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Text: The President of the United States of the United States federal government will inform the People’s Republic of China that the United States federal government will end its joint missile defense development and deployment programs with Japan if the government of the People’s Republic of China agrees to abide by the missile proliferation restrictions of the Missile Technology Control Regime.

1. China’s rapidly proliferating missiles and related technology.

Shirley A. Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, 12-23-2009. [CRS Report for Congress, China and Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Missiles: Policy Issues, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL31555.pdf]
Congress has long been concerned about whether U.S. policy advances the national interest in reducing the role of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and missiles that could deliver them. Recipients of China’s technology reportedly include Pakistan and countries that the State Department says support terrorism, such as Iran and North Korea. This CRS Report, updated as warranted, discusses the security problem of China’s role in weapons proliferation and issues related to the U.S. policy response since the mid-1990s. China has taken some steps to mollify U.S. and other foreign concerns about its role in weapons proliferation. Nonetheless, supplies from China have aggravated trends that result in ambiguous technical aid, more indigenous capabilities, longer-range missiles, and secondary (retransferred) proliferation. According to unclassified intelligence reports submitted as required to Congress, China has been a “key supplier” of technology to North Korea, Iran, and Pakistan for use in programs to develop ballistic missiles, chemical weapons, or nuclear weapons.

Policy issues in seeking PRC cooperation have concerned summits, sanctions, and satellite exports. On November 21, 2000, the Clinton Administration agreed to waive missile proliferation sanctions, resume processing licenses to export satellites to China, and discuss an extension of the bilateral space launch agreement, in return for another promise from China on missile nonproliferation. However, continued PRC proliferation activities again raised questions about sanctions. In contrast to the Clinton Administration, the Bush Administration repeatedly imposed sanctions on PRC “entities” for troublesome transfers. Since 1991, the United States has imposed sanctions on 26 occasions on over 30 different PRC “entities” (not the government) for transfers (related to missiles and chemical weapons) to Pakistan, Iran, or another country, including repeated sanctions on some “serial proliferators.” Among those sanctions, in September 2001, the Administration imposed missile proliferation sanctions that effectively denied satellite exports (for two years), after a PRC company transferred technology to Pakistan, despite the November 2000 promise. In September 2003, the State Department imposed additional sanctions on NORINCO, a defense industrial entity, effectively denying satellite exports to China. However, for six times, the State Department waived this sanction for the ban on imports of other PRC government products related to missiles, space systems, electronics, and military aircraft, and issued a permanent waiver in March 2007.

Skeptics question whether China’s cooperation in weapons nonproliferation has warranted the U.S. pursuit of closer bilateral ties, even as sanctions were required against some PRC supplies of sensitive technology. Some question the imposition of numerous U.S. sanctions targeting PRC “entities” but not the PRC government. Others question the effectiveness of any stress on sanctions over diplomacy. Since 2002, the United States has relied on China’s “considerable influence” on North Korea to dismantle its nuclear weapons and praised its role, but Beijing has hosted the “Six-Party Talks” with limited results, while the United States also resumed bilateral negotiations with North Korea. China has evolved to vote for some U.N. Security Council sanctions against nuclear proliferation in North Korea and Iran. But it also has maintained balanced positions on North Korea and Iran, including questionable enforcement of sanctions and business as usual (particularly energy deals). Some have called for pressing Beijing to use effective leverage against Pyongyang and Tehran. However, North Korea’s second nuclear test in May 2009 prompted greater debate about the importance of China and the Six-Party Talks. Still, at a summit in Beijing on November 17, 2009, President Obama discussed China’s “support” for nuclear nonproliferation in North Korea and Iran.
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2. China’s key to the proliferation of advanced, Western missile-technology.

Henry Sokolski, Executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, September 6, 2002. Heritage Lecture #761. (http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl761.cfm)
Second, with renewed transfers of U.S. satellite and satellite launch integration technology to China, U.S. missile guidance-related technology might well make its way to North Korea through China. Certainly, the Chinese missile effort will continue to benefit from both direct Russian, Israeli, and European Union technical help and from indirect American missile technology transfers (e.g., from the U.S. through Israel and Europe to China). In another decade, Chinese theater solid rocket systems may have terminal guidance while longer-range Chinese rockets are likely to have multiple independently targeted reentry warheads (MIRVs). A robust UAV and an emerging UCAV Chinese export product line is also likely. Without new nonproliferation restraints, China, in short, could become a major clearinghouse for Western missile technology.
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3. Proliferation of advanced missiles will cause India-Pakistan war.

Stephen J. Blank, Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post- Soviet world, former Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Maxwell Air Force Base, March 2009. [Strategic Studies Institute, Prospects for U.S.-Russian Security Cooperation, p. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB892.pdf]
Lennox also points out that Russia, India, Israel, China, Iran, and the United States are all developing SRBMs with the capability to maneuver in both the boost and terminal phases making interception and prediction of the impact point even more difficult. Research in America and Russia also aims to provide reentry vehicles (RVs) for ICBMs with similar capabilities. When one juxtaposes these trends to improvements in cruise missile capabilities, especially at high altitudes and high speeds and including the introduction of ramjet powered missiles, then ballistic and cruise missiles are coming closer together in terms of capabilities. Once the multiple staging techniques for these weapons are mastered, their ranges could dramatically increase. Since it is likely that the requisite technology or know-how will migrate abroad, countries like India, Iran, North Korea, and Pakistan could have missiles with ranges of 6-10,000 Km by 2015. Similarly, developments in RV capability will allow those kinds of launches to resemble satellite launches. And since all these countries are developing space launch vehicles (SLVs), their missile launches could evade detection and be mistaken for regular peaceful satellite launches.75 For example, satellite photos recently revealed the existence of a secret Iranian base about 230Km southeast of Tehran where Iran is building its long-range (6000Km) missiles. And the published accounts of this base strongly suggest that Iran is emulating North Korea’s path of pursuing a space program that facilitates the acquisition of expertise in long-range missile technology.76

Other reasons for concern about cruise missiles relate to developments like the Ukrainian revelation in 2005 of illicit missile transfers of the Kh-55 cruise missile, a long-range nuclear-capable cruise missile (NATO designation AS-15 Kent) to Iran and China, and the Indo-Russian joint Brahmos project. The Kh-55 has a range of 2-300Km at subsonic speed with high precision, and represented Irano-Chinese access to a higher level of technological sophistication than was previously the case. The Brahmos (PJ-10) is a supersonic anti-ship ramjet-powered cruise missile and has a 300Km range and identical configuration for land-sea, and sub-sea launching platforms.77 The spread of these systems and the fact that countries as diverse as Sweden, France, China, and Taiwan were working on advanced cruise missiles in 2005, underscore the porosity of existing anti-proliferation regimes, including the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), and the ensuing rising threat from missile proliferation which has continued without letup since 2005.78

Furthermore Gormley’s evidence of trends in cruise missiles proliferation and improvements to them underscores the danger of missile and nuclear proliferation from another angle. According to his evidence, “signs of a missile contagion abound.”

Pakistan surprised the world by test launching Tomahawk look-alike cruise missiles. India, together with Russia, is developing the Brahmos supersonic cruise missile, which will have the capability to strike targets at sea or over land to a range of 290 kilometers. In East Asia, China, Taiwan, and South Korea are rushing to develop and deploy new Land Attack Cruise Missiles (LACMs) with ranges of 1,000Km or more, while Japan is contemplating the development of a LACM for “preemptive” strikes against enemy missile bases. In the Middle East, Israel was once the sole country possessing LACMs, but now Iran appears to be pursuing cruise missile programs for both land and sea attack. Iran has also provided the terrorist group Hezbollah with unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and sophisticated anti-ship cruise missiles, one of which severely damaged an Israeli vessel and killed four soldiers during the 2006 war in Lebanon. In April 2005, Ukraine’s export agency unveiled plans to market a new LACM called Korshun. The design of this new missile appears to be based solely on the Russian Kh- 55, a nuclear-capable, 3,000Km-range LACM, which Ukrainian and Russian arms dealers had illegally sold to China in 2000 and Iran in 2001.79

When we bear in mind what Lennox had to say about the impact of the illicit Kh-55 transfers, the dangers of that particular missile or its Ukrainian “clone” become quite real. Furthermore, as Gormley points out this “epidemic” or “contagion” could not have happened without the willing participation of other parties. Thus, Chinese fingerprints are all over Pakistan’s newly tested LACM, while Russian engineering is known to have enabled China to produce a workable propulsion system for its new LACMs. Russian technical assistance, formalized in a joint production agreement, has helped India to produce and deploy its first cruise missile, the supersonic Brahmos. Iran’s three new cruise missile programs depend heavily on foreign-trained engineers who honed their skills in France, Germany, Russia, China, and North Korea. Thus while the flow of technology components is necessary, it is not sufficient to enable cruise missile proliferation without the critical support of a small and exceptionally skilled group of engineering practitioners.80

Certainly such trends raise the question of missile defenses, but they should also stimulate greater cooperation against missile and nuclear proliferation. And it is not only a question of missile defenses. As we shall see, in South and East Asia, for example, states and governments are also trying to counter their rivals’ offensive missile programs by developing their own “superior” programs whereby both sides rely on a purely offensive missile capability race against their rivals. Moreover, the universality of these trends makes clear that it is not only in the Middle East that we must worry about proliferation. For example, we find this competitive offense model in East Asia. Because of its concerns about the consequences of the DPRK’s proliferation, Washington, in 2001 persuaded Seoul to accept a 300Km range and 500Kg payload limit on ballistic missiles as a condition of South Korea’s entry into the MTCR. Yet Washington allowed Seoul to develop LACMs with no conditions. The consequences were not long in coming, especially as South Korea, mindful of Chinese pressure, the costs involved, and its own strategic vulnerability to North Korea, has rejected participation in the U.S. missile defense system and the U.S. proposals to sell it the Patriot missile defense system. As Gormley notes,

Shortly after Pyongyang’s October 2006 nuclear test, South Korean military authorities leaked the existence of three LACM programs, involving ranges of 500Km, 1,000Km, and 1,500Km. The South Korean press took immediate note of the fact that not just all of North Korea would be within range of these missiles, but also neighboring countries, including Japan and China. Nearly simultaneously Seoul’s military rolled out a new defense plan, involving preemptive use of “surgical strike” weapons, including its LACMs, against enemy missile batteries.81

The same kind of dominance of the offensive based on mutual deterrence, an inherently hostile posture between two states armed with missiles, not to mention nuclear missiles, is occurring in Taiwan. Although Washington has successfully persuaded Taiwan to steer clear of ballistic missiles, faced with China’s relentless buildup of conventional missiles against it, Taiwan bought Patriots but demurred from buying the latest U.S. hit-to-kill missile defense due to the Chinese buildup and the cost of the U.S. system. Instead, it started developing its own LACMs in 2005, originally with a range of 500Km, but with the intention of ultimately deploying 500 of them with ranges of 1,000 Km on mobile launchers. Taiwanese military leaders spoke increasingly of a “preventive self-defense” strike option, to disrupt China’s plans. And recent evidence suggests that Taiwan also now has started a ballistic missile program.82

South Asia.

