest in the region and bolstering its own diktat. It is, therefore, not surprising to see Japan playing the role of America’s bosom buddy for years, while consolidating its own position as the only Asian nation among the eight richest nations of the world.
Iraq withdrawal links

Withdrawal would embolden terrorists to attack us as well as encourage additional members to join

Ryan Mauro; Tactical Defense Concepts, former Northeast Intelligence Network member, specializes in tracking and assessing terrorist threats, published worldthreats.com; 5/7/07; (“The Consequences of Withdrawal from Iraq” in Global Politician; http://www.globalpolitician.com/22760-foreign-iraq; Date Accessed: 7/2/10)

Terrorists worldwide will be emboldened. The American withdrawal from Somalia helped motivate Osama Bin Laden into thinking that he could attack us in the 1990s. An American withdrawal from the much greater and more important conflict in Iraq would surely inspire a new generation of terrorists. Additionally, terrorists could go to Iraq to find training, money, weapons and safe harbor. These recruits would then go on to attack targets throughout the world, including Western Europe and the United States. Rogue states, finding themselves strengthened, would be convinced that terrorists and insurgents are the way to defeat and deter America. An immediate withdrawal would cause these nations to increase their sponsorship of terrorist organizations.

Iraq withdrawal links

The war is working.  Giving up now invites terrorists to come after us. Empirically proven

Edward I. Koch; author, lawyer and talk-radio host, was a member of the U.S. Congress and, for 12 years, the 105th mayor of New York City; 10/5/06; (“We Must Stay in Iraq, the Center of Terrorism” New York Sun; http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2006/10/4/161723.shtml; Date Accessed: 7/4/10)

Most newspapers have published leaked conclusions from a classified National Intelligence Estimate that said the war in Iraq is fueling a rise in global Islamic terrorism. But only one, at least in New York City, has balanced these conclusions against the contents of a letter "found in the headquarters of Al Qaeda's leader in Iraq, Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, after he was killed on June 7.    The letter was sent to Zarqawi by a senior Al Qaeda leader who signs his name simply ‘Atiyah.' He complains that Al Qaeda is weak both in the Afghanistan-Pakistan border region and in Iraq."   In the letter, "Atiyah" writes: "Know that we, like all the Mujahadin, are still weak. We are in the stage of weakness and a state of paucity. We have not yet reached a level of stability. We have no alternative but to not squander any element of the foundations of strength, or any helper or supporter." The paper carrying the article was the New York Sun. The reason I supported President Bush's re-election two years ago was that I believed the Democratic leadership's approach to the war in Iraq was simply wrong. I said I did not think they had the resolve necessary to carry on this battle against an enemy that is willing to wage a war against us for decades to come.    While the NIE conclusions are serious and alarming – e.g., "Although we cannot measure the extent of the spread with precision, a large body of all-source reporting indicates that activists identifying themselves as jihadists, although a small percentage of Muslims, are increasing in both number and geographic dispersion" – more important in evaluating success or failure in the war should be the admissions against their interest of the enemy, especially as stated in their internal documents.    In addition, in determining whether or not to remain in Iraq and pursue the enemy there, the New York Sun points out that "the key judgment of the declassified elements of the [NIE] document also says that winning the war in Iraq would likely reverse the recruitment effect. ‘The Iraq conflict has become the "cause celebre" for jihadists, breeding a deep resentment of the U.S. involvement in the Muslim world and cultivating supporters for the global jihadist movement,' it says. Should jihadists leaving Iraq perceive themselves, and be perceived, to have failed, we judge fewer fighters will be inspired to carry on the fight.'"   It makes no difference in determining our current position whether we were right or wrong to go into Iraq in 2003; we are now there. To those who say, if we were wrong initially, we can never justify staying, I say, ridiculous. The enemy is worldwide Islamic terrorism, and its center today is Iraq.    If we were to leave Iraq, would al-Qaida and other groups allied with it stop their attacks on Americans? Certainly not. We were not in Iraq, nor was George W. Bush our president, when in 1993 Islamic terrorists bombed the World Trade Center, killing six and injuring 1,000 people; when Islamic terrorists blew up the U.S.S. Cole, killing 13 and injuring 33; when they blew up U.S. Army barracks in Saudi Arabia, killing 19 and injuring 515; when they blew up two American embassies in Africa, causing 257 deaths and 5,000 injuries.    We were not in Iraq, and Bush was the president, when Islamic terrorists hijacked and drove passenger planes into the World Trade Center and Pentagon on September 11, 2001, killing some 3,000 people.   The Islamic terrorists have declared their ultimate goals to include the destruction of the U.S. and the takeover of such moderate Arab states as Egypt, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and the Persian Gulf countries. Why do we continue to refuse to believe their stated aims? They couldn't be more clear than Musab al-Zarqawi, the number one al-Qaida operative in Iraq before he was killed by a U.S. airstrike, who stated before his death, "Killing the infidels is our religion, slaughtering them is our religion, until they convert to Islam or pay us tribute."   If we withdraw from Iraq, we will only embolden al-Qaida and its allies. Sadly, some of our European allies have already caved to the jihadists. After Islamic terrorists blew up Madrid commuter trains, killing 191 and injuring 1,500, Spain's government withdrew its soldiers from Iraq. England, a part of the U.S.-led coalition in Iraq, had its subways and a bus bombed, with 52 dead and 700 injured.  

Terrorism links

Commitment to forward deployment and offensive engagement is key to deter terrorism

Barry R Posen; Professor of Political Science in the Security Studies Program at MIT; Winter 02 (“The Threat of Terrorism”; http://www.comw.org/pda/14dec/fulltext/01posen.pdf; Date Accessed: 7/4/10)

Offensive action and offensive military capabilities are necessary components of a successful counterterror strategy. Offensive action is required to destroy regimes that align with terrorists; offensive capabilities allow the United States to threaten credibly other regimes that might consider supporting terrorists. Offensive action against terrorists is needed to eliminate them as threats. But even unsuccessful offensive actions, which force terrorist units or terrorist cells to stay perpetually on the move to avoid destruction, will help to reduce their capability. Constant surveillance makes it difficult for them to plan and organize. Constant pursuit makes it dangerous for them to rest. The threat of offensive action is critical to exhausting the terrorists, whether they are with units in the field in Afghanistan or hiding out in cities and empty quarters across the world. This threat will be credible only if the United States launches an offensive operation from time to time, large or small. Offensive action is also necessary to support U.S. diplomacy. Thus far, U.S. diplomats have stressed the concerns of existing and prospective allies that the United States might overreact with excessive and indiscriminate violence. It is disturbing that they believe that U.S. decision makers could be so stupid and brutal, but it is a good thing that they understand the deep emotion that drives U.S. purpose. The United States must threaten offensive war so that these allies understand the seriousness of U.S. intent. The more cooperation the United States gets from allies on the intelligence and policing front, the less necessary it becomes for the United States to behave unilaterally, militarily, and with the attendant risks of collateral damage and escalation. If the United States does not act militarily from time to time, this risk will lose its force as an incentive for U.S. allies. Periodically taking the offensive is also necessary to maintain morale at home. Given that al-Qaeda will continue to try to hit the United States and its friends, the public will probably want to see the United States “bring justice to our enemies.”

Appeasement has failed in the past, not taking action against terrorism encourages them

Kenneth Carrick; Lieutenant Colonel, US Army War College, Master of Strategic Studies Degree; 3/30/07; (“WEAKNESS AGAINST TERRORISM: FIFTEEN YEARS OF FAILED U.S. POLICY”; http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA467152; Date Accessed: 7/5/10)

As President Reagan said to the nation and the world that night, “there is no security, no safety in the appeasement of evil.”3 Unfortunately for too many years since that bold military strike against terrorist activity, the United States and the West failed to stand up to terrorists despite continued attacks on innocent people and mounting evidence of a serious threat to U.S. national security. Of the more than 2,400 acts of anti-U.S. international terrorism that occurred from 1983-98, it is noteworthy the United States decided to apply overt military force in response to only three: President Reagan’s strikes against Libya in 1986; U.S. strikes against the Iraqi Intelligence Service Headquarters in June 1993 after a foiled plot to assassinate former President George Bush via a car bomb in Kuwait that April; and the U.S. missile attack against alleged bin Laden facilities in Sudan and Afghanistan following the bombing of U.S. embassies in Kenya and Tanzania.4 The attacks of 9/11 confirmed that indeed U.S. policies of the previous fifteen years had not only failed to stem the spread of violence against innocent people; but instead, had emboldened terrorists and permitted the largest unprovoked attack in American history. What follows is a chronology of the critical attacks and the American response as well as other events that demonstrate failed U.S. policies in dealing with the significant and growing issue of terrorism from 1986 and 2001.

