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1NC China

1. Obama will never change grand strategy – he’s focused domestically, surrounded by interventionist advisors, and it’s too difficult

Walt 9 (Stephen Walt, Robert and Rene Belfer Professor of International Relations at Harvard University, previously taught at Princeton University and the University of Chicago, resident associate of the Carnegie Endowment for Peace and a guest scholar at the Brookings Institution, November 2009, “Restoring Solvency”, http://www.americanreviewmag.com/articles/restoringsolvency)

It is by now a cliché to observe that Barack Obama took office facing the greatest challenge of any United States president since Franklin Roosevelt. The US economy had been in free-fall since the northern summer of 2008, the nation’s image around the world had taken a beating over the previous eight years. Obama inherited a losing war in Iraq, a deteriorating situation in Afghanistan and a wide array of unresolved foreign policy problems. No president in living memory had taken office with so much to solve and such limited room to manoeuvre. The new president wasted little time in responding. In his first 100 days, Obama pushed through an ambitious economic recovery program that included a major fiscal stimulus package, a controversial plan to buy up toxic assets in the banking industry, a limited bail-out for automobile manufacturers and proposals for a new regulatory regime for Wall Street. At the same time, he launched a dizzying set of foreign policy initiatives. After six months, Obama almost seemed to be the miracle worker his campaign had promised. As former advisor to President Clinton, William Galston, commented after Obama’s first 100 days: “If he’s right, our traditional notion of the limits of the possible—the idea that Washington can only handle so much at one time—will be blown to smithereens.” Yet appearances can be deceiving, and this is almost certainly the case when it comes to foreign policy. Although Obama has made a number of positive moves, his actions to date are more style than substance. To be blunt, anyone who expects Obama to produce a dramatic transformation in America’s global position is going to be disappointed. There are three reasons why major foreign policy achievements are unlikely. First, the big issue is still the economy, and Obama is going to focus most of his time and political capital there. Success in this area is critical to the rest of his agenda and to his prospects for re-election in 2012. Second, Obama is a pragmatic centrist and his foreign policy team is made up of mainstream liberal internationalists who believe active US leadership is essential to solving most international problems. Although they will undoubtedly try to reverse the excesses of the Bush administration, this group is unlikely to undertake a fundamental rethinking of the US’s global role. Third, and most important, there are no easy problems on Obama’s foreign policy “to-do” list. Even if he was able to devote his full attention to these issues, it would be difficult to resolve any of them quickly. In terms of grand strategy, his ultimate aim must be to bring US commitments back into alignment with its interests and resources—to restore what Walter Lippmann termed “solvency” to US foreign policy. This broad goal can be achieved by extricating the nation from some current obligations, by improving relations with adversaries, by getting other states to bear a greater share of America’s burden, or a combination of all three. Obama will try to keep US commitments within bounds and to improve relations with several adversaries, while taking symbolic steps to repair the damage the Bush administration did to the country’s global reputation. But he is unlikely to achieve any far-reaching breakthroughs. The foreign policy agenda at the end of his first term is likely to look a lot like it does today. To see why, let us look more closely at the crises he faces. 
2. No internal link to a broader offshore balancing strategy – they don’t change the security guarantee or nuclear umbrella over South Korea, means we’ll at least try to power project
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3. Your impacts are inevitable and offshore balancing is impossible – other nations will always perceive the US as the hegemon

Drezner 9 (Daniel W., Professor of International Politics at Tufts and a senior editor at The National Interest, 7/15/ 09, “The False Hegemon,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=21858)