As the foregoing analysis strongly argues, the ur- gency of reviving great power cooperation on prolifer- ation and the enhanced capability of missiles and re- gimes is not confined to the Middle East or Northeast Asia where nonproliferation appears to have succeed- ed to some degree vis-à-vis North Korea. Indeed, there is a distinct spillover of proliferation trends or events from Northeast Asia to South Asia and vice versa. The North Korean-Pakistani reciprocal supply relationship of missile and nuclear technologies is an outstanding example of such spillover. At least in part due to this relationship, pressures for not only proliferation but also missile defense programs are growing in both Japan and India. In turn, those programs could ultimately have transformative strategic implications across Asia.83 Both Russia and China have already registered their strong opposition to Japan’s missile defense program and its strengthening of its alliance with America as a result of that program.84 Were India to be added to this relationship, the consequences throughout Asia and world politics would be immense and profound.

In the context of that DPRK-Pakistani relationship, we need to remember that the single biggest proliferator in the last generation has been Pakistan through the A. Q. Khan operation that has been extensively described at least as regards its public record.85 Khan (whom it is difficult to believe was not working with the knowledge and consent of Pakistani military and political authorities) sold centrifuge and other technologies to North Korea and Iran as well as to other proliferators like Libya.86 As noted above, India and Pakistan are expanding the number, range, and type of their nuclear weapons and missiles, e.g., moving to submarine-based systems and developing the capability for strikes across a greater distance with conventional missiles, e.g., the Agni missile.87 Both states are also developing new and advanced conventional weapons that could be used in a bilateral or proxy war between them or between one of them and the other’s proxy. Indeed, recently there have been charges that Pakistan continues to sell nuclear technology and that Khan’s former middlemen are still trying to acquire those technologies.88

Thus the danger of a conventional war between India and Pakistan or proxies acting in their behalf presents the real possibility of an escalation first to missile war and then nuclear war. Indeed, as the stability-instability theory tells us, the possession by both sides of nuclear war capability paradoxically “makes the region (or the world) safe for conventional war” in the belief that the other side will be deterred due to the aggressor’s possession of a nuclear capability. Thus stability at the nuclear level creates the paradox of giving openings to governments or even to terrorist groups to trigger instability at lower levels of conflict. Those crises could then spiral out of control into bigger wars. The many crises in the region, the last one being in 2001-02, indicate just how precarious regional stability is, and Pakistan’s continuing ambivalence about supporting terrorist and Islamist military forces in Kashmir and against Afghanistan provide ample opportunities for such a war to break out.
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4. Indo- Pak nuclear conflict leads to Extinction

Ghulam Nabi Fai, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, Editor-in-Chief of the Washington-based Kashmir Report; founding chairman of the London-based International Institute of Kashmir Studies, Ph.D. in mass communications from Temple University, Pennsylvania, 06/09/01, Media Monitors Network (“India-Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir”, http://www.mediamonitors.net/fai6.html//)
The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles.

5. Pressuring on MTCR solves—China’s compliance would solve advanced missile proliferation.

Adam J. Hebert, Senior Editor, Journal of the Air Force Association, December, 2002. "Cruise Control" Vol. 85, No. 12. (http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2002/December%202002/1202cruise.aspx)

Nonetheless, MTCR has slowed proliferation of advanced ballistic missiles, Gormley testified, with "the major consequence ... that the ballistic missile technology that has spread thus far is largely derived from 50-year-old Scud technology, a derivative itself of the World War II German V-2 missile program."

Gormley argued that cruise missile technology will inevitably continue to spread, but if MTCR can be used to control land attack cruise missile technology, US defenses "can conceivably keep pace with evolutionary improvements."

Vann Van Diepen, a State Department nonproliferation official testifying at the same hearing, agreed it is important to slow the spread of technology. Although there have been well-publicized developments, such as Iraq's conversion of Czech L-29 trainer aircraft into unmanned aerial vehicles "for probable CBW [Chemical and Biological Weapon] use," export controls have helped deny access to the best technology, he testified. Enemy acquisition of cruise missiles is therefore "slower, more costly, and less effective and reliable."

Van Diepen said the US is attempting to stay ahead of the problem by pushing for the necessary export controls and--when necessary--using interdiction, sanctions, or the threat of military action to interrupt transfers. "Good intelligence is central to nonproliferation," he said, and these tactics have made cruise missiles "a less attractive option for our adversaries to pursue."

6. China will say yes—uses MTCR obligations as a bargaining chip for concessions like the plan.

James Clay Moltz, Ph.D., Associate Professor, National Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, Summer 1997. The Nonproliferation Review (“Missile Proliferation in East Asia: Arms Control vs. TMD Responses,” p. 69 http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/moltz43.pdf)
Another area where Chinese behavior has clashed with U.S. policies has been in sale of missile technologies, especially to Iran, Pakistan, and other states which Wash- ington regards as having dangerous proliferation inten- tions. Therefore, another missile initiative worth discussing with China would be new CBMs that would put teeth into Chinese promises regarding the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). To date, U.S. efforts have largely failed in this regard. The problem relates in part to the lack of positive incentives offered by the United States to date in areas that China cares about. If Washington agreed to halt arms sales of TMD technologies to Taiwan, however, it is likely that Beijing would begin to treat more seriously U.S. efforts to reach a quid pro quo on halting exports of missile technology to countries of U.S. concern.
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7. It’s the CP or nothing—continued Chinese missile proliferation will make US-China relations impossible.

Mohan Malik, Ph.D., Professor of Geopolitics and Proliferation, Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 2006. (KIDA, The Proliferation Axis: Beijing-Islamabad-Pyongyang, http://www.kida.re.kr/data/2006/04/13/03_malik.pdf)
For China, what is at stake is the unraveling of Beijing’s carefully- crafted grand strategy with potentially destabilizing consequences. Beijing cannot hope to strengthen its ties with Washington as long as North Korea and Pakistan are in serious crises and pursuing policies counter to important Chinese and US interests. For Beijing to continue to have close ties with unpredictable and seemingly irrational regimes, that starve and brutalize their own citizens, violate agreements, threaten neighbors, build and export WMD, no matter how genuine China’s own security concerns happen to be, it has a tremendous potential of driving a wedge between China and the United States. If China wants to escape from its status as a patron of rogue states and emerge as a responsible great power, it may have to distance itself from troublesome allies. China is increasingly uneasy over the growing talk in Washington and Tokyo’s policy circles that wants to hold Beijing accountable for Pyongyang’s actions or blames Beijing’s “indirect strategy” of using allies to thwart American influence and further its own military political aims instead of coming into direct confrontation with Washington over such issues like Taiwan arms sales, the Middle East, or missile defense.
Following the September 11 terror attacks, China was pleased with the pro-Pakistan tilt in the Bush administration’s South Asia pol- icy, after a decade of estrangement and abandonment by Washington of China’s closest ally. Beijing wants to see closer US-Chinese-Pakistani ties so as to foil New Delhi’s designs to align itself with Washington to contain China and Pakistan. That policy is, however, in danger as disenchantment grows with Islamabad’s half-hearted measures against al-Qaeda and the widely-held perception in Washington’s policy circles that both China and Pakistan are “double-dealing” with the United States: on the one hand they claim to be US allies in the “War against Terror,” and on the other maintain ties with North Korea which has exacerbated the current nuclear tensions in Northeast Asia. Many observers argue that Washington may have to rethink its poli- cies if the global campaigns against terrorism and WMD proliferation are to be decisively won. Soon after accusations were leveled against Pakistan for supplying North Korea with equipment for enriching uranium, The Washington Post’s Jim Hoagland wrote an article that declared that “[President] Pervez Musharraf’s Pakistan is a base from which nuclear technology, fundamentalist terrorism and life-destroy- ing heroin are spread around the globe. . . . This nuclear-armed country is in part ungoverned, in part ungovernable.”71 Other reports quoted US officials as saying that after Iraq and North Korea, Pakistan would be Washington’s next headache.72 The prospect of the United States exercising greater control over Pakistan’s nuclear program, including the command and control of weapons and missile deployment is equally discomforting for China as it could both reveal and jeopardize the mutually-beneficial Sino-Pakistani military collaboration. Chinese strategists have expressed alarm over the growing entente cordiale between Japan and India based on the understanding that united they contain China and divided they are contained by China and its allies. Beijing is now concerned that Japan and India will seize on the oppor- tunity to play up North Korea’s and Pakistan’s “roguish behavior” and take additional measures to bolster their defenses against China.73 Though preoccupied with the Iraqi and al-Qaeda threats in the short term, Washington will eventually have no other option but to act tough to neutralize the challenge posed by the Beijing-Islamabad- Pyongyang axis. The growing threat of nuclear terrorism post-Sep- tember 11 has already resulted in the imposition of sanctions against Chinese entities three times in less than a year (Sept. 1, 2001, Jan. 24, and May 9, 2002). Beijing’s unconditional support for the “War on Terror” notwithstanding, the US ambassador to China, Clark Randt, describes China-assisted proliferation of WMD technologies as “a make-or-break issue.” By openly defying attempts to limit WMD pro- liferation, Kim Jong-il has undermined the credibility of the US extended nuclear deterrence guarantees throughout the region. And credibility is an integral part of deterrence. The worst-case scenario is a “nuclear domino effect” where an overtly nuclear-armed North Korea forces Japan, South Korea, and even Taiwan to go nuclear, setting off a proliferation race in Asia with serious consequences for China’s great power ambitions and regional stability on which China’s economic growth depends. This would profoundly reshape the secu- rity environment in Northeast Asia and prompt the United States to accelerate deployment of ballistic-missile defenses. In response, China would likely want to boost its arsenal, which would prompt India to expand its nuclear arsenal, which in turn would spur Pakistan to do the same—and so on and on into an ever more perilous future. Clearly, Pyongyang’s nuclear brinkmanship has the potential to derail Chinese objectives of economic development and a peaceful security environ- ment. As Stephen Blank points out: “Despite Chinese support and assistance in the development of those missiles and North Korea’s nuclear program, Beijing cannot be interested in North Korea flaunting them, because that ties Japan closer to Washington’s missile defense program, justifies US arguments as to its necessity, and restricts China’s military freedom of maneuver.”74 Even more worrying is the possibility that North Korea, a long-time proliferator of missile tech- nology, could easily go into the ‘loose-nuke’ business once it starts churning out the weapons-grade plutonium and enriched uranium.
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China is proliferating ballistic missile technology

Niels Aadal Rasmussen, Senior Analyst at the Danish Institute for International Studies, DIIS, 2/07, DIIS (“Chinese Missile Technology Control – Regime or No Regime?”)
Missile technology is a strategic asset to The People’s Republic of China (PRC – “China”). As a great power and one of the five veto powers of the UN Security Council, China possesses nuclear weapons, and the ability to develop chemical and biological weapons. Since China has an interest in delivery systems of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD – nuclear, chemical and biological), and the main strategic capability available to the country is missile technology, China has a range of ballistic and cruise missile capabilities. Other delivery systems than ballistic and cruise missiles include bombers and submarines. Ongoing military modernization efforts are reshaping China’s strategic missile capabilities. Improvement of Chinese missile technology is, however, to be judged in the light of US deployments of missile defences.1

China’s Technology export or proliferation of ballistic missile technology is of particular and serious concern. China reportedly has exported missile components and technology to nations of critical international importance, most notably Iran, North Korea, and Pakistan, but also to Iraq, Libya, Saudi Arabia, Syria and the United Arab Emirates (as well as minor items to Albania, Argentina and Brazil).2

China proliferates to Pakistan
Niels Aadal Rasmussen, Senior Analyst at the Danish Institute for International Studies, DIIS, 2/07, DIIS (“Chinese Missile Technology Control – Regime or No Regime?”)
Policy questions persisted in the 1990s and in 1998 the Rumsfeld Commission stated that China had transferred complete short range missiles to Pakistan leading to a decision on sanctions again in 1999. Upon the Chinese November 2000 pledge not to assist any country in the development of ballistic missiles that can be used to deliver nuclear weapons, the Clinton Administration later the same month determined that Chinese companies had transferred missile-related items to Pakistani partners, but sanctions would be waived on China for past transfers, given its new non proliferation promise. While China promised not to transfer missiles, it has reportedly assisted Pakistan in achieving an indigenous missile capability. In 2001 a Chinese company reportedly delivered missile components to Pakistan’s medium range missile program and the State Department imposed sanctions on China Metallurgical Equipment Corp. In November 2004 the CIA reported that in the second half of 2003 Chinese companies helped Pakistan developing solid-fuel short- and medium range missiles.11

By the same November 2000 waiver of sanctions against Pakistan, the Clinton Administration determined that Chinese companies had transferred missile components to Iranian partners but US sanctions would be waived on China given its new missile non proliferation promise. Since then, however, Chinese proliferation activities again raised questions about sanctions. On 17 occasions, the Bush Administration has imposed sanctions on 30 Chinese companies (“entities” not the government) for transfers (related to ballistic missiles, chemical weapons, and cruise missiles) to Pakistan, Iran, or another country, including repeated sanctions on “serial proliferators.”

