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China wont react to exercises

China is not retaliating to military exercises

Reuters, 6-29-2010, “China denies military exercises aimed at U.S.”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65S1YU20100629

BEIJING (Reuters) - China denied on Tuesday media reports that an artillery drill in the East China Sea was in response to a planned military exercise between South Korea and the United States. The 6-day, live ammunition exercise starting on Wednesday in the East China Sea off China's coast was seen by some analysts as a "response to a (planned) joint exercise between the United States and Republic of Korea navies in the Yellow Sea," said the China Daily, the country's official English-language newspaper. A Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman, Qin Gang, said there was no such link and a Chinese military officer said the timing was coincidental. "This is a regular military exercise," the spokesman Qin told a regular news conference. "This is not related to the situation on the Korean Peninsula." Li Daguang, a professor at China's National Defense University and a People's Liberation Army (PLA) officer, said the exercise was "not aimed at the U.S.-South Korea joint exercise." "The PLA artillery exercise in the East China Sea and the joint U.S.-South Korea exercise in the Yellow Sea are a complete coincidence," Li told the Wen Wei Po, a Hong Kong newspaper under mainland control. "The outside world shouldn't read anything into this." The Yellow Sea lies to the north of the East China Sea and the areas of the two exercises would not overlap. China's Foreign Ministry said last week it was concerned about reports a U.S. aircraft carrier may join the anti-submarine exercise with South Korea following a standoff with North Korea over the sinking of a warship from the South.

No China conflict-other paths to influence

Conflict with China wont happen—it’s the last thing China wants and they can gain influence in other ways

Steven Halper, referring to Dough Bandow a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan,, 5-4-2010, “The Beijing Consensus: How China’s Authoritarian Model Will Dominate the Twenty-First Century: By Doug Bandow”, http://spectator.org/archives/2010/05/04/china-and-us/print

No state can dominate the globe forever. The United States will not soon disappear from the international scene, but Washington will eventually have to share top billing. Its most likely peer competitor will be China. While war seems unlikely, other challenges await. Stefan Halper, director of the Donner Atlantic Studies Programme at Cambridge University, writes in The Beijing Consensus: "Of immediate concern is that China's governing model is more appealing to the developing world and some of the middle-sized powers than America's market-democratic model." He rightly worries less about Chinese military and economic power and more about the threat to "the moral authority and Western inheritance that has animated America's appeal for two hundred years." Still, the People's Republic of China has far to go to overtake the U.S. model. Much good has happened with the PRC over the last four decades. "Long gone are the ideological crusades of the 1960s -- crusades that took Maoism to Africa, spread revolution in Southeast Asia, and sought to overthrow the great powers of the West," writes Halper. The U.S.-Chinese relationship is usually civil, despite occasional controversies. Recent history backs Halper's observation that "Chinese leaders want neither the strain on finances nor the negative and potentially costly atmospherics that would accompany a genuine arms race with the United States." But competition remains. "Ideas have traditionally been among the West's most important exports," notes Halper. Alas, the 2008 financial crisis and nation-building debacle in Iraq have weakened America's appeal. Halper details "the rise and fall of the Washington consensus." He probably overstates the failure of the Western development model -- markets remain far superior to any variant of collectivism -- but he is correct that Western institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund, have failed to consistently deliver economic growth and progress. Indeed, U.S. bilateral and multilateral foreign "aid" often has inhibited development. Many Third World states understandably desire an alternative to Western assistance and conditions. Explains Halper: "China has become the symbolic leader of a growing world beyond the West, where elites embrace the power of market mechanisms and capitalist economic growth but continue to protect their choices from the demands of foreign interference and Western liberalism." The good news, though, is that these nations have found the price of the PRC's assistance to be high. "The China effect," as Halper calls it, might end up being less dominating than he fears. Beijing might find it as hard to buy friends as did the West with trillions of dollars worth of foreign aid. Halper also worries that "The marriage of free politics and free economics is being replaced by governments determined to reassert control over their economies, enhancing both their autocratic base and their global influence." China does pose a particularly potent challenge, but it still could fail. Russia also is practicing this strategy, without great effect on other states. Even Singapore long has mixed free markets with political autocracy. Although Beijing challenges the West's capitalist-democratic model, in contrast to the Soviet Union the PRC has not attempted to impose its system. Moreover, America might be aided by India in promoting both democracy and free markets: today this emerging power also seems to represent the Western model, combining capitalism and democracy, however imperfectly. With good reason Halper dismisses the contention that the PRC inevitably is headed towards liberalism. Beijing has adapted to globalization but consciously, and so far successfully, resisted pressure to democratize. Halper explains: "Chinese leaders have therefore extracted what they've needed from Western development models in terms of commercial relations, markets, private ownership, and the circulation of assets, and they've rejected what they don't, in terms of liberal norms and political pluralism." If anything, the PRC has been moving backwards on human rights. Still, there remains substantial social ferment in China. Halper acknowledges that the Chinese people often find ways to hold government officials to account. But he believes -- correctly, I'm afraid -- that the potential for significant political change is limited for now. Writes Halper: "the Internet demonstrates the limits of arbitrary power for the government. But it also demonstrates the limits of the people's power and their appetite to fight for pluralism in a Western sense. Technology has given the masses greater capacity to criticize the government and demand redress for specific grievances. But this is different from challenging the nation's theory of state." Could this change? It is obvious to anyone who visits the PRC that few Chinese believe in Communism any more. The government therefore must look elsewhere for legitimacy, such as nationalism. But, Halper perceptively warns, "Nationalism is therefore a double-edged sword for the ruling elite. It provides a crucial way to unite party members, but as a ready source of popular anger looking for a focus, it also threatens to blow back on the government or become uncontrollable." Indeed, for this reason it is a mistake to see democracy as a panacea. A nationalistic, democratic China might pose a more serious geopolitical threat to the U.S. Officials dependent on the popular will might be more ready to engage in international adventurism. This is not an argument for supporting the Communist leadership, but Washington policymakers should make no assumptions regarding the PRC and the future. Economic growth provides the greatest legitimacy for existing elites. That leaves the system highly vulnerable to any economic slowdown or disruption, however. Halper recognizes the challenge facing the denizens of Zhongnanhai: "In the Chinese model of free markets and one-party politics, the only guiding ideal of society is economic growth, with everything this implies in terms of a general proclivity for poor working conditions, low wages, corruption, political oppression, environmental irresponsibility, and human rights violations." Unfortunately, official Washington seems to be thinking little about the challenges posed by China. At Hillary Clinton's confirmation hearing relations with the PRC consumed just six sentences in a 53,000-word transcript. Halper complains: "Beyond Olympic games and occasional headlines grabbers like violent protest in Tibet, China is often ignored or skipped over by American politicians and opinion writers." That doesn't mean no one in the U.S. is interested in the PRC. Rather, the policy debate is dominated by what Halper nicely terms "China gangs." Their perspectives are important but narrow, "concerned with a specific part of the China question: Chinese military development, trade and labor issues, human rights, technology transfer issues, violations of intellectual property rights, or business opportunities and the benefits of commercial engagement." Halper correctly sees the "China gangs" encouraging policymakers to divide between the equally unsatisfactory "panda huggers" and "panda bashers." This is bad for China policy and for America. He notes: "the reality of the China story defies these kinds of scenarios. The very nature of the China challenge means that no single group has the answer -- or even a complete definition of the problem." While one can quibble with Halper's analysis, he offers a measured tone often absent from discussions of policy towards China. For instance, the "China as inevitable enemy" lobby risks pushing Beijing into becoming a real enemy. Halper strongly rebuts scaremongering about Chinese abilities and intentions. He acknowledges the PRC's significant military investments. "But this is less a policy designed to challenge, and eventually fight, the United States, and more a policy of establishing an 'area of denial' around mainland China and Taiwan and an area of influence extending across the island chain to Guam," he adds. He is right to view catastrophic confrontation with the West as the least of Beijing's desires. Halper similarly acknowledges the legitimacy of various trade complaints against Beijing -- in fact, he may give them too much credence in my view, given the incentive for domestic interests to inflate dubious disputes for their own economic gain. But he recognizes how these issues "are used and abused by politicians in ways that present oversimplified answers." Halper also recognizes the economic benefits to America of the bilateral relationship.

No China conflict- counterbalance

US-Sino war wont happen--China’s neighbors counterbalance

 (Robert Sutter, School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University, “Does China Seek to Dominate Asia and Reduce US influence as a Regional Power?”, Carnegie Debates, 4-20-2007, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Sutter_paper.pdf)

Heading the list of limitations and weaknesses of China’s rise in Asia is strong Chinese nationalism; this seriously complicates Chinese relations with Japan and Taiwan, and causes significant difficulties with South Korea, Singapore, and India, among others. Chinese territorial claims are a serious concern in the East China Sea, a major drag on improving relations with India, and an underlying concern in Southeast Asia. China’s authoritarian political system is unattractive to many, though certainly not all, of China’s neighbors. Chinese economic and diplomatic strengths also reflect significant limitations and complications. More than half of Chinese trade with Asia and the world is processing trade, which leads to double and triple counting as a product crosses borders, sometimes several times, before completion and (often) export from China to the United States and Europe. The value added by China in this trade is frequently low, and the trade depends heavily on US and European consumers. The majority of the trade is carried out by foreign invested enterprises in China. Reflecting theses realities, Chinese President Hu Jintao in 2005 said that China is “a major trading country” but has not yet become “a major trading power.” Chinese economic competitiveness means that Asian manufacturers often cannot compete directly with China. In response, Asian entrepreneurs increasingly invest in and integrate their businesses with China, but Asian workers cannot move to China and often suffer. Investment in Asian economies declines and Chinese investment and foreign assistance in Asia remain small and do not offset these negative implications. China’s “win-win diplomacy” focuses on common ground, which receives great positive publicity but does little to resolve differences or deal with issues. With few exceptions, China does not do hard things; it carefully avoids major international commitments or risks.