The rest of the world certainly seems to treat America as the hegemonic power, for good or ill. According to the New York Times, Latin America is waiting for the United States to break the deadlock in Honduras. Vladimir Putin is incapable of giving a foreign-policy speech in which he does not blast American hegemony as the root of all of Russia’s ills. While Chinese officials talk tough about ending the dollar’s reign as the world’s reserve currency, its leaders also want America to solve the current economic crisis and to take the lead on global warming in the process.  It’s not just foreign leaders who are obsessed with American hegemony. Last week, in an example of true hardship duty, I taught a short course in American foreign policy at the Barcelona Institute for International Studies. The students in my class represented a true cross section of nationalities: Spaniards, Germans, Brits, Estonian, Chinese, Vietnamese, Indian, Thai, Ghanaian, Kenyan, Turkish, Belgian, Mexican, Nicaraguan and, yes, even Americans. I cannot claim that my students represent a scientific cross section of non-Americans (one of them complained that I did not rely on Marxism as a structural explanation for American foreign policy). Still, by and large the students were bright, well informed about world affairs and cautiously optimistic about President Obama.  That said, a persistent trend among my students was their conviction that the U.S. government was the world’s puppeteer, consciously manipulating every single event in world politics. For example, many of them were convinced that George W. Bush ordered Georgian President Mikheil Saakashvili to precipitate last year’s war with Russia. The Ghanaian students wanted to know why Obama visited their country last week. The standard “promotion of good democratic governance” answer did not satisfy them. They were convinced that there had to be some deeper, potentially sinister motive to the whole enterprise. Don’t even ask what they thought about the reasons behind the war in Iraq.  To be sure, the United States is a powerful actor; the government is trying to influence global events (and Americans are not immune to their own misperceptions). And good social scientists should always search for underlying causes and not take rhetoric at face value. Nevertheless, the belief in an all-powerful America hatching conspiracies left and right frequently did not jibe with the facts. For many of these students, even apparent policy mistakes were merely examples of American subterfuge.  Ironically, at the moment when many Americans are questioning the future of U.S. hegemony, many non-Americans continue to believe that the U.S. government is diabolically manipulating events behind the scenes. Going forward, the persistence of anti-Americanism in the age of Obama might have nothing to do with the president, or his rhetoric or even U.S. government actions. It might, instead, have to do with the congealed habits of thought that place the United States at the epicenter of all global movings and shakings. The tragedy is that such an exaggerated perception of American power and purpose is occurring at precisely the moment when the United States will need to scale back its global ambitions.  Indeed, the external perception of U.S. omnipresence will make the pursuit of a more modest U.S. foreign policy all the more difficult. The Obama administration has consciously adopted a more modest posture in the hopes of improving America’s standing abroad. If the rest of the world genuinely believes that the United States causes everything, however, then the attempt at modesty will inevitably fail.

4. Hard power is critical to deter Chinese aggression

Ross 2 (Robert Ross, Professor of Political Science at Boston College, 2002, “Navigating the Taiwan Straits”. International Security. 27:2. Lexis)

Third, if nations do not submit to U.S. demands, Washington can use conventional forces to carry out "assured destruction" that in the past would have depended on nuclear weapons. Chinese analysts cite numerous examples of successful U.S. conventional deterrence and coercive diplomacy in the 1990s based on threats of conventional preemptive attacks. Moreover, its offensive conventional capabilities enable the United States to abandon the strategies of  limited war and gradual escalation that it unsuccessfully employed in the Vietnam War. Should deterrence fail in the post-Cold War era, U.S. strategy calls for the rapid and decisive introduction of U.S. forces, facilitating victory in the shortest possible time in the initial stages of the war.n52 Chinese leaders acknowledge that U.S. capabilities would be particularly effective against Chinese forces operating in the Taiwan theater. A senior Chinese military officer has lectured his troops that China's likely adversary in a local war would possess high-technology equipment that could neutralize China's ability to rely on manpower to defeat the enemy. A civilian analyst has  noted that, in a war in China's coastal region, it would be difficult for the People's Liberation Army (PLA) to take advantage of its superior numbers -- as it did during the Korean War -- and that the adversary could "make full use of its superiority in air and naval long-range, large-scale, high-accuracy weaponry." n53 A military analyst was more direct, explaining that not only would such superior capabilities seriously restrict China's ability to seize and maintain sea control around a "large island," but they would also pose a major threat to China's coastal political, economic, and military targets. n54 Experts at China's Air Force Command College have concluded that an "air-attack  revolution" has occurred and that a "generation gap" exists between the high-technology air-attack capabilities of the United States and the "stagnant"  air defense capabilities of less advanced countries, causing a "crisis" in air defense.n55 Thus China assumes that if the United States intervened in a mainland-Taiwan  war, the PLA could not protect its war-fighting capabilities, nor could it prevent U.S. penetration of Chinese airspace. It must also assume that the prospect of victory would be close to nil and that the costs of war and defeat would be massive. Once war began, the United States could target China's large but backward navy. Even China's advanced Russian destroyers equipped with highly capable missiles would not contribute to its war-fighting capability, because they lack sufficient stand-off range to challenge U.S. offensive forces. Indeed  U.S. capabilities would be even more effective in targeting Chinese surface assets at sea than they have been in targeting enemy assets in deserts, as in the Gulf War and the war in Afghanistan. n56 Moreover, China's air force would likely remain grounded, because neither its pilots nor its aircraft could challenge U.S. air superiority.
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5. China’s military is weaker and smaller than often projected – defense spending and global range proves

