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1. No Korean war – both sides won’t risk escalation out of self interest

Kang & Cha, 03 – *associate professor of Business at Dartmouth, AND **associate professor of government Georgetown’s school of Foreign Service (May/June 2003, David C. Kang, Victor D. Cha, Foreign Policy, “Think Again: The Korea Crisis,” http://www.ituassu.com.br/asia_fp1.pdf,)

“The DMZ Is the Scariest Place in the World”

Yes, if looks could kill. When former U.S. President Bill Clinton called the border between the two Koreas the world’s scariest place, he was referring to the massive forward deployment of North Korean forces around the DMZ and the shaky foundations of the 50-year-old armistice—not peace treaty—that still keeps the peace between the two former combatants. Since the end of the Korean War in 1953, there have been more than 1,400 incidents across the DMZ, resulting in the deaths of 899 North Koreans, 394 South Koreans, and 90 U.S. soldiers. Tensions have been so high tha tin 1976 the United States mobilized bombers and an aircraft carrier battle group to trim one tree in the DMZ. The deployments and operational battle plans on both sides suggest that if a major outbreak of violence were to start, a rapid escalation of hostilities would likely ensue.

In practice, however, no such outbreak has occurred. North Korea has faced both a determined South Korean military, and more important, U.S. military deployments that at their height comprised 100,000 troops and nuclear-tipped Lance missiles and even today include 37,000 troops, nuclear-capable airbases, and naval facilities that guarantee U.S. involvement in any Korean conflict.

The balance of power has held because any war would have disastrous consequences for both sides. Seoul and Pyongyang are less than 150 miles apart—closer than New York is to Washington, D.C. Seoul is 30 miles from the DMZ and easily within reach of North Korea’s artillery tubes. Former Commander of U.S. Forces Korea Gen. Gary Luck estimated that a war on the Korean peninsula would cost $1 trillion in economic damage and result in 1 million casualties, including 52,000 U.S. military casualties. As one war gamer described, the death toll on the North Korean side would be akin to a “holocaust,” and Kim Jong Il and his 1,000 closest generals would surely face death or imprisonment. As a result, both sides have moved cautiously and avoided major military mobilizations that could spiral out of control.

Ironically enough, as for the DMZ itself, although bristling with barbed wire and sown with land mines, it has also become a remarkable nature preserve stretching across the peninsula that is home to wild birds and a trove of other rare species. 

2. War won’t escalate – China and Russia won’t back North Korea- this is their author
Bandow, 8 - senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, author of Foreign Follies: America's New Global Empire (Doug, “Seoul Searching”, 11/11, 

http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20218)

Moreover, the North’s one-time military allies, Russia and China, both recognized Seoul as the cold war concluded. The ROK now does more business with Beijing than with America. The likelihood of either Moscow or Beijing backing North Korea in any new war is somewhere between infinitesimal and zero. The rest of East Asia would unreservedly stand behind South Korea.
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3. Turn- U.S. military presence key to deter china, nuclear north korea, and generally keep the peace- this card is indicative of both of their advantages
Blumenthal, 09 – resident fellow at AEI (5/1/2009, Dan, Far Eastern Economic Review, “The Erosion of U.S. Power in Asia,” http://www.aei.org/article/100445, JMP)

Though "soft power" and "smart power" (as opposed, one presumes, to the "stupid power" exercised by President Obama's predecessors) are all the rage in the Obama administration, Asia remains a dangerous place where good, old-fashioned "hard power" still matters. Since World War II, the U.S. military has guaranteed the peace and prosperity that, with few exceptions, have characterized the region. Yet no peace keeps itself; someone has to enforce it. This truism is particularly true in Asia, where just beneath the surface America's allies fear a rising China, a nuclear North Korea, and the continued threat of jihadi terrorism. In short, America's military presence in the region is as important as ever.
One need only scan a map of the region to understand the totality of America's strategic tasks in Asia. The geographical area encompassing the American Pacific Command's "area of operations" includes 50% of the world's population, 36 countries within 15 time zones, the world's three largest economies and five largest militaries. In addition, the U.S. has five alliances to attend to in the region. While the Pacific Command's main jobs are shielding Japan, South Korea and Taiwan against aggression and maintaining its solid alliance with Australia, on any given day Pacific forces further could be simultaneously engaged in antiterrorist exercises with the Philippines, humanitarian relief operations in Oceania, military exchanges with India, helping to  professionalize the Indonesian military and policing the vital sea lanes through which one third of the world's trade travels. In fulfilling its security duties in the region, the U.S. military is providing one of the principle public goods of East Asia. To be sure, America's regional allies want Washington to participate in Asia's many diplomatic conferences and contribute to regional economic integration. But to paraphrase Teddy Roosevelt, one of the first American statesman to recognize the Pacific's importance, as much as Asians want the U.S. to "speak softly," they also want it to carry a "big stick." They welcome the U.S. for its unique ability to ensure a stable balance of power in a region marked by a rising global power, China, and a weak but dangerous nuclear nation, North Korea.

All regional allies know that China has not become a postmodern, European-style power that eschews military force. To the contrary, China has become quite fond of its newfound military muscle. Beijing proudly displayed that might last week in Qingdao, as China celebrated the 60th anniversary of her growing navy. Neither has the conventional threat North Korea poses to its southern neighbor and Japan disappeared. Tokyo watches in dismay as Pyongyang inches ever closer to acquiring the means to deliver its nuclear weapons.

But it is the transformation of Chinese military power that is causing the most Asian heartburn. China has built up its military across the board. Its submarine fleet has grown faster than any other in the world, it now has a large and lethal arsenal of conventional cruise and ballistic missiles, and it has announced plans to deploy aircraft carriers. Worrying about China is far from a case of what Defense Secretary Robert Gates calls "next war-itis." The U.S. isn't in a war with China--mercifully--but there is already a military competition. Take China's submarine fleet for example. Since 1995 China placed into service 38 new submarines--a rate of 2.9 per year. In contrast, during the same period of time the U.S. has reduced its submarine force by about 25 boats. The Chinese have not only noticed the imbalance, they are counting on a continued decline in America's Pacific naval power. China's Rear Admiral Yang Yi gloated that "China already exceeds the United States in [submarine production] five times over . . . 18 [U.S. submarines--the amount resident in the Pacific] against 75 or more Chinese submarines is obviously not encouraging [from a U.S. perspective]." The Chinese admiral is spot on. U.S. boats are superior, though the quality gap is closing. And in this vast region, numbers matter. The rise of the Chinese submarine fleet and symmetrical decline in American subs is reflective of a broader trend. China is well on its way to having the greatest number of fighter planes, surface ships, missiles and submarines in the region. U.S. Secretary Gates rightly wants the military to concentrate on the "wars we are in." But we cannot do so at the expense of the military competition we are in. China military strength is not some futuristic abstraction. Indeed, we might think of China as a power-of-tomorrow, but our Asian allies see the daily realities of rising Chinese power. Beijing has already changed the military balance in the Asia-Pacific region to the great consternation of America's key allies and friends, such as Japan, Taiwan, South Korea and India. The point is not that Washington is poised to go to war with North Korea or China. Rather, only by maintaining its role as Asia's security guarantor can the U.S. hope to secure an enduring peace in this dynamic region. It has a strong interest in avoiding even the perception of American retrenchment. That would be a recipe for a spiraling arms race among the region's great powers. It is no accident that Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, all capable of acquiring nuclear weapons, have not yet taken that road. They have been confident in the American security umbrella. If current trends continue, are we sure those states would not reconsider the wisdom of that policy?
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4. Your impact authors are hacks- South Korea would crush North Korea and do it fast- no escalation needed