Among those sanctions, the Administration imposed sanctions in May 2003 on the Chinese North Industry Corporation (NORINCO) and its Iranian partner. According to US officials, the Administration banned imports from this Chinese Corporation for two years (worth over $100 million annually), because it transferred missile technology to Iran, even after China issued missile technology export controls in August 2002. American legislation requires sanctions if the Secretary of State determines that a foreign person has “materially contributed or attempted to contribute materially” to WMD or missile proliferation. Again in June 2003, the Administration imposed sanctions under the Iran Non proliferation Act on five Chinese entities (including NORINCO) and one North Korean entity. The State Department noted that it added in the Act’s required report to Congress transfers of items that have the potential to make a “material contribution” to WMD, cruise missiles, or ballistic missiles, even if the items fall below the parameters of multilateral export control lists (MTCR). The CIA reported in November 2004 that, in the second half of 2003, Chinese (and former Soviet and North Korean) entities continued to supply ballistic missile-related equipment, technology, and expertise to Iran, which is pursuing longer-range missiles. The report also said that Chinese entities provided missile-related assistance to Iran that helped it to advance toward its goal of self-sufficient production of ballistic missiles.12
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Stopping Chinese proliferation solves global non-proliferation
Niels Aadal Rasmussen, Senior Analyst at the Danish Institute for International Studies, DIIS, 2/07, DIIS (“Chinese Missile Technology Control – Regime or No Regime?”)
While there are many buyers in the market for missiles, there are only a handful of states with the capability to be dealers in that market. China's sophistication with many of these technologies has made it possible for Chinese enterprises to become key exporters of missile technology.

China’s development of missile technology export may be viewed from various points. From an economic point of view, missile development programs are explicitly acknowledged to be major sources of export earnings, and are justified as such. Furthermore, such programs may be seen as part of a comprehensive national science and technology-based economic development effort, linked to civilian space programs. From a security policy point of view, missile technology export influences regional missile-related threat/deterrence equations especially in the Korean peninsula, in the Middle East (involving Israel/Iran for example) or India/Pakistan. And from a foreign policy point of view of course, Chinese technology export acts as a factor in China’s more proactive profile, developing relations with a number of countries, primarily in the developing world, and related to its growing demand for energy and raw materials.

As China continues to play a role as supplier in the market for missiles, its export control and non proliferation policies remain of great importance to the future of global non proliferation. China’s embrace of the non proliferation regime, illustrated by its application for MTCR membership, Chinese support of UN Security Council resolutions on non proliferation, whether in general (res. 1540(2004)) or specifically (res. 1695 and 1718 (2006)), in addition to China’s concrete export control achievements, promise to pay dividends for global security as long as China continues to adhere to its new export control obligations.
Chinese is the key proliferator 

Jing-dong Yuan, Ph.D., Senior Research Associate at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Professor of Chinese Politics and Northeast Asian security and arms control at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2002. [Journal of Contemporary China 11.31, The Evolution of China's Nonproliferation Policy since the 1990s: progress, problems, and prospects, p. 209-33]
The record of Chinese proliferation activities over the past decade remains mixed and contentious.27 These include ring magnets export and the transfer of complete M-11 systems to Pakistan; sales of cruise missiles, missile technology and chemical weapons-related items to Iran; and continued missile assistance to Iran, Pakistan, and North Korea.28 These controversies draw attention to the gap between Beijing’s public pronouncement on nonproliferation and its reported proliferation activities, raising questions about China’s commitment and intentions. Recent reports by the National Intelligence Council and the Central Intelligence Agency continue to identify China as one of the key suppliers of materials and technologies that contribute to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems.29 Table 3 provides a summary of reported Chinese proliferation activities over the last decade.
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China wants to join by the MTCR—US is blocking due to prolif concerns.
Jing-dong Yuan, Ph.D., director of East Asia Non-proliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Non-proliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, where he is also an associate professor of international policy studies, 2008. [The Nonproliferation Review, (Book Review) Reluctant Restraint: The Evolution of China’s Nonproliferation Policies and Practices, 1980-2004, p. 543-8]

But this is only part of the story. The gap between Chinese policy declaration and its actual behavior is a function of different perspectives, interests, and capacities. Beijing has greater incentives and is more willing to comply with its commitments and obligations to international treaties and conventions where universal norms and principles exist and prevail. The nuclear nonproliferation regime is a case in point. China has also demonstrated its willingness to endorse multilateral export control regimes, even though it acknowledges their defects and limitations.

For instance, China applied to join the MTCR in September 2004, although U.S. concerns over its ballistic missile controls have so far prevented its membership. China has not joined the International (Hague) Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, which is now subscribed to by more than 125 states, but shares its nonproliferation objectives. Likewise, while Beijing has shown some reservations about the Proliferation Security Initiative, it is not opposed to its nonproliferation principles.        
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China will say yes to maintain their security

Jing-dong Yuan, Ph.D., Senior Research Associate at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Professor of Chinese Politics and Northeast Asian security and arms control at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2002. [Journal of Contemporary China 11.31, The Evolution of China's Nonproliferation Policy since the 1990s: progress, problems, and prospects, p. 209-33]
Another important indicator can be found in the serious efforts Beijing has undertaken to integrate itself into the formal international nonproliferation regime through accession to key treaties and conventions and by active participation in multilateral negotiations, in particular in such fora as the Conference on Disarma- ment in Geneva. By adhering to international treaties and conventions, Beijing not only demonstrates its commitment to nonproliferation principles, it has also placed itself, to some extent, under international legal constraints. This is clearly reflected in the signing of the CTBT, which limits its nuclear weapons modernization programs; and the ratification of the CWC, which introduces intrusive verification provisions. And finally, China’s promulgation of domestic export control regula- tions further indicates a conscientious effort to adapt to internationally accepted standards and practices. While a functional domestic export control system still remains on the drawing board, the fact that such steps have been undertaken reflects both attitudinal change and commitments in resources and personnel on the one hand, and coordination within government, on the other. There is no single explanation but several factors have influenced the evolution of Chinese nonproliferation policy. These are security, image, and bilateral consid- erations. China has gradually begun to realize that proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and delivery systems can affect its own security interests negatively. In this regard, the existing international nonproliferation regime such as the NPT offers tangible benefits for China, not the least of which would be the prohibition of Japan, the Koreas and Taiwan to acquire nuclear weapons. At the same time, while the CTBT imposes constraints on China’s own nuclear weapons modernization programs, Beijing is willing to pay the price if such mechanisms would prevent countries such as India from joining the nuclear club. China’s response to North Korea’s nuclear program provides an illustration. While Beijing insisted on alternative measures other than sanctions as the more practical means of dealing with the issue, it understandably shared similar concerns with the regional other powers—South Korea, Japan, and the United States—and assisted in averting a nuclear crisis. A nuclear North Korea and the potential fallout—nucle- arization of Northeast Asia (with South Korea and Japan following suit)—are definitely not in China’s interest. Similarly, a North Korea that continues to develop its ballistic missiles could also cause instability in the region, leading to reactions such as theater missile defense and Japanese participation in its development and deployment. These security concerns may explain Beijing’s role in defusing the nuclear crisis and its quiet efforts to urge Pyongyang to halt its missile test.15 China’s international image is another factor. This must be understood in the broader context of China’s own perception of its place in the international community. All considered, Beijing does not want to be seen as an outcast or impediment to international nonproliferation efforts. Events in the late 1980s and early 1990s created an environment under which China felt obliged to move closer to the international nuclear nonproliferation norms. The revelations of Iraq’s secret nuclear weapons program, the disclosure of China’s export of a nuclear reactor to Algeria, and France’s announcement to accede to the NPT, helped to push China into announcing its own accession to the NPT.16 China’s endorsement of the NPT extension and abandonment of delaying tactics in the final days of the CTBT negotiations also provide evidence of its concern with its image as a responsible power.

China fears proliferation, wants positive relations with the U.S., and wants to look like a responsible international player
Jing-dong Yuan, Ph.D., Senior Research Associate at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Professor of Chinese Politics and Northeast Asian security and arms control at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2002. [Journal of Contemporary China 11.31, The Evolution of China's Nonproliferation Policy since the 1990s: progress, problems, and prospects, p. 209-33]
This article offers an overview of China’s evolving nonproliferation policy over the past decade. It documents the key developments during this period and identities both the internal and external factors that have brought about significant change in Chinese policy. It argues that China’s growing recognition of the threats posed by WMD proliferation, image concerns, its interest in maintaining stable Sino–US relations, and the US policy initiatives aimed at influencing Chinese behavior are largely accountable for Beijing’s gradual acceptance of nonproliferation norms, pledges to adhere to selected multilateral export control guidelines, and the introduction of domestic export control regulations. It suggests that the future direction of China’s nonproliferation policy to a large extent will depend on how Beijing and Washington manage their increasing differences over missile defenses and the Taiwan issue.

China Says Yes 2NC

China will say yes, but pressure is key—missile proliferation is a bargaining chip.
Denny Roy, Ph.D., Senior Fellow and Supervisor of POSCO Fellowship Program @ the East West Center, February 2006. [Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, “Going Straight, But Somewhat Late: China And Nuclear Nonproliferation”  p. http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A445082&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]
The issue of Chinese nuclear proliferation has been a point of contention in the U.S.- China relationship, but paradoxically it has also spurred bilateral engagement. From the American perspective, nonproliferation has been one of the areas in which securing Chinese cooperation is necessary to the fulfillment of U.S. global objectives. For the Chinese, the possibility of decreased proliferation has been a potential bargaining chip as it has sought enhanced cooperation with the United States. On several occasions, what the United States would consider progress or lack of progress by the Chinese on this issue has reflected the larger state of bilateral relations. The U.S. government’s concerns about Chinese nuclear proliferation persist. The Bush Administration’s position, reiterated in March 2005 by Stephen G. Rademaker, Assistant Secretary of State for Arms Control, is that “Beijing has taken important steps to strengthen its nonproliferation laws and polices, [but] more work remains to be done by Beijing toward effective and consistent implementation and enforcement of its laws and policies. Unacceptable proliferant activity continues.” Washington continues to impose sanctions on Chinese companies, some of which are state-owned, over the proliferation of technologies related to weapons of mass destruction.