Thompson 10 (Drew Thompson, Director of China Studies and Starr Senior Fellow at the Nixon Center | MARCH/APRIL 2010, “Think again:Why China’s Military is not yet a threat” Foreign Policy) http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/02/22/think_again_chinas_military?page=0,1
"China's Armed Forces Are the Biggest in the World." Yes, but it depends on how you count. The PLA has the most people on its payroll -- 2.2 million active personnel (though between 1985 and 2005, it shrank by 1.7 million soldiers and is still shrinking today). That's still far more than the 1.4 million active service members in the U.S. military. Then again, the United States also has more than 700,000 civilian Defense Department employees and significant uncounted numbers of contractors. (In Iraq and Afghanistan, there are roughly equal numbers of contractors and uniformed personnel -- about 250,000 contractors to 180,000 soldiers.) But in China, uniformed PLA soldiers carry out many of the same duties that contractors perform for the U.S. military. Arguably, the more significant figure for comparison is defense spending. Here the PLA lags far behind the Pentagon. In 2009, the U.S. military spent $738 billion on defense and homeland security. Estimates for China's annual military budget vary considerably, ranging from $69.5 billion to $150 billion, but it's clear that U.S. military spending is still several times higher than China's, the world's second highest. And the PLA's global range is much more limited. As of last June, the United States had 285,773 active-duty personnel deployed around the world. But China operates no overseas bases and has only a handful of PLA personnel stationed abroad in embassies, on fellowships, and in U.N. peacekeeping operations. 

6. China would never initiate a US-Sino conflict – posture of minimal deterrence 

Zbigniew Brzezinski- national security affairs advisor to the Carter administration - 2/05 (“Make Money, Not War,” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=2740)

There will be inevitable frictions as China’s regional role increases and as a Chinese “sphere of influence” develops. U.S. power may recede gradually in the coming years, and the unavoidable decline in Japan’s influence will heighten the sense of China’s regional preeminence. But to have a real collision, China needs a military that is capable of going toe-to-toe with the United States. At the strategic level, China maintains a posture of minimum deterrence. Forty years after acquiring nuclear-weapons technology, China has just 24 ballistic missiles capable of hitting the United States. Even beyond the realm of strategic warfare, a country must have the capacity to attain its political objectives before it will engage in limited war. It is hard to envisage how China could promote its objectives when it is acutely vulnerable to a blockade and isolation enforced by the United States. In a conflict, Chinese maritime trade would stop entirely. The flow of oil would cease, and the Chinese economy would be paralyzed.    
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1. Forcing Korea into the 6 party talks does more harm than good- they will inevitably refuse to participate. 