Withdrawal kills credibility

Bringing troops home emboldens terrorism.  Convinces them that they can win

Soeren Kern; Senior Analyst for Transatlantic Relations at the Madrid-based Grupo de Estudios Estratégicos;  4/21/07; (“Spain’s Policy of Appeasing Terrorists Backfires” The Brussels Journal; http://www.brusselsjournal.com/node/2068; Date Accessed: 7/4/10)

A few days after taking office in April 2004, Zapatero withdrew the 1,300 Spanish troops that were deployed to Iraq by the previous government of José Maria Aznar. Opponents of the withdrawal accused Zapatero of naively thinking that the threat posed by Al-Qaeda terrorists exists only because of the war in Iraq. And although it is true that a most Spaniards opposed the intervention in Iraq, many also believed that Zapatero’s precipitous action smacked of appeasement that not only weakened Spanish national security, but also destroyed the international credibility and stature that Spain had built up during the Aznar government.  Although the withdrawal of Spanish troops from Iraq did not make much of a strategic difference in terms of the war effort, the move sent a symbolic message that represented a major victory for Al-Qaeda. Because what Zapatero did not seem to understand was that Islamic radicals still consider four-fifths of Spain to be Muslim land that must be liberated from the Spanish infidels who drove out the Moors in what is known as the Reconquista (1492). Thus by appearing to give in to the demands of medieval-minded Islamic extremists, Zapatero reinforced the perception that it is the terrorists, not the government, that sets the agenda in Spain. 

The US’s withdrawal may encourage others to follow: this is exactly what the terrorists want

Hubertus Hoffman; PH.D in Political Science from University of Bonn, Germany, President and Founder World Security Network Foundation, Former Advisor in the European Parliament, Former Research Fellow at the Center for Strategic & International Studies; 3/23/04; (“Sheikh Yassin, Osama bin Laden, Adolf Hitler: Appeasement and Provocative Weakness” International Analyst Network; http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=1099; Date Accessed: 7/4/10)

Only 65 years after its worst diplomatic mistake that cost more than 50 million people their lives - the appeasement of Adolf Hitler at the Munich Conference – Europe is about to make the same mistake again, now in response to the terrorist threat of our time. 

1. Spain´s newly elected Socialist Prime Minister Jose Zapatero repeated his promise to pull Spanish troops from Iraq in the absence of a UN mandate. This at the end is nothing else than capitulation to what Al Qaida intended with murdering 200 people in Madrid on March 11. In a 42-page document obtained by the Research Institute of the Norwegian Ministry of Defense in December 2003, Al Qaida wrote that Spain is the weakest ally of the US in Iraq. The document noted that terror in Spain would lead to withdrawal of her troops and that an attack would be most effective before election day. After only two to three attacks, "Spain would give up its engagement in Iraq," Al Qaida wrote. Congratulations Osama bin Laden! You got what you wanted from the new Spanish Prime Minister! Perfect targets and perfect timing too! It is worth bombing innocent people in Europe, it moves their weak democratic leaders to give-in and appease Al Qaida! 

2. Even worse: The paper analyzed that "more countries will follow." The appeasement of Al Qaida by the new Spanish Government is an incentive for more killings in the world, maybe in Poland, Japan or South Korea in order to get their troops out of Iraq. Therefore, Mr. Zapatero is personally responsible when other allies of the US in Iraq get under attack. By "provocative weakness," he is provoking those attacks like Chamberlain did with Adolf Hitler in Munich in 1938. 

Weakness ( attack

Failure to challenge rogue states provokes conflict

Thomas Henriksen U.S. foreign policy, international political and defense affairs, rogue states, and insurgencies Feb. 1, 1999. Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
The end of the cold war a decade ago has ushered in a greatly transformed international landscape. Instead of a pacific era of peace and political harmony, the world, and particularly the United States, has been confronted with a menacing challenge of rogue regimes whose propensity for violence is matched by their intentions to disrupt regional stability, contribute to outlaw behavior worldwide, or to possess weapons of mass destruction. Ruthless rogues also endanger American interests and citizens by their active or passive sponsorship of terrorism. If left unchecked, rogue states like Iraq, North Korea, Iran, Libya, and others will threaten innocent populations, undermine international norms, and spawn other pariah regimes, as the global order becomes tolerant of this political malignancy. 

America must implement force in order to show the credibility of diplomacy and enforce U.S. power 

Thomas Henriksen U.S. foreign policy, international political and defense affairs, rogue states, and insurgencies Feb. 1, 1999. Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
As a major beneficiary of a global order of free markets, free trade, growing prosperity and spreading democracy, the United States, the world's sole superpower, must take the lead in confronting rogue governments, even though our allies may balk from time to time. Specifically, American power should be used to enhance the credibility of our diplomacy. Law and diplomacy alone are unlikely to affect rogue dictators. They must be reinforced with power. Four broad policy options, which in most cases should be combined rather than implemented individually, can be applied:

1. Sanctions and isolation to achieve containment of and inflict economic damage on a rogue state

2. International courts and domestic prosecution to bring rogue criminals to justice

3. Shows of strength and armed interventions to coerce or eliminate rogue regimes

4. Support for opposition movements or covert operations to oust rogue figures

Unless the U.S. reacts with force and diplomacy there will be global anarchy

Thomas Henriksen U.S. foreign policy, international political and defense affairs, rogue states, and insurgencies Feb. 1, 1999. Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
Unless the United States addresses the challenge of rogue states with a combination of force and diplomacy, the new millennium will witness a widening of global anarchy, deteriorating progress toward economic development, and declining political reform. Dire consequences await the United States if it fails to react forcefully to international roguery.

Credibility key to global peace
U.S.  leadership is key to preventing world anarchy and free-wheeling terrorists

Thomas Henriksen U.S. foreign policy, international political and defense affairs, rogue states, and insurgencies Feb. 1, 1999. Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
But what has become painfully clear during the 1990s is that a handful of rogue states have rejected the global economic order and international standards for their own belligerent practices. Rogue players are less politically encumbered since Soviet Russia (which sponsored anti-American terrorism through surrogates) is no longer exercising a loose restraint over its clients. The United States has also disengaged from credible actions abroad. Rogues confront a global renaissance of spreading democracy and peace with an atavistic challenge that has yet to be met satisfactorily. Super weapons will expand their ambitions, give them deadly bargaining chips, and imperil thousands of innocent lives. Their links to free-wheeling terrorist cells blur the line between state and non-state actors, complicating standard countermeasures to hold guilty governments accountable. Meaningful statecraft hinges on power as well as wise policy. Now that the global financial crisis has crippled the belief that economic development alone would guarantee a democratic and peaceful world, America's continued global primacy rests on how it handles renegade states. In the absence of U.S. leadership, anarchy will grow, paving the way for still greater disorder and extremists on the world scene.
Modern rogue regimes threaten international disorder if the U.S. cannot enforce power

Thomas Henriksen U.S. foreign policy, international political and defense affairs, rogue states, and insurgencies Feb. 1, 1999. Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
Rogue regimes have always existed in some form or other throughout history. What has changed is the seriousness of their potential threat in the new international disorder. The United States in its earliest days, as one illustration, had to face assaults by the Barbary Coast powers who held U.S. shipping hostage for ransom. James Madison freed American commerce in the Mediterranean from the degrading practice of paying tribute by dispatching sufficient naval forces there.
Rogue states are a threat

Rogue states can work independently but have much greater power than what may be seen
Thomas Henriksen U.S. foreign policy, international political and defense affairs, rogue states, and insurgencies Feb. 1, 1999. Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
Contemporary rogue states, like some of their cold war predecessors, receive diplomatic backing from major power patrons. China and Russia sell advanced technology and weapons to Iraq and Iran. Sudan, in turn, receives financing from Iran for terrorist activities. Serbia gets Russian support. The major players have their own ends in mind. Russia makes common cause with Iran, for example, to offset Turkish gains in Central Asia and to garner hard currency for its technology exports. France has commercial interests in mind when it bucks U.S. resolutions on Iraq in the United Nations. So while being largely independent actors, rogue states can still serve the agenda of greater powers.
Third world countries are able to obtain weapons of mass destruction posing a threat to the U.S.