This creates a glass-half-full versus glass-half-empty perception problem. For many Americans, China is still basically a proliferation outlaw state despite the recent improvements. Hence the opposition in some quarters to China joining the NSG. Chinese officials involved in the nonproliferation issue are resentful that Americans are, in the Chinese view, unappreciative of China’s efforts to create an export control system and to support international regimes. Many Chinese analysts argue that lingering Chinese proliferation problems stem mostly from the private sector rather than from a government-sanctioned policy of cheating on commitments. They say enforcement is a difficult challenge given China’s huge economy, the rapid changes being brought about by economic liberalization, and lack of knowledge among traders of which technologies are considered sensitive.

Americans who assume they occupy the moral high ground on the proliferation issue might be surprised by some Chinese attitudes. The Chinese believe they have more credibility within the developing world than does the United States because China has consistently stood up for the rights of the poorer countries to break the nuclear “monopoly” and because, the Chinese say, America enforces nonproliferation norms selectively—winking at the nuclear ambitions of a friendly country such as Israel but insisting that hostile countries such as Iran and North Korea must not have nuclear weapons. Beijing has also expressed reservations about the U.S.-sponsored Proliferation Security Initiative, questioning the legality of intercepting shipping in international waters on the strength of suspicions based on U.S.- supplied intelligence. Generally speaking, the desire to gain the benefits of improved relations with the United States and of a favorable international image has gradually prodded Beijing to move through different phases of nonproliferation policy. Initially China rejected participation in international nonproliferation regimes, characterizing them as part of a hidden agenda to deny nuclear energy to the developing world. Later China sought to enjoy the international respectability that came with committing to support international nonproliferation guidelines, while at the same time reaping the under-the-counter political and economic benefits of violating these guidelines. This proved unsustainable, as the accumulation of evidence of Chinese cheating harmed China’s image and opportunities for increased cooperation with the United States and other countries that value nonproliferation. In the present phase of this evolution in Chinese policy, the government has made serious efforts to curtail nuclear proliferation proscribed by widely-accepted international guidelines, and some Chinese officials appear dedicated to supporting in deed the nonproliferation principles often proclaimed by Chinese authorities since the 1980s.

In sum, one of the long-standing areas of bilateral friction may recede because of the apparent trend toward greater Chinese alignment with international nonproliferation norms. The modernization of China’s economy, the continued development of the Chinese legal infrastructure, and the global outlook engendered by China’s rise to great power status should reinforce this trend. In specific cases, however, the North Korean crisis shows that even if Beijing’s commitment to nonproliferation is presumed to be sincere, it remains subject to being compromised by competing, higher-ranked political or economic interests. 

AT: All Your Ev is About Taiwan 

China has delinked prolif with prior concerns, like Taiwan—now wants assurances on U.S. military posture.

Pei Minxin, senior associate of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2-19-2002. [The Straits Times (Singapore), Bush's Beijing trip - high hopes, low expectations, p. ln]
In the post-Sept 11 world, however, progress is more likely. The Bush administration has put more pressure on Beijing to be more forthcoming. China has also come to understand the futility of linking its cooperation in non-proliferation with the Taiwan issue.  More importantly, Beijing is beginning to understand the dangers of WMD proliferation, especially because it faces threats from domestic and international terrorism.  So, the most likely 'deliverable' is a deal in which China publishes a list of dual-use items subject to export control, in exchange for American relaxation of export controls over the transfer of high-technology products and satellites to China.  A related objective for the American President is to obtain Chinese cooperation in the next phase of the war on terrorism.  Given the concerns aroused around the world by his 'Axis of Evil' speech, Mr Bush may want to reassure his Chinese hosts that the US has no imminent plans for military action, especially against China's long-time but troublesome ally, North Korea.  

AT: Permutation- Do Both 

U.S. pressure empirically works—China will reign in on missile prolif for a quid pro quo.

Gary J. Meise, J.D. Candidate, May 1997. [30 Vand. J. Transnat'l L. 539 NOTE: Securing the Strength of the Renewed NPT: China, the Linchpin "Middle Kingdom", p. ln]

Past efforts by the Unlted States and other countries to control China's proliferation activities have had some degree of success. China acceded to the NPT only after France had announced It would accede to the treaty. China's acceptance of MTeR guidelines was actually a quid pro quo with the Unlted States to lift the embargo of satellite components and hJgh-speed computers imposed on China because of its transfer of missile parts to Paklstan.199 Furthermore, the U.S. Congress had threatened to terminate China's mcmt-favored-nation (MFN) status If China failed to comply with the MTCR 200 Fi.nally, an escalated dialogue with China to reassure it orv.s. cooperation, commencing with fonner U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher's meeting with China·s Foreign Minlstel" Qlan Qlchen at the ASEAN conference In Brune! on August 1. 1995.201 led to Chinese willingness to forego sales of nuclear reactors to i:ran,202 implying a possible abandonment of future transfers of nuclear technology to threshold states. China has shown a limited response towards U.S. efforts in other areas as well, indicating that U.S. attempts to affect Chinese policy Can be successful. Criticlsms of U.S. efforts to =b Chinese nuclear proliferation stress the lack of consistency or systematic pressure by recent U.s. adminlsrrations.20J The suggestions below. with respect to basic U.S. pollcles and the cautioning against the use of economic sanctlons. present a framework in which the United States can operate to facll!tate Chlna·s regional and global leadership In advocatlng and pursuing nonpmllferation. 
There needs to be required links between the plan and nonprolif, otherwise they’ll keep proliferating.
Shirley A. Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, 12-23-2009. [CRS Report for Congress, China and Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Missiles: Policy Issues, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL31555.pdf]
Critics argue that the “engagement” policy needs a tougher approach to counter China’s activities that undermine U.S. security interests. They note that PRC weapons proliferation activities have continued and repeated PRC assurances have proved to be unreliable. Also, they say that U.S. security interests are better served with a stronger approach to stigmatize sensitive transfers, which would include some sanctions. Some argue that the United States should not subsidize China’s missile and nuclear industries. These proponents tend to see U.S. leverage over China as stronger than China’s influence against the United States. Some are skeptical that China sees nonproliferation as in its national interest, since Beijing has made progress in nonproliferation commitments as part of improving relations with Washington (surrounding summits) and tried to use its sales as a form of leverage against Washington, especially on the issue of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. They stress that PRC export controls are weak, even as government repression can be harsh (e.g., against journalists or dissidents). They also doubt that trade in sensitive nuclear weapons and missile technology can continue without the knowledge of the PRC government and/or its military, especially given the status of certain state-owned and defense-industrial enterprises as “serial proliferators.”