Associated Press, PYONGYANG/BEIJING, 7-27-10

(“LEAD: N. Korea says it would participate in dialogue but not 6-party talks+” http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D99MHAP00&show_article=1)

North Korea on Monday reiterated its refusal to return to the six- party talks on its denuclearization but expressed a willingness to participate in some other form of dialogue.  "There is a specific and reserved form of dialogue that can address the current situation," a Foreign Ministry spokesman was quoted by the Korean Central News Agency as saying, without elaboration.  The remarks came after North Korean Ambassador to the United Nations Sin Son Ho last Friday declared "the six-party talks are gone forever" but indicated North Korea would be interested in resuming direct dialogue with the United States, saying, "We are not against any negotiation for the issues of common concern."  According to KCNA, the Foreign Ministry spokesman said North Korea withdrew from the six-way talks after it became clear that other parties in the talks had an ulterior motive "to disarm and incapacitate" the country to the extent that it could "only subsist on the bread crumbs thrown away by them."  The KCNA report came as South Korea and the United States again called on North Korea to return to the six-party talks, which also involve China, Japan and Russia.  "What is most important at this stage is that North Korea return to the six-way talks at the earliest possible date for sincere negotiations on its denuclearization," South Korean Unification Ministry Spokesman Chun Hae Sung told reporters Monday.  U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, meanwhile said Sunday in an interview with NBC News' Meet the Press program, "We still want North Korea to come back to the negotiating table to be part of an international effort that will lead to denuclearization."  North Korea quit the talks last April in protest at a U.N. Security Council statement denouncing its rocket launch that was widely seen as a disguised missile test.  According to KCNA, the North Korean Foreign Ministry spokesman said, "The state of affairs would not have reached the current gridlock if the U.S. and other parties to the six-party talks had not resorted to the reckless and shameless moves to deprive (North Korea) of its legitimate right to launch satellites by abusing the name of the United Nations Security Council."  "The parties who now insist on the resumption of the six-party talks are in dead silence about their behavior that scuttled the talks and sparked off confrontation," he said.  "If these countries blindly respond to the call for the resumption of the six-party talks, contending that there is no other alternative, it doesn't help resolve the problem; it does more harm than good," he said 

2. 6 party talks empirically fail- North Korea will still work towards its nuclear program. 

Elegant, Beijing Correspondent, 12-23-06, Time Magazine

(Simon, “Why the Six-Party North Korea Talks Failed” http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1572764,00.html)

Here's a no-brainer prediction for 2007: North Korean negotiators will spend the year driving their American counterparts crazy. They will also manage to squeeze some concessions out of the U.S. while giving nothing substantial away themselves, and in the meantime continue developing an arsenal of nuclear weapons. That may sound a little pessimistic; after all, Pyongyang did return to the negotiating table this week after boycotting the talks or nearly a year. But after the resumed six-party talks aimed at bringing the North's nuclear program to an end concluded in Beijing, Friday, it was depressingly clear that Dear Leader Kim Jong-il is in no hurry to end his newly-minted membership in the nuclear club. Pyongyang's delegates refused to even discuss the nuclear program, instead insisting that the talks first solve the issue of some $24 million in North Korean funds that are frozen in a Macau bank account at Washington's behest. The North Koreans even threatened to raise the stakes: After five days of stonewalling, North Korean delegate Kim Kye Gwan told reporters that in response to Washington's "carrot and stick" approach, the North would adopt a "dialog and shield" approach, adding ominously that by "shield," Pyongyang meant that it would "further improve our deterrent." That was a code word for one thing that no one wants to see: a second, and likely bigger, nuclear test. 
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3. China is siding with the US and South Korea in negotiations.