No China conflict- empirically denied
China has economic means to kill our defense--- If tensions were as bad as the aff claims then we would have already seen their impacts

CNN News, Laurie Ure, 3-16-2010, “China Mineral Dominance Concerns U.S.”, http://www.cnn.com/2010/US/04/16/china.minerals/index.html
China's dominant position in the production of rare earth minerals has long-reaching implications for the U.S. Department of Defense, according to a recent government report. The report from the Government Accountability Office was commissioned by Congress amid growing concerns that China's potential reduction on the supply of much-needed rare earth minerals could impact critical military uses. China has secured 97 percent of the production of these minerals, which are used in nearly every electronic device, cell phones, computer hard drives and guided missiles. "The longer we neglect this, the longer we don't take steps to counter this, the more it becomes a pressing problem," said Dean Chang, Research fellow at the Heritage Foundation's Center for Asian Studies. The minerals include ores, oxides, metals, alloys and semi-finished rare earth products and cannot be reproduced artificially. "It's not like the DOD can just say, 'OK, we won't use them,'" said Chang. There is widespread use of rare earth materials in defense systems, including precision-guided munitions, lasers, communication systems, radar systems, avionics, night vision equipment, satellites and more, according to the GAO. China has decreased output and increased export taxes on all its rare earth materials to a range of 15 to 25 percent, according to the report. It's not like the DOD can just say, 'OK, we won't use them' --Dean Chang, research fellow, Heritage Foundation's Center for Asian Studies The defense industry's heavy reliance on these minerals has prompted Congress and Pentagon and to examine ways to mitigate should China continue to reduce its exports. House Armed Services Committee Chairman Ike Skelton, a Missouri Democrat, said he's planning a hearing to discuss the GAO report. Defense Department spokesman Dave Lapan said the Pentagon has been monitoring this issue for years, and is "looking at options to increase domestic availability of rare earth elements though developing new domestic sources, re-energizing previous domestic sources and transforming the national stockpile to include rare earth materials." The United States has a rare earth mineral mine in southern California, which is the largest non-Chinese mine in the world, but the GAO says the mine currently lacks the facilities to process the rare earth ore into finished components such as permanent magnets.

No impact to China threats—They don’t follow through

Daniel McCarthy, lawyer and represents both US and Chinese businesses in international and domestic transactions. He is a student of military affairs and of US-China-Taiwan relations, 2-11-2004, “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. 

No China conflict-empirically denied

US-China war is impossible

Banning Garrett, director of Asia programmes at the Atlantic Council of the United States. "Going Global Compels US, China to Cooperate" Straits Times, 2-18-04, 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.

NO- US China Conflict

US-China relations are cyclical—even when faced with multiple conflicts they have recovered
Guardian, Ewen Macaskill and Mark Tran, 4-1-2010, “China and US extend thaw as Hu Jintao confirms nuclear summit visit”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2010/apr/01/us-china-extend-thaw-relations/print

A thaw in relations between the US and China appears to be under way after months of strain between the superpowers over arms sales to Taiwan, cybersecurity, the Dalai Lama and the trade imbalance. The Chinese foreign ministry said today that President Hu Jintao is to visit Washington on 12-13 April for a nuclear proliferation summit. The decision came less than 24 hours after it emerged that China, after months of stalling, had agreed to engage in negotiations on drafting UN sanctions against Iran. The visit by Hu was regarded as a litmus test for the state of relations by Washington, which feared he might boycott the summit in protest over arms sales to Taiwan and other causes of tension. The Chinese foreign ministry spokesman, Qin Gang, hinted at a thaw today when he told reporters: "I'd like to reiterate that the undue disruption which China-US relations endured not long ago is in the interest of neither country and is not what we would like to see." Obama had kind words, too, for China when he met the Chinese ambassador to the US this week, and which were reported by the Chinese media as reflecting a positive change on the part of Washington. A White House spokesman, Bill Burton, welcomed Hu's attendance: "We have an important relationship with China, one in which there are many issues of mutual concern that we work on together. But there also will be times where we disagree. I think this proves the point that despite those disagreements, we can work together on issues like nuclear proliferation." But there are potential problems looming, the biggest of which is whether the US treasury will cite China for manipulating its currency in its annual report on 15 April, days after Hu's visit. Asked if the visit would influence the treasury's decision whether to cite China for currency manipulation, Burton referred questions to the treasury. Analysts in Washington said today that China may have secured a promise from the US that it would not be cited as a quid pro quo for attending the summit and the deal on Iran. The apparent thaw marks another success for Obama, who has seen his fortunes improve on the domestic and foreign policy fronts since winning the protracted struggle to secure health reform in the US. Kenneth Lieberthal, a China specialist at the Washington-based Brookings Institution and a former special adviser on Asia in the Clinton White House, said the rough patch looked to be over. "I have been expecting an uptick in relations and I think that is what we are seeing. I would give Obama credit," he said. He saw the move on Iran as a positive step, showing that China was prepared to engage in serious negotiations. "They are making it clear they are now in the game," he said. "They are very concerned about proliferation in the Middle East. The question is what they are going to do about it." As well as the visit in less than a fortnight, discussions are under way between Beijing and Washington about a state visit to the US by Hu, possibly in June.

 No China conflict- No threat

China doesn’t pose a threat to the US

Joseph Nye, University Distinguished Service professor at Harvard, 5-18-20, “China’s century is not yet upon us”, http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/649e807a-62aa-11df-b1d1-00144feab49a.html

China’s current reputation for power benefits from projections about the future. Some young Chinese use these projections to demand a greater share of power now, and some Americans urge preparation for a coming conflict similar to that between Germany and Britain a century ago. One should be sceptical about such projections. By 1900, Germany had surpassed Britain in industrial power, and the Kaiser was pursuing an adventurous foreign policy that was bound to bring about a clash with the other great powers. By contrast, China still lags far behind the US economically and militarily, and has focused its policies primarily on its region and on its economic development. While its “market Leninist” economic model (the so-called “Beijing Consensus”) provides soft power in authoritarian countries, it has the opposite effect in many democracies. Even if Chinese gross domestic product passes that of the US in about 2030 (as Goldman Sachs projects), the two economies would be equivalent in size, but not equal in composition. China would still have a vast underdeveloped countryside and it will begin to face demographic problems from the delayed effects of its one-child policy. Moreover, as countries develop, there is a tendency for growth rates to slow. Assuming Chinese growth of 6 per cent and American growth of only 2 per cent after 2030, China would not equal the US in per capita income until sometime in the second half of the century. Per capita income provides a measure of the sophistication of an economy. While China’s impressive growth rate combined with the size of its population will surely lead it to pass the US economy in total size, that is not the same as equality. And since the US is unlikely to be standing still during that period, China is a long way from posing the kind of challenge to America that the Kaiser’s Germany posed when it passed Britain at the start of the last century. Nonetheless, the rise of China recalls Thucydides’ warning that belief in the inevitability of conflict can become one of its main causes. During the past decade, China moved from being the ninth-largest exporter to the largest in the world, but China’s export-led development model will probably need to be adjusted as global trade and financial balances become more contentious in the aftermath of the financial crisis. Although China holds huge foreign currency reserves, it will have difficulty raising its financial leverage by lending overseas in its own currency until it has deep and open financial markets in which interest rates are set by the market, not the government. Unlike India, which was born with a democratic constitution, China has not yet found a way to solve the problem of demands for political participation (if not democracy) that tend to accompany rising per capita income. The ideology of communism is long gone, and the legitimacy of the ruling party depends upon economic growth and ethnic Han nationalism. Some experts argue that the Chinese political system lacks legitimacy, suffers from a high level of corruption and is vulnerable to political unrest should the economy falter. Whether China can develop a formula that can manage an expanding urban middle class, regional inequality and resentment among ethnic minorities remains to be seen. The basic point is that no one, including Chinese leaders, knows how the country’s political future will evolve and how that will affect its economic growth. In 1974, Deng Xiaoping told the United Nations General Assembly: “China is not a superpower, nor will it ever seek to be one.” The current generation of Chinese leaders, realising that rapid growth is the key to domestic political stability, has focused on economic development and what they call a “harmonious” international environment that will not disrupt their growth. But generations change, power often creates hubris and appetites sometimes grow with eating. Some analysts warn that rising powers invariably use their newfound economic strength for wider political, cultural and military ends. Even if this were an accurate assessment of Chinese intentions, it is doubtful that China will have the military capability to make this scenario possible. Asia has its own internal balance of powers and, in that context, many states welcome a US presence in the region. Chinese leaders will have to contend with the reactions of other countries as well as the constraints created by their own goal of growth and the need for external markets and resources. Too aggressive a military posture could produce a countervailing coalition among its neighbours that would weaken both its hard and soft power. A recent Pew poll of 16 countries found a positive attitude towards China’s economic rise, but not its military rise.