MEYER 2003 - served one year with the US Marine Corps in Asia and participated in the massive TEAM SPIRIT 1990 military exercise in Korea. (Carlton, “The Mythical North Korean Threat”, http://www.g2mil.com/korea.htm) 

When Pentagon officials talk about the need to maintain a “two-war” capability, they often refer to Korea.  This  is absurd since South Korea can crush North Korea without  American help.  North Korea’s million-man army  may look impressive on paper, but remember that Iraq had a million-man army, which also had modern  equipment, combat experience, and plenty of fuel.         In contrast, North Korean soldiers suffer from malnutrition and rarely train due to a scarcity of fuel and  ammo.  Most North Korean soldiers could not attack because they are needed to defend the entire DMZ and  coastal approaches (they remember the 1950 landing at Inchon) while entire divisions must remain throughout  North Korea to fend off heliborne offensives, food riots, and probable coups.        On the other hand, the entire 700,000 man South Korean active duty army can be devoted to the defense of  Seoul.  The modern South Korean army is backed by over 5,000,000 well-trained reservists who can be called  to duty in hours.  South Korea has twice the population of the North, thirty times its economic power, and  spends three times more on its military each year.  South Korean military equipment is first class whereas most  of the North Korean military equipment is over 30 years old and much is inoperable due to a lack of  maintenance.  If war broke out, South Korea has a massive industrial capacity and $94 billion in foreign  currency reserves to sustain a war, while North Korea has no industry and no money.  As a result, South Korea  is roughly five times more powerful than North Korea.       If North Korea insanely attacked, the South Koreans would fight on mountainous and urban terrain which  heavily favors defense, and complete air superiority would shoot up anything the North Koreans put on the  road.  Assuming the North Koreans could start up a thousand of their old tanks and armored vehicles, they  cannot advance through the mountainous DMZ.  The South Koreans have fortified, mined, and physically  blocked all avenues through these mountains, and it would take North Korean infantry and engineers weeks to  clear road paths while under fire.       The North Korean military could gain a few thousand meters with human wave assaults into minefields and  concrete fortifications.  However, these attacks would bog down from heavy casualties, and a lack of food and  ammo resupply.  Fighting would be bloody as thousands of South Korean and American troops and civilians  suffer from North Korean artillery and commando attacks.  Nevertheless,  the North Korean army would be  unable to breakthrough or move supplies forward.  Even if North Korea magically broke through, all military  analysts scoff at the idea that the North Koreans could bridge large rivers or move tons of supplies forward  while under attack from American airpower.

5. Long timeframe- North Korea can’t use their nukes yet, and it will take ages to get them working to use

2NC No NK War

No risk of war- South Korea will hold fire and North Korea knows it’s suicide to strike first
Reuters UK 5/26 (Jack Kim, Jonathan Thatcher, 5/26/10, " Q+A: How serious is the crisis on the Korean peninsula? ", http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64N1SD20100525)

Most analysts doubt there will be war, as long as South Korea holds its fire. North Korea's obsolete conventional armed forces and military equipment mean quick and certain defeat if it wages full-scale war and Pyongyang is well aware of its limits. South Korea has made it clear it will not retaliate despite investigations that found a torpedo fired by a North Korean submarine sank the Cheonan corvette in March, killing 46 sailors. It knows the investment community will take fright if it does attack. 

Kim Jong Il’s track record proves he isn’t irrational.

Stratfor 2009 (5/29, “Debunking Myths About Nuclear Weapons and Terrorism,” http://www.stratfor.com/analysis/20090528_debunking_myths_about_nuclear_weapons_and_terrorism, WEA)

Kim Jong Il undoubtedly ranks very high among the world’s most idiosyncratic world leaders. But he has deftly transferred and consolidated control over a country that was run by a single individual, his father, for nearly 50 years. By balancing various groups and interests, he has both maintained internal control and loyalty and kept the attention of some of the world’s most powerful countries focused on North Korea for more than 15 years. Indeed, he has overseen the allocation of resources necessary to build both crude intercontinental ballistic missiles and crude nuclear devices while faced with crushing international sanctions. This is the track record of a competent (if annoying) leader, not a crazy one.

If Kim was merely suicidal, he has had the artillery, artillery rockets and short-range ballistic missiles at hand to destroy Seoul and invite a new Korean War since before his father died — a choice that would be far quicker, cheaper and even more complete than the prototype nuclear devices that North Korea has so far demonstrated. Rather, his actions have consistently shown that his foremost goal has been the survival of his regime. Indeed, he has actually curtailed much of the more aggressive activity that occurred during his father’s reign, such as attempting to assassinate South Korea’s president.

While Kim’s actions may seem unstable (and, indeed, they are designed to seem that way in order to induce an element of uncertainty at the negotiating table), Pyongyang regularly uses ballistic missile tests and even its nuclear tests as part of a larger strategy to not only keep itself relevant, but to ensure regime survival.

No more provocations coming

GSN, 6/4 (6/4/10, Global Security Newswire, “War Possible at Any Time, North Korea Says,”

http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100604_1842.php, )

U.S. Pacific Command head Adm. Robert Willard said today that there are no indications that the North is readying to carry out a third nuclear test or is repositioning its armed forces closer to South Korea.

"Right now we're not seeing indications that North Korea is intending the next provocation," Willard said.

"But I think everyone in the region is watching North Korea very closely given their unpredictability," he said while in Singapore for the security conference (Adam Entous, Reuters I, June 4).

2NC No NK War

No war- South Korea refuses to be provoked and will use diplomacy
Christian Science Monitor 5/26 (Donald Kirk, 5/26/10, " Diplomatic stance trumps tough talk on North Korea ", http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0526/Diplomatic-stance-trumps-tough-talk-on-North-Korea)

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton appeared in full accord with her South Korean hosts during a four-hour stopoff Wednesday in which the language was tough – but diplomacy rather than a military response toward the North was clearly taking top priority.

At a press conference, Mrs. Clinton called on North Korea “to halt its provocations and its policy of threats and belligerence,” as seen in the in the sinking of the Cheonan, the South Korean Navy corvette, that resulted in the death of 46 sailors. 

But when it came to the bottom-line issue of how to achieve these goals, according to a spokesman for South Korea’s President Lee Myung-bak, Clinton and Mr. Lee agreed that “strategic patience” was the way to go.

“Time is on our side,” the spokesman was quoted by South Korean media as saying after the meeting. “We shouldn’t go for an impromptu response to each development but take a longer-term perspective.”

The ultimate goal appears to be avoiding another clash that could turn the standoff into a war.

“Things are not going to escalate beyond a certain level,” says Lee Jong-min, dean of the Graduate School of International Studies at Yonsei University. “The objective is to make sure it does not go beyond a certain point.”

That strategy portends a period of rhetoric and recriminations, intermingled with threats from North Korea, while the United States mounts a massive campaign to bring about international condemnation of North Korea and more sanctions by the UN Security Council. 

2NC US Presence k/t deterring NK

Withdrawal causes NK to invade
Huessy, 03 – Senior Defense Associate at National Defense University Foundation who specializes in nuclear weapons, missile defense, terrorism and rogue states (8/13/2003, Peter, “Realism on the Korean Peninsula: Real Threats, Real Dangers,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=18560)

In fact, Carpenter, in conversations I have had with him, readily agrees that a U.S. withdrawal from the Korean Peninsula might very well precipitate an invasion by the communists in the North with the aim of quickly capturing Seoul and then suing for peace in an agreement that would eventually give control over a unified country to the communists.