Thomas Henriksen U.S. foreign policy, international political and defense affairs, rogue states, and insurgencies Feb. 1, 1999. Using Power and Diplomacy To Deal With Rogue States http://www.hoover.org/publications/monographs/27159
Unlike the cold war era, however, rogue regimes are now more technologically independent of the major powers as well as politically freer. A diffusion of scientists and engineers means that advanced industrial states no longer have exclusive capabilities in advanced weapons systems. Third world regimes now have access to expertise from their own Western-trained scientists or from expatriates who have left post-Soviet Russia in search of jobs. They also can readily attain the equipment and materials needed to manufacture weapons of mass destruction and missiles. Iran's advances in mid- and long-range missiles and Iraq's strides in developing nuclear, chemical, and biological capabilities bear witness to the changed global circumstances. Likewise, North Korea, one of the world's poorest and most isolated nations, possesses both nuclear and missile capabilities that threaten its neighbors. Pyongyang raised apprehensions afresh in the summer of 1998 with its three-stage rocket launch over Japan to put a satellite into orbit.

Appeasement bad – China

U.S. appeasement to China gives the idea we will accept violent and bullying attacks

Ted Galen Carpenter is vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute. Appeasing China, Humiliating Ourselves August 14, 2000 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=4620

In addition to its campaign of diplomatic appeasement regarding the Lee and Chen visits, the administration acquitted itself poorly in May 1999 in responding to attacks on the U.S. embassy in Beijing following NATO's inadvertent bombing of the Chinese embassy in Belgrade. It was certainly appropriate for Washington to apologize - once - for the bombing and to offer generous compensation to the victims and their families. It was troubling, though, to see U.S. officials apologizing to China again, and again, and again. Even worse, the administration responded to the violent, weeklong attacks on the U.S. embassy and the U.S. ambassador's residence - clearly conducted with the connivance of the Beijing regime - with nothing more than anemic diplomatic protests. The proper response would have been to recall the ambassador (who was scheduled to retire in any case) and, more important, announce that appointment of his successor would be delayed until Beijing apologized and made explicit assurances that it would provide appropriate protection for embassy property in the future. Other contacts between the two governments should have been curtailed as well, to show Washington's displeasure. Such actions would have made it clear to Beijing that the United States was not about to be bullied and intimidated. Unfortunately, the administration's actions conveyed precisely the opposite message. Few people would dispute that it is important for the United States to maintain a cordial relationship with China. But there is a big difference between that goal and having U.S. officials abase themselves when China's Communist rulers make outrageous demands or engage in outrageous conduct. The Clinton administration seems incapable of grasping that distinction.
Lines in the sand key to prevent Chinese miscalc

US presence in Asia key to keep China in check- without US presence China will become an enemy 

The National Interest, 6/25/10 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20184
Defense Secretary Robert Gates was traveling in Asia over the weekend, and had some firm words for China. He stated that Beijing’s decision to cut military-to-military relations with Washington over weapons sales “makes little sense.” He also criticized China’s military expansion in East Asia, stating that the “South China Sea is an area of growing concern.” What’s behind this newfound toughness with Beijing?

Whatever the reason, the editors of the Wall Street Journal are happy. Writing in today’s paper, they laud Secretary Gates’s words, labeling them “a welcome rhetorical shift” for an administration that “spent its first year in office bending over backward to please China on everything from human rights to Beijing’s support for rogue regimes in North Korea and Burma.” The editors point out that China hasn’t behaved very nicely as of late, and “has begun to push into other nations’ territorial waters, from Japan to Vietnam,” and started “calling the South China Sea a ‘core interests,’ implying sovereignty over international waters.”

The Journal believes that Gates’s response demonstrates “the Pentagon thinks it’s time to draw brighter lines around this kind of misbehavior.” This new stance should please our allies in Taiwan and Japan, who are getting worried about China’s growing military muscle. And “every country that uses the South China Sea’s busy shipping lanes” is probably breathing a bit easier as well. “The clearer the U.S. is in responding to Chinese military assertiveness,” opine the editors, “the less likely China will miscalculate and become an enemy.”
China is a threat

China’s Dominant- Ability to initiate attack
Bill Gertz, Washington Times, 2/10/10
http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/02/11/chinese-see-u-s-debt-as-weapon-in-taiwan-dispute/
China’s military spending has increased sharply over the past decade as part of China’s semi-secret military buildup that has involved new deployments of advanced ballistic and cruise missiles, large numbers of new warships and submarines, new advanced fighter bombers and various high-tech weapons ranging from computer network attacks and anti-satellite weapons.
US-China relations on the brink- highly possible conflict will occur
Michael Sheridan, Far East Correspondent, The Sunday Times, 2/7/10
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article7017951.ece

MORE than half of Chinese people questioned in a poll believe China and America are heading for a new “cold war”.
The finding came after battles over Taiwan, Tibet, trade, climate change, internet freedom and human rights which have poisoned relations in the three months since President Barack Obama made a fruitless visit to Beijing.

According to diplomatic sources, a rancorous postmortem examination is under way inside the US government, led by officials who think the president was badly advised and was made to appear weak.

In China’s eyes, the American response — which includes a pledge by Obama to get tougher on trade — is a reaction against its rising power.

Top of Form

Bottom of Form

Now almost 55% of those questioned for Global Times, a state-run newspaper, agree that “a cold war will break out between the US and China”.

An independent survey of Chinese-language media for The Sunday Times has found army and navy officers predicting a military showdown and political leaders calling for China to sell more arms to America’s foes. The trigger for their fury was Obama’s decision to sell $6.4 billion (£4 billion) worth of weapons to Taiwan, the thriving democratic island that has ruled itself since 1949.

“This time China must punish the US,” said Major-General Yang Yi, a naval officer. “We must make them hurt.” A major-general in the People’s Liberation Army (PLA), Luo Yuan, told a television audience that more missiles would be deployed against Taiwan. And a PLA strategist, Colonel Meng Xianging, said China would “qualitatively upgrade” its military over the next 10 years to force a showdown “when we’re strong enough for a hand-to-hand fight with the US”.

Appeasement bad – Russia

US withdrawal emboldens Russian aggression

Dr. Stephen Blank, 12/08, “RUSSIA CHALLENGES THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION”, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB900.pdf  

Yielding to Moscow’s threats and demands for withdrawing these inoffensive  systems would only divide Europe further and generate splits between European  powers and the United States. Already states whose governments are enmeshed in  lucrative business deals with Russia are calling for such negotiations and attempting to  mediate between Washington and Moscow in the hope that they can increase their  leverage vis-à-vis both capitals and continue to make money. Such efforts at  appeasement undermine the structure of European security and only confirm Moscow’s  belief in the utility of its threatening behavior. Neither the United States nor European  states can accept that Russia can decide the limits of sovereign independent  governments’ security in Eastern Europe. Numerous European officials have described  Russia as a mafia state. Its penchant for trying to intimidate its neighbors and  interlocutors, in this case with nuclear strikes, exemplifies the accuracy of that  perception. The Obama administration and European governments should recognize  these threats for what they are and act accordingly. 
Appeasement bad – Russia/Caucuses