No Conflict-empirically denied

Despite conflicts that are at the very core of China’s security, no conflicts have evolved

World Press, Simon Roughneen, 2-16-2010, “China-U.S. Rivalry Intensifies”, http://www.worldpress.org/print_article.cfm?article_id=3787&dont=yes

A carnival float featuring U.S. President Barack Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao makes its way through the crowd during a parade in Cologne, Germany, on Feb. 15. (Photo Henning Kaiser/ AFP-Getty Images) With the Dalai Lama set to meet President Obama on Thursday, more political fireworks can be expected just days after the Chinese New Year. U.S.-China relations have been stormy over recent weeks, with Beijing and Washington trading barbs over Taiwan and Google, disagreeing over policy on Iran, North Korea, and bickering over exchange rates, among a range of contentious political and economic issues. But the officially atheist politburo in Beijing might take it as an auspicious sign that this is the Year of the Tiger. China has fared relatively well amid the global economic downturn, and with the United States bogged down with wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, and Obama's domestic reform agenda running into sand, Beijing might want to test American mettle as the perceived gap between the two countries narrows. Obama dodged a bullet when shunning an opportunity to meet the Dalai Lama last year. But one year into an administration that has been dogged by accusations of softness and conflicting signals in foreign policy, a meeting with the exiled Tibetan spiritual leader will add to Obama's attempt at an image makeover. With his healthcare reform program stalling, he needs some public display of foreign policy backbone, just weeks after Republican Scott Brown took the Massachusetts senate seat left vacant after the death of Ted Kennedy. Obama was the first U.S. president to visit China during his first year in office, and he spent 2009 trying to charm or accommodate or appease (depending on your viewpoint) China's Hu Jintao. However, Obama was largely rebuffed on issues such as the value of the yuan, North Korea, human rights in China and dealing with Iran. The year culminated in the farcical Copenhagen climate summit, when Hu Jintao sent minor officials to meet the U.S. president, who then had to barge into a meeting led by Hu and involving the leaders of India, Brazil and South Africa, which the Chinese sought to stage without the Americans knowing. The United States recently sold Taipei $6.4 billion worth of military equipment in a deal that was lined up for months in advance. Contrived verbal exchanges ensued, with the Chinese foreign minister telling the American ambassador in Beijing that the United States would be responsible for "serious repercussions" if the sale was not cancelled, and China's state-backed media laying into the United States for its perceived transgressions. Meeting the Dalai Lama will garner Obama some kudos from across the American political spectrum, from conservatives who want to see him stand up to China, to liberals and activists who work on Tibet advocacy. China regards the Dalai Lama as a separatist politician, and Tibet ranks alongside Taiwan as a non-negotiable issue for Beijing. A spokesman for the Chinese Embassy in Washington reacted to the Taiwan arms deal and the mooted Obama-Dalai Lama meeting as follows: "China's positions on issues like arms sales to Taiwan and Tibet have been consistent and clear," Wang Baodong said, "as these issues bear on sovereignty and territorial integrity, which are closely related to Chinese core national interests." China upped the ante, however, by mooting sanctions for American firms doing business in China, a somewhat pointed response alluding to American attempts to prompt Beijing into backing sanctions on Iran, fresh from marking the 30th anniversary of the Islamic Revolution. China quietly sanctioned several U.S. companies for participating in such weapons sales in the past. However, it would mark a major change if China makes the list public and includes companies such as Boeing, which sells billions of dollars of airplanes in China each year.

No China Conflict-US too strong

Double Bind---Either a. The US military I completely unparalleled and China wouldn’t dare wage war on us or 2. Conflict is inevitable because of Taiwan

Global Research, Rick Rozoff, 1-20-2010, “US-China Military Tensions Grow”,  http://www.globalresearch.ca/PrintArticle.php?articleId=17092
Even though the U.S. military budget is almost ten times that of China's (with a population more than four times as large) and Washington plans a record $708 billion defense budget for next year compared to Russia spending less than $40 billion last year for the same, China and Russia are portrayed as threats to the U.S. and its allies. China has no troops outside its borders; Russia has a small handful in its former territories in Abkhazia, Armenia, South Ossetia and Transdniester. The U.S. has hundreds of thousands of troops stationed in six continents. While Gates was in charge of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and responsible for almost half of international military spending he was offended that the world's most populous nation might desire to "deny others countries the ability to threaten it." On December 23 of last year Raytheon Company announced that it had received a $1.1 billion contract with Taiwan for the purchase of 200 Patriot anti-ballistic missiles. In early January the U.S. Defense Department cleared the transaction "despite opposition from rival China, where a military official proposed sanctioning U.S. firms that sell arms to the island." [1] The sale completes a $6.5 billion weapons package approved by the previous George W. Bush administration at the end of 2008. In the words of the Asia bureau chief of Defense News, "This is the last piece that Taiwan has been waiting on." [2] Defense News first reported on the agreement and reminded its readers that "Raytheon already won smaller contracts for Taiwan in January 2009 and in 2008 for upgrades to the Patriot systems the country already had. Those contracts were to upgrade the systems to Configuration 3, the same upgrade the company is completing for the U.S. Army." The source also described what the enhanced Patriot capacity consisted of: "Configuration 3 is Raytheon's most advanced Patriot system and allows the use of Lockheed Martin's Patriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3) missiles [and] Raytheon's Guidance Enhanced Missile-Tactical [Patriot-2 upgrade] missiles...." [3] The PAC-3 is the latest, most advanced Patriot missile design and the first capable of shooting down tactical ballistic missiles. It is the initial tier of a layered missile shield system which also includes Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), Ground Based Interceptor (GBI), Ground-Based Midcourse Defense (GMD), Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), ship-based Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense equipped with Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) interceptors, Forward Based X-Band Radar (FBXB) and Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV) components. An integrated network that ranges from the battlefield to the heavens. The system is modular and highly mobile and its batteries are thus more easily able to evade detection and attack. It also extends the range of previous Patriot versions several fold. "[T]he PAC-3 interceptors, enhanced by [an] advanced radar and command center, are capable of protecting an area approximately seven times greater than the original Patriot system." [4] If like the rest of the world Chinese authorities anticipated a reduction if not halt in the pace of American global military expansion with the advent of a new administration in Washington a year ago, like everyone they else have been rudely disabused of the notion. Vice Foreign Minister He Yafei urged the United States to reconsider the Taiwan arms package in the sixth official Chinese warning in a week earlier this month, telling his nation's Xinhua News Agency that "China had strongly protested the U.S. government's recent decision to allow Raytheon Company and Lockheed Martin Corp. to sell weapons to Taiwan" and "The U.S. arms sales to Taiwan undermine China's national security." [5] Later information added to the inventory and to China's ire when it was revealed that "the Obama Administration would soon announce the sale to Taiwan of a package worth billions of U.S. dollars including Black Hawk helicopters, anti-missile systems and plans for diesel-powered submarines in a move likely to anger China." [6] In addition, the China Times reported that Taiwan was to obtain eight second-hand Oliver Hazard Perry-class frigates from the U.S. in addition to the 200 Patriot missiles. The warships were designed in the 1970s as comparatively inexpensive alternatives to World War II-era destroyers. The new deal will double the amount of U.S. Perry-class frigates that Taiwan already possesses to 16. They will also factor into missile defense and at a higher level, as "The island hopes to arm them with a version of the advanced Aegis Combat System (see above), which uses computers and radar to take out multiple targets, as well as sophisticated missile launch technology...." [7] While both Washington and Taipei will present the weapons transactions as strictly defensive in nature, it is worth recalling that last autumn Taiwan conducted its "largest-ever missile test...launched from a secretive and tightly guarded base in southern Taiwan" with missiles "capable of reaching major Chinese cities." [8] President Ma Ying-jeou observed the missile launches which "included the test-firing of a top secret, newly developed medium-range surface-to-surface missile with a range of 3,000 kilometres, capable of striking major cities in central, northern and southern China." [9] The Patriot Advanced Capability and SM-3 interceptor missiles the U.S. is providing Taiwan could well be employed to counter a mainland Chinese counterattack or at the least protect the launch sites of Taiwanese medium range missiles which, as noted above, are capable of hitting most of China's major cities. Beijing responded on January 11 by conducting a ground-based midcourse interceptor missile test over its territory. Professor Tan Kaijia of the People's Liberation Army's (PLA) National Defense University told Xinhua "If the ballistic missile is regarded as a spear, now we have succeeded in building a shield for self-defense." [10] Time Magazine characterized the significance of the test in writing: "There's no chance China's gambit will deter the U.S. from backing Taiwan....But the test does signal a ratcheting up of tensions between Beijing and Washington...." [11] Both China and the U.S., the first in 2007 and the second the following year, with a Standard Missile-3 fired from an Aegis-class frigate in the Pacific Ocean in the American case, destroyed satellites in orbit. The dawn of space war had begun. A January 15 feature on a Russian website titled "Possible space wars in the near future" provided background information. "It is hard to overestimate the role played by military satellite systems. Since the 1970s, an increasingly greater number of troop-control, telecommunications, target-acquisition, navigation and other processes depend on spacecraft which are therefore becoming more important...The space echelon's role is directly proportional to the development level of any given nation and its armed forces." [12] China and Russia for years have been advocating a ban on the use of space for military purposes, annually raising the issue in the United Nations. The U.S. has just as persistently opposed the initiatives. To comprehend the context in which recent developments have occurred, Washington has for three years increasingly and tenaciously included China and Russia with Iran and North Korea as belligerents in prospective future conflicts. The campaign began in earnest in February of 2007 when then and still Pentagon chief Robert Gates testified before the U.S. House Armed Services Committee on the Defense Department Fiscal Year 2008 Budget Request and said among other matters: "In addition to fighting the global war on terror, we also face the danger posed by Iran and North Korea's nuclear ambitions and the threat they pose not only to their neighbors, but globally because of their record of proliferation; the uncertain paths of China and Russia, which are both pursuing sophisticated military modernization programs; and a range of other flashpoints and challenges....We need both the ability for regular force-on-force conflicts because we don't know what's going to develop in places like Russia and China, in North Korea, in Iran and elsewhere." [13] If it be objected that Gates was only alluding to general contingency plans, ones that could apply to any major nation, neither his comments nor any by U.S. defense officials since have mentioned fellow nuclear powers Britain, France, India and Israel in a similar vein, but have reiterated concerns about Russia and China with an alarming consistency. In fact China and Russia have been substituted for Iraq in the former axis of evil category. Even though the U.S. military budget is almost ten times that of China's (with a population more than four times as large) and Washington plans a record $708 billion defense budget for next year compared to Russia spending less than $40 billion last year for the same, China and Russia are portrayed as threats to the U.S. and its allies. China has no troops outside its borders; Russia has a small handful in its former territories in Abkhazia, Armenia, South Ossetia and Transdniester. The U.S. has hundreds of thousands of troops stationed in six continents. Russia and China both reacted harshly to Gates' statements in February of 2007 and only three days afterward, with Gates in the audience, Russian President Vladimir Putin delivered a speech at the annual Munich Security Conference in which he warned: "[W]hat is a unipolar world? However one might embellish this term, at the end of the day it refers to one type of situation, namely one centre of authority, one centre of force, one centre of decision-making. "It is world in which there is one master, one sovereign. And at the end of the day this is pernicious not only for all those within this system, but also for the sovereign itself because it destroys itself from within." "Unilateral and frequently illegitimate actions have not resolved any problems. Moreover, they have caused new human tragedies and created new centres of tension. Judge for yourselves: wars as well as local and regional conflicts have not diminished....And no less people perish in these conflicts - even more are dying than before. Significantly more, significantly more! "Today we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force - military force - in international relations, force that is plunging the world into an abyss of permanent conflicts." "One state and, of course, first and foremost the United States, has overstepped its national borders in every way. This is visible in the economic, political, cultural and educational policies it imposes on other nations...." [14] The warning was not heeded in Washington. Three months later the Pentagon chief resumed his earlier accusations. In May of 2007 the Defense Department issued its annual report on China’s military capability, citing "continuing efforts to project Chinese power beyond its immediate region and to develop high-technology systems that can challenge the best in the world." "U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates says some of China’s efforts cause him concern." The report said "China is pursuing long-term, comprehensive transformation of its military forces” to "enable it to project power and deny other countries the ability to threaten it." [15] While Gates was in charge of the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and responsible for almost half of international military spending he was offended that the world's most populous nation might desire to "deny others countries the ability to threaten it." A year after Gates linked China and Russia with surviving "axis of evil" suspects Iran and North Korea, National Director of Intelligence Michael McConnell singled out China, Russia and the Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC) as the main threats to the United States, even more than al-Qaeda. The Voice of Russia responded to McDonnell's accusations in a commentary that included these excerpts: "Russia has demanded an explanation from America over a report by the Director of American national intelligence in which Russia, China, Iraq, Iran, North Korea and al-Qaida are described as sources of strategic threats to the U.S....Quite possibly, the report by the U.S intelligence community amounts to accounting for the staggering sums of money that is allocated yearly for its upkeep. There could be other reasons to explain why Russia has been included among states posing a threat to America." [16] Gates has remained as defense secretary for the new American administration and so has the anti-Chinese and anti-Russian rhetoric. On May 1 of last year Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said that "The Obama administration is working to improve deteriorating U.S. relations with a number of Latin American nations to counter growing Iranian, Chinese and Russian influence in the Western Hemisphere...." [17] The month after she spoke those words a military coup was staged in Honduras and two weeks after that the U.S. secured the use of seven military bases in Colombia. In September Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair issued the U.S.'s quadrennial National Intelligence Strategy report which said "Russia, China, Iran, and North Korea pose the greatest challenges to the United States' national interests. [18] Agence France-Presse said that "The United States on [September 15] put emerging superpower China and former Cold War foe Russia alongside Iran and North Korea on a list of the four main nations challenging American interests" and quoted from Blair's report: China was fingered for its "increasing natural resource-focused diplomacy and military modernization." "Russia is a US partner in important initiatives such as securing fissile material and combating nuclear terrorism, but it may continue to seek avenues for reasserting power and influence in ways that complicate US interests." [19] China is not allowed to deny other nations the ability to threaten it and Russia is not permitted to complicate U.S. interests. The trend, ominous in its relentlessness, continues into this year. The vice president of Lockheed Martin's Missile Defense Systems, John Holly, touted his company's role in the Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense System - components of which are being delivered to Taiwan - as "the shining star" of Lockheed's interceptor missile portfolio, and according to a newspaper in the city which hosts the Pentagon's Missile Defense Agency "Pointing to missile programs in North Korea, Iran, Russia and China, Holly said, 'the world is not a very safe world ... and it is incumbent upon us in industry to provide [the Pentagon] with the best capabilities.'" [20] Three days afterward the Pentagon's Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs Wallace Gregson "voiced doubts about China's insistence that its use of space is for peaceful means" and stated "The Chinese have stated that they oppose the militarization of space. Their actions seem to indicate the contrary intention." [21] The next day Admiral Robert Willard, head of the U.S. Pacific Command, stated in testimony before the House Armed Services Committee that China's "powerful economic engine is also funding a military modernization program that has raised concerns in the region — a concern also shared by the U.S. Pacific Command." [22] The U.S. Navy has six fleets and eleven aircraft carrier strike groups in or available for deployment to all parts of the world, but China with only a "brown water" navy off its own coast is a cause for concern to the U.S. As Alan Mackinnon, the chairman of the Scottish Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, wrote last September: "The world of war is today dominated by a single superpower. In military terms the United States sits astride the world like a giant Colossus. As a country with only five per cent of the world's population it accounts for almost 50 per cent of global arms spending. "Its 11 naval carrier fleets patrol every ocean and its 909 military bases are scattered strategically across every continent. No other country has reciprocal bases on US territory - it would be unthinkable and unconstitutional. It is 20 years since the end of the Cold War and the United States and its allies face no significant military threat today. Why then have we not had the hoped-for peace dividend? Why does the world's most powerful nation continue to increase its military budget, now over $1.2 trillion a year in real terms? What threat is all this supposed to counter? "The US response has been largely military - the expansion of NATO and the encirclement of Russia and China in a ring of hostile bases and alliances. And continuing pressure to isolate and weaken Iran." [23] Observations to be kept in the forefront of people's minds as China is increasingly presented as a security challenge - and a strategic threat - to the world's sole military superpower.