Apart from the fact that U.S. forces withdrawn from the ROK would be redeployed elsewhere in the U.S. and thus save the U.S. taxpayers nothing and given that U.S. military forces deployed overseas and at home have declined by over 1 million soldiers since the end of the Cold War, a withdrawal from the ROK by the United States would do nothing except cause another Korean War, kill millions of Korean civilians and soldiers and place in danger the ability of Japan to maintain its economy in the face of a Korean Peninsula in communist hands. As every Commander of U.S. forces in Korea since 1979 has told Congress in public testimony, Japan is not defensible if Korea is taken by the communists. A blockade of trade routes to and from Japan would become a realistic weapon in the hands of the PRC, not dissimilar to a blockade of Taiwan by the PRC portrayed by Patrick Robinson in Kilo Class.

US presence solves- NK knows they’ll get destroyed
Bolton 2009 – former US ambassador to the UN (7/3, John, Fox, “North Korea Fires Four More Test Missiles: Should U.S. Be Worried?”, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,529932,00.html)

VAN SUSTEREN: Is any risk they're going to turn it towards Seoul? I mean, there's -- I mean, it -- I mean, it's not that far away. And if they're really so unwilling and irrational, why do we think they're rational and won't hit Seoul?

BOLTON: Well, I think, fundamentally, they recognize that if they were to attack South Korea, particularly if they were to use chemical or biological weapons, the retaliation would be unbelievable. Secretary Colin Powell, when he was a civilian, after he was chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, used to say to people that if North Korea ever attacked the south with chemical or biological weapons, that we would turn North Korea into a charcoal briquette. And I think even they understand that.

Unconditional withdrawal will fuel brinkmanship

Horowitz, 05 – doctoral candidate in the Department of Government at Harvard and a predoctoral fellow in national security at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies (Winter 2004-05, The Washington Quarterly, “Who’s Behind That Curtain? Unveiling Potential Leverage over Pyongyang,” http://www.twq.com/05winter/docs/05winter_horowitz.pdf,)
U.S. military leverage theoretically functions both in a negative fashion, as U.S. deployments and commitments deter North Korean military adventurism, and in a positive fashion, because incentives to ratchet down military tension might elicit cooperative behavior from Pyongyang. This is not to say that Washington should make direct military concessions to Pyongyang in response to threats; doing so would serve to reinforce the North Korean belief that their foreign policy goals can be best achieved through brinkmanship. Yet, U.S. military power remains a potential source of leverage and will inevitably be employed as a piece of a negotiated agreement to dismantle North Korea’s nuclear program or if a new nuclear bargain is not achieved. 
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1. China won’t attack - they rely on conventional deterrence, and know the US will get involved and beat them

Ross, pol science prof @ MIT, 2002 (Robert, “Navigating the Taiwan straight: Detterence, Escalation Dominance, and US-China Relations”, JSTOR)
China's emphasis on conventional capabilities in deterring local war means that the U.S.-China conventional deterrence relationship will determine whether China will use force against Taiwan to achieve unification. Three issues determine whether or not China is deterred from using force against Tai-wan: (1) Chinese leaders' understanding of the requirements of effective conventional deterrence, (2) their assessment of the war-fighting capability of the United States, including the effectiveness of U.S. capabilities in a Taiwan contingency, and the impact of U.S. intervention on Chinese interests, and (3) their assessment of the resolve of the United States to fulfill its commitment to defend Taiwan and intervene in a mainland-Taiwan conflict. Taken together, these issues determine China's assessment of the expected cost of an attack on Taiwan for the purpose of unification. Chinese military leaders believe that limited nuclear capabilities can deter a more powerful nuclear state from launching a nuclear war or from using nu-clear blackmail to achieve political objectives without war. They have a very different understanding, however, of the capabilities needed to deter a conventional war. China's senior military leader, Gen. Zhang Wannian, captures the Chinese military's position on conventional deterrence in the nuclear era: "The foundation for containing war is possession of war-winning capabilities. Only with the possession of war-winning capabilities can deterrence be effectively carried out."38 The importance of "real war" (shizhan) capabilities permeates Chinese mili-tary analyses. As one authoritative analysis explains, "The struggle of deterrence and counterdeterrence is a confrontation of power." In this situation, if one does not have "the capability to prepare to win a war, then it is very difficult to even talk about deterrence."39 This approach holds that China should strive for Sun-tzu's "ideal objective" of "defeating the enemy without fighting." Nonetheless, it is "necessary" that conventional deterrence be estab-lished on the "solid base of using war to stop war." In an approach similar to the U.S. concept of "escalation dominance," some Chinese military analysts ar-gue that a war-fighting capability deters potential adversaries insofar as "win-ning a small war can hold back a medium-size war; winning a medium-size war can hold back a large war." Similarly, wartime deterrence can include surgical operations designed to subdue the enemy and win quick victory.40 But whether to deter the outbreak of war or to deter the expansion of a war, Zhang Wannian asserts that having "the will to fight and the ability to fight in order to defeat the enemy without fighting is the bedrock of Chinese deterrence thinking."41 From this real-war, war-winning perspective, only when the deterrer has "extremely limited" political objectives, when there is an "extreme power im-balance," and when the target has a "conciliatory attitude," is it possible to de-ter conventional war without the actual use of force.42 Chinese military analysts recognize the importance of military posturing and shows of force to signal intentions and establish a determination to "make good on a threat." This is sometimes described as "demonstration deterrence" (shengshi weishe or zaoshi weishe). These analysts also argue that demonstration deterrence was an effective device for deterring Taiwan's use of force in 1962, when Taiwan mobi-lized its forces, in the context of Sino-Indian border conflict, Sino-Soviet ten-sion, and Chinese economic turmoil following the Great Leap Forward. They also indicate that China's 1996 military exercises and missiles test in the Tai-wan Strait was a case of demonstration deterrence. But Chinese analysts also insist that wartime deterrence and military signaling are effective only when applied in combination with military superiority. Resolve and determination without capabilities cannot deter potential aggressors.Chinese military leaders believe that the United States possesses superior war-fighting capabilities in the Taiwan Strait. They also believe that U.S. superiority can impose high costs on vital Chinese interests. According to a senior analyst close to China's military leadership, by China's own assessment of the preconditions of deterrence, it could not deter U.S. intervention in a Taiwan-mainland war.44 
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2. Don’t buy the hype- China empirically never follows through with threats to Taiwan

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

3. U.S. military presence is crucial to preventing Chinese invasion of Taiwan.
Brookes, Peter. Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies. Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might. November 24, 2008.