AT: Permutation- Do Both 
Pressure is key—avoids lowest-common denominator cooperation from Beijing.
Gorgon G. Chang, Counsel to law firm Paul Weiss and former Partner in international law firm Baker & McKenzie, frequently briefs CIA, State, and the Pentagon, 2007.[“How China and Russia Threaten the World,” http://www.britannica.com/bps/additionalcontent/18/25188278/How-China-and-Russia-Threaten-the-World)
Yet Beijing has still not stopped playing the pro- liferation card; to the contrary, it persists in re- garding it as its strongest tool for accomplishing its most important foreign-policy objectives. Take the North Korea issue. The Chinese supply approxi- mately 90 percent of that country's oil, 80 percent of its consumer goods, and 45 percent of its food. They account for more than half of Pyongyang's foreign trade. China is the only nation that has pledged to defend Kim Jong Il's regime with mili- tary force and that consistently provides diplomat- ic support. And yet, despite its great influence over its destitute neighbor, Beijing has not seriously pressured Kim to give up his nukes. Why not? The invariable answer is that any at- tempt to resolve the crisis would roil all of North Asia as Pyongyang lashed out to prevent its disar- mament. China, according to this argument, fears being inundated with untold numbers of new North Korean refugees, adding to the estimated 300,000 already now living in its northeastern provinces. Besides, we are told, by means ofthe sta- tus quo China can use North Korea as a buffer against South Korea, can keep Japan at bay, and can obtain diplomatic leverage over a Washington in- tent on disarming Kim. Finally, pundits say Beijing sees North Korea as a bargaining chip that can be used to persuade Washington to abandon Taipei. China undoubtedly seeks these advantages, but they hardly explain recent policy. For one thing, Korean refugees would more likely move south in a crisis than north. Then, too, a imified Korea in Bei- jing's hegemonic orbit would serve as a better bar- rier than the one provided by North Korea alone. Besides, the threat now posed by Kim is already prompting Japan to rearm and build missile de- fenses of its own. If an arms race starts in North Asia, the result would be the nuclearization of South Korea, Japan, and Taiwan, a development that would further erode China's relative strength in the region and eliminate most Chinese military options against die Taiwanese. On balance, then, North Korea is a liability for Beijing; realistically, the world's oddest bilateral re- lationship, as it has been called, no longer serves China's interests. Even the Chinese seem to realize this, although they remain divided over what to do about it. The competing views on this subject— academic experts and foreign-ministry officials are largely in favor of ending Pyongyang's nuclear pro- grams, while Chinese generals maintain close ties with their North Korean counterparts—have re- sulted in the directionless diplomacy that some Westerners mistakenly refer to as "nuanced." Until Beijing can develop a consensus to change long- held policies, it will continue to promote multilat- eral negotiations so as to avoid having to make de- cisions. Liu Jianchao, a government spokesman, ex- pressed the truth well in early 2004: "It's China's hope that the process of the six-party talks can go on and on." Even if this analysis is wrong, and if it should turn out that the Chinese have in fact been collud- ing with the North Koreans in what the analyst William Triplett has characterized as "one of the most successful denial-and-deception operations ever mounted," the result is the same. Beijing has bought for Kim Jong II the one thing he has needed most in order to arm himself: time. Sustaining one of the world's most dangerous autocrats with mate- rial and diplomatic support, it has permitted him, among other things, to start a uranium-weapons program, eject international inspectors from his country, disconnect their monitoring devices in his nuclear facilities, fire up his Russian-designed reac- tor, resume construction on two other reactors, re- process 8,000 fuel rods, and test a nuclear device. China has enabled Kim to do all these things, moreover, without paying a price. After Pyong- yang's test of its plutonium device last fall, Beijing, with Moscow's help, worked effectively to water down an American-hacked resolution in the Secu- rity Council. In the event, the United Nations could bring itself only to adopt a ban on the sale of luxury goods and other slap-on-the-wrist measures, all of which Kim has ignored. Outside the UN, Beijing has deflected almost every American initia- tive to disarm North Korea hy means of the six- party talks. This past February, the Bush adminis- tration, pressured hy China, had to reverse six years of firm policy and accept an interim deal that will provide North Korea with aid—a million tons of heavy fuel oil—without requiring it to give up a single homh or ounce of plutonium. NOR IS North Korea just ahout Korea and China. It is also ahout the Islamic Republic of Iran, and therefore ahout both China and Rus- sia together. In August 2003, inspectors for the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) found traces of homh-grade uranium at a newly-constructed nu- clear facility in Natanz, 200 miles south of Tehran. Other Iranian plants were likewise found to he contaminated with highly enriched uranium. The Iranians at first claimed the suspicious particles came from imported components, an assertion dif- ficult to square with their previous hoasts that the program was entirely homegrown. Then they pro- fessed ignorance as to the origins of the contami- nated equipment. It could have come from Pakistan's Dr. Khan, who is thought to have sold homh-grade uranium and centrifuges to Iran. On the other hand, it could have come direcdy from the Chinese. In 2003, re- ports surfaced that the IAEA had identified China as a source of Iran's enrichment equipment; similar reports, including from Iranian dissidents and Amer- ican intelligence, suggested that China had sold ei- ther centrifuges or centrifuge parts to the mullahs. In 2004, China secredy sent beryllium, used to trig- ger nuclear weapons. In addition, Chinese nuclear- weapons specialists were working in Iran at least as late as the end of 2003. Beijing has repeatedly vio- lated pledges made to the United States in 1997 to stop aiding specific Iranian projects. And here is where the second authoritarian giant enters the picture. Over strenuous American objections, Russia has been huilding a reactor for Iran's first nuclear-power project near Bushehr, a city along the Persian Gulf. Similarly disregarding Western protests, Russia has delivered to Iran a so- phisticated missile-defense system that is being in- stalled to protect its nuclear sites. "We think that the people of Iran should have access to modern technologies, including nuclear ones," Vladimir Putin declared in February. The Iranians are just a few steps away from mas- tering those "modern technologies." The help they have received from China and Russia is not only technical and material but diplomatic. Eor almost a half-decade, Washington has had a sense of ur- gency about Iran's enrichment program, and today, after the failure of Britain, Germany, and France to make any headway in stopping Tehran, the West Europeans do, too. (At least they do most of the time.) But as for Beijing and Moscow, which claim to share the West's concern, they essentially con- tend that the international community has plenty of time in which to fashion a solution. They have, therefore, frustrated Washington's attempts to mo- bilize European support for effective—i.e., coercive—measures. China's underlying motive is easy to understand: it wants Iran's clean-burning gas. Although Wash- ington has had some success getting European and Japanese companies to postpone or scale back en- ergy contracts with Iran, it has not been able to persuade China's state-owned energy behemoths to do the same. Last year, for instance, three giant Chinese enterprises—Sinopec, China National Offshore Oil Corporation, and PetroChina— signed large energy deals with their Iranian coun- terparts; this year, China National Petroleum Cor- poration will conclude another such agreement. All this provides a critical economic lifeline for the Iranian theocracy. Russia's motives are more comphcated. Some in the Kremlin appear to be troubled by Iran's nuclear aspirations, leading Western optimists to discern in every sign of friction a turning point in Russian at- titudes. In March, for example, Russia, citing Iran's failure to make payments, withdrew its technicians from the Bushehr project, a move widely interpret- ed in the West as a sign that the Kremlin really wanted to halt enrichment. By April, though, Rus- sia and Iran had signed a protocol on resolving payment disputes and the project now looks to be back on track. The point is that although the Russians from time to time may show ambivalence about Iran's ambitions, they generally view it as in their interest to support the mullahs' regime. In part, Moscow may be desirous of rewarding the Iranians materi- ally for not having complained about the brutal sup- pression of Islamic Chechnya. But there are more fundamental and long-range interests at play. Hav- ing ceded the Muslim Middle East to Washington immediately after the dissolution of the Soviet Union, the Kremlin now clearly aims at reasserting its influence in this crucial region of the globe. Then, too, Iran is seen by the Russians as a coun- terweight to Turkey. And there are purely commer- cial issues as well: despite its own mineral wealth, Russia may well wish to invest in Iran's large oil and gas reserves, if not immediately then soon. As the historian Niall Ferguson has observed, Russia, thanks to its own extensive energy reserves, is the only major power that has no vested interest in stability in the Middle East. It certainly perceives no vested interest in making things easier for the United States anywhere. Eor great-power reasons of its own, then, it has done what it can to allow Tehran to continue its bomb-building activities with impunity. In so acting, it has effectively be- come a co-conspirator with Beijing, helping to give real meaning to the two countries' 2001 treaty of friendship and to their constant declarations of sol- idarity and "strategic partnership." AND WHAT has Washington done in response? . Its approach—generally labeled "constructive engagement"—is based on the assumption that the overwhelming attractiveness and strength of the West will ultimately work to integrate both of these large and growing powers into the interna- tional system. The best way to do that, according to this conception, is to give China and Russia a stake in shaping and maintaining the existing glob- al order—to make them, in the State Department's hopeful formulation, "responsible stakeholders." The policy is not without some apparent suc- cesses to its credit. As its supporters point out, China has indeed made great strides in accommo- dating itself to the world. In the late 196O's, Beijing had only one ambassador abroad—and even he was almost recalled. Today, it maintains diplomatic re- lations with over 160 nations, is a member of a multitude of multilateral institutions and regional organizations, and has signed numerous global treaties and conventions—including international human-rights covenants. Eor the first time in its six decades of existence, the People's Republic is work- ing inside the international system. The Russian Eederation, too, the planet's largest supplier of hydrocarbons, has appeared to recon- cile itself to the existing global order. True, it has initiated, under Putin, another historic cycle of Russian expansionism, but that in itself hardly makes it a replica of the old Soviet Union; nor are we engaged in another existential struggle with it. Although Putin did once refer to the dissolution of the USSR as "the greatest geopolitical catastrophe of the century," he is not trying to create another multicultural empire. If his policies look aggressive, that is largely because we are comparing them with Boris Yeltsin's. In a sense, the Kremlin today is merely regaining its balance and reverting to its typical brand of diplomacy. In pursuit of engagement, the United States has consistently worked, inside and outside the halls of the UN, with both China and Russia. Indeed, the Bush administration, as its more hawkish critics rightly contend, has all but subcontracted its North Korea policy to Beijing, allowing it to take the lead on a matter of vital importance to the security of the world. Similarly, Washington has attempted to persuade Moscow to use its influence with Tehran. The administration even tentatively agreed to pro- posals to allow Iran's enrichment to take place on Russian soil; if implemented, this would have given Russia the role of managing and monitoring the Iranian nuclear program. Apart from the fact that this would have left two culprits to plot as they pleased, one may douht that it would have prevent- ed the Iranians from acquiring the technical knowl- edge to enrich uranium on their own. In brief, big-power cooperation, or the sem- blance of cooperation, has come with a steep price: lowest-common-denominator compromises. In August 2002, for example, the National Council of Resistance of Iran, a dissident group, disclosed the existence of secret nuclear locations, including the underground uranium-enrichment plant at Natanz. It took almost four years, until July 2006, before the Security Council called upon Iran to stop its enrichment of uranium. And it was not until the end of December that the UN imposed sanctions on Tehran for having failed to do so. What took so long, and why has nothing come of the effort to this day? Russia, with support from China, first prolonged discussion within the IAEA board of governors and then objected to referral of the matter to the Security Council. When the United States did finally manage to put Iran on the council's agenda, Russia and China, each of which wields a veto, refused to consider sanctions, which meant that the July 2006 resolution contained no enforcement measures. Then, when it came time to respond to Tehran's continued intransigence, the pair, over two long months, diluted proposal afrer proposal until the sanctions that eventually emerged last December—limited bans on enrich- ment materials, technology, and ballistic missiles, as well as freezes on certain companies and indi- viduals—^were essentially meaningless. From 2002 to the present, in other words, Bei- jing and Moscow have insisted on continued "dia- logue" even as Iran has shown no sign whatsoever that it is willing to talk in good faith. Whenever the mullahs openly refuse to cooperate, China and Russia protect them with threats of veto. This technique was on display in March when the Secu- rity Council was finally considering a second set of sanctions. No one thought the proposed measures would actually deter the ayatollahs; even before they were enacted, the French were talking about the need for a third and tougher set. Beijing and Moscow, however, while pleading concern for the possible adverse effect of sanctions on the Iranian people, would simply not agree to anything that might have a chance of actually changing the be- havior of the Iranian leadership. Under no circum- stances would they, or will they, allow restrictions to impinge upon their diplomatic or commercial relations with Iran. There will undoubtedly be additional Security Council deliberations when Tehran ignores the much-watered-down March measures. But Iranian president Mahmoud Ahmadinejad has consistently maintained that the UN cannot stop his country from enriching uranium, and about this his judg- ment has been absolutely right: diplomacy, afrer all, is proceeding much more slowly than enrichment. As he contemptuously noted last December, speak- ing on the grounds of the old American embassy in Tehran, the Security Council deliberations are nothing more than a "muppet show." 4 4 T T 7 E MUST prepare ourselves to rule the V V world," Ahmadinejad declared in January 2006 to the Iranian people. Can the world stop him? At this moment, the critical element is time. In the meantime, as diplomacy fails, other nations, having lost confidence in the nonproliferation sys- tem, are taking steps to ensure their own security. In December 2006, the six oil-rich Arab states of the Gulf Cooperation Council announced they were considering a regional nuclear-energy con- sortium, which could end up being the precursor to six new weapons programs. Russia has declared its willingness to transfer nuclear technology to the group. Yemen also wants to participate in the joint effort. In January, Jordan's King Abdullah, while announcing that his country wanted its own reac- tors, implied that this civilian program would be a stepping stone to a nuclear arsenal. Fgypt, which secretly experimented with fissile material in the 198O's and 199O's, will soon begin a nuclear-ener- gy program of its own. From all appearances, Al- geria and Syria have also been conducting nuclearweapons research. As George Tenet said when he headed the CIA, "The 'domino theory' of the 21st century may well be nuclear." At this point, there is little stopping the dominos from falling. Unless history goes into reverse soon, every nation that wants the bomb will get the bomb. Fventually, terrorists too will put their hands on a nuclear device. Al Qaeda has de- clared that its new project is to bring about an "American Hiroshima," and Iranian officials dare to say they have "a strategy drawn up for the de- struction of Anglo-Saxon civilization." In this new era, in which the global community is far less able to prevent atomic weapons from falling into the hands of people who might actually use them, the world desperately needs more than one superpower acting to restrain proliferation. Russia was once such a superpower, but it has switched sides and is aggressively sharing civilian nuclear technology with regimes maintaining in- cipient weapons programs. China was never such a power, and shows few signs of becoming one in time. If there is any short-term logic to Chinese and Russian assistance to nuclearizing regimes, it is that both nations have concluded proliferation is inevitable; that they believe they can better con- trol the consequences of the spread of nuclear weapons if they themselves are proliferators; and that they intend to benefit from the situation as much as they can before the international system ruptures. This is indeed short-term thinking, with a vengeance. If these two countries cannot coop- erate with Washington on something that is fully as much in their own long-term interest as in the West's, there is little likelihood they will ever be- come responsible members of the international community. Washington has exacted no price from either country for its obstructionism. To the contrary, in the name of engagement, the United States has helped them strengthen themselves—by providing technical and financial assistance, by cooperating on security matters, and by paving their entry into global commerce. (China, with American support, joined the World Trade Organization at the end of 2001, and Russia will become a member soon thanks to an agreement signed with Washington last November.) But what is the point of our trying to integrate these nations into an international community that they are in fact destabihzing? If we fail at this time to use against them the leverage we have—especially in the form of access to our mar- kets, capital, and technology—we will soon end up in another global struggle, tJiis one far more chaot- ic than the last.