No North Korea conflict

North Korea, was on the brink of conflict with the US in 2003. This disproves their impact

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

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

Alt- Cause to bad relationship

Numerous alt causes to US- China relations disprove their China advantage

New York Times, Edward Wong and Mark Landler, 2-5-2010, “Chine Rejects U.S. Complaint on Its Currency”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/05/world/asia/05diplo.html?_r=1&pagewanted=print
A senior Chinese official said on Thursday that China would not bow to pressure from the United States to revalue its currency, which President Obama says is kept at an artificially low level to give China an unfair advantage in selling its exports. The official, Ma Zhaoxu, a Foreign Ministry spokesman, said at a regular news conference here that “wrongful accusations and pressure will not help solve this issue.” Mr. Ma was reacting to remarks on trade that Mr. Obama made on Wednesday when he met with Democratic senators in Washington. Mr. Obama stopped short of saying China manipulates its currency, but his words on China’s economic policies were harsh — the United States, he said, had “to make sure our goods are not artificially inflated in price and their goods are not artificially deflated in price; that puts us at a huge competitive disadvantage.” Economists agree with that assessment. They say that the Chinese currency, the renminbi, is undervalued by 25 to 40 percent compared to the dollar and other currencies. The gap is wider than at any time since July 2005, when the Chinese government, under pressure from the Bush administration, decided to do away with the renminbi’s peg to the dollar and allow the currency to float in a narrow band against the dollar and other currencies. The renminbi appreciated 21 percent, but since July 2008 it has remained at the same value — today, one dollar equals about 6.83 renminbi, also called the yuan. “Judging from the international balance of payments and the currency market’s supply and demand, the value of the renminbi is getting to a reasonable and balanced level,” Mr. Ma said on Thursday. The sharp exchange over China’s currency is only the latest symptom of rising tensions in American relations with China. Internet censorship, hacking attacks directed at American companies, arms sales to Taiwan and the pending visit of the Dalai Lama to Washington have all cropped up in the last month as points of conflict. China is exhibiting a brash sense of confidence as its economy continues to boom while much of the world remains mired in a recession. On economics, Chinese officials now regularly lecture their American counterparts on the need to maintain the value of the American dollar. China, which has more than $2.4 trillion in foreign exchange reserves, is the largest holder of American debt. On Wednesday, Xinhua, the official state news agency, .the official state news agency said Chinese economists were concerned that the American government, suffering from a record budget deficit, could print more dollars and issue more bonds, eroding the value of the dollar. The finger-wagging from the American side is almost certain to intensify too. With midterm elections this fall, Mr. Obama is under pressure to alleviate the high unemployment rate in the United States. Mr. Obama said last week in his State of the Union address that he hoped to double American exports within five years. In China, the export industry is a large employer in the coastal regions and draws hordes of migrant workers from interior provinces. Exports have slowed considerably since the global financial crisis began, and Chinese leaders and economists have been saying that domestic consumption should become a larger part of the economy. Last year, the Chinese economy grew by 8.7 percent, surpassing the 8 percent benchmark set by the government and indicating that China was managing to push through the global recession with little damage. A large driver of the growth was domestic spending — the Chinese government announced in November 2008 a stimulus package worth $585 billion. But the spending, along with in-flows of foreign currency through private investments and speculation, what some economists call “hot money,” is fueling inflation. The consumer price index in the fourth quarter of 2009 rose 1.9 percent. Fears of an overheated economy could lead the Chinese government to revalue the renminbi later this year to help contain inflation. In late January, Jim O’Neill, the chief economist at Goldman Sachs, told Bloomberg News that he expected the Chinese government to make a one-off revaluation of the renminbi, letting it appreciate by at least five percent before the end of 2010. He said the revaluation would happen suddenly, without any warning from Chinese leaders. Reopening the battle with Beijing over its currency may pay political dividends for Mr. Obama at a time of double-digit unemployment and growing fears that China is stealing American jobs. But experts say the president will have even less leverage over Beijing than President George W. Bush did. Mr. Bush prodded China for years to adjust its exchange rate with little success. China, they say, is determined to reignite its export machine after a global recession that sapped demand for Chinese goods. A cheap currency is vital to that goal. And as indicated by Mr. Ma’s statement on Thursday, China’s leaders have grown impatient with lectures on economic policy from their chief debtor, the United States. “It will be like water off a duck’s back,” said Nicholas R. Lardy, a China expert at the Peterson Institute for International Economics. “They’re puzzled by the criticism. They think they should be praised for keeping their currency stable at a time of global turmoil.” Criticizing China’s policy, however, is likely to worsen a relationship already frayed by irritants on both sides. In two weeks, Mr. Obama is expected to meet with the Dalai Lama, the Tibetan spiritual leader, over the objections of the Chinese, who condemn him as a subversive. The administration forged ahead with sales of weapons to Taiwan, drawing an angry blast from Beijing, which regards Taiwan as a breakaway province. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton criticized China for censoring the Internet, in the wake of Google’s allegations about hacking. For its part, the United States is frustrated that the Chinese will not back tougher sanctions against Iran over its nuclear program. And China has resisted American initiatives on climate change policy, turning the recent climate meeting in Copenhagen into a diplomatic drama. The administration has struggled to prevent the ill will from any single issue from contaminating the broader relationship. “We can’t pick the timing of when an issue becomes important,” said a senior official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the delicacy of the matter. Exchange rates are an arcane subject, harder to explain than a meeting with the Dalai Lama. But they influence easy-to-understand issues like the competitiveness of American exports and job security. “The currency issue has the potential to become a very hot political issue,” said Kenneth G. Lieberthal, who worked on China policy in the Clinton White House. “We’re in significant danger of hitting a very rough patch in trade relations, in the latter part of this year.”