We know that China is undergoing a major military buildup, especially involving its power projection forces--i.e., air force, navy, and ballistic missile forces, all aimed at Taiwan. Indeed, today Beijing has the world's third largest defense budget and the world's fastest growing peacetime defense budget, growing at over 10 percent per year for over a decade. It increased its defense budget nearly 18 percent annually over the past two years. I would daresay that military tensions across the 100-mile-wide Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China would be much greater today if not for an implied commitment on the part of the United States to prevent a change in the political status quo via military means. China hasn't renounced the use of force against its neighbor and rival, Taiwan, a vibrant, free-market democracy. It is believed by many analysts that absent American military might, China would quickly unite Taiwan with the mainland under force of arms. In general, the system of military alliances in Asia that the United States maintains provides the basis for stability in the Pacific, since the region has failed to develop an overarching security architecture such as that found in Europe in NATO.
2NC No Taiwan War

China won’t attack Taiwan- relations are high

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

Tensions with Beijing have declined dramatically since Ma Ying-jeou took office as Taiwan's president. That situation is a refreshing contrast to the one that existed under his predecessor, Chen Shui-bian. China and Taiwan have established direct air and sea links, mainland tourists are coming to the island in robust numbers, and a wide range of economic ties are growing at a brisk rate. Political relations have also improved as the two sides have engaged in direct negotiations for the first time in a decade and both Beijing and Taipei have made conciliatory diplomatic gestures.
It won’t go nuclear- China’s nukes are dispersed, take ages to fire, and weak to a first strike- Chinese officials know it and aren’t confident

Ross, pol science prof @ MIT, 2002 (Robert, “Navigating the Taiwan straight: Detterence, Escalation Dominance, and US-China Relations”, JSTOR)
China's limited number of nuclear weapons would seem to give it a retaliatory force sufficient to fulfill a minimal deterrence capability. Chinese analysts ar-gue that based on the assumption that states make a "cost-benefit comparison" (bi deshi) in deciding to use force, a limited nuclear force can target an adver-sary's "strategic points" (yaohai) to inflict sufficient costs to deter a superior power's use of nuclear weapons. In this respect, China's nuclear forces serve as a "counter-nuclear deterrent" (fan he weishe) capability, undermining an adver-sary's ability to carry out "nuclear blackmail" (he ezha) to threaten China with a nuclear attack in response to the latter's use of conventional force to defend its interests. China's nuclear deterrent can also persuade other nuclear powers from escalating a conventional war directly against Chinese territory, for fear of a possible Chinese nuclear retaliation.23  To the extent that China is thus engaged in mutual nuclear deterrence with the United States, it participates in the stability-instability paradox. Chinese leaders may believe that because the PRC can pose the risk of unintended esca-lation and mutually assured destruction, the United States would be deterred from interfering in a conventional mainland-Taiwan conflict over a second-level U.S. interest such as the independence of Taiwan. It is not clear, however, that leaders in Beijing believe that China has a sufficient nuclear deterrent ca-pability or that nuclear weapons can deter the conventional use of force. China possesses approximately twenty CSS-4 intercontinental ballistic mis-siles (ICBMs) capable of reaching the west coast of the United States. This force is sufficient to pose a risk to the United States of unacceptable destruction from unintended escalation. Moreover, at least one Chinese leader has suggested that the risk to Los Angeles of a Chinese nuclear strike might deter Washington from intervening in a mainland-Taiwan war, thus freeing China to act against Taiwan.24 China also possesses CSS-2, CSS-3, and CSS-5 nuclear-capable inter-mediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) that can reach U.S. regional bases and allies. This means, for example, that China could hold the security of Japan hostage to U.S.-China relations.25 Nonetheless, Chinese leaders have minimal confidence that China's strategic forces have a second-strike capability or even a first-strike capability. China's missiles and nuclear warheads are stored in separate locations. The time re-quired to fit a warhead onto a missile would give the adversary time to detect Chinese preparations. In addition, because China's missiles are liquid fueled, considerable preparation is required, affording the adversary even more time for detection and the opportunity to launch a preemptive attack.26 Most of China's IRBMs take even longer to prepare for launch. With the exception of the CSS-5, many are deployed in caves and must be transported to the launch site before they can be joined with the warhead and fueled. At best, the launch preparation time for these IRBMs is slightly more than two and a half hours.27 As a further complication, reports have surfaced of serious desertion problems within China's strategic missile corps, which suggests that its missile forces may not be able to carry out timely launch preparation in a crisis.28 Chinese military officials recognize that because China's nuclear force is small and underdeveloped, and because potential adversaries possess ad-vanced technologies that permit high-accuracy and long-distance missiles to target Chinese missiles, its retaliatory capability is vulnerable to a preemptive strike. Moreover, there is widespread Chinese acceptance that because ad-vanced U.S. conventional weapons inflict minimal civilian casualties and col-lateral damage, they can be used with greater flexibility and less restraint than nuclear weapons to achieve strategic objectives.29 Chinese studies note that U.S. precision-guided missiles can play the role that nuclear weapons played during the Cold War in deterring an adversary from using weapons of mass destruction (WMD).30 Chinese analysts have also noted U.S. interest in using low-yield nuclear warheads deployed on high-accuracy missiles to target WMD, suggesting that Washington had "lowered the nuclear threshold" (jiangdi he menkan) for employing nuclear weapons in possible future preemp-tive strikes. These analysts are also aware that (1) the 2002 U.S. nuclear posture places China, along with "rogue countries," on the list of states potentially sub-ject to a preemptive nuclear attack, (2) China's potential for using force against Taiwan significantly drives U.S. nuclear planning, and (3) Washington could use nuclear deterrence in a Taiwan crisis to deter Chinese use of conventional force.31 Beijing's concern for the vulnerability of its nuclear forces has led it to rely on mobility, dispersed deployment, and camouflage to enhance its second-strike capability. Yet these methods, particularly its wide dispersal of launch sites, undermine China's command-and-control systems and thus the reliabil-ity of its retaliatory capability.32 Concern for the survivability of its strategic forces has also led to "repercussions and controversy" among PRC specialists over whether China should reconsider its no first-use of nuclear weapons policy. Defenders of this doctrine insist that should circumstances change so that China "cannot not use or has no choice but to use nuclear weapons, it would not be a departure from the intrinsic nature of deterrence, but would be in coordinated unity with it." Similarly, if an enemy's conventional would threaten its existence, China could counterattack with nuclear weapons, in accordance with its deterrence doctrine.33 China's concern for survivability has encouraged its leadership to consider a launch-on-warning doctrine. An early discussion of Chinese nuclear doctrine explained that the meaning of a retaliatory attack was not "passive acceptance of attack. We cannot wait until after the enemy's nuclear missiles explode and there is confusion everywhere before carrying out a nuclear counterattack." More recently, Chinese military writings advise that "if the enemy first uses nuclear weapons," China's strategic missile forces, while preparing for the at-tack, "must resolutely carry out a counterattack."34 Given the vulnerability of Chinese forces to a preemptive attack and its deficient early-warning capabili-ties, however, it is unlikely that China has a launch-on-warning capability. China's next generation of ICBMs, the DF-31, will be mobile and solid fu-eled, thus reducing launch times and vulnerability to preemptive attack. Should China also deploy this missile with its warhead, it will be even less vul-nerable to preemptive attack. This greater reliability would presumably en-hance China's deterrent capability and the confidence of China's leaders that it could deter U.S. intervention in a mainland-Taiwan conflict. Nonetheless, not until the end of this decade, at the earliest, will China be able to begin deploy-ment of the longer-range DF-31, which will be able to reach the continental United States.35 Even if China develops a survivable second-strike capability, its leadership would still have minimal confidence that its limited nuclear arsenal could de-ter U.S. intervention in a war between it and Taiwan. China's understanding of the stability-instability paradox is that a mutual second-strike capability at the nuclear level and the risk of unintended nuclear war do not deter the conven-tional use of force. Its perspective is similar to that of the United States during the Cold War, when Washington feared that the U.S.-Soviet nuclear stalemate and U.S. threats of nuclear retaliation would not deter the Soviet use of con-ventional capabilities against Western Europe. 
1NC China War Frontline (1/2)

1. Mutual goals mean US  and China won’t fight

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

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

2. Turn- East asia is inherently unstable- powers hate each other and are always securitizing to stop threats- only US presence, especially in Japan, prevents regional war by acting as an outside arbiter- and the international community agrees- this is their author