The US must stand up to Russia to prevent collapse in the Caspian

Dr. Fariz Huseynov  6/1/2010
http://www.globalpolitician.com/26432-caucasus-obama
The U.S. image in Azerbaijan has never been as bad as it is now and anti-American rhetoric in this predominantly Muslim country bordering Iran is unprecedented. President Obama’s “reset” policies towards Russia can have certain far-reaching implications for the U.S. interests and credibility in new democracies of the ex-Soviet Union. Azerbaijan is one example where President Obama’s “reset” policies with Russia can significantly damage U.S. interests in European Union energy security, NATO ISAF supply routes and democracy. The two conflicts are key and intrinsically linked with these issues: Turkey-Armenia borders and Nagorno Karabakh (NK) conflict. Although during the presidential campaign Obama mentioned self-determination principles in NK conflict, he did not want to take an active part in this conflict because Azerbaijan’s prospective solution might not be in line with Russia’s interests and could damage the spirit of “reset” policy. However, when Azerbaijan started actively objecting to opening the borders, Turkish PM Erdogan had to visit Azerbaijan in May 2009 to assure Baku that Turkey would not open the borders until Armenia had withdrawn from the invaded lands. The “reset” policy towards Russia was criticized because of its conciliatory tone with regard democracy and human rights issues in Russia. Obama administration’s view of the region as well as the NK problem through the prism of reset policy with Russia, which includes softened tone on democracy problems, can severely affect the U.S. credibility in the former Soviet space. Democracy is an important dimension that can be threatened if the U.S. views Azerbaijan solely from reset policy (with Russia) standpoint. Unlike Russia, where positivism in bilateral U.S.- Russian relations has long been absent and where “reset” policy is meant to mend tensed relations, Azerbaijan presents a different case. Cooperation on a number of important political, economic and military affairs has long been present in the U.S.-Azerbaijani relations. Such dual-track approach as, supporting and cooperating with Azerbaijan on a number of strategic issues on the one hand and monitoring its democratic credentials on the other hand, used to provide excellent avenues for preserving U.S. regional interests. The U.S. needs to have a positive image in Azerbaijan, which it clearly lacks now, in order to support Azerbaijan’s democratic transition and incentivize it through close cooperation. Positive U.S. image would retain American legitimacy for helping foster democratic culture for both government and grass roots activities, which need to be inspired. Currently, Baku’s increasing interdependence with Moscow and apparent inactivity of the U.S. in NK conflict could automatically place Azerbaijan in the same box with Russia for Washington’s foreign policy radars. Thus, there is a chance that the elements of the U.S. policy of reset, such as tempered U.S. tone with regard to democracy issues, can be applied to Azerbaijan and affect its democracy at all levels. Azerbaijan’s further tilt towards Russia not only endangers democracy but also threatens strategically important energy projects such as NABUCCO gas pipeline. Azerbaijan as a supplier of oil and gas had bargaining power over Turkey and EU members. President Ilham Aliyev showed his firm reaction by signing natural gas deals with Russia and Iran to demonstrate Azerbaijan’s flexibility in terms of customer selection. Azerbaijan is also an important military partner for the U.S. It is the only potentially viable transit route for NATO ISAF troops supply, except Russia and the unstable Khyber Pass in Pakistan. As a sign of protest, Azerbaijan recently put-off joint military exercise with the U.S. Washington’s inactivity in NK conflict and related fierce criticism of the U.S. in Azerbaijan can put these projects in danger. NK problem is the key for preserving U.S. interests in European energy security, ensuring NATO supply routes and supporting democratic transformation in secular Azerbaijan. The U.S. should use its new closer relations with Russia to reach a solution in NK conflict through updated Madrid principles offered by Minsk group co-chairs and mostly accepted by Azerbaijan. A solution in NK will solve Turkish-Armenian border problem, too; whereas, insisting to open the borders will solve none and furthermore threaten the U.S. interests in the region of the South Caucasus; the South Caucasus that combines problematic Iran, major power Russia, threat of religious radicalism, authoritarianism and energy hydrocarbons destined for the EU markets.
Russia is a threat

Russia wants the US to leave so that it can control Eastern Europe 

Dr. Stephen Blank, 12/08, “RUSSIA CHALLENGES THE OBAMA ADMINISTRATION”, https://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB900.pdf  

Why, then, did Russia issue this ultimatum? Close examination of Russian policy  reveals that these defenses entrench the United States in Eastern Europe’s military  defense and foreclose Russia’s hope of intimidating Central and Eastern Europe or of  reestablishing its hegemony there and possibly even in the Commonwealth of  Independent States (CIS). If missile defenses exist in Europe, Russian missile threats are  greatly diminished, if not negated. Because empire and the creation of a fearsome  domestic enemy justify and are the inextricable corollaries of internal autocracy, the end  of empire allegedly entails Russia’s irrevocable decline as a great power and—the  crucial point—generates tremendous pressure for domestic reform.    Moscow cannot conceive of its security in terms other than those of an adversarial  relationship with the United States and NATO. That relationship is based on both  global and regional deterrence and what Moscow calls strategic stability—where both  sides are locked into the Cold War relationship of mutually assured destruction at the  global and regional level. For Russia to be secure, not only must the United States not be  able to defend itself against missile threats, neither can Europe, for then Russia cannot  intimidate it by the threat of missile strikes. Russia still believes that the condition of its  security is the insecurity of its neighbors and partners. Consequently, to secure itself,  Russia must have the right to supervise the limits of Europe’s defense activity, thereby  revising the settlements of 1989-91.  Paradoxically, Russia’s threats of missile strikes against virtually every nation from  the Baltic states to Georgia and even Germany, which Iskanders in Kaliningrad can  target, arguably demonstrate the need for both missile defenses and for NATO’s  continuing robustness, if not enlargement. If Russia is so concerned about these  missiles, it would be better advised to use its influence in Iran to stop that country from  building nuclear weapons. The incoming administration would be equally well-advised  to reject Russia’s threats and deal directly with Iran, as President-Elect Obama promised  to do during his campaign. 

Allowing Russia to help Iran acquire Nukes will cause US hedge to fall dramatically resulting in countless countries also obtaining Nuclear Weapons 

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., 1/15/2010, “Russia’s Iran Policy: A Curveball for Obama”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/Russias-Iran-Policy-A-Curveball-for-Obama 

Over the past two centuries, Russia has pursued a policy of steady engagement with Iran. Currently, Moscow keeps Tehran placated through sales of nuclear and missile technology and diplomatic support, while encouraging its ambitions to dominate the Persian Gulf, where Iran challenges U.S. Sunni allies and the American presence. The Heritage Foundation expressed concern about this dangerous Russian policy as early as 1997.[3] Russia, weary of Iran's fiery Islamist rhetoric, wants to protect its "soft underbelly" in Central Asia and the Caucasus from Tehran's interference. Some strategic thinkers in Moscow may recognize that in the long term Iran could become a geopolitical competitor in the Muslim territories of the former Russian and Soviet empires, but they do not believe that confrontation with Tehran is necessary or imminent today.[4] Russian leaders believe that Iran is a rising Middle Eastern "regional superpower"[5] and do not want to challenge it directly. Heightened tensions in the Middle East and bad relations between Washington and Tehran suit Moscow nicely. Thus, the Kremlin's ideological anti-Americanism and perceived geopolitical and economic interests are unlikely to lead it to significantly interfere with Iran's nuclear weapons program. However, a nuclear-armed Iran would be a game changer--a protracted and destabilizing threat to the region and the world. Iran would likely use its nuclear arsenal to bully neighbors, deter the U.S. and other nuclear powers, and provide diplomatic cover for its terrorist proxies, such as Hamas and Hezbollah. A nuclear Iran would likely undermine the U.S. presence in the Persian Gulf and U.S. allies in the Middle East, triggering a regional nuclear arms race that could involve Saudi Arabia, Turkey, Syria, and Egypt. A nuclear Iran would also threaten Israel's existence, which presumably would be unacceptable to the U.S. and Europe.[6] If the U.S. allows the situation to deteriorate to the point that the only viable options are to bomb or to surrender, the U.S. would send a message to other countries that nuclear weapons are the trump card that can force U.S. and Israeli acquiescence.

Russia is a threat

Russia is helping Iran so that it can become the new world power

Ariel Cohen, Ph.D., 1/15/2010, “Russia’s Iran Policy: A Curveball for Obama”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/01/Russias-Iran-Policy-A-Curveball-for-Obama 

Russia is using Iran like a piece in a game of multidimensional chess that combines a realpolitik recognition of Moscow's relative weakness vis-à-vis Washington with Russia's desire to push America out of the Persian Gulf, a vital zone of military and political predominance. Furthermore, an arms race in the Gulf could benefit Russia's weapons exports. After all, Moscow sold weapons to both sides during the 1980-1988 Iran-Iraq War. The perceived geopolitical and economic benefit of an unstable Persian Gulf in which American influence is on the wane outweighs any Russian concerns about a nuclear Iran. Today, Russia's commercial interests in Iran range from billions in arms sales to transfers of nuclear and space technology to lucrative oil and gas contracts for state-controlled Russian companies.