Alt cause to China conflict- Cyber warfare

Alt Cause for China Conflict---Cyber warfare

Kim Zetter, senior reporter at Wired News “China Accuses U.S. of Cyberwarfare”, 1-25-2010, http://www.wired.com/threatlevel/2010/01/china-accuses-us/
In the wake of a recent speech by U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton condemning countries that censor the internet and engage in hacking, China has lobbed a return volley and accused the United States of hypocrisy and initiating cyberwarfare against Iran. An editorial in the People’s Daily — the primary mouthpiece for China’s Communist Party — accused the United States of doublespeak and of using “online warfare” to instigate violent unrest in Iran with Twitter and YouTube following that country’s national elections in June. “We’re afraid that in the eyes of American politicians, only information controlled by America is free information, only news acknowledged by America is free news, only speech approved by America is free speech, and only information flow that suits American interests is free information flow,” said the Sunday editorial, according to the Guardian newspaper. The editorial was taking aim at a speech by Clinton last Thursday in which she said that access to information, and the internet, is a basic human right. She said that countries around the world were erecting virtual walls in place of the physical walls that generally characterize oppressive regimes. Clinton urged U.S. media companies to challenge foreign governments’ demands for censorship and surveillance. Clinton did not mention China specifically but also said that “Countries or individuals that engage in cyberattacks should face consequences and international condemnation.” She was speaking in the wake of an announcement from Google that it had decided to stop censoring search results on its Chinese-language search engine and may vacate China altogether after discovering that it, and nearly three dozen other companies, had been the target of a coordinated hack attack that originated in China. The People’s Daily, however, didn’t take the speech calmly. “Behind what America calls free speech is naked political scheming. How did the unrest after the Iranian election come about?” said the paper. “It was because online warfare launched by America, via YouTube video and Twitter microblogging, spread rumours, created splits, stirred up and sowed discord between the followers of conservative reformist factions.” Last June, the U.S. State Department asked Twitter to postpone scheduled maintenance that would have increased its server capacity but also would have closed down the system for a short time during the daytime hours in Iran, preventing Iranian protestors from using the social-networking service to organize and chronicle a government crackdown. “When we worked with our network provider yesterday to reschedule this planned maintenance, we did so because events in Iran were tied directly to the growing significance of Twitter as an important communication and information network,” Twitter co-founder Biz Stone disclosed in a blog post at the time. “It made sense for Twitter and for NTT America to keep services active during this highly visible global event.” Iranian voters took to the streets to protest the election between President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and defeated challenger Mir Hossein Mousavi, accusing the government of having rigged the election. The unrest resulted in unknown numbers of deaths and arrests. Iranian protestors used numerous social networking services to communicate with others inside and outside the country about the events in their country. A State Department spokesman at the time denied that the U.S. was intruding on Iran’s domestic affairs. “This is about giving their voices a chance to be heard. One of the ways that their voices are heard are through new media,” spokesman Ian Kelly told Reuters. China began blocking YouTube last March in anticipation of protests on the anniversary of uprisings in Tibet. It also began blocking Twitter in June, prior to the 20th anniversary of the Tiananmen Square uprising. Reuters reports that Facebook has also been down in the country since July.

Alt Cause to conflict

The Aff can’t solve for the root of US- China conflict

Times Online, Miachel Sheridan, Far East Correspondent, 2-7-2010, “China’s hawk demand cold war on the US”, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article7017951.ece

MORE than half of Chinese people questioned in a poll believe China and America are heading for a new “cold war”. The finding came after battles over Taiwan, Tibet, trade, climate change, internet freedom and human rights which have poisoned relations in the three months since President Barack Obama made a fruitless visit to Beijing. According to diplomatic sources, a rancorous postmortem examination is under way inside the US government, led by officials who think the president was badly advised and was made to appear weak. In China’s eyes, the American response — which includes a pledge by Obama to get tougher on trade — is a reaction against its rising power. Now almost 55% of those questioned for Global Times, a state-run newspaper, agree that “a cold war will break out between the US and China”. An independent survey of Chinese-language media for The Sunday Times has found army and navy officers predicting a military showdown and political leaders calling for China to sell more arms to America’s foes. The trigger for their fury was Obama’s decision to sell $6.4 billion (£4 billion) worth of weapons to Taiwan, the thriving democratic island that has ruled itself since 1949. “We should retaliate with an eye for an eye and sell arms to Iran, North Korea, Syria, Cuba and Venezuela,” declared Liu Menxiong, a member of the Chinese people’s political consultative conference. He added: “We have nothing to be afraid of. The North Koreans have stood up to America and has anything happened to them? No. Iran stands up to America and does disaster befall it? No.” Officially, China has reacted by threatening sanctions against American companies selling arms to Taiwan and cancelling military visits. But Chinese analysts think the leadership, riding a wave of patriotism as the year of the tiger dawns, may go further. “This time China must punish the US,” said Major-General Yang Yi, a naval officer. “We must make them hurt.” A major-general in the People’s Liberation Army (PLA), Luo Yuan, told a television audience that more missiles would be deployed against Taiwan. And a PLA strategist, Colonel Meng Xianging, said China would “qualitatively upgrade” its military over the next 10 years to force a showdown “when we’re strong enough for a hand-to-hand fight with the US”. Chinese indignation was compounded when the White House said Obama would meet the Dalai Lama, the exiled spiritual leader of Tibet, in the next few weeks. “When someone spits on you, you have to get back,” said Huang Xiangyang, a commentator in the China Daily newspaper, usually seen as a showcase for moderate opinion. An internal publication at the elite Qinghua University last week predicted the strains would get worse because “core interests” were at risk. It said battles over exports, technology transfer, copyright piracy and the value of China’s currency, the yuan, would be fierce. As a crescendo of strident nationalistic rhetoric swirls through the Chinese media and blogosphere, American officials seem baffled by what has gone wrong and how fast it has happened. During Obama’s visit, the US ambassador to China, Jon Huntsman, claimed relations were “really at an all-time high in terms of the bilateral atmosphere ... a cruising altitude that is higher than any other time in recent memory”, according to an official transcript. The ambassador must have been the only person at his embassy to think so, said a diplomat close to the talks. “The truth was that the atmosphere was cold and intransigent when the president went to Beijing yet his China team went on pretending that everything was fine,” the diplomat said. In reality, Chinese officials argued over every item of protocol, rigged a town hall meeting with a pre-selected audience, censored the only interview Obama gave to a Chinese newspaper and forbade the Americans to use their own helicopters to fly him to the Great Wall. President Hu Jintao refused to give an inch on Obama’s plea to raise the value of the Chinese currency, while his vague promises of co-operation on climate change led the Americans to blunder into a fiasco at the Copenhagen summit three weeks later. Diplomats say they have been told that there was “frigid” personal chemistry between Obama and the Chinese president, with none of the superficial friendship struck up by previous leaders of the two nations. Yet after their meeting Obama’s China adviser, Jeff Bader, said: “It’s been highly successful in setting out and accomplishing the objectives we set ourselves.” Then came Copenhagen, where Obama virtually had to force his way with his bodyguards into a conference room where the urbane Chinese premier, Wen Jiabao, was trying to strike a deal behind his back. The Americans were also livid at what they saw as deliberate Chinese attempts to humiliate the president by sending lower-level officials to deal with him. “They thought Obama was weak and they were testing him,” said a European diplomat based in China. In Beijing, some diplomats even claim to detect a condescending attitude towards Obama, noting that Yang Jiechi, the foreign minister, prides himself on knowing the Bush dynasty and others among America’s traditional white, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant elite. But there are a few voices urging caution on Chinese public opinion. “China will look unreal if it behaves aggressively and competes for global leadership,” wrote Wang Yusheng, a retired diplomat, in the China Daily. He warned that China was not as rich or as powerful as America or Japan and therefore such a move could be “hazardous”. It is not clear whether anyone in Beijing is listening.