Cheng, Dean, China expert at the Heritage Foundation, 5-28-10 

(China Must Choose on North Korea, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2010/05/28/china-must-choose-on-north-korea/)ZDM
This is a defining moment for Beijing. After North Korea’s blatantly unambiguous, and indefensible act of sinking the South Korean Navy’s ship, the Cheonan, Beijing is either going to side with the angels or the demons. South Korea, the US, and even Japan should mobilize global pressure on China to join in the international response to North Korean aggression. The People’s Republic of China (PRC) and North Korea are both Communist countries, and North Korea depends on China for access to oil and other sundry resources. The implication has often been that North Korea dances to Beijing’s tune; if only Beijing were to press, then North Korea would come to terms on issues ranging from nuclear proliferation to reducing terrorist actions. But this presumes that North Korea-PRC relations really are as close “as lips and teeth,” as was often claimed in the 1960s. In reality, however, there is real reason to question whether North Korea is especially close to China. North Korean founder Kim Il-Sung was nobody’s puppet; instead, he was very good at playing the USSR and the PRC off against each other, while remaining outside the firm orbit of either. Indeed, North Korea has gone to great lengths to rewrite history, minimizing China’s substantial contributions to the Korean War, despite Chinese casualties that number in the hundreds of thousands. Moreover, both Kim Il-sung and Kim Jong-il have rejected following the Chinese path of “Reform and Opening,” in which China has pursued a more capitalist approach to its economy while maintaining political control in the hands of the Communist Party. This has only further increased the gap between Beijing and Pyongyang, since the dependence of the moribund North Korean economy on Chinese largesse has not resulted in North Korean compliance with Chinese interests. It is also useful to recall that North Korea conducted its first nuclear test in 2006 after China had reassured the world that North Korea would not do so. This was sufficiently embarrassing to Beijing to merit a straight-forward rebuke that the test was a “flagrant and brazen” violation. It also resulted in the Chinese joining in the passage of a UN Resolution (1718) condemning the North Korean action.

4. They don’t solve 6 party talks – no card in the 1AC says that withdrawal key to get south korea on board

5. No risk of North Korean aggression- threats don’t actually materialize. 

Harlan, Washington Post Staff Writer, 7-26-10, The Washington Post

(Chico, “South Korea and U.S. send message to North Korea with drills in Sea of Japan” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/25/AR2010072500754.html)

TOKYO -- Taking their boldest step since the March sinking of the Cheonan warship, the United States and South Korea on Sunday began a massive joint military exercise designed to show off power and solidarity in a region divided by tensions. The military muscle-flexing came after months of delays and revisions, and despite opposition from China and threats from North Korea. The war games are customary drills for U.S. and South Korean forces, but this operation, code-named Invincible Spirit, involved substantial firepower -- an intended deterrent against reckless behavior from Pyongyang, U.S. officials said. "The point of [the exercise] is, I think, to ensure that our relationship with the South is very strong . . . and also send the message to the North Koreans that their behavior is completely counter to international norms, completely unacceptable," Adm. Mike Mullen, Joint Chiefs of Staff chairman, said last week. North Korea had said Saturday that it would counter the military exercise with "powerful nuclear deterrence," but the first day of the four-day drills drew no further response from Kim Jong Il's government. To put on the military fireworks display, the United States and South Korea dispatched about 20 ships, 200 aircraft, and 8,000 sailors and airmen to the Sea ofJapan, also known as the East Sea. The drills will showcase, most notably, a small fleet of F-22 fighter planes and the USS George Washington, a 97,000-ton nuclear-powered aircraft carrier. According to a report in the South Korean media, an exercise involving antisubmarine bombs -- designed to prevent incidents similar to the Cheonan sinking -- will take place this week. North Korea has denied any role in the March 26 torpedoing of the warship, which killed 46 South Korean sailors. Earlier this month, the U.N. Security Council condemned the sinking but did not directly blame North Korea. South Korea and the United States had discussed these drills for months but postponed them until after the Security Council finished its deliberations. Facing vehement opposition from China, U.S. and South Korean officials decided to relocate the drills from the Yellow Sea, west of South Korea, to the Sea of Japan to the east. Subsequent military exercises planned for the coming months could take place in the Yellow Sea, in international waters that China considers its doorstep. Beijing continues to protest that possibility. "We resolutely oppose any activities in the Yellow Sea that may threaten China's security," said a Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman. Meanwhile, nuclear-capable North Korea, with 1.5 million troops and weapons pointed at Seoul, has said that the U.S.-South Korea exercise threatens the security of the region and has warned of a "retaliatory sacred war." North Korea routinely responds to the drills with threats of aggression. 
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A. US resolve is high now but further withdrawals risk killing it

Pletka 10 – Dianne Pletka, vice president for foreign and defense policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute, May 27, 2010, “Obama Must Match Rhetoric, Reality,” online: http://www.aei.org/article/102106

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton will roll out the Obama administration's National Security Strategy on Thursday.