The Kremlin does not see Iran as a threat, but as a partner and an ad hoc ally to challenge U.S. power through the expansion of Russia's regional and international influence.[27] While the Iranian agenda is clearly separate from that of Russia, the Kremlin uses Iran as geopolitical battering ram against the U.S. and its allies in the Gulf region and the Middle East. Not only is Russian support for Iran's nuclear program and arms sales good business from the Kremlin's perspective, but it advances a geopolitical agenda that is at least 20 years old.

These efforts are a part of a strategy aimed at creating a multipolar world. This strategy, which this author named the Primakov Doctrine in 1997,[28] was formulated in reaction to the perceived decline of Soviet stature in the waning years of the Cold War, the emergence of independent states in Eastern Europe and Eurasia, and subsequent NATO enlargement. In early 1997, then-Russian Foreign Minister Evgeny Primakov and Ali Akbar Velayati, his Iranian counterpart, issued a joint statement calling the U.S. presence in the Persian Gulf "totally unacceptable."[29]
Today, both Russia and Iran favor a strategy of "multipolarity," both in the Middle East and worldwide. They seek to dilute American power, revise current international financial institutions, shift away from the dollar as a reserve currency, and weaken NATO and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe. They are also working to forge an anti-U.S. coalition to counterbalance the Euro-Atlantic alliance. The coalition will likely include Russia, Iran, Venezuela, Syria, and terrorist organizations, such as Hamas and Hezbollah. Russia is courting China, India, and other states to offset American influence.[30]
A2: Troops provokes terrorism
Terrorists are implacable.  They must be attacked, not cajoled
Robert Litwak International security specialist, article comment, 2003. http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/Parameters/Articles/08summer/record.htm
Even when a state sponsorship exists, as between Iran and Hezbollah, major constraints exert a powerful effect. State sponsors employ terrorist groups as instruments of policy, and that implies a high degree of control. A WMD transfer would be an extraordinary act—both in its escalatory character and its consequent threat to regime survival. Crossing that Rubicon would mean relinquishing control of the most valuable military asset in a state’s arsenal. The target state would be taking the risk that the unconventional weapon employed by the terrorist group might be traced back to it and thereby trigger a devastating US retaliatory strike. In the wake of 9/11, the White House presumed an Iraqi willingness to transfer WMD to al Qaeda on the basis of shared hatred of the United States. The presumption ignored Iraq’s regional focus, especially on Iran, an enemy Saddam Hussein always regarded as more dangerous than the United States. It also ignored, as Litwak points out, Saddam’s “paramount interest in maintaining and increasing his own power. Far from advancing [his regional and personal agendas], an Iraqi WMD attack on the American homeland (whether direct or assisted) would have guaranteed a regime-destroying US retaliatory response.” A potential threat of genuinely Hitlerian proportions could arise in the event that al Qaeda acquired deliverable nuclear or biological weapons. Like Hitler, al Qaeda is undeterrable and effectively unappeasable; all it lacks is Hitler’s destructive power. As a fanatical, elusive nonstate actor, it presents little in the way of decisive targets subject to effective retaliation, and its political objectives—the complete withdrawal of American power from the Muslim world and the destruction of existing Arab regimes as a precursor to the establishment of a single Islamic caliphate—are literally fantastic. Possession of weapons of mass destruction would render al Qaeda a far more dangerous threat than deterrable or weak enemy states. Though the differences between the German dictator and the Arab terrorist leader are obvious, the similarities are impressive. Hitler was a secular German state leader obsessed with race, while Osama bin Laden is an Arab nonstate actor obsessed with religion. Both are linked by bloodthirstiness, high intelligence, a totalitarian mindset, iron will, fanatical ideological motivation, political charisma, superb tactical skills, utter ruthlessness, and—above all—undeterrability. 
***AFF

Appeasement now

Obama is a weak appeaser.  Attempts to negotiate with rogues doom US credibility

Sean Hannity, Fox talking head, and John Bolton, former U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations, February 11, 2010, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,585626,00.html

HANNITY: Obviously, the president's approach, thinking he can negotiate with the Holocaust denier, has failed. The year that he gave him to come to the table and to make concessions to the world, obviously, that's not working.  So is this just more evidence, as if we needed more, that the president is — is weak when it comes to issues of national security? And do we have as a country — does America have anything to really fear from Iran right now? Do we have to worry that, if they get nuclear weapons, they'll use them in the Middle East? What is your greatest fear as it relates to this?   BOLTON: Well, there's several aspects of this. You're absolutely right. The president's policy of trying to engage Iran has failed.  Secretary of State Clinton said that last week, that the open hand had been rejected by Iran. And it will be rejected, because Iran is not going to be negotiated out of its nuclear weapons program.  What does it mean if Iran gets nuclear weapons? If you don't like Iran's conduct today as the world's largest financer of international terrorism the threat it poses to Israel and American friends in the Arab part of the Middle East.  Imagine how much worse it will be once Iran gets nuclear weapons. They don't actually even need to use the weapons. The threat, the change in the balance of forces in the region that that will represent will have its own enormous impact.  And one final point on that: it's not just Iran with nuclear weapons. If Iran goes nuclear other states in the region, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Turkey maybe others will get nuclear weapons, too. Then you will have a multi-polar nuclear Middle East that is inherently dangerous and unstable. HANNITY: All right. So here's the president's foreign policy. He'll negotiate with Iran and North Korea without preconditions. They're tiny countries; they're not a serious threat. He closes Gitmo. He ends enhanced interrogations. The Christmas Day bomber incident. The KSM trial in New York.  I'm just wondering, for example, on the Christmas Day bomber, I wonder what orders the president has given Eric Holder in this case? How do we handle the next captured terrorist? Do you only interrogate him for 50 minutes? We think the president will change his course.  BOLTON: Well, you know, on Abdulmutallab, I'd like to know who Eric holder talked to at the White House before he authorized giving the bomber Miranda rights.  But all of those things you've listed are signals of weakness. They are interpreted that way by our both our friends and our adversaries around the world.  It takes a little time for all of this to sink in, but the unmistakable drift of the administration's policy shows weakness, shows an inability to stand up for an American — American interests. And I think countries and terrorists all over the world see America weakening, and that is a very dangerous proposition for us going forward.
Obama is destroying US credibility – reliance on negotiations with rogues makes it look weak

John Bolton, former U.S. ambassador to the United Nations, senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, New York Daily News, May 12, 2010, http://www.nydailynews.com/opinions/2010/05/12/2010-05-12_obama_fiddles_a_rogue_schemes_the_us_strategy_toward_north_korea_leaves_us_in_da.html

Why, if North Korea's threat remains grave, have we heard so little about it from the Obama administration? Ironically, Obama's negotiating posture with the North is, so far at least, somewhat less objectionable than that of the Bush administration's last years. Bush's negotiators were, in effect, negotiating with themselves, making unforced concessions to create the illusion of diplomatic progress, while North Korea did little or nothing.  By contrast, the Obama team, at least optically, has seemed more prepared to have China make the grease payments necessary to persuade Kim's regime to resume the long-stalled six-party talks.  But beneath the optics is a disturbing reality. Obama's underlying strategy remains fixed in the belief that once everyone returns to the bargaining table, progress on denuclearizing North Korea is still possible. It is a major article of faith, closely linked to Obama's view that negotiations with Iran might actually divert the mullahs from their determined pursuit of nuclear weapons.  This makes the United States weaker. Both Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and Kim Jong Il fully understand the Obama administration's obsession with the process of negotiations over the substance of actually stopping nuclear weapons programs - and will continue exploiting this insistence on talk essentially for its own sake.