US withdrawal bad-North Korea

Us withdrawal results in North Korean invasion of South Korea, and kills the uS economy

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

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

Withdrawal bad- China counterbalance

US withdrawal from South Korea results in Chinese regional dominance

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

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

Withdrawal bad- China counterbalance

US Military Presence in Asia deters China

Michael T. Klare, professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College, 4-20-06, Asia Times Online, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/HD20Ad01.html

Slowly but surely, the grand strategy of the Bush administration is being revealed. It is not aimed primarily at the defeat of global terrorism, the incapacitation of rogue states, or the spread of democracy in the Middle East. These may dominate the rhetorical arena and be the focus of immediate concern, but they do not govern key decisions regarding the allocation of long-term military resources. The truly commanding objective - the underlying basis for budgets and troop deployments - is the containment of China. This objective governed White House planning during the administration's first seven months in office, only to be set aside by the perceived obligation to highlight anti-terrorism after September 11, 2001; but now, despite President George W Bush's preoccupation with Iraq and Iran, the White House is also reemphasizing its paramount focus on China, risking a new Asian arms race with potentially catastrophic consequences. Bush and his top aides entered the White House in early 2001 with a clear strategic objective: to resurrect the permanent-dominance doctrine spelled out in the Defense Planning Guidance (DPG) for fiscal years 1994-99, the first formal statement of US strategic goals in the post-Soviet era. According to the initial official draft of this document, as leaked to the press in early 1992, the primary aim of US strategy would be to bar the rise of any future competitor that might challenge America's overwhelming military superiority. "Our first objective is to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival ... that poses a threat on the order of that posed formerly by the Soviet Union," the document stated. Accordingly, "we [must] endeavor to prevent any hostile power from dominating a region whose resources would, under consolidated control, be sufficient to generate global power". When initially made public, this doctrine was condemned by America's allies and many domestic leaders as being unacceptably imperial as well as imperious, forcing president George H W Bush to water it down; but the goal of perpetuating America's sole-superpower status has never been rejected by administration strategists. In fact, it initially became the overarching principle for US military policy when the younger Bush assumed the presidency in February 2001. Target: China When first enunciated in 1992, the permanent-dominance doctrine did not specify the exact identity of the future challengers whose rise was to be prevented through coercive action. At that time, US strategists worried about a medley of potential rivals, including Russia, Germany, India, Japan and China; any of these, it was thought, might emerge in decades to come as would-be superpowers, and so all would have to be deterred from moving in this direction. By the time George W Bush came into office, however, the pool of potential rivals had been narrowed in elite thinking to just one: the People's Republic of China. Only China, it was claimed, possessed the economic and military capacity to challenge the United States as an aspiring superpower. Therefore perpetuating US global predominance meant containing Chinese power. The imperative of containing China was first spelled out in a systematic way by Condoleezza Rice while serving as a foreign-policy adviser to George W Bush, then governor of the state of Texas, during the 2000 presidential campaign. In a much-cited article in Foreign Affairs, she suggested that China, as an ambitious rising power, would inevitably challenge vital US interests. "China is a great power with unresolved vital interests, particularly concerning Taiwan," she wrote. "China also resents the role of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region." For these reasons, she stated, "China is not a ‘status quo' power but one that would like to alter Asia's balance of power in its own favor. That alone makes it a strategic competitor, not the 'strategic partner' the Clinton administration once called it." It was essential, she argued, to adopt a strategy that would prevent China's rise as regional power. In particular, "the United States must deepen its cooperation with Japan and South Korea and maintain its commitment to a robust military presence in the region". Washington should also "pay closer attention to India's role in the regional balance", and bring that country into an anti-Chinese alliance system. Looking back, it is striking how this article presaged the very strategy now being implemented by the Bush administration in the Pacific and South Asia. Many of the specific policies advocated in her piece, from strengthened ties with Japan to making overtures to India, are being carried out today. In the spring and summer of 2001, however, the most significant effect of this strategic focus was to distract Rice and other senior administration officials from the growing threat posed by Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda. During her first months in office as the president's senior adviser for national-security affairs, Rice devoted herself to implementing the plan she had spelled out in Foreign Affairs. By all accounts, her top priorities in that early period were dissolving the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty with Russia and linking Japan, South Korea and Taiwan into a joint missile-defense system, which, it was hoped, would ultimately evolve into a Pentagon-anchored anti-Chinese alliance. Richard Clarke, the senior White House adviser on counter-terrorism, later charged that because of her preoccupation with Russia, China and great power politics, Rice overlooked warnings of a possible al-Qaeda attack on the United States and thus failed to initiate defensive actions that might have prevented the attack. Although Rice survived tough questioning on this matter by the 9-11 Commission without acknowledging the accuracy of Clarke's charges, any careful historian, seeking answers for the Bush administration's inexcusable failure to heed warnings of a potential terrorist strike on the US, must begin with its overarching focus on containing China during this critical period.

Withdrawal bad- China counterbalance

Military Presence in East Asia ia the only way to deter China

 Francis P. Sempa, senior deputy attorney general for Pennsylvania and  writer for Strategic Review, The National Interest, National Review, and Presidential Studies Quarterly, 12-31-09, ‘ THE GEOPOLITICAL CONTAINMENT OF CHINA”, http://www.mackinderforum.org/commentaries/the-geopolitical-containment-of-china)