Christensen 99 (Thomas J, Associate professor of pol science @ MIT, “China, the US-Japan alliance, and the security dilemma in east asia)
Many scholars and analysts argue that in the twenty-first century international instability is more likely in East Asia than in Western Europe. Whether one looks at variables favored by realists or liberals, East Asia appears more dangerous. The region is characterized by major shifts in the balance of power, skewed distributions of economic and political power within and between countries, political and cultural heterogeneity, growing but still relatively low levels of intraregional economic interdependence, anemic security institutionalization, and wide- spread territorial disputes that combine natural resource issues with postcolonial nationalism.' If security dilemma theory is applied to East Asia, the chance for spirals of tension in the area seems great, particularly in the absence of a U.S. military presence in the region. The theory states that, in an uncertain and anarchic international system, mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can  lead each side to take precautionary and defensively motivated measures that are perceived as offensive threats. This can lead to countermeasures in kind, thus ratcheting up regional tensions, reducing security, and creating self- fulfilling prophecies about the danger of one's security environment.2 If we look at the variables that might fuel security dilemma dynamics, East Asia appears quite dangerous. From a standard realist perspective, not only could dramatic and unpredictable changes in the distribution of capabilities in East Asia increase uncertainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea-lanes and secure energy supplies to almost all regional actors could encourage a destabilizing competition to develop power-projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Because they are perceived as offensive threats, power-projection forces are more likely to spark spirals of tension than weapons that can defend only a nation's homeland.3 Perhaps even more important in East Asia than these more commonly considered variables are psychological factors (such as the historically based mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography issues relating to the Taiwan question, which make even defensive weapons in the region appear threatening to Chinese security.4 One way to ameliorate security dilemmas and prevent spirals of tension is to have an outside arbiter play a policing role, lessening the perceived need for regional actors to begin destabilizing security competitions. For this reason, most scholars, regardless of theoretical persuasion, seem to agree with U.S. officials and local leaders that a major factor in containing potential tensions in East Asia is the continuing presence of the U.S. military, particularly in Japan.5 The historically based mistrust among the actors in Northeast Asia is Security Dilemma in East Asia | 51 so intense that not only is the maintenance of a U.S. presence in Japan critical, but the form the U.S.-Japan alliance takes also has potentially important implications for regional stability. In particular, the sensitivity in China to almost all changes in the Cold War version of the U.S.-Japan alliance poses major challenges for leaders in Washington who want to shore up the alliance for the long haul by encouraging greater Japanese burden sharing, but still want the U.S. presence in Japan to be a force for reassurance in the region. To meet these somewhat contradictory goals, for the most part the United States wisely has encouraged Japan to adopt nonoffensive roles that should be relatively un- threatening to Japan's neighbors. 

1NC China War Frontline (2/2)

3. No chance of China becoming as powerful as the US- even if they catch up economically, they’re still behind militarily and geographically- they know it, means that there’s no chance of miscalculation or war- plus, balancing empirically spurs war

Brooks & Wohlforth 02 (Stephen and William, everyone’s favorite assistant & associate professor in the department of government @ Dartmouth, “American Primacy in Perspective”, JSTOR)
Most analysts looking for a future  peer  competitor  to the  United States, therefore, focus on China, since it is the only power  with the potential to match the size of the  U.S. economy over the next several decades.  Yet even if China were eventually to catch up to the  United States in  terms of aggregate GDP, the gaps in the two states' other power capabilities-technological, military, and geographic-would remain.  Since the mid-9ggos, Chinese strategists themselves have become  markedly less bullish about their country's ability to close the gap in  what they call "comprehensive national power" any time soon. The  latest estimates by China's intelligence agency project that in 2020 the  country will possess between slightly more than a third and slightly  more than half of U.S. capabilities. Fifty percent of China's labor  force is employed in agriculture, and relatively little of its economy is  geared toward high technology. In the 199os, U.S. spending on tech  nological development was more than 20 times China's. Most of  China's weapons are decades old. And nothing China can do will  allow it to escape its geography, which leaves it surrounded by coun  tries that have the motivation and ability to engage in balancing of  their own should China start to build up an expansive military force.  [26] FOREIGN AFFAIRS Volume8iNo.4  American Primacy in  Perspective  These are not just facts about the current system; they are recog  nized as such by the major players involved. As a result, no global  challenge to the  United States is likely to emerge for the foreseeable  future. No country, or group of countries, wants to maneuver itself  into a situation in which it  will have to contend with the focused  enmity of the  United States.  Two of the prime causes of past great-power conflicts-hegemonic  rivalry and misperception-are thus not currently operative in  world  politics. At the dawn of the twentieth century, a  militarily powerful  Germany challenged the  United Kingdom's claim to leadership. The  result was World War I. In the middle of the twentieth century,  American leadership seemed under challenge by a  militarily and ideo  logically strong Soviet Union. The result was the Cold War. U.S.  dominance today  militates against a comparable challenge, however,  and hence against a comparable global conflict. Because the United  States is too powerful to balance, moreover, there is far less danger of  war emerging  from the  misperceptions,  miscalculations,  arms races,  and so forth that have traditionally plagued balancing attempts.  Pundits often lament the absence of a post-Cold War Bismarck.  Luckily, as long as unipolarity lasts, there is no need for one.

4. The Samuel evidence is powertagged- its about economic miscalc, not military

2NC No China War

No china war- their authors ignore globalization
Garrett '04. Banning, director of Asia programmes at the Atlantic Council of the United States. "Going Global Compels US, China to Cooperate" Straits Times, Feb. 18, 2004, http://www.dailytimes.com.pk/default.asp?page=story_16-2-2004_pg3_4

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

2NC Presence k/t no war

Presence Deters and effectively influences China’s strategic moves

Cossa, et. al, 09 – President of Pacific Forum CSIS (February 2009, Ralph A. Cossa, Brad Glosserman, Michael A. McDevitt, Nirav Patel, James Przystup, Brad Roberts, The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf,)

As China’s capabilities improve, so too have U.S. capabilities in the region. The United States is intent on maintaining the current advantages that allow it to shape China’s strategic choices and deter any potential aggression. As Thomas J. Christensen, former Deputy Assistant Secretary for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, noted, U.S. officials believe a “strong U.S. presence in Asia, backed by regional alliances and security partnerships, combined with a robust policy of diplomatic engagement, will help maximize the chance that China will make the right choices moving forward.” This “shaping” must be done transparently and in the context of a broader Asia-Pacific strategy that reassures allies and friends of Washington’s continued commitment to the region. 

U.S. military presence stops Asian conflict- we act as a mediator and detterant
Auslin, 10– resident scholar at AEI (Michael, 3/17/10, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments,” House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment, http://www.aei.org/speech/100130)
 

Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region.  There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad.  Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after.  Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time.

There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa.  Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific.  Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions.  The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either.  

It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region.  From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm.  And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts.  Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region.

2NC US Presence k/t No China War

US withdrawal freaks out china cause they’re scared of a strong Japan- causes regional conflict

Christensen 99 (Thomas J, Associate professor of pol science @ MIT, “China, the US-Japan alliance, and the security dilemma in east asia)
Given China's intense historically based mistrust of Japan, Beijing's concern about eroding norms of Japanese self-restraint, and the political geography of the Taiwan issue, even certain new defensive roles for Japan can be provocative to China. The United States should therefore continue to be cautious about what new roles Japan is asked to play in the alliance. This is particularly true in cases where the United States may be able to play the same roles without triggering the same degree of concern in Beijing. By maintaining and, where necessary, increasing somewhat U.S. capabilities in Japan and East Asia more generally, not only will the United States better be able to manage and cap future regional crises, it ideally may be able to prevent them from ever occurring. By reassuring both Japan and its potential rivals, the United States reduces the likelihood of divisive security dilemma scenarios and spiral model dynamics in the region. In so doing, the United States can contribute mightily to long-term peace and stability in a region that promises to be the most important arena for U.S. foreign policy in the twenty- first century. 