Appeasement is a myth

Moderating foreign policy doesn’t mean appeasement – and our brand is already dead

Ron Kampeas, ADL member, 4/22/10
http://blogs.jta.org/politics/article/2010/04/22/2293979/ackerman-ripping-obama-critics
Sadly, what counts in the world, and no where more so than in the Middle East, is power, hard and soft, and the will and capacity to use it. And during the years from 2005 to 2009, all the bluster notwithstanding, our foes took our measure, and found the United States to be clearly lacking. Nearly all the reverses Damascus and its allies suffered from the Cedar Revolution have now mostly been undone.

And from the policymakers and supporters of the previous Administration, who in decency ought to have slunk off in shamed silence for having watched fecklessly as this disaster—like Iran’s steady march toward nuclear weapons-capability—unfolded under their watch, what do they have to say today?

“Appeasement! Appeasement!” they cry, attempting to evoke the days leading to World War II.

This charge is grotesque. Apart from the indecency of comparison with the unique horror and evil of Nazi Germany, the cheap demagoguery of the word utterly fails to capture what the Obama Administration is actually doing. Where, one might ask, is the long list of concessions from America to Syria? Where is the surrender and sell-out of allies? Where is the retreat in the face of challenge? A few airplane parts? A few inconclusive meetings?

The string of defeats and failures that brought us to the current impasse occurred, let us not forget, during the previous Administration. The seeming limits of American power were brutally exposed well before Barack Obama was even elected to his high office.

Appeasement? Shameless nonsense. And more empty words.

It is true that the Obama Administration is pursuing a different policy than the spectacular failure of its predecessor. But that’s just good sense. Everywhere but Washington, not repeating mistakes is considered a good, or even a very good thing.

Soft power solves appeasement

Conflict is driven by lack of communication, not perceptions of weakness.  Improved soft power prevents their impact

Lieutenant Colonel Wayne M. Shanks, United States Army, Strategy to Increase US Credibility, 3/9/06

http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA449854&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

Information, as an element of national power, must be effectively integrated with the other

elements of national power to accomplish key provisions within the United States Government’s

(USG) National Security Strategy (NSS). The public’s mistrust of the United States is born out

of a widespread misunderstanding and mistrust of its policies and a lack of USG credibility,

especially in the Greater Middle East. A coordinated strategy of policy adjustments and an

integrated communication plan grounded in sound communication practices, using cultural

expertise and all available communication means, should increase the USG’s credibility.

Credibility will improve USG ability to successfully inform domestic and international audiences

and may dispel a portion of the mistrust and hate for its actions and policies. The purpose of

this paper is to explore the informational element of national power, examine current public

relations processes for developing communication strategy, discuss potential national security

policy implications which affect the USG’s credibility, and offer recommendations for a long-term

strategy to increase USG credibility. A main premise used in this paper is that the root of most

of the USG’s credibility issues is inexorability linked to the mistrust of the USG’s policies or

actions and that an effective communication strategy will decrease that mistrust by increasing a

relative understanding of those policies and actions.

Information, as an element of national power, must be effectively integrated with the other

elements of national power to accomplish key provisions within the United States Government’s

(USG) National Security Strategy (NSS). The public’s mistrust of the United States, currently

leveraged by extremist groups to foster violence and hatred, is born out of a widespread

misunderstanding and mistrust of the its policies and a lack of USG credibility, especially in the

Greater Middle East.1 Several national security policy areas and their associated actions

appear counter to ideals outlined in the NSS and risk serious damage to USG credibility

worldwide when those perceptions polarize various publics and increase negative perceptions

of the US government. A coordinated strategy of selected policy adjustments and an integrated

communication plan grounded in sound communication practices, using cultural expertise and

all available communication means, should increase the USG’s credibility. Credibility will
improve USG ability to successfully inform domestic and international audiences and may dispel a portion of the mistrust and hate for its actions and policies.
Soft power solves appeasement

Credibility with allies is more important than with enemies.  Soft power is key

Amanda Terkel, researcher at the Center for American Progress, 2004, “Why Credibility Matters”
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2004/08/b165288.html 

Why is credibility so important? The conventional wisdom focuses on credibility for credibility's sake, but misses the real point: the war on terrorism cannot be won if the rest of the world mistrusts the United States.  At the start of the war on terrorism, the Bush administration sent a clear message to the world's nations: "You're either with us, or against us." After three years, it appears that far too few are with us. While America must always stand up for itself, we can neither protect nor defend ourselves if we continue to go it alone. Without meaningful and sustained international cooperation, we can neither fight terrorism effectively nor win. Here's why:  Securing the world's ports. The Container Security Initiative (CSI) is designed to place customs inspectors in ports worldwide in order to pre-screen 70 percent of U.S.-bound cargo. Only a few of the 20 planned ports worldwide have entered the program. The current list of CSI participants is heavy on ports in Europe and Asia, but lacks any ports in the Middle East and includes only one in Africa. The United States needs to work with the entire international community to quickly expand this program to reduce the huge vulnerability of the world's ports. Controlling proliferation. The Aspen Strategy Group recently concluded that the threat of a nuclear attack is much greater than the public realizes. Only eleven nations have committed to a version of the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI), aimed at stopping shipments of weapons of mass destruction worldwide. The 9/11 Commission called for participation in PSI to be extended to non-NATO countries, specifically Russia and China. To interdict a ship, the United States must secure permission from the flag state of the vessel in question or the state whose coastal waters are being used for navigation. Otherwise, a United Nations Security Council resolution is needed. U.S. credibility is key to convincing more nations, particularly those in Africa and the Middle East, to participate in the PSI or to gain support within the Security Council. Rooting out terrorists. The war on terrorism involves not only preventing terrorist attacks before they occur, but also rooting out terrorist sanctuaries around the world. The 9/11 Commission Report writes that the United States must "reach out, listen to, and work with other countries that can help." While the administration has formed a relationship with Pakistan, it must also work with other weak states that are havens for terrorists, such as Afghanistan and Saudi Arabia . Disrupting terrorist financial networks. Small amounts of money can fund devastating attacks. Since 9/11, $200 million in terrorist assets has been seized, mostly from abroad, but the seizure rate has dramatically slowed. A new multilateral initiative led by the United States is needed. According to the 9/11 Commission, "multilateral freezing mechanisms now require waiting periods before being put into effect, eliminating the element of surprise and thus virtually ensuring that little money is actually frozen." As a result, "worldwide asset freezes have not been adequately enforced and have been easily circumvented." Breaking up terrorist communications. Terrorists continue to use both low- and high-tech communications. Recent raids by Pakistan unearthed the information that terrorists had been monitoring U.S. financial institutions. The United States needs intelligence from other nations. Monitoring Osama bin Laden's low-tech means of communicating from hiding – such as putting a message on the back of a donkey – requires knowledge from other nations.
Soft power outweighs – Middle East

Troop presence not key to credibility in the Middle East.  Building relations with Arab states more important

Kathleen J. McInnis, coordinator of the Project on Nuclear Issues and a research associate at CSIS, 2005,  

Extended Deterrence: The U.S. Credibility Gap in the Middle East
U.S. relationships in the Middle East, however, have a strikingly different  character, more akin to hesitant engagement than to Washington’s well-established partnerships in Asia. A rising tide of Islamic fundamentalism,  coupled with growing anti-U.S. sentiment, has strained these tenuous relations. As then–Under Secretary of State for Arms Control and International  Security John Bolton recently stated, “Iranian nuclear capabilities would  change the perceptions of the military balance in the region and could pose  serious challenges to the [United States] in terms of deterrence and de-  fense.”3 One such challenge is the prospect of multiple nuclear powers emerging in an already volatile Middle East. The outcome of this scenario depends  in part on the capacity and credibility of U.S. strategic capabilities, including the nuclear deterrent. Ultimately, if key “nuclear dominos” in the region, such as Saudi Arabia and Egypt, decide that U.S. security guarantees  are insufficient, they may be tempted to acquire their own nuclear weapons.  A U.S. extended deterrent policy in the Middle East would lack credibility,  not due to a lack of physical capability or presence in the region, but rather  as a result of the fragility of U.S. relations with its allies in the region, creat-  ing a uniquely dangerous situation. 