AT: Permutation- Do Both

China will pocket the plan—Dalai Lama, currency, and human rights prove.

Foster Klug, staff writer, 1-16-2010. [Associated Press, Obama still seeking Chinese help on many fronts, p. ln]
The stern words of his presidential campaign, however, faded almost as soon as Obama settled in at the White House one year ago. During his first year, Obama's administration postponed a meeting with the Dalai Lama, the Tibetan monk reviled by Beijing, declined to label China a currency manipulator and was cautious in its criticism of China's human rights record.

Obama's China policy has been designed to gain concessions from a country crucial to solving global crises. Yet the United States has seen little benefit on many of its pressing problems, including nuclear standoffs with Iran and North Korea and tackling climate change and economic worries.

Pressure key—China more willing than ever to control prolif.

Jean-Pierre Cabestan, professor and head of the Department of Government and International Studies, Hong Kong Baptist University, associate researcher at the Asia Centre, 2009. [Journal of Current Chinese Affairs, 38, 3, China’s Foreign- and Security-policy Decision-making Processes under Hu Jintao, p. 63-97]
Although, under Hu and because of intense US pressure, the Chi- nese government has shown a stronger willingness to better control nu- clear- and conventional-arms proliferation and exports, some PLA-con- trolled companies continue to sell weapons, in particular light arms, to unreliable intermediaries or 3final users, but it can be argued that these decisions have been motivated by business rather than strategic interests. It is true that China’s large-arms deals (e.g., with Sudan, Nigeria, and Zimbabwe) are closely managed and controlled by the government; they are a deliberate element of China’s assistance and foreign policy. How- ever, the “soldier” does not appear to always be able to impose its view on the “merchant”. While national-security or interest considerations have influenced some major business decisions made by Chinese na- tional companies, the CCP leadership is not a Big Brother capable of controlling each move made by each pawn on the country’s chessboard.

Any discussion of the degree to which nationalism influences for- eign- and security-policy decision-making processes may take us beyond the limits of this article. Suffice it to say here that the CCP leadership under Hu Jintao has been tempted, probably more than it was under Jiang Zemin, to instrumentalize nationalism as a form of leverage against certain foreign countries; this has been particularly true of China’s rela- tions with Japan, the USA, the European Union and – more recently – France (Hao and Su 2005).
Impact Extensions

China is the key to preventing arms race—tit-for-tat race between India and Pakistan will be shaped by China .

Andrew Feickert, Analyst in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, and K. Alan Kronstadt, Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 10-17-2003. [CRS Report, Missile Proliferation and the Strategic Balance in South Asia, p. ln]
Apparent tit-for-tat ballistic missile tests in April 1999 and again in March 2003 have been viewed as evidence that an action-reaction dynamic is indeed at work. Many analysts argue that overt nuclear weaponization by either side — most especially of their ballistic missiles — could be highly destabilizing, especially if significant nuclear missile forces are deployed in the absence of secure command and control structures.  If these forces are perceived as being vulnerable to attack, one or both sides might adopt a launch-on-warning status, making conflict escalation even more difficult to govern.27  Ever since the 1998 nuclear tests in South Asia, it has appeared that India’s strategic decision-making is a key factor in shaping regional stability.  According to the Pentagon, “India’s development of [medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs)] ... is motivated by its desire to be recognized as a great power and strategiccompetitor with China.”  China seems content with its existing deterrent against India, and Pakistan’s limited resources appear to constrain its ability to initiate an Indo-Pakistani arms race.29  Thus, a key variable in the future evolution of South Asian nuclear proliferation is India’s strategic intention in relation to China.  One of the more dangerous scenarios is one in which India actively seeks to gain nuclear parity with China by building a larger nuclear arsenal and long-range delivery force. In the middle-term, the deployment of Agni missiles capable of striking China’s eastern population centers could spur Beijing to re-target more nuclear forces to the south and likewise move Islamabad to seek some form of parity in this arena, thus potentially setting in motion a full-blown arms race on the Asian Subcontinent.30 Moreover, some observers suggest that U.S. sales of theater missile defense systems in Asia — or the deployment of a national system covering U.S. territory — could spur further ballistic missile proliferation in South Asia
China Key to South Asia Prolif

Actions in China could start off a chain of disagreement in the nonproliferation regime.

ISROP (International Security Research and Outreach Programme) 8-21-2008. [The MTCR and Missile Proliferation: Moving Toward the Next Phase Missile Proliferation: Recent Development and Consequences, p. http://www.international.gc.ca/arms-armes/isrop-prisi/research-recherche/missiles/yuan2000/page4.aspx?lang=eng]
Finally, the TMD/NMD issues could affect regional and global arms control and arms race prospects.23 China, seeing its limited missile and nuclear capability under the threat of being neutralized, has warned that countermeasures would result from an American decision to develop such a system, something which would lead to renewed arms race in the region.24 What has not been stated explicitly is the obvious response: the construction of more Chinese missiles to penetrate the shield. This alone would affect China's commitments to arms control treaties and negotiation, in particular the CTBT and the fissile materials cut-off treaty.25 China has recently tested its DF-31, an ICBM with a range of 8,000 kilometres and carrying a 250 kiloton nuclear warhead. It might test a submarine version of the missile, the Julang 2, sometime later this year. The Chinese are also interested in developing decoy RVs to penetrate missile defense systems.26 China may also decide to resume transfers of missile systems and missile technology to Pakistan and cruise missiles to Iran, thus breaking pledges that Beijing had previously made to Washington. This could also touch off a regional chain reaction, with India perceiving such a development not as an act of retaliation on China's part in a Sino-American context, but one that creates new complications for the Indo-Pakistani competition, particularly now that the India and Pakistan have crossed the nuclear threshold. The NMD system no doubt will undermine the ABM Treaty, something which in turn will almost certainly lead to the collapse of the START II process.27 China's reactions could have a major impact on the current nonproliferation regime and future arms control prospects.
China Key to South Asia Prolif

The status of China is key to proliferation in South Asia

Upendra Choudhury, Ph.D.,  senior assistant professor of political science at Dyal Singh College/Kurukshetra University, April 2003. [Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Too close for comfort, 22-5]

A final problem is the status of China, which is the key to the success of any substantive missile control regime in South Asia. If Beijing will not participate, even at the margins, it will be difficult for almost any settled resolution of Kashmir would be better for both countries than continuing the security risk and massive cost of the present situation. But no resolution is possible unless both countries reassess their positions, which they have regarded as non-negotiable. The addition of the China factor in the South Asian security matrix makes it extremely difficult to come up with simple proposals. As an established nuclear weapon state, China is no doubt most reluctant to accept any condition that would constrain its options in any way. China also refuses to acknowledge India as a de facto nuclear weapon state, and still insists that India abandon its nuclear and missile programs and sign the Nuclear NonProliferation Treaty and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty unconditionally and immediately. It might be worthwhile for other nuclear weapon states to engage China in a discussion to seek its agreement to formalize the practice of storing warheads separately from ground-based missiles. And perhaps China could be persuaded to cease supplying advanced missile and nuclear technology to Pakistan, which would address India's security concerns to some extent. But it remains to be seen whether other nuclear powers, especially the United States, would be willing to enter into such an undertaking. 

Now is Key

Advanced missile development and proliferation would cause India-Pakistan war by creating pressures for first strike.

Andrew Feickert, Analyst in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, and K. Alan Kronstadt, Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 10-17-2003. [CRS Report, Missile Proliferation and the Strategic Balance in South Asia, p. ln]

However, proliferation pessimism continues among many.  Some years ago, then-Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott warned that, “Unless India and Pakistan exercise genuine restraint and great care, the [nuclear weapons] delivery systems themselves could become a source of tension and could by their nature and disposition increase the incentive to attack first in a crisis.”93  Unlike aircraft, ballistic missiles cannot be recalled after launch and, given the contiguity of the two countries, missiles afford little time for warning and protective measures.  So long as terrorism- and Kashmir-related animosity exists between India and Pakistan, making the outbreak of war a substantive risk, the continued proliferation of strategic arsenals in South Asia cannot be viewed with complacence.  Among the future developments that could exacerbate regional tensions are the increased influence of Hindu nationalism in New Delhi and/or the increased influence of Islamic fundamentalism in Islamabad.  Moreover, many analysts are concerned that continued military rule in Pakistan will hamper efforts at regional entente. In the near term, two issues appear key to South Asian security or its absence: (1) ongoing violence in the Kashmir region and Pakistani support for or tolerance of Islamic terrorist groups operating from territory under its control; and (2) Afghani instability and ongoing conflict along the Pakistan-Afghanistan border.  Trends in these areas are difficult to determine, but significant violence has continued in both theaters.  In the middle and longer term, developments in four areas appear directly relevant: (1) the course of India-China relations and strategic posturing; (2) the extent of positive U.S. engagement with both India and Pakistan; 3) New Delhi’s weapons procurement decisions; and 4) the possible deployment of missile defense systems. Here trends appear to be mixed: New Delhi and Beijing have moved toward more peaceful relations, and the United States is remaining fully engaged with both of South Asia’s largest countries.  Yet India’s energetic acquisition of sophisticated new weapons platforms and pursuit of missile defense systems may bode poorly for regional stability.  Moreover, within each of these areas, the progress and scope of regional missile proliferation represents a crucial and interactive facet.  The importance of U.S. policies toward South Asia is difficult to deny.  Missile proliferation and its implications for South Asian security are worthy of careful monitoring in the future.
AT: Chinese Government Not Key

Chinese government controls export.

Jean-Pierre Cabestan, professor and head of the Department of Government and International Studies, Hong Kong Baptist University, associate researcher at the Asia Centre, 2009. [Journal of Current Chinese Affairs, 38, 3, China’s Foreign- and Security-policy Decision-making Processes under Hu Jintao, p. 63-97]

Although, under Hu and because of intense US pressure, the Chinese government has shown a stronger willingness to better control nu clear- and conventional-arms proliferation and exports, some PLA-con trolled companies continue to sell weapons, in particular light arms, to unreliable intermediaries or final users, but it can be argued that these decisions have been motivated by business rather than strategic interests. It is true that China’s large-arms deals (e.g., with Sudan, Nigeria, and Zimbabwe) are closely managed and controlled by the government; they are a deliberate element of China’s assistance and foreign policy. However, the “soldier” does not appear to always be able to impose its view on the “merchant”. While national-security or interest considerations have influenced some major business decisions made by Chinese na- tional companies, the CCP leadership is not a Big Brother capable of controlling each move made by each pawn on the country’s chessboard. Any discussion of the degree to which nationalism influences for- eign- and security-policy decision-making processes may take us beyond the limits of this article. Suffice it to say here that the CCP leadership under Hu Jintao has been tempted, probably more than it was under Jiang Zemin, to instrumentalize nationalism as a form of leverage against certain foreign countries; this has been particularly true of China’s relations with Japan, the USA, the European Union and – more recently – France (Hao and Su 2005). 
Pressure Good Add-Ons

U.S. has to pressure China to avoid looking like a paper tiger.