2NC No China Power Grab

Social Turmoil, Unemployment and impending leadership change prevent China from challenging U.S. hegemony

Friedberg, 2010(Aaron, July 21st, professor of politics at Princeton University, Implications of a Financial Crisis for U.S. – China Rivalry, Survival, 52: 4,

34-5) 
Despite its magnitude, Beijing’s stimulus programme was insufficient to forestall a sizeable spike in unemployment. The regime acknowledges that upwards of 20 million migrant workers lost their jobs in the first year of the crisis, with many returning to their villages, and 7m recent college graduates are reportedly on the streets in search of work.9 Not surprisingly, tough times have been accompanied by increased social turmoil. Even before the crisis hit, the number of so-called ‘mass incidents’ (such as riots or strikes) reported each year in China had been rising. Perhaps because it feared that the steep upward trend might be unnerving to foreign investors, Beijing stopped publishing aggregate, national statistics in 2005.10 Nevertheless, there is ample, if fragmentary, evidence that things got worse as the economy slowed. In Beijing, for example, salary cuts, layoffs, factory closures and the failure of business owners to pay back wages resulted in an almost 100% increase in the number of labour disputes brought before the courts.11 Since the early days of the current crisis, the regime has clearly been bracing itself for trouble. Thus, at the start of 2009, an official news-agency story candidly warned Chinese readers that the country was, ‘without a doubt … entering a peak period of mass incidents’.12 In anticipation of an expected increase in unrest, the regime for the first time summoned all 3,080 county-level police chiefs to the capital to learn the latest riot-control tactics, and over 200 intermediate and lower-level judges were also called in for special training.13 At least for the moment, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) appears to be weathering the storm. But if in the next several years the economy slumps again or simply fails to return to its previous pace, Beijing’s troubles will mount. The regime probably has enough repressive capacity to cope with a good deal more turbulence than it has thus far encountered, but a protracted crisis could eventually pose a challenge to the solidarity of the party’s leadership and thus to its continued grip on political power. Sinologist Minxin Pei points out that the greatest danger to CCP rule comes not from below but from above. Rising societal discontent ‘might be sufficient to tempt some members of the elite to exploit the situation to their own political advantage’ using ‘populist appeals to weaken their rivals and, in the process, open[ing] up divisions within the party’s seemingly unified upper ranks’.14 If this happens, all bets will be off and a very wide range of outcomes, from a democratic transition to a bloody civil war, will suddenly become plausible. Precisely because it is aware of this danger, the regime has been very careful to keep whatever differences exist over how to deal with the current crisis within bounds and out of view. If there are significant rifts they could become apparent in the run-up to the pending change in leadership scheduled for 2012.

China is peaceful and doesn’t seek to disrupt the international system

Hachigian, Nina and Peng, Yuan  ( a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Progress,  Director of the Institute for American Studies at the China Institutes of Contemporary International Relations in Beijing, ) 2010  “The US-China Expectations Gap: An Exchange”, Survival, 52: 4, 67-86

The international system is currently undergoing a fundamental change. The new international order requires that all the big powers cooperate with each other. The United States, as the only superpower, must assume an especially important role, and China as a rising power should also take its place. But peaceful coexistence is a precondition for peaceful cooperation. China does not intend to challenge US hegemony, nor to change the current international system. On the contrary, it aims to build a good relationship with America through gradual and constructive cooperation, as it achieves its peaceful rise.

2NC China can’t balance

Chinese balancing fails – military and economic reform won’t affect the power gap

Brooks & Wohlforth 2008 Stephen G. & William C. Associate Professors in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College. World Out of Balance. International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy. http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=fMWRJy1MznUC&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=World+Out+of+Balance&ots=OoUSGjywNP&sig=rjiok0BKhyTk1Mh_1fqIMP4E09g#v=onepage&q&f=false 

In sum, while rapid economic growth makes China an increasingly important actor in world politics, it still has a long way to go before it can contest American dominance in all key measures of power. This conclusion is confirmed by China’s behavior and the assessments of its leadership. None of China’s external alignments can be considered counterbalancing. The only other major power with which China has concluded formal partnerships is Russia. As we discuss in detail in chapter 3, the Sino-Russian strategic partnership is propelled primarily by economics and regional security interests and is not well explained as a counterbalancing alignment. Neither Chinese nor Russian officials, nor experts on the two countries’ foreign policies, describe the partnership in such terms. Some scholars do describe China’s growing military expenditures as counterbalancing. But it is only possible to reach this conclusion if balancing is defined so expansively as to include any effort by any state to enhance its military capacity. There is no doubt that China is improving its military, and little doubt that it will continue to do so, at least until competing demands on the state budget determine otherwise. After all, the People’s Liberation Army starts from a primitive technological and organizational base. Any military leadership would want to upgrade that force. China’s military expenditures are a small fraction of the American commitment, and this ratio is not sensitive to the means of estimating it (see fig. 2.2). With a rapidly growing economy, China can afford to spend more on defense. The result of such expenditures over time may be new challenges for U.S. military operations in what Barry Posen calls the “contested zones” in or near China. The extent of these challenges depends on what the United States, Japan, Taiwan, and others do in response to China’s efforts. But the main point is that China’s current level of effort is nowhere near adequate to constitute counterbalancing – that is, to affect the United States’ overall military primacy and its command of the commons. With a smaller and much less advanced economy and a comparatively antiquated and inefficient military force, China cannot affect the overall military gap vis-à-vis the United States unless it is able to devote a substantially greater proportion of its comparatively smaller vote a substantially greater proportion of its comparatively smaller economic resources to defense than does the United States. Compared to China, the United States has and will long have a dramatic relative advantage in its ability to convert wealth to military power because of its massive investment over decades in the accumulation of the skills and infrastructure necessary to produce and use advanced weaponry. Yet China consistently devotes a smaller proportion of its GDP to defense than the United States does. Again, this conclusion is not sensitive to the measure used (see table 2.1). Given that China is not even working as hard as the United States at generating military power, we cannot describe its behavior as counterbalancing.