Troops provoke terrorism

US Troop presence causes increased terrorism due to perception as an invader

Glenn Greenwald; lawyer, author, columnist, former constitutional and civil rights litigator; 6/22/10 (“Cause and effect in the War on Terror”; http://www.salon.com/news/opinion/glenn_greenwald/2010/06/22/terrorism; Date Accessed: 6/25/10)
This proves only what it proves.  The issue here is causation, not justification.   The great contradiction of American foreign policy is that the very actions endlessly rationalized as necessary for combating Terrorism -- invading, occupying and bombing other countries, limitless interference in the Muslim world, unconditional support for Israeli aggression, vast civil liberties abridgments such as torture, renditions, due-process-free imprisonments -- are the very actions that fuel the anti-American hatred which, as the U.S. Government itself has long recognized, is what causes, fuels and exacerbates the Terrorism we're ostensibly attempting to address.    It's really quite simple:  if we continue to bring violence to that part of the world, then that part of the world -- and those who sympathize with it -- will continue to want to bring violence to the U.S.  Al Qaeda certainly recognizes that this is the case, as reflected in the statement it issued earlier this week citing the war in Afghanistan and support for Israel as its prime grievances against the U.S.  Whether that's what actually motivates that group's leaders is not the issue.  They are citing those policies because they know that those grievances resonate for many Muslims, who are willing to support radical groups and support or engage in violence only because they see it as retaliation or vengeance for the violence which the U.S. is continuously perpetrating in the Muslim world (speaking of which:  this week, WikiLeaks will release numerous classified documents relating to a U.S. air strike in Garani, Afghanistan that killed scores of civilians last year, while new documents reveal that substantial amounts of U.S. spending in Afghanistan end up in the hands of corrupt warlords and Taliban commanders).  Clearly, there are other factors (such as religious fanaticism) that drive some people to Terrorism, but for many, it is a causal reaction to what they perceive as unjust violence being brought to them by the United States.  Given all this, it should be anything but surprising that, as a new Pew poll reveals, there is a substantial drop in public support for both U.S. policies and Barack Obama personally in the Muslim world.  In many Muslim countries, perceptions of the U.S. -- which improved significantly upon Obama's election -- have now plummeted back to Bush-era levels, while Obama's personal approval ratings, while still substantially higher than Bush's, are also declining, in some cases precipitously.  As Pew put it:   Roughly one year since Obama's Cairo address, America's image shows few signs of improving in the Muslim world, where opposition to key elements of U.S. foreign policy remains pervasive and many continue to perceive the U.S. as a potential military threat to their countries.   Gosh, where would they get that idea from?  People generally don't like it when their countries are invaded, bombed and occupied, when they're detained without charges by a foreign power, when their internal politics are manipulated, when they see images of dead women and children as the result of remote-controlled robots from the sky.  Some of them, after a breaking point is reached, get angry enough where they not only want to return the violence, but are willing to sacrifice their own lives to do so (just as was true for many Americans who enlisted after the one-day 9/11 attack).  It's one thing to argue that we should continue to do these things for geopolitical gain even it means incurring Terrorist attacks (and the endless civil liberties abridgments they engender); as amoral as that is, at least that's a cogent thought.  But to pretend that Terrorism simply occurs in a vacuum, that it's mystifying why it happens, that it has nothing to do with U.S. actions in the Muslim world, requires intense self-delusion.  How much more evidence is needed for that?

Appeasement key to peace – Iran

Iran appeasement is best possible option to avoid war of civilizations
Ted Galen Carpenter is vice president for defense and foreign policy studies, October 25, 2006. What to Do Before Tehran Gets the Bomb http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6742

Few Americans want Iran to get nuclear weapons, but as European Union leader Javier Solana conceded, the European-led negotiations to stop it are going nowhere fast. Unless there is an unexpected breakthrough -- and soon -- our leaders face a set of highly imperfect options. The best by far is to try to strike a grand bargain with Iran. Washington should offer to normalize diplomatic and economic relations with Iran, and pledge to refrain from efforts at forcible regime change. In exchange, Tehran would be expected to open its nuclear program to rigorous, on-demand international inspections to guarantee that no nuclear material was diverted from peaceful purposes. We have little to lose by proposing a deal -- unless we let negotiations drag on endlessly. Making an offer to Tehran and indicating that it would remain on the table for a maximum of six months would have no significant downside. If the Iranians rejected the proposal -- or if they simply stalled -- all other options would still be available. If they accepted the agreement, we would have a reliable way to prevent Iran from joining the ranks of the nuclear-weapons powers. Consider the alternatives. The use of pre-emptive air strikes against Iran's nuclear installations is the worst, most dangerous strategy. Weekly Standard Editor William Kristol lobbies for such strikes with an almost unfathomable disregard for their likely consequences. "Yes, there would be repercussions," writes Kristol, "and they would be healthy ones, showing a strong America that has rejected further appeasement." Yet even fellow hawk Charles Krauthammer admits that attacking Iran would have highly unpleasant results. According to Krauthammer, the costs of such an attack "will be terrible." He predicts that oil prices would spike to at least $100 and possibly as much as $150 a barrel, triggering a global economic recession "perhaps as deep as the one triggered by the Iranian revolution of 1979." At most, such strikes would delay, not eliminate, Tehran's program, and at the cost of thousands of Iranian civilian casualties. There is also a grave risk that Iran would retaliate with terrorist attacks and perhaps even more drastic measures, such as trying to close the Strait of Hormuz to shipping altogether, preventing any Persian Gulf oil from getting through. Attacking Iran would also further alienate Muslim populations around the world, creating the very real prospect of a war of civilizations. If the United States attacks yet another Islamic country, most Muslims from Morocco to Malaysia will be convinced that Washington is out to destroy their way of life. According to enthusiastic proponents of regime change, such as American Enterprise Institute activist Alas, U.S. policymakers have no silver bullet. They have only a choice among problematic options. Some choices, though, are clearly better than others. Pursuing a grand bargain is the best option available, and we should at least give it a shot.

Appeasement good – general

Appeasement is good- no Hitlerian threats since 1945
JEFFREY RECORD, defense policy critic “Retiring Hitler and  “Appeasement” from the  National Security Debate” 2008, pp. 91-101. http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/Parameters/Articles/08summer/record.htm
Unfortunately, invocations of the Munich analogy almost invariably mislead because they distort the true nature of appeasement, ignore the extreme rarity of the Nazi German threat, and falsely suggest that Britain and France could have readily stopped Hitler prior to 1939. Additionally, the Munich analogy reinforces the presidential tendency since 1945 to overstate threats for the purpose of rallying public and congressional support, and overstated threats encourage resort to force in circumstances where alternatives might better serve long-term US security interests. Threats that are in fact limited—as was Baathist Iraq after the 9/11 attacks—tend to be portrayed in Manichaean terms, thus skewing the policy choice toward military action, including preventive war with all its attendant risks and penalties. If the 1930s reveal the danger of underestimating a security threat, the post-World War II decades and post-9/11 years contain examples of the danger of overestimating such threats. Appeasement, which became a politically charged term only after World War II, actually means “to pacify, quiet, or satisfy, especially by giving in to the demands of,” according to Webster’s New World Dictionary and Thesaurus, which goes on to list synonyms including “amends, settlement, reparation, conciliation, and compromise.”13 These terms are consistent with what most historians and international relations theorists understand to be the phenomenon of appeasement: states seeking to adjust or settle their differences by measures short of war. Theorist Stephen Rock defines appeasement as simply “the policy of reducing tensions with one’s adversary by removing the causes of conflict and disagreement,”14 a definition echoed by political scientists Gordon Craig and Alexander George: “the reduction of tension between [two states] by the methodical removal of the principal causes of conflict and disagreement between them.”15 Thus Richard Nixon was guilty of “appeasing” Communist China in 1972 by embracing Beijing’s one-China policy, and Ronald Reagan was guilty of “appeasing” the Soviet Union in 1987 by resolving tensions with Moscow over actual and planned deployments of intermediate-range nuclear forces in Europe. Unfortunately, Anglo-French behavior toward Nazi Germany gave appeasement such a bad name that the term is no longer usable except as a political pejorative. Before Munich, however, observes historian Paul Kennedy, “the policy of settling international . . . quarrels by admitting and satisfying grievances through rational negotiation and compromise, thereby avoiding the resort to an armed conflict which would be expensive, bloody, and possibly very dangerous” was generally viewed as “constructive, positive, and honorable.”16 Five years after World War II, Winston Churchill, the great anti-appeaser of Hitler, declared, “Appeasement in itself may be good or bad according to the circumstances. Appeasement from weakness and fear is alike futile and fatal.” He added, “Appeasement from strength is magnanimous and noble, and might be the surest and only path to world peace.” An oft-cited case of successful appeasement from a position of strength is Great Britain’s resolution of disputes with the United States from 1896 to1903.18 By the 1890s the number and power of Britain’s enemies were growing. Britain had no great-power allies and faced rising challenges from Germany and Russia coupled with continuing tensions with France and the United States. Tensions with industrially expanding and increasingly bellicose Germany became especially acute when in 1898 Berlin gratuitously moved to challenge British naval supremacy in European waters. Accordingly, Britain decided to reduce the potential demands on its military power by resolving outstanding disputes with the United States and France. With respect to the United States, it agreed to American demands that Britain explicitly accept the Monroe Doctrine; submit British Guiana’s border dispute with Venezuela to international arbitration; agree to US construction, operation, and fortification of an intervocalic canal through Central America; and settle an Alaskan-Canadian border dispute in America’s favor. None of these concessions involved vital British security interests, which in fact were advanced by transforming the world’s greatest industrial power from a potential enemy into a friend (and later indispensable ally). Accepting US dominance within the Western Hemisphere not only laid the foundation of American entry on Britain’s side in World War I; it also permitted a British naval evacuation of the hemisphere for operations in European waters. Use of the Munich analogy not only twists the meaning of appeasement; it also ignores the extraordinary nature of the Nazi German threat. Though the analogy’s power to persuade is undeniable, Nazi Germany remains without equal as a state threat. Genuinely Hitlerian security threats to the United States have not been replicated since 1945. The scope of Hitler’s nihilism, recklessness, military power, and territorial-racial ambitions posed a mortal threat to western civilization, and there was nothing inevitable about his ultimate defeat. No other authoritarian or totalitarian regime ever employed such a powerful military instrument in such an aggressive manner on behalf of such a monstrous agenda.
No China threat – economic cooperation