Lieutenant Colonel Nathaniel Sledge, U.S. Army, M.A. candidate @ the US Army War College, 2001. [USAWC Research Project, “Broken Promises: The United States, China, and Nuclear Nonproliferation”, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA421820]
The United States should retain the policy of comprehensive engagement with China to integrate further a freer, more prosperous China into the international community and to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and related material and technology to states of concern. America,however,should redouble its efforts to implement the policy consistent with its declarations,something that has been lacking in U.S.policy implementation. Comprehensive engagement requires consistent and focused engagement and enforcement, which are the keys to successful policy. Engagement means that the United States should continue to develop a dialogue with the Chinese government and nonproliferation professionals. In doing so,U.S.officials should avoid mirror-imaging when engaging the Chinese.58 Instead, America should attempt to understand better Chinese culture, values, and objectives, including their commitment to and timetable for reforms.Such a critically informed environment will provide truly comprehensive engagement and the realization of real progress toward the goal ofending Chinese nuclear proliferation. The United States must avoid the appearance or fact of being a paper tiger on nuclear nonproliferation. Enforcement means that the United States must exercise the political will to discipline China informationally, politically, and economically in a global context, through multi-lateral and transnational economic and political institutions. America must do as President Ronald Reagan once said of nuclear arms control, quoting an old Russian proverb,“Trust,but verify.” 

Pressure Good Add-Ons

That kills heg.

Anne E. Sartori, (associate professor of political science at Northwestern University), Winter 2002, International Organization 56, 1, Winter 2002, pp. 121–149
I demonstrate formally that diplomacy works in the absence of domestic audiences. It works precisely because it is so valuable. When states are irresolute, they are tempted to bluff, but the possibility of acquiring a reputation for blufﬁng often deters a state from blufﬁng. A state that has a reputation for blufﬁng is less able to communicate and less likely to attain its goals. State leaders often speak honestly in order to maintain their ability to use diplomacy in future disputes.6 They are more likely to concede less important issues and to have the issues they consider most important decided in their favor. The model thus suggests that in the (more complicated) real world, states use diplomacy to attain a mutually beneﬁcial “trade” of issues over time. States sometimes do bluff, of course. It is impossible to measure how often they do so because opponents and researchers may not discover that a successful deterrent threat was actually a successful bluff. Nevertheless, the model I present here has a theoretical implication about when bluffs will succeed: Diplomacy, whether it be honest or a bluff, is most likely to succeed when a state is most likely to be honest. A state is most likely to be honest when it has an honest reputation to lose, a reputation gained either by its having used diplomacy consistently in recent disputes or having successfully bluffed without others realizing its dishonesty. Since a state that uses diplomacy honestly cannot be caught in a bluff, concessions to an adversary can be a wise policy. When a state considers an issue relatively unimportant and the truth is it is not prepared to ﬁght, blufﬁng carries with it the possibility of success as well as the risk of decreased credibility in future disputes. The term appeasement has acquired a bad name, but not all states in all situations are deterrable. Many scholars believe that Hitler would have continued his onslaught regardless of Britain’s actions in response to Hitler’s activities in Czechoslovakia. If Britain had tried to bluff over Czechoslovakia, its attempts to deter Germany’s attack on Poland would have been even less credible. Similarly, the United States’ acquiescence to the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia was not a high point of moral policymaking; however, given that any threats regarding Czechoslovakia would have been bluffs, honest acquiescence was the best way to preserve credibility. In the latter case, U.S. leaders seemed to realize the beneﬁts of honesty; when Russian ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin told U.S. president Johnson that U.S. interests were not affected by the Soviet action in Czechoslovakia, “in response he was told that U.S. interests are involved in Berlin where we are committed to prevent the city being overrun by the Russians.”8 Johnson’s words reveal that he saw a difference between Czechoslovakia, where he was honestly admitting that there was no strong U.S. interest, and Berlin, where he was threatening and prepared to go to war. 

AT: Pressure Bad Turns

The plan means Obama will look weak towards China—he’ll compensate with China bashing.

China Comment 9-1-2008. [China and the American Election, p. http://chinacomment.wordpress.com/tag/obama-china-policy/]
Despite Obama’s anti-trade rhetoric, one Chinese journalist believes that because much of Obama’s expert team consists of Clinton-era officials, his relationship will be pragmatic. Still, that same journalist believes “an Obama administration would put more pressure on China, even to the point of being more likely than the Bush administration to use the WTO to confront China in court on related issues.” On the positive side with Obama, he will probably talk to Hu Jintao, and not overtly pressure China beyond token expressions of dissatisfaction. At least, talks will happen if Obama isn’t forced to burnish an image of diplomatic weakness, like former US President Kennedy needed to do in order to establish credibility. If Obama is perceived as “weak” after having unsuccessful talks with Iran or Syria or Hamas, then he will need to regain his political capital somehow– and that somehow could be through bashing Russia or China- traditional bugaboos.

China bashing turns the aff—creates US-China hostility and blocks cooperation.

David Gosset, director of the Academia Sinica Europaea at China Europe International Business School, Shanghai, and founder of the Euro-China Forum, 5-7-2008. [Asia Times, China-bashing is a blind man's game, p. http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/JE07Ad02.html]
But the Western "China-bashing" is also highly counterproductive. Anti-Chinese rhetoric or behaviors can only generate anti-Western attitudes within China. While Beijing and the West need to join forces to solve the immediate environmental, political and economic problems threatening global equilibrium, irresponsible activists and politicians are taking the risk to ignite new sterile antagonisms. There would be no winner in such a confrontational configuration. Western officials have also to realize that by their harsh, accusatory and unfair criticisms, they reinforce China's most conservative forces. The Chinese reformers working for the deepening of Deng Xiaoping's "Reform and Opening-up" need constructive and subtle international partners, not arrogant foreign demagogues manipulating issues for their own domestic and short-term political gains. Moreover, and over the longer term, inaccurate reports or insulting remarks by Western commentators undermine the West's intellectual and moral credibility. It is the emulation between rich and nuanced analyses, and not new forms of opposition between dogmatic statements, which can enrich the debate. 
BMD Links

U.S. should link stopping BMD to curbs on Chinese missile proliferation. 

Paul Godwin, professor of IR at the National War College, and Evan Medeiros, senior research associate in the Est Asia Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, September 2k. [Current History, China, America, and Missile Defense: Conflicting National Interests, p. cns.miis.edu/archive/country_china/pdfs/godwinma.pdf]
Although challenging, theater defenses to be deployed in East Asia are more amenable to negotiation and deal-making than are bilateral NMD programs. The issue of Taiwan presents major difficulties, however. Before making any final decision, the United States must decide whether loweror upper-tier TMD enhances or degrades Taiwan’s security. Because China can simply overwhelm TMD with a barrage attack or countermeasures, the security benefits from TMD may be ephemeral, at best, and provocative, at worst. The value of TMD for the United States and Taiwan lies in its potential use as a bargaining chip. Theater missile defense transfers to Taiwan could be limited to the land-based PAC-2 or the least-advanced model of the PAC-3 in exchange for China’s restraint in deploying shortrange ballistic missiles in coastal provinces. Linking TMD sales to Taiwan with curbs on Chinese missile technology exports to both Pakistan and Iran is also in the United States security interest.

China explicitly links BMD and MTCR compliance—it’ll give up proliferating to end U.S. BMD transfers.  

Phil Saunders, Director of the East Asia Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Jing-dong Yuan and Gaurav Kampani, Senior Research Associates at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 8-22-2k. [Rediff, http://www.rediff.com/news/2000/aug/22spec.htm]
But China's policies are not monocausal. China also uses missile sales and the ambiguity of its commitment to MTCR standards as a bargaining chip to achieve other foreign policy goals with the United States. For example, during negotiations with American diplomats, China linked the M-11 transfers to Pakistan with the US sale of 150 F-16s to Taiwan. Similarly, continuing technological assistance to Pakistan may be linked to US threats to transfer theater missile defense systems and other sophisticated conventional arms to Taiwan. China probably hopes to use the threat of ballistic missile proliferation and the carrot of full MTCR compliance to persuade the United States to forego any potential transfer of theater missile defense systems currently under development to Taiwan.
South Korea Links

China is opposed to US-ROK Joint Military Exercises for 5 reasons – Security, Strategic Thinking, Geopolitical Strategy, Security in the Korean Peninsula, and Sino-US relations – stopping it would be a bargaining chip 
People's Daily Online, ”Why China opposes US-South Korean military exercises in the Yellow Sea” 07/16/10, 
http://english.peopledaily.com.cn/90001/90780/91342/7069743.html
Major General Luo Yuan, deputy secretary general with the PLA Academy of Military Sciences, explained the reasons why China is opposed to the U.S.-South Korean military exercises in the Yellow Sea in a recent online discussion with netizens on People's Daily Online. Luo pointed out five reasons behind China's opposition to the joint military exercises: First, in terms of security, Chairman Mao Zedong once said, "We will never allow others to keep snoring beside our beds." If the United States were in China's shoes, would it allow China to stage military exercises near its western and eastern coasts Just like an old Chinese saying goes, "Do not do unto others what you do not want others to do unto you," if the United States does not wish to be treated in a specific way, it should not forcefully sell the way to others. Second, in terms of strategic thinking, China should take into account the worst possibility and strive to seek the best results. The bottom line of strategic thinking is to nip the evil in the bud. The ultimate level of strategic thinking is to subdue the enemy without fighting. Preventing crisis is the best way to resolve and overcome the crisis. China's current tough stance is part of preventive diplomacy. Third, in terms of geopolitical strategy, the Yellow Sea is the gateway to China's capital region and a vital passage to the heartland of Beijing and Tianjin. In history, foreign invaders repeatedly took the Yellow Sea as an entrance to enter the heartland of Beijing and Tianjin. The drill area selected by the United States and South Korea is only 500 kilometers away from Beijing. China will be aware of the security pressure from military exercises conducted by any country in an area that is so close to China's heartland. The aircraft carrier U.S.S. George Washington dispatched to the Yellow Sea has a combat radius of 600 kilometers and its aircraft has a combat radius as long as 1,000 kilometers. Therefore, the military exercise in the area has posed a direct security threat to China's heartland and the Bohai Rim Economic Circle. Fourth, in a bid to safeguard security on the Korean Peninsula, the U. N. Security Council has just issued a presidential statement, requiring all parties to remain calm and restrained to the so-called "Cheonan" naval ship incident, which had caused a major crisis on the Korean Peninsula. On the other hand, the joint military exercise by the United States and South Korea on the Yellow Sea has created a new crisis. This is another reason why China strongly opposes the military exercise on the Yellow Sea. In order to safeguard security on the Korea Peninsula, no country should create a new crisis instead they should control and deal with the existing one. Fifth, in terms of maintaining China-U.S. relations, especially the two parties' military relations, China must declare its solemn stance. China has been working to promote the healthy development of China-U.S. military relations. Therefore, China has clearly declared that it is willing to promote the development of the two parties' relations. Deputy Director of the General Staff Gen. Ma Xiaotian has also expressed his welcome to U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates to visit China at a proper time. Ma had made it clear at the meeting in Singapore that three key problems greatly impeded China-U.S. exchanges. First, the Unites States' arms sales to Taiwan. Second, the frequently detected American military aircraft and ships over and on the East and South China seas at close range. Third, the 2000 U.S. National Defense Authorization Act and the Delay Amendment restricted military exchanges with China in 12 fields. The current barriers have not been eliminated, while the United States has created another obstacle. This time, they not only sent military ships, nuclear submarines and Arleigh Burke-class guided missile destroyers, but also aircraft carriers. Luo added that a U.S. aircraft carrier had once been in the Yellow Sea in 1994, also known as the "Kitty Hawk issue," which caused strong reactions from China at that time. After that, aircraft carriers have never appeared in the Yellow Sea area. The United States and South Korea said that the joint military exercise aims at putting pressure on North Korea and deterring North Korea's submarines. However, as the Yellow Sea is a marine outlet, the joint military exercises actually include the task of military surveillance. Any aircraft carrier has strong reconnaissance and early warning capacities therefore it can also monitor and detect on the circumjacent hydrologic geology, meaning that it can detect Chinese marine outlets over and over again. As the Yellow Sea is a high sea, the aircraft carrier can also detect the hydro-geological conditions of China's submarines' channels out to sea. Therefore, the two purposes of the joint military exercise, strategic reconnaissance and testing initial combat plans, will pose a threat to China. The United States has always talked about the China military as a threat, but this joint military exercise by the United States and South Korea proved that it is not China but the U.S. military that is the threat.