2NC China can’t balance

China can’t balance – economic growth hampered by globalization

Brooks & Wohlforth 2008 Stephen G. & William C. Associate Professors in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College. World Out of Balance. International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy. http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=fMWRJy1MznUC&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=World+Out+of+Balance&ots=OoUSGjywNP&sig=rjiok0BKhyTk1Mh_1fqIMP4E09g#v=onepage&q&f=false 

While China's economic growth is indeed assisted by its access to the global economy, the situation radically departs from the one Gilpin described. For one thing, the specific FDI mechanism he highlighted does not apply today. When Gilpin's book was written in 1975, U.S. “outward investment was four-and-a-half times greater than its inward investment." In recent years, in comparison, the U.S. FDI ratio has hovered right around "a perfect balance in terms of outward and inward" Of course, China is also aided by inward FDI, likely to a much greater extent than the United States. Yet, the same is true in reverse when we look at other aspects of economic globalization: the United States greatly benefits from globalization in a number of important ways that China either does not or only to a very limited extent. Significantly, many of these specific advantages the United States draws from economic globalization are to a large degree a function of its position in the system, both in terms of the size of its economy and also its status as the "incumbent" leader of the financial system. In particular, the United States profits to a great extent from having the dollar as the world's reserve currency and from its preferred status as a destination for international portfolio investment. With such a wide scope of available opportunities, the U.S. economy has also long attracted far more scientifically trained workers than any other state. By contrast, the renminbi is in no position to become a global reserve currency; just making it convertible will be a major challenge and is unlikely anytime soon." China is also not soon going to rival the United States in any way as a preferred destination for international portfolio investment or for newly mobile scientific and technological talent. Finally, it is also significant that U.S. MNCs have been at the forefront of establishing cooperative partnerships with foreign firms to enhance innovation and they also lead in the geographic dispersal of their production throughout the globe to reap various locational advantages. In contrast, in the years ahead China can at best benefit only slightly from home-based MNCs adopting novel globalization strategies given its current dearth of firms that are large and experienced enough to pursue this course." Globalization's contribution to China's rise in recent decades should also not be overstated. In contrast to the industrialized great-power challengers Gilpin discussed, China is a developing country whose extremely rapid growth in recent years owes much to factors having nothing to do with economic globalization. In particular, the speed of China's economic ascent since the late 1970s can also be traced to the fact that Chinese leaders put in place the key institutions-land reform, basic property rights-that most economists see as central to economic growth and that it started from an extremely low initial position thanks to decades of Mao-inspired policies that had long blocked the country's economic potential. In sum, China has been able to exploit "the advantages of backwardness" both through basic domestic reforms and through globalization. Finally, even if China benefits more from enhanced global economic interdependence than the United States, a power transition is simply not in the cards for many decades precisely because the United States now occupies such a dominant power position in the system. The challengers that Gilpin discussed were great powers with advanced economies at a comparable level of development to the hegemon. In those circumstances, aggregate GDP is a far better index of power than in a case where the rising state has a very large but comparatively poor population. As chapter 2 established, the power gap between the United States and China is currently immense, especially in military capabilities: no single factor, including globalization, can wipe it away anytime soon.
Presence k/t US-Sino Relations

US presence is key to US-Sino relations- Beijing has a long hatred of Japan and prefers the US to be in control

2nd tag: Japan Rearment DA turns US-Sino relations- Beijing loathes Japan and wants to prevent them from becoming a power
Christensen 99 (Thomas J, Associate professor of pol science @ MIT, “China, the US-Japan alliance, and the security dilemma in east asia)
Chinese security analysts, particularly military officers, fear that Japan could again become a great military great power in the first quarter of the twenty- first century. Such a Japan, they believe, would likely be more independent of U.S. control and generally more assertive in international affairs. If one con- siders threats posed only by military power and not who is wielding that power, one might expect Beijing to welcome the reduction or even elimination of U.S. influence in Japan, even if this meant China would have a more powerful neighbor. After all, the United States is still by far the most powerful military actor in the Western Pacific.6 However, given China's historically rooted and visceral distrust of Japan, Beijing would fear either a breakdown of the U.S.-Japan alliance or a significant upgrading of Japan's role within that alliance.7 This sentiment is shared outside China as well, particularly in Korea. Although Chinese analysts presently fear U.S. power much more than Japanese power, in terms of national intentions, Chinese analysts view Japan with much less trust and, in many cases, with a loathing rarely found in their attitudes about the United States. 
More ev: China still holds a grudge over world war two- and their resentment hasn’t declined with time

Christensen 99 (Thomas J, Associate professor of pol science @ MIT, “China, the US-Japan alliance, and the security dilemma in east asia)
The natural aversion to Japan that sprang from its brutal occupation of China has been preserved in part by Tokyo's refusal to respond satisfactorily to Chinese requests that Tokyo recognize and apologize for its imperial past-for example, by revising history textbooks in the public schools.8 Chinese sensi- bilities are also rankled by specific incidents-for example, Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto's 1996 visit to the Yasukuni Shrine, which commemorates Japan's war dead, including war criminals like Tojo.9 Although some fear that Japan's apparent amnesia or lack of contrition about the past means that Japan could return to the "militarism" (junguozhuyi) of the 1930s, such simple his- torical analogies are relatively rare, at least in Chinese elite foreign policy circles.'0 Chinese analysts' concerns regarding Japanese historical legacies, al- though not entirely devoid of emotion, are usually more subtle. Many argue that, by downplaying atrocities like the Nanjing massacre and underscoring events like the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Japanese elites portray Japan falsely as the victim, rather than the victimizer, in World War II. Because of this, some Chinese analysts fear that younger generations of Japa- nese citizens may not understand Japan's history and will therefore be insen- sitive to the intense fears of other regional actors regarding Japanese military power. This lack of understanding will make them less resistant to relatively hawkish elites' plans to increase Japanese military power than their older compatriots, who, because they remember World War II, resisted military buildups during the Cold War."1 Chinese analysts often compare Japan's failure to accept responsibility for World War II to the more liberal postwar record of Germany, which has franker discussions of the war in its textbooks, has apologized for its wartime agression, and has even offered financial payments to Israel.'2 Now a new unflat- tering comparison is sure to arise. During their November 1998 summit in Tokyo, Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi refused to offer an apology to China's President Jiang Zemin that used the same contrite wording as the rather forthright apology Japan offered to South Korea earlier in the year. This divergence in apologies will probably only complicate the history issue be- tween Tokyo and Beijing.'3 It may seem odd to the outside observer, but the intensity of anti-Japanese sentiment in China has not decreased markedly as World War II becomes a more distant memory. There are several reasons in addition to those cited above. Nationalism has always been a strong element of the legitimacy of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP), and opposing Japanese imperialism is at the core of this nationalist story. As a result, Chinese citizens have been fed a steady diet of patriotic, anti-Japanese media programming designed to glorify the CCP's role in World War II. Although far removed from that era, most Chinese young people hold an intense and unapologetically negative view of both Japan and, in many cases, its people.'4 As economic competition has replaced military concerns in the minds of many Chinese, China's basic distrust of Japan has been transferred to the economic realm. Japanese businesspeople are often described as unreliable, selfish, and slimy (youhua). As a result, despite five decades of peace and a great deal of economic interaction, chances are small that new Japanese military development will be viewed with any- thing but the utmost suspicion in China. 
Heg Bad Turn

Withdrawing from East Asia kills US heg (if they refuse to conceed they flat up destroy US heg)