President Barack Obama's own curtain raiser at West Point on Saturday previewed the document, and everyone and their maiden aunt has parsed it silly. Some like it--partly because it isn't about "pre-emption," partly because it doesn't justify the war in Iraq and partly because it emphasizes multilateralism.

But mostly, I suspect, they like it because Obama delivered it.

Without access to the full NSS, it isn't fair to pass judgment. The speech was a fine one, as speeches go. Most of President George W. Bush's speeches were fine, too. But it's the policy that matters.

My beef with Bush was that his speeches and his policies bore little relationship to one another. Turns out, Obama's not so different. 

Obama defines success in Iraq as "an Iraq that provides no haven to terrorists, a democratic Iraq that is sovereign and stable and self-reliant."

He has made clear in other statements, however, that he is not so interested in a "sovereign and stable" Iraq that he is prepared to breach his summer deadline for ending U.S. combat operations. Nor is the president so keen to amortize the sacrifices of our troops that he would contemplate a long-term partnership with Baghdad.

But even such limited, if worthy, goals are more than Obama's Afghanistan strategy offers up. The president said, "We will adapt, we will persist and I have no doubt that together with our Afghan and international partners, we will succeed in Afghanistan"-- but not if adapting, persisting and succeeding require substantial troops on the ground beyond July 2011.

For those of us afraid of U.S. retreat--particularly retreat rationalized by the failure of other countries to rally behind us (swimming with what Obama calls the "currents of cooperation")--the president counters himself with a rousing hurrah for strength at home and abroad.
Obama is right that a nation that is weak domestically cannot loom large on the world stage. But he is also the president who has slashed defense programs, opposed military pay increases and set in motion a national borrowing spree so overwhelming that debt service will top defense outlays in two years.

"At no time in human history," Obama said, "has a nation of diminished economic vitality maintained its military and political primacy." Bingo.

The soothing music of international harmony will clearly be a broad theme behind the new NSS. But the president confuses allies with international organizations and leadership with cooperation. Neither is a substitute for the other--and our allies are increasingly at odds with this administration.

Relations are strained with traditional friends in London, Paris and Berlin; and things aren't too hot with New Delhi, Tokyo or Seoul. Meanwhile, the pillars of the "international order" Obama seeks to build--the United Nations, the International Monetary Fund and the International Atomic Energy Commission, among others--have failed in epic fashion to address nuclear weapons in Iran and North Korea, genocide in Darfur, economic collapse in Europe and so on.

At West Point, the president said, "We've always had the foresight to avoid acting alone"--as if choosiness kept us from fighting the wars of the 20th century without allies.

But good taste doesn't forge alliances; leadership does. Sometimes leadership requires Washington to lead alone. One need not go as far as Bush to understand that we need a gear other than reverse when it comes to military engagement.
B. Basing troops in Japan is key to signal U.S. resolve to defend allies---withdrawal crushes Asian stability 

Klingner 9 – Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, August 26, 2009, “How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance,” online: http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/bg2308.cfm

Despite its shortcomings, the alliance is critical to fulfilling current U.S. strategic objectives, including maintaining peace in the region. The forward deployment of a large U.S. military force in Japan deters military aggression by North Korea, signals Washington's resolve in defending U.S. allies, and provides an irreplaceable staging area should military action be necessary. Japan hosts the largest contingent of U.S. forces in Asia, including the only aircraft carrier home-ported outside the United States and one of three Marine Expeditionary Forces, as well as paying for a major portion of the cost of stationing U.S. forces there. Japan is America's principal missile defense partner in the world. Washington and Tokyo have made significant progress in recent years in evolving the role of Japan's Self-Defense Forces (SDF). Alliance managers and military personnel should be commended for achieving considerable accomplishments despite often seemingly insurmountable political obstacles. The two militaries now have enhanced and integrated their joint training, intelligence sharing, and interoperability.
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And, U.S. troops in South Korea are key to U.S. credibility throughout Asia 