South Korea Links

China objects to US military presence in South Korea 

Dingli, Shen professor and executive dean of the Institute of International Studies and director of the Center for American Studies at Fudan University 7/14/10 (US-S.Korean maritime war games needlessly provocative, Global Times, Op-Ed,  http://opinion.globaltimes.cn/commentary/2010-07/551234.html)ZDM
George Washington The US and South Korea are implementing joint military exercises this month in the Yellow Sea, with the possibility of deploying the US aircraft carrier. The running of such exercises so close to China's waters has left China strongly, and rightfully, dissatisfied. The US and South Korea may argue that the exercise is not in China's territorial waters, so China has no right to comment. However, even if the joint exercises are not in Chinese sovereign waters, they may take place in the waters of China's interests as the international waters at Yellow Sea near China's exclusive economic zone are extremely important to China's interests. Though there is still no final words as to where exactly the US-South Korea joint drill will take place, the issue and the tension it has aroused in Northeast Asia will continue for a long time. Military exercises aimed at provoking other countries in the waters of important Chinese interests can only be seen as a threat, and China should strongly oppose them. Given the sophisticated equipment it carries, the George Washington poses a real potential threat to Chinese territory. Even if the US-South Korea military exercises are outside China's territory, the striking power of the US nuclear-powered aircraft carrier also poses a serious threat to neighboring countries. China's strong reaction is also part of its defensive diplomacy, which aims at dissovling the tension before it escalates into a serious crisis. During the Cuban Missile Crisis in 1962, when the Soviet Union established nuclear missile bases on the island, the US objected to the close proximity of the Soviet weaponry even though they traveled only through international waters to reach Cuba, and the US set up a blockade to stop them being deployed. When the US ponders the idea of deploying its nuclear aircraft carrier in the Yellow Sea, very close to China, shouldn't China have the same feeling as the US did when the Soviet Union deployed missiles in Cuba? Historically speaking, for the Chinese public, the Yellow Sea area is also associated with a painful period in history when in 1894 China was defeated by the Japanese navy in the same waters. Thus it is a sensitive area that could especially agitate Chinese sensitivites. Such a provocative attitude damages US credibility in the region and its chance to build strong bilateral relations.
South Korea Links

US-Korean alliance is a source of pressure and leverage for China.
Korea Times July 21, 2010 (Kang Hyun-kyung, Kim Young-jin, staff writers for the Korea Times, “Will firmer Korea-US partnership hurt China, North Korea?”)

Seoul and Washington agreed to transform the security-oriented alliance into the broadening partnership in regional and global issues in the '2+2' meeting held in Seoul, Wednesday. The announcement of upgrading the alliance as solid as a rock came at a time when tensions escalated on the Korean peninsula after China addressed strong objections to the joint Korea-U.S. naval exercises. Asked about the prospects of the bolstered Korea-U.S. alliance on U.S.-China relations, Prof. Chun Chae-sung of Seoul National University said it will be inevitable for China to be wary of the strengthened alliance. 'But China's concerns will be short-lived as they will know that the deepening ROK-U.S. alliance aimed at deterring threats issued by North Korea, not targeting at China,' Chun told The Korea Times. 'South Korea, however, is faced with the situation where it must draw up the strategy to manage its relations with China.' The political scientist made the remarks shortly after four chief decision-makers of South Korea and the United States in foreign affairs and defense agreed to bolster deterrence against North Korea, the perpetrator of the attack on the warship Cheonan in March. Yu Myung-hwan, minister of foreign affairs and trade, and Kim Tae-young, minister of national defense, met with their U.S. counterparts ? Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Secretary of Defense Roberts Gates ? at the '2+2' meeting held in Seoul. The four key officials agreed to upgrade the ROK-U.S. alliance into the strong partnership on the occasion of the 60th anniversary of the outbreak of the Korean War. The meeting took place at a time when tensions on the Korean peninsula showed few sign of subsiding even after the UN Security Council (UNSC) wrapped up the Cheonan case by releasing the presidential statement denouncing the attack on the warship that killed 46 sailors. But the UNSC members came short of pointing their fingers at North Korea as a perpetrator of the maritime disaster. In the wake of the UNSC measure, South Korea and the United States planned to launch a joint naval drill in the West Sea where the warship sank due to the North Korean torpedo attack. A backlash came from China after the plan was unveiled. China characterized the joint naval exercises as a provocative maneuver that will likely make the situation on the peninsula worse by aggravating North Korea. Some Chinese experts observed that the naval drills pose 'a serious threat' to China. In an email interview with The Korea Times, Bonnie Glaser, a senior fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies based in Washington D.C., said China is sensitive about the naval exercises near its coastline. 'The Chinese government is vulnerable to criticism from the public that it is not sufficiently defending Chinese territorial integrity and sovereignty, including its EEZ, in the face of U.S. pressure,' Glaser said. In the face of China's protests, South Korea and the United States announced a new plan for naval exercises in the East Sea later this month. Glaser warned of the risk of China's miscalculation over the decision. 'China could conclude that the United States will back down in the future if it objects strongly to its maritime presence around its borders. This could lead to miscalculation,' she said. 'The principle of freedom of navigation is not something that the United States will compromise on, and this includes the West Sea. The United States will undoubtedly continue to conduct exercises in the West Sea, despite China's warnings and concerns.' As for North Korea, the demonstration of solid South Korea-U.S. alliance is expected to bring both a positive and negative effect, Yang Moo-jin, professor at University of Korean Studies in Seoul said. The university is an affiliate think-tank of "Institute of Far Eastern Studies." "The show of a strong alliance can pressure the north, but whether it will have any real effect is questionable,' said Yang. "The method of pressuring and censuring is Cold-War strategy.' He said the two allies' strategy may only pit China, North Korea and Russia together while putting U.S., South Korea and Japan into another group. He said such a Cold-War situation is not probably what the two Koreas may really want. "For the two Koreas to obtain real gains, both should aim to get their points across at the six-party talks where denuclearization of North Korea, reducing tension on the Korean Peninsula and founding a peace system can be discussed,' Yang said. 

US-Korean alliance is a strategic pressure on China

Zhu Feng, Deputy Director and Professor at the Peking University Centre for International & Strategic Studies,   February 4, 2010 (P. S. Suryanarayana, “India, China ‘need new rationale, new passion for ties’” http://www.hindu.com/2010/02/04/stories/2010020460491000.htm)

“For Beijing, what’s the leading strategic pressure? It is always U.S. It is always [U.S.] alliance politics [involving] Japan or Australia or South Korea. That’s why Chinese experts feel so frustrated [as to] why India [has] now taken a lead in the effort to assume that China is a threat. ... How to resolve it? China should take a look at India more seriously. India should also take a look at China more seriously. So, if they can cooperate, it is actually a guarantee of a secure and prosperous Asia. That’s why both sides need some sort of not just a policy reorientation; they need a new rationale, new passion to underscore a close contact-based relationship.”
Japan Links

US alliance with Japan is a source of pressure and leverage for China.
(Paul J Smith, Professor of History and East Asian Studies, Bryn Mawr, Winter 2009.Asian Affairs, an American Review. Washington: Vol. 35, Iss. 4; pg. 230, 27 pgs http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-19-2015&FMT=7&DID=1658373541&RQT=309&cfc=1)

From China's perspective, the U.S.-Japan alliance has become a source of increasing concern, particularly since the end of the Cold War. In 1999, following the adoption of new defense guidelines in Japan, Jiang Lifeng, a Chinese scholar associated with a government-affiliated think tank, noted that the "enhanced security alliance between the United States and Japan will leave [China] with no choice but to improve its weapons and increase its military strength."96 Similarly, in 2004, China's Foreign Ministry spokesperson stated that "[China is] deeply concerned with the great changes of Japan's military defense strategy and its possible impact."97 Apart from general concerns about Japan's increasing military capacity via its alliance with the United States, China seems to be most concerned about two key issues. First, China is anxious about Japan's decision to become more intimately tied to U.S. theater missile defense plans. This concern links back to discussions between Prime Minister Hashimoto Ryutaro and President Bill Clinton prior to passage of the new guideline bills by the Japanese Diet in 1999, regarding the need for the two countries to explore ways to counter North Korea's development of ballistic missiles.98 North Korea's firing a Taepodong missile over Japan in 1998 already galvanized Japanese public support for such an undertaking. In December 2003, Koizumi announced that Japan would officially work with the United States to jointly develop and deploy missile defense capabilities to counter threats from the region. This was a profoundly important decision, particularly as many analysts consider this "the most robust form of bilateral cooperation" between the United States and Japan.99 Among other things, such cooperation has led to extensive defense industry integration and technological exchange; moreover, from a strategic point of view, this arrangement ties Japan to the larger U.S. theater missile-defense architecture.100 The second concern for China is the fear that Japan could once again remilitarize and become a "normal" country, with military power commensurate with its economic strength. Japan's decision to upgrade its defense agency to ministry status and other initiatives, such as attempts to revise the pacifist Article 9 of the Japanese constitution, have only served to inflame such fears. Among certain Chinese analysts, the push for "normal" power status embodies a number of sinister-often militaristic-motivations.101 When the director-general of Japan's Defense Agency reportedly remarked in 2006 that the U.S.-Japan security alliance was intended to "check China and prepare for any contingency concerning the Taiwan Strait," Chinese Foreign Ministry official Qin Gang reacted harshly, arguing that the U.S.-Japan military alliance was established during the Cold War and was intended to be "limited to a bilateral domain."102 The U.S.-Japan security alliance, originally the product of Cold War tensions between the Soviet Union and the United States, has clearly evolved into a much more robust alliance. Not surprisingly, Beijing has reacted with increasing alarm at signs that the alliance is directed toward China, notwithstanding assurances to the contrary. U.S. policy pronouncements-articulating Japan as part of a concert of democracies directed against China-only fan the flames of concern that the U.S.-Japan security alliance has a new purpose: containing China.103 Thus, what Beijing once viewed as a benign military structure is increasingly being perceived as something sinister, directed against China's interests. 
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