China Paper Tiger- feared for its military and paper economy but China is harmless thanks to WTO

Jagdish Bhagwatiis, Council on Foreign Relations and a university professor at Columbia in New York City, 2/19/02
http://www.cfr.org/publication/4351/why_china_is_a_paper_tiger.html?id=4351

Alone among developing nations, China commands attention and awe. The country is feared for its military might. It also alarms the world, and Asia much more, because of its growing economic and trade clout.

True, the fabled "China market" has long been a holy grail for foreign investors and exporters. But China's exports are another matter. They inspire as much fear as Japan's did in the 1930s, when an explosion of cheap products like hurricane lanterns and $1 blouses provoked a slew of quantitative restrictions on Japanese exports and led to charges of a looming "yellow peril." China's size and rapid growth have deepened the sense that the People's Republic will inevitably draw market share and direct foreign investment away from its neighbors. According to this line of reasoning, the country's recent entry into the World Trade Organization will only fuel Chinese exports and compound the difficulties of its rivals. The thing about fear, as the Russian proverb goes, is that it has big eyes. These worries are hardly justified, however, if one only looks clearly at them. There are several reasons to be more comfortable about China's rise than the doomsayers would have us believe.

First, China's WTO entry is almost exclusively a matter of improving access to China's markets, not enhancing Chinese access to other markets. True, Beijing will be better insulated against antidumping actions and the arbitrary imposition of safeguards against its exports. But China has shown no indication that its exporting muscle has ever been inhibited by the threat of such actions. There is no reason, therefore, to believe that Chinese exports will grow by greater leaps and bounds than they would otherwise just because of WTO entry. Remember also that, unless Beijing begins to pile up foreign-exchange reserves, increased exports will imply a matching increase in imports.

But what could one possibly export to such a powerhouse, a nation that can seemingly produce everything? Trade develops in numerous ways that we cannot really predict. Take just two examples. As countries move upscale they tend, in a phenomenon that economists call "ladders of comparative advantage," to make room for others below in less sophisticated products. Thus, in the 1970s Japan's economic success prompted it to withdraw from exporting labor-intensive products, which then were taken over by the four tiger economies— Hong Kong, Singapore, Taiwan and South Korea. Chinese exports, thanks to their dramatic growth in the last two decades, are already diversifying. China will make room for countries further down in the pecking order— in Africa, the poorer parts of Asia, some of Latin America— one can be sure.

Many countries also exchange products within the same industry— small cars traded for big cars, table fans for ceiling fans. Such intra-industry trade can be expected among Asian countries and China. Often specialization also occurs vertically: booming Chinese car factories will have to import car parts and accessories. Asian economies— rarely at a loss when looking for trade opportunities— have no reason to despair when contemplating China.

At the same time, some countries could benefit from the threat posed by Beijing. Take textile exports. Those from China will likely grow significantly as the Multi-Fiber Agreement (MFA), which establishes quotas for textile imports, is dismantled by 2005. Inefficient suppliers who for years have been protected by MFA quotas— including those on the Indian subcontinent— will likely be displaced. That could provide a much-needed wake-up call to India, which has prevented the modernization of its textile industry by protecting small-scale producers.

China's WTO entry will also make it easier for countries to shield themselves from Chinese competition that violates international norms, because they won't have to take on Beijing all by themselves. Japan found out how unproductive that could be last year, when it slapped restrictions on Chinese mushrooms, leeks and rushes, only to have retaliatory tariffs put on several Japanese exports to China, including cars and cell phones. The beauty of the WTO membership is that countries can now take such action multilaterally under the rule of law, precluding unilateral retaliatory measures by China.

Indeed, Asia and the world can only benefit from China's WTO entry. The fear that China's legal system is not up to the job of implementing WTO-mandated reforms seems exaggerated, at best, to most scholars. The concern also flies in the face of the pragmatism and willingness to change that the Chinese leadership has displayed in getting this far. WTO membership should instead reinforce the broadening embrace of the rule of law in China and facilitate a steady expansion of Chinese trade. That is something to be welcomed, not feared.

No China threat – economic cooperation

US-China Trade Strong- US economy Benefits

Xinhua, 6/24/10

http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/china/2010-06/24/content_10013225_2.htm
"There are so many opportunities for trade to benefit both China and the United States," Locke said at a Senate Finance Committee hearing.

"I have seen those benefits first hand over the last 20 years, as Commerce Secretary, as an attorney in private practice, and as the governor of Washington State, where I helped double exports to China during my tenure."

According to Locke, thanks to strong Chinese demand growth and recovery in prices of agricultural products, now the US exports to China are growing faster than overall US exports.

"We should neither underestimate the importance of the China market nor the potential it holds for American exporters who tap into it."

During the same hearing, Ron Kirk, the US trade representative, also hailed the opportunities provided by the China's growing economy.

"Thanks to China's strong recovery from the global recession, we have seen double digit growth in a variety of export sectors, ranging from high-end manufactured goods and chemical products to agricultural goods like soybeans," said Kirk.

US goods and services exports to China totaled 85 billion dollars in 2009, and China is the US third largest export market.
No China threat – paper tiger

China Paper Tiger- despite claims, China is not the next superpower

Michael Sheridan,  The Sunday Times, 12/28/08
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/us_and_americas/article5402443.ece
Yet the reality is that China is a poor agricultural country. It may have the world’s fourth biggest economy but its population of 1.3 billion means that in terms of wealth per capita it does not even rank in the top 100 nations. China’s rivers and lakes are ruined. Its air is poisonous. The one-child policy means that by mid-century it will face a crisis as fewer workers support more than 300m old people. The leadership is stale, the party split by factions and the armed forces are untested except by repression. This is not the next superpower. It is a paper tiger.

The American mandarins like to claim that China is too inscrutable and dangerous to offend. It isn’t. All the democracies have to do is to speak out consistently and in public for Chinese democrats, to support political prisoners and to refuse to break ranks when the regime tries to single out this or that country for punishment. The Chinese people will be watching.
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