Levkowitz 8 – Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

The forces had several functions, bilateral and regional: 1. Deterring North Korea and preventing a new Korean War – The US assumption immediately after the war and for the majority of the years since it ended, was that South Korea could not deter North Korea by itself and it needed the assistance of the US forces.1 2. Demonstrating US commitment to Korea – The presence of US forces in Korea, especially by the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), as a ‘tripwire’ force that will ensure US involvement if any conflict broke out on the Korean Peninsula, symbolized the highest US commitment to Korea's security. It also has an important psychological implication in assuring South Korean citizens that the Korean War will not reoccur (Hamm, 2004). 3. Supporting the Korean economy – The US forces (and the alliance) and the security ‘umbrella’ (conventional and nuclear) allowed South Korea to rebuild its economy after the Second World War and the Korean War and continue with its economic development ever since. It also gave political backup to South Korea's initiatives throughout the years to ease tensions in the Korean Peninsula (Cho, 1982; Hart-Landsberg, 1998). 4. Regional tasks – From a regional, strategic point of view, the importance of the US forces is threefold: preventing any changes in the balance of power in the region (Cumings, 1983; Clark, 1992); acting as a regional pacifier by allowing the US to respond very quickly and prevent a conflict from escalating in case a conflict arises outside or within the Korean Peninsula; and signaling US commitment not only to Korea but also to Japan and other Asian US allies in the region (Lee, 1978, pp. 107–108, 1982, p. 102).
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C. Regional states’ confidence in the U.S. commitment is key to East Asian stability and U.S. global leadership – the impact is rapid Japan remilitarization, India-Pakistan war, and it turns their China and North Korea advantages

Goh 8 – Lecturer in International Relations in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the Univ of Oxford (Evelyn, International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, “Hierarchy and the role of the United States in the East Asian security order,” 2008 8(3):353-377, Oxford Journals Database)