Thayer 05 (Bradley, professor of strategic studies, Southwest Missouri State University, “Confronting China: An Evaluation of Options for the United States”, Comparative Strategy, Vol. 24) 
Because the United States defeated the Soviet Union in the Cold War, Americans may think that superpower competition is a thing of the past—as old fashioned as cars with fins or leg warmers. If they believe this, they are wrong. International politics never rests. The struggle for hegemony is ancient and unending. It occurred long before Athens and Sparta were founded, and will last far into the future. The latest participants are China and the United States. China is rising in relative power. The United States is declining in relative power. The United States must recognize the threat. It must have the will to confront China. It must be bold enough to win the competition. Equally important, it is incumbent upon the leadership of the United States to prepare the American people for this competition. Assuming that the U.S. wants to maintain hegemony and is willing to incur considerable risks, including the risk of nuclear war with China, it has multiple options for addressing the Chinese threat to its hegemony. There is little reason to believe that sanctions against the IT industry or support for the Uighur and Tibetan independence movements will be successful at retarding Chinese economic growth or undermining its stability respectively. Nonetheless, despite the strong likelihood of failure, the U.S. should prevent technology transfers to China and aid independence movements. Confronting China 93 There is more reasonable chance of success for the following policies. First, the U.S. must enable Taiwan to protect itself against Chinese military coercion. But it must recognize as well that at some point in the future, the U.S. has to be willing be replace the pro-One China policy of the Guomintang with native Taiwanese who will work to create an independent Republic of Taiwan. This will be the end of the conception of one China. At that time, the U.S. must be willing to aid Taiwan directly in the defeat of a Chinese invasion. Second, the U.S. should maintain strong alliances with the major states that surround China, possibly creating an ATO. Allies will augment the power of the U.S. and provide needed intelligence and military bases. Third, the U.S. should maintain a forward military presence and maintain military superiority in order to forestall the rise of China as a military peer of the United States. While each of these policies contains risks and varies in effectiveness, I conclude that the United States should implement each policy considered in this article in order to ensure the best chance of preserving American hegemony and America’s interests in East Asia. A confrontation with China is likely to come as the Chinese increase their power in relation to the power of the United States. Time is against the United States, and so the sooner these policies are advanced the greater their chance of success. Of course, it may be the case that these policies would not stop the rise of China, and the U.S. government should have a clear benchmark to illuminate whether the confrontational policies described here are working sufficiently. If not, the United States should consider harsher measures in its confrontation with China. It should plan for these harsher measures now. As unpleasant as these steps may be, and it is certainly to be hoped that they may be avoided, they may in fact be necessary to preserve the preponderant place of the United States in world politics. 
<Insert Heg Good Here>

NK Nukes advantage CP

Text- The United States Federal Government should substantially enhance economic involvement with North Korea

It’s the only sure way to solve NK nukes

Young-Lee 07 (Jae, OhMyNews, “North Koreas road to de-nuclearization”)

One of the most appropriate ways to adjust the strategy is to enhance economic involvement in the North with the participation of more parties. But this approach has long been criticized as being a complete waste of time and money. That might have been the case in the past, but not anymore. In fact, the deeper the economic involvement, the better: it can bring about two positive effects.Firstly, heightening the level of economic involvement to sustain North Korea’s devastating economy could make it hard for the North to withdraw its cooperation from the Six-Party Talks; especially as international pressure in support of continued denuclearization grows with the increasing economic contributions. On the other hand, if economic aid is found wanting, it is likely to force the North to find an excuse to step back from the process and delay the negotiations whenever it feels it can easily ignore international pressure. Economic involvement is, therefore, the way to make the North remain within the Six-Party Talks. Does international pressure matter to the North? The regime recognizes that such pressure could impose a serious threat by giving the indication that the international community could strengthen the U.S. hand and justify a military attack when the patience of the international community is completely consumed. Secondly, Pyongyang’s fear regarding the safety of its regime, which might increase in the denuclearization process, could be tempered by increasing economic investments. More substantial economic investment could deliver a sign of good will that the United States and the other contributing countries genuinely intend to drop any plan for military attack as they invest their own efforts and money, as long as it remains a cooperative relationship. As a consequence, economic efforts could loosen the link between the North’s security concerns and its nuclear capacity. If the Pyongyang regime’s fears about its security can be diluted by economic involvement, it seems the path to full denuclearization could be paved more easily. Since the February 13 agreement, hopes for peace on the Korean Peninsula have steadily been rising. However, the reality is still far behind. Now, more than any other time, contributing nations require a wise and moderate approach rather than rushing to achieve denuclearization; they need to enhance economic involvement in North Korea with the participation of more countries. The U.S. and other countries are particularly unlikely to grant the military junta any safety guarantees anytime soon until the regime completely dismantles its entire nuclear capacity, which is even more unlikely at this moment. An enhanced level of economic contribution, though not equivalent to such a guarantee, could function as a substitute to induce the North to carry out full denuclearization.
Intervention Inev

Realists call your doctors- Obama makes intervention inevitable- the aff will never change our foreign policy and we’ll just get involved again with China

Kagan 7 (Robert, General badass, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior fellow at the German Marshall Fund) http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/04/27/AR2007042702027.html
America must "lead the world in battling immediate evils and promoting the ultimate good." With those words, Barack Obama put an end to the idea that the alleged overexuberant idealism and America-centric hubris of the past six years is about to give way to a new realism, a more limited and modest view of American interests, capabilities and responsibilities.  Obama's speech at the Chicago Council on Global Affairs last week was pure John Kennedy, without a trace of John Mearsheimer. It had a deliberate New Frontier feel, including some Kennedy-era references ("we were Berliners") and even the Cold War-era notion that the United States is the "leader of the free world." No one speaks of the "free world" these days, and Obama's insistence that we not "cede our claim of leadership in world affairs" will sound like an anachronistic conceit to many Europeans, who even in the 1990s complained about the bullying "hyperpower." In Moscow and Beijing it will confirm suspicions about America's inherent hegemonism. But Obama believes the world yearns to follow us, if only we restore our worthiness to lead. Personally, I like it.  All right, you're thinking, but at least he wants us to lead by example, not by meddling everywhere and trying to transform the world in America's image. When he said, "We have heard much over the last six years about how America's larger purpose in the world is to promote the spread of freedom," you probably expected him to distance himself from this allegedly discredited idealism.  Instead, he said, "I agree." His critique is not that we've meddled too much but that we haven't meddled enough. There is more to building democracy than "deposing a dictator and setting up a ballot box." We must build societies with "a strong legislature, an independent judiciary, the rule of law, a vibrant civil society, a free press, and an honest police force." We must build up "the capacity of the world's weakest states" and provide them "what they need to reduce poverty, build healthy and educated communities, develop markets, . . . generate wealth . . . fight terrorism . . . halt the proliferation of deadly weapons" and fight disease. Obama proposes to double annual expenditures on these efforts, to $50 billion, by 2012.  It's not just international do-goodism. To Obama, everything and everyone everywhere is of strategic concern to the United States. "We cannot hope to shape a world where opportunity outweighs danger unless we ensure that every child, everywhere, is taught to build and not to destroy." The "security of the American people is inextricably linked to the security of all people." Realists, call your doctors.  Okay, you say, but at least Obama is proposing all this Peace Corps-like activity as a substitute for military power. Surely he intends to cut or at least cap a defense budget soaring over $500 billion a year. Surely he understands there is no military answer to terrorism.  Actually, Obama wants to increase defense spending. He wants to add 65,000 troops to the Army and recruit 27,000 more Marines. Why? To fight terrorism.  He wants the American military to "stay on the offense, from Djibouti to Kandahar," and he believes that "the ability to put boots on the ground will be critical in eliminating the shadowy terrorist networks we now face." He wants to ensure that we continue to have "the strongest, best-equipped military in the world."  Obama never once says that military force should be used only as a last resort. Rather, he insists that "no president should ever hesitate to use force -- unilaterally if necessary," not only "to protect ourselves . . . when we are attacked," but also to protect "our vital interests" when they are "imminently threatened." That's known as preemptive military action. It won't reassure those around the world who worry about letting an American president decide what a "vital interest" is and when it is "imminently threatened."  Nor will they be comforted to hear that "when we use force in situations other than self-defense, we should make every effort to garner the clear support and participation of others." Make every effort?  Conspicuously absent from Obama's discussion of the use of force are four words: United Nations Security Council.  Obama talks about "rogue nations," "hostile dictators," "muscular alliances" and maintaining "a strong nuclear deterrent." He talks about how we need to "seize" the "American moment." We must "begin the world anew." This is realism? This is a left-liberal foreign policy?  
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