China’s military build-up has been going on for two decades, and includes emphasis on aerospace and naval programs. This includes a network of satellites and radars designed to locate and track surface ships; anti-satellite weapons; cyber-warfare capabilities; attack submarines; cruise missiles; and possibly aircraft carriers. Most worrisome is China’s apparent commitment to the development of anti-ship ballistic missiles (ASBMs), which some analysts believe could shift the regional strategic balance with the United States. China also continues to upgrade and increase its strategic nuclear forces, including intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) and submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs). China’s naval build-up is even more worrisome when viewed in the context of Chinese military and doctrinal writings indicating a new appreciation for the sea power theories of Alfred Thayer Mahan. U.S. Naval War College scholars Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes have documented the recent Chinese interest in Mahan’s writings on such topics as “command of the sea” and control of “communications” and “strategic passages” which would enable China to deny access to a particular area by other naval powers. A China that could deny access to the U.S. Navy to its coastal areas and beyond, would be better situated to attain some of its expansionist aims. In addition to its goal of annexing Taiwan, China has disputes with Malaysia, the Philippines, Taiwan, and Vietnam over the Spratley Islands and their off-shore oil deposits; with Japan over the islands of Senkaku-shoto and gas and oil exploration in the East China Sea; with Taiwan and Vietnam over the Paracel Islands; and with north Korea over islands in the Yalu and Tumen Rivers. A Chinese access/denial capability would also affect the attitudes of other regional powers, such as Japan and South Korea who rely on the United States for their security. The United States’ security commitments to the Asia-Pacific region depend upon reliable U.S. naval and air access to the region. Deny that access, and you undermine those security commitments. None of this means that China will definitely make a bid for hegemony similar to Napoleon, the Kaiser, Hitler, or the Soviet Union. But it would be foolhardy for the United States to ignore signs and developments that point in that direction. While it is true that China’s economic liberalization and the phenomenon of globalization have resulted in vastly increased economic ties between China and the U.S. which benefit both countries, such economic interdependence will not likely trump long-term strategic interests and ambitions. Even if China only has regional ambitions, such as the conquest or incorporation of Taiwan and command of the sea approaches to the East Asian mainland, those regional ambitions are inconsistent with U.S. security interests and commitments in the region. All of this points to the need for the United States to prepare for the geopolitical containment of China. China and the lands adjacent to it occupy the area of the globe that Nicholas Spykman called the Asian Rimland. China and the lands adjacent to it occupy the area of the globe that Nicholas Spykman called the Asian Rimland. Spykman, toward the end of the Second World War, wrote that China would become the strongest power in the Far East, and he warned that, as with Western Europe, the United States needed to ensure that no adversary power or alliance of powers harbored an overwhelmingly dominant command of that region. Zbigniew Brzezinski has expressed this same outlook in different terms: the United States, he wrote, must ensure the “geopolitical pluralism” of the Far East. China currently is effectively contained on land by the other regional powers: Russia in the north; India in the West; the Indochinese countries to the south. The south is the weakest land barrier to Chinese expansion, but China surely remembers its difficult war with Vietnam of a few decades ago. Any U.S. containment policy must primarily look to the area beyond China’s eastern coast. China’s intended expansion and/or naval breakout will likely emerge from her lengthy coastline to the east. It is in that direction that U.S.-Chinese interests clash. Therefore, any U.S. containment policy must primarily look to the area beyond China’s eastern coast—an area that, geographically, is well-suited to naval and air containment. A map of the Asia-Pacific region along the East Asian mainland shows a succession of marginal and enclosed seas potentially forming an effective sea and air barrier to Chinese expansion. At the far north, the Bering Sea is effectively enclosed by the chain of the Aleutian Islands. Further south, the Sea of Okhotsk is enclosed by the Kamchatka Peninsula and the Kurile Islands. Closer to mainland China, the Sea of Japan is enclosed by Japanese main islands, while access through the East China Sea can be controlled from South Korea, the tip of Kyushu and the Ryukyu chain of islands. Further south, the island of Taiwan forms an impressive barrier to Chinese ocean access, reinforced by the Pescadores. The South China Sea is partially enclosed by the Philippines to the southeast and Indonesia to the south. China’s access to the Indian Ocean is decisively controlled by the Malacca Strait and the Malay Peninsula, including the vital port of Singapore. The map shows the crucial location of Taiwan which serves as the Gibraltar of what Spykman called the “Asiatic Mediterranean.” Were Taiwan to fall under Chinese control, a central and crucial link in this series of island and peninsular barriers would be unhinged, crippling this containment perimeter. That is why the great Cold War strategist James Burnham once wrote that the abandonment of Taiwan would be a “strategic disaster” for the United States. The geography of the region reinforces the need for the United States to rely on naval and air power and regional allies to serve as the foundation of containment. Militarily, the United States should buttress its ability to exercise sea command of the approaches to the Asian mainland and especially key strategic chokepoints such as the Taiwan and Malacca Straits. Naval experts will decide the size, composition, and location of the naval (and air) forces to accomplish these tasks. The United States also needs to maintain, and if necessary, strengthen its nuclear deterrent force so that it can affect Chinese strategic calculations in any crisis or confrontation (similar to its effect on Chinese calculations at the end of the Korean War and Soviet calculations during the Cuban Missile Crisis and the 1973 Yom Kippur War). The U.S. should also strengthen its strategic ties to India; ensure that Pakistan and Afghanistan do not fall under the control of Islamic jihadists; maintain better relations with Russia than Russia has with China (repeating the strategic insight of Henry Kissinger during the early 1970s); and improve and strengthen relations with the smaller powers of Indochina, including Vietnam. It is an axiom of geopolitics that a power distracted on land will not be able to focus on enhancing its sea power. U.S. power projection capabilities will ultimately depend on the extent and strength of its alliances in the region. Japan, like Great Britain in the Second World War, is an insular strategic base, important for its location and manpower in any effort to contain China. South Korea provides the U.S. with a key strategic and military base on the Asian mainland and is positioned to help the naval and air coverage of crucial sea lanes. The Philippines’ importance waned with the end of the Cold War, resulting in the U.S. exit from Subic Naval Base and Clark Air Base. The effective containment of China may (nay, should) force the United States to revisit the possibility of a significant military return to the Philippines. Taiwan, for reasons noted above, must not be allowed to fall under China’s control. It is, in regard to effectively containing China, the hinge of fate. Singapore and control of the Malacca Strait are crucial to denying China access to the Indian Ocean and the oil-producing countries of the Middle East and Africa, if necessary. China’s economic growth is fueled by high energy consumption, and it currently receives half of its oil supplies from the Middle East and one-third of its oil supplies from Africa. Australia serves as a further off-shore base of naval power and manpower that can be brought to bear in the effort to contain China. Domestic unrest in China could be exploited by the United States as a strategic complement to containment. Gordon Chang and others have noted the recent mass protests and demonstrations throughout China that have the potential to shake the foundations of communist rule. These mass incidents, perhaps as many as 150,000, present both opportunities and concerns for U.S strategy. Domestic unrest in China could be exploited by the United States as a strategic complement to containment, weakening the regime’s hold on power as its external goals are frustrated. On the other hand, such domestic unrest could persuade China’s rulers to use external aggression and the perceived need to combat foreign enemies as a way of fostering domestic unity and thereby strengthening the regime’s hold on power. Since its founding in the late 18th century, the United States has had a Euro-centric geopolitical focus. The principal threats to its security were in Europe. Its national security was guaranteed in part by the operation of the European balance of power. Twice in the 20th century, the United States fought in Europe to preserve the balance of power. During the Cold War, the U.S. stationed large military forces in Europe and pledged to go to war (nuclear war, if necessary) to defend Western Europe. Although it also fought in Asia during the Second World War, and fought two “hot” wars in Asia during the Cold War, the United States still looked first to Europe in its geopolitical approach to the world. The end of the Cold War and Europe’s shrinking geopolitical significance has changed the U.S. strategic focus. Increasingly, U.S. security priorities are in Asia. U.S. forces are waging war on Islamic jihadists in the western extremity of Asia. The two aspiring nuclear powers that threaten U.S. regional interests are in Asia (Iran and North Korea). The fastest rising powers of the world economically and militarily are in Asia (India and China). And, the most likely peer competitor to U.S. power—China—is in Asia. Containment is the prudent and realistic response to the strategic implications and consequences of China’s rise within Asia. 

Withdrawal bad- China counterbalance

China is emboldened by pullout- perceives US as weak

Thomas Christensen, Professor of politics at Princeton, Spring 2001, “Posing problems without catching up”, International Security, p. ebsco)

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

Withdrawal bad- China counterbalance

US military presence prevents China from achieving regional hegemony

 Robert Sutter, School of Foreign Service, Georgetown University, “Does China Seek to Dominate Asia and Reduce US influence as a Regional Power?”, Carnegie Debates, April 20, http://carnegieendowment.org/files/Sutter_paper.pdf

The main findings of this work are: • China is rising in influence in Asia, the part of the world where China always has exerted greatest influence; but China also has major limitations and weaknesses and has a long way to go to compete for regional leadership. • The power and interests of the United States and most Asian governments work against China ever achieving dominance in Asia. • The US image in Asia has declined in recent years and US foreign policy continues to be widely criticized. However, US ability and willingness to serve as Asia’s security guarantor and its vital economic partner remain strong and provide a solid foundation for continued US leadership in the region. Overall US influence in the region has not declined, according to every Asian official interviewed in 2006. • Most Asian governments maneuver and hedge against China’s rise, and they find a strong US presence in Asia fundamentally important and reassuring.

Withdrawal bad- China counterbalance

Maintaining presence in Asia is key to deterring China

Kim Holmes, Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Heritage Foundation, “Sustaining American leadership with Military Power”, 6-2-09 http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/06/Sustaining-American-Leadership-with-Military-Power
 Contrary to what many politicians and talking heads tell Americans, a false choice exists between what are often referred to as hard and soft power. A country's military resources (its hard power) and the diplomatic tools it uses to persuade others without resorting to coercion (its soft power) operate most efficiently in tandem. As Teddy Roosevelt famously observed, a nation must "speak softly" with diplomacy while also wielding a "big stick." Just as no country can be expected to provide security and pursue its interests solely through the use of military power, no country can expect to be taken seriously during high-stakes negotiations without the potential threat of military force to back up its word. The two approaches are not separate tools but mutually reinforcing mechanisms. The Limits of Soft Power To witness the consequences when policymakers and politicians believe that hard and soft power are disconnected, one need look no further than Europe. The Europeans--many of whom believe that the peace that has broken out on their continent is the model for a post-sovereign world order--have become convinced that the anarchic order of the Westphalian system of nation-states can be breached through the exercise of soft power alone. In their view, bridging the often hardened differences between states and shaping their decisions requires only negotiation and common understanding. Many liberals are now pressing the U.S. government to adopt this vision, but the futility of this approach can be seen everywhere, from the failure of negotiations to deter both Iran and North Korea from their nuclear programs over the past five years--a period in which their efforts have only matured--to the lackluster response to Russia's invasion of Georgian territory. Whether it is states like Iran and North Korea that believe a nuclear weapons program is central to regime survival, or human-rights abusers like Sudan, Burma, and Zimbabwe, or rising powers like China, which continues to use its military to emphasize its sovereignty in the South China Sea, diplomacy alone has not been enough to bring about change in a direction that is favorable to America's interests. At times, America and its leaders have also been guilty of this type of strategic myopia. After applying pressure on North Korea so diligently in 2006, the Bush Administration relaxed its posture in early 2007, and North Korea concluded that it was again free to backslide on its commitments. Two years later, this weak diplomatic approach, which the Obama Administration continued even after North Korea's April 5 missile test, has only brought North Korea to believe that it can get away with more missile tests and nuclear weapons detonations. And so far, it has. Backing Carrots with Sticks Works In the past, when America chose to flex its diplomatic muscle with the backing of its military might, the results were clear. During the Cold War, the foundational document for U.S. strategy toward the Soviet Union, NSC-68, concluded that military power is "one of the most important ingredients" of America's national power. This power gave the U.S. the ability not just to contain and, if necessary, wage war against the Soviet Union and its proxies, but also, during tense diplomatic stand-offs like the Cuban Missile Crisis, to reinforce its political objectives with robust strength. This same equation of military-diplomatic power proved effective in easing tensions during the Taiwan Strait crisis in 1995-1996, when President Bill Clinton sent two aircraft carriers to demonstrate America's firm commitment to the Taiwanese democracy. Similarly, the display of America's military strength against a defiant Saddam Hussein in 2003 convinced Libyan President Moammar Qadhafi to abandon his weapons of mass destruction program. Obama's Risky "Rebalancing" Act Before he became President , Barack Obama raised the important connection between our hard and soft power, arguing that America must "combine military power with strengthened diplomacy" while also building and forging "stronger alliances around the world so that we're not carrying the burdens and these challenges by ourselves."[1] While his statements are correct, his actions as President have done little to demonstrate actual commitment to forging a policy that combines America's military power with its diplomatic authority. For America to be an effective leader and arbiter of the international order, it must be willing to invest in a world-class military by spending no less than 4 percent of the nation's gross domestic product on defense.[2] Unfortunately, President Obama's FY 2010 proposed defense budget and Secretary Robert Gates's vision for "rebalancing" the military are drastically disconnected from the broad range of strategic priorities that a superpower like the United States must influence and achieve. Instead of seeking a military force with core capabilities for the conventional sphere to the unconventional--including a comprehensive global missile defense system[3]--in order to deter, hedge against, and if necessary defeat any threat, Secretary Gates argues that "we have to be prepared for the wars we are most likely to fight."[4] He is echoing the view of President Obama, who has argued that we must "reform" the defense budget "so that we're not paying for Cold War-era weapons systems we don't use."[5] But the conventional Cold War capabilities that this Administration believes we are unlikely to use are the same platforms that provide America with both the air dominance and the blue-water access that is necessary to project power globally and maintain extended deterrence, not to mention free trade. The Importance of Sustaining Military Power The consequences of hard-power atrophy will be a direct deterioration of America's diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America's ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense White Paper that is concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and the implications that this decline would have for Australian security and stability in the Asia-Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring. The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states, and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders' commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the foundation of a powerful military. Only by retaining a "big stick" can the United States succeed in advancing its diplomatic priorities. Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support.
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The US needs to maintain its military presence to check China

Jack Tkacik, Senior Research Fellow in China, Taiwan, and Mongolia Policy, 5-17-2007, Executive Summary: China's Quest for a Superpower Military, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/05/Executive-Summary-Chinas-Quest-for-a-Superpower-Military
The People's Republic of China announced on March 4, 2007, that it would increase its military budget by 17.8 percent in 2007 to a total of $45 bil­lion-by far the largest acknowledged amount that China has ever spent on its military. However, CIA calculations suggest that China really devotes 4.3 percent of its gross domestic product (GDP) to its military, including off-budget sectors such as for­eign arms purchases, subsidies to military indus­tries, China's space program, the 660,000-man People's Armed Police, provincial militias, and reserve forces. Adjusting China's 2006 GDP of $2.5 trillion for purchasing power parity yields a GDP of about $10 trillion, which pegs military spending at $430 billion. In other words, the size of Beijing's military bud­get puts China in the top stratum of global military powers with the United States. Despite the Beijing leadership's espousal of China's "peaceful rise," this unprecedented peacetime expansion of China's mil­itary capabilities can no longer be viewed as though some benign force animates it. Military Buildup. The pace and scope of China's military expansion are startling. Nuclear Forces. In the past decade, China's nuclear forces have brought the reliability, surviv­ability, response times, and accuracy of their ballis­tic missiles to state-of-the-art standards. China has about 40 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted at the United States. China's missile subma­rines are already loaded with solid-fuel Julang-1s, and each new Type-094 nuclear submarine after 2010 will deploy with 12 ballistic missiles that have a range of 8,000 km. Anti-Satellite Weapons. On January 12, 2007, the Chinese successfully intercepted and destroyed a target satellite. China's anti-satellite (ASAT) technol­ogy is now state of the art. Unsurprisingly, Beijing rebuffs verification issues while purporting to seek an international pact to "prevent an arms race in outer space." More than any other Chinese military program, the ASAT program reflects not just a capa­bility, but also, given the lack of feasible alternative targets, an intention to strike U.S. space assets in time of war. Naval Forces. China has made naval moderniza­tion its top arms priority. Since 1995, China has built a modern fleet of 29 advanced diesel-electric submarines, and 10 more are being built. China's surface fleet is also growing rapidly and is develop­ing a capability to project force throughout the Asia-Pacific. The People's Liberation Army (PLA) Navy is refitting a Ukrainian aircraft carrier and launched 19 new heavy transport ships and 10 amphibious landing ships between 2003 and 2005. Air Forces. The PLA Air Force now boasts about 400 new Russian-designed fighter aircraft and 60 new Jian-10 fighters with expected production of at least another 190 Jian-10s-more than a match for Taiwan's fighters in the Taiwan Strait. Ground Forces. China's army is still the world's largest with 1.64 million men and is modernizing apace. The PLA's Type 98 main battle tank arguably outclasses the weapons on the U.S. M-1A2 Abrams tank, and Chinese arms makers now display an impressive array of new armored vehicles, mobile heavy artillery, all-terrain vehicles, helicopters, and new small arms. Cyberwarfare Forces. New PLA doctrine sees computer network operations as a force multiplier in any confrontation with the United States or other potential adversaries, such as Taiwan, Japan, South Korea, and even the United Kingdom. PLA cyber­war units apparently are the only PLA troops that regularly attack enemy targets, making at least four major attacks on U.S. government computer sys­tems in 2006 alone. Geostrategic Implications. China's military expansion is extravagantly in excess of anything required by a responsible stakeholder in the existing international system and is even beyond that needed to "liberate" Taiwan. China shares land bor­ders with 14 nations, none of which is a threat to it, yet China still has contentious territorial claims against India and Japan and in the South China Sea. China's gathering geopolitical punch portends a 21st century that may well become the Chinese cen­tury in Asia-a new century of China's support for illiberal forces that will buttress the legitimacy of Beijing's regime at home. What the Administration and Congress Should Do. Asia does not believe that Washing­ton-preoccupied with Iraq-is concerned about China's spreading influence, much less that it has a strategic vision for the Pacific Rim. Managing the emerging security challenge requires a new U.S. partnership with democratic Asia and a new atti­tude in Washington. The U.S. should: * List China as the top U.S. foreign policy chal­lenge. The entire bureaucracy must prepare to implement a coherent China policy to address defense, global, and regional issues, using coun­terintelligence and export control strategies as needed. * Commit resources to preserving the U.S. posi­tion as the world's preeminent military power. America cannot bluff its way out of this challenge. America's most urgent needs are increasing its submarine fleet, enhancing its anti-submarine warfare capabilities, and ensuring the survivabil­ity of its space platforms (e.g., satellites). * Reinforce eroding alliances, eschew inclina­tions to take China's rhetorical side against Japan or against Taiwan, reinvigorate ties in Southeast Asia, build on new ties with India, and reengage the Atlantic Community in dia­logue on shared global interests and values of human dignity and freedom. Conclusion. The Asian perception that the United States is a declining Pacific power may or may not prove prescient, but China is clearly emerg­ing as the preeminent power in the Asia-Pacific. Faced with this reality, an engaged America can strengthen the current robust trans-Pacific align­ment, knitting together the democracies of the Americas and the Western Pacific Rim, or a disen­gaged America can allow a Sino-centric continental axis to crystallize as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, Taiwan, Korea, and eventually Japan, Australia, and South and Central Asia band­wagon with China. The choices made in Washington on how to manage the emerging Chinese superpower will determine not only the direction of Asian democ­racy, but also the prospects for global political and economic freedoms in the 21st century. 
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The US presence is key to stabilizing Asia

Joseph F. Cheney, Lt. Col. USAF, April 1999, “China: Regional Hegemon or Toothless Tiger?”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awc/99-079.pdf 

The key to long term stability in East Asia is a continued policy of US military presence in East Asia. Policy must be developed, therefore, to cope with the changing East Asian environment. As this paper has continually stressed, the abdication of US presence in East Asia would create a vacuum that only China has the power and desire to fill. As Robert Ross clearly expresses, “U.S. strategic retrenchment would do far more to alter the Sino-American bilateral balance of power and the regional balance of power than any combination of Chinese military and economic policies.”3 Japan and other East Asian states would have to rearm in the face of Chinese hegemony. The Japanese-US military alliance is critical to containing Chinese designs for hegemony. Japan and the US must work together to cooperate on trade and financial issues, not only to create a stable trading relationship, but to create continued support for US military forces in Japan. The US should not encourage Japan to expand its military influence outside of its own self defense region. East Asia is still not ready for an expanded Japanese military presence. US policymakers must also plan ahead for a reunified Korea and the prospects for continued US military presence on the peninsula. Can and should the US presence on the Korean peninsula continue after reunification? If US forces must leave Korea, can they be redeployed to another location in East Asia? These options should be studied now and decisions must be made considering the vital importance of the continued US military presence in East Asia. 

US military withdrawal will result in Chinese hegemony

Joseph F. Cheney, Lt. Col. USAF, April 1999, “China: Regional Hegemon or Toothless Tiger?”, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awc/99-079.pdf 

Although China’s culture is one of the most ancient in the world, China is a true adolescent as a global actor. This paper shows that China is driven by culture, history, and new-found nationalism to become East Asia’s hegemon. This paper also shows that China lacks the power now or in the near future, to become East Asia’s hegemon in the face of US military power and presence in East Asia. The only hope for China to become the regional hegemon in the near future, is to coerce the US to withdraw militarily from the region. The future for China is uncertain. Straight line projections based upon China’s current economic growth show the potential for extraordinary shifts in the global balance of power in China’s favor. In reality, these straight line projections are overly optimistic. China’s economic growth has already started to slow and will probably stagnate further. China is still a poor country that faces tremendous challenges just to feed its enormous population. Any slowing of Chinese economic growth will cause further social and political turmoil. China’s potential for growth is finite – there aren’t enough resources in 42 the world for China’s huge population to achieve the standard of living enjoyed by the US, Japan, or Western Europe. In the long term (50+ years) China will be a power to contend with. Somewhere along this path, the Chinese Communist form of government will collapse due to its own internal contradictions. No form of government can survive in the long term that supports economic practices directly contradictory to its ideology. The challenge of policy in the short term is to set the conditions that help China transition peacefully from Communism to whatever new form of government they choose. No matter what kind of state China emerges as in the long term, it’s most important that it recognizes the US as a firm, consistent, and fair partner in the East Asian system. 
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