The centrality of these mutual processes of assurance and deference means that the stability of a hierarchical order is fundamentally related to a collective sense of certainty about the leadership and order of the hierarchy. This certainty is rooted in a combination of material calculations – smaller states' assurance that the expected costs of the dominant state conquering them would be higher than the benefits – and ideational convictions – the sense of legitimacy, derived from shared values and norms that accompanies the super-ordinate state's authority in the social order. The empirical analysis in the next section shows that regional stability in East Asia in the post-Second World War years can be correlated to the degree of collective certainty about the US-led regional hierarchy. East Asian stability and instability has been determined by U.S. assurances, self-confidence, and commitment to maintaining its primary position in the regional hierarchy; the perceptions and confidence of regional states about US commitment; and the reactions of subordinate states in the region to the varied challengers to the regional hierarchical order. 4. Hierarchy and the East Asian security order Currently, the regional hierarchy in East Asia is still dominated by the United States. Since the 1970s, China has increasingly claimed the position of second-ranked great power, a claim that is today legitimized by the hierarchical deference shown by smaller subordinate powers such as South Korea and Southeast Asia. Japan and South Korea can, by virtue of their alliance with the United States, be seen to occupy positions in a third layer of regional major powers, while India is ranked next on the strength of its new strategic relationship with Washington. North Korea sits outside the hierarchic order but affects it due to its military prowess and nuclear weapons capability. Apart from making greater sense of recent history, conceiving of the US' role in East Asia as the dominant state in the regional hierarchy helps to clarify three critical puzzles in the contemporary international and East Asian security landscape. First, it contributes to explaining the lack of sustained challenges to American global preponderance after the end of the Cold War. Three of the key potential global challengers to US unipolarity originate in Asia (China, India, and Japan), and their support for or acquiescence to, US dominance have helped to stabilize its global leadership. Through its dominance of the Asian regional hierarchy, the United States has been able to neutralize the potential threats to its position from Japan via an alliance, from India by gradually identifying and pursuing mutual commercial and strategic interests, and from China by encircling and deterring it with allied and friendly states that support American preponderance. Secondly, recognizing US hierarchical preponderance further explains contemporary under-balancing in Asia, both against a rising China, and against incumbent American power. I have argued that one defining characteristic of a hierarchical system is voluntary subordination of lesser states to the dominant state, and that this goes beyond rationalistic bandwagoning because it is manifested in a social contract that comprises the related processes of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference. Critically, successful and sustainable hierarchical assurance and deference helps to explain why Japan is not yet a ‘normal’ country. Japan has experienced significant impetus to revise and expand the remit of its security forces in the last 15 years. Yet, these pressures continue to be insufficient to prompt a wholesale revision of its constitution and its remilitarization. The reason is that the United States extends its security umbrella over Japan through their alliance, which has led Tokyo not only to perceive no threat from US dominance, but has in fact helped to forge a security community between them (Nau, 2003). Adjustments in burden sharing in this alliance since the 1990s have arisen not from greater independent Japanese strategic activism, but rather from periods of strategic uncertainty and crises for Japan when it appeared that American hierarchical assurance, along with US' position at the top of the regional hierarchy, was in question. Thus, the Japanese priority in taking on more responsibility for regional security has been to improve its ability to facilitate the US' central position, rather than to challenge it.13 In the face of the security threats from North Korea and China, Tokyo's continued reliance on the security pact with the United States is rational. While there remains debate about Japan's re-militarization and the growing clout of nationalist ‘hawks’ in Tokyo, for regional and domestic political reasons, a sustained ‘normalization’ process cannot take place outside of the restraining framework of the United States–Japan alliance (Samuels, 2007; Pyle, 2007). Abandoning the alliance will entail Japan making a conscience choice not only to remove itself from the US-led hierarchy, but also to challenge the United States dominance directly. The United States–ROK alliance may be understood in a similar way, although South Korea faces different sets of constraints because of its strategic priorities related to North Korea. As J.J. Suh argues, in spite of diminishing North Korean capabilities, which render the US security umbrella less critical, the alliance endures because of mutual identification – in South Korea, the image of the US as ‘the only conceivable protector against aggression from the North,’ and in the United States, an image of itself as protector of an allied nation now vulnerable to an ‘evil’ state suspected of transferring weapons of mass destruction to terrorist networks (Suh, 2004). Kang, in contrast, emphasizes how South Korea has become less enthusiastic about its ties with the United States – as indicated by domestic protests and the rejection of TMD – and points out that Seoul is not arming against a potential land invasion from 
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China but rather maritime threats (Kang, 2003, pp.79–80). These observations are valid, but they can be explained by hierarchical deference toward the United States, rather than China. The ROK's military orientation reflects its identification with and dependence on the United States and its adoption of US' strategic aims. In spite of its primary concern with the North Korean threat, Seoul's formal strategic orientation is toward maritime threats, in line with Washington's regional strategy. Furthermore, recent South Korean Defense White Papers habitually cited a remilitarized Japan as a key threat. The best means of coping with such a threat would be continued reliance on the US security umbrella and on Washington's ability to restrain Japanese remilitarization (Eberstadt et al., 2007). Thus, while the United States–ROK bilateral relationship is not always easy, its durability is based on South Korea's fundamental acceptance of the United States as the region's primary state and reliance on it to defend and keep regional order. It also does not rule out Seoul and other US allies conducting business and engaging diplomatically with China. India has increasingly adopted a similar strategy vis-à-vis China in recent years. Given its history of territorial and political disputes with China and its contemporary economic resurgence, India is seen as the key potential power balancer to a growing China. Yet, India has sought to negotiate settlements about border disputes with China, and has moved significantly toward developing closer strategic relations with the United States. Apart from invigorated defense cooperation in the form of military exchange programs and joint exercises, the key breakthrough was the agreement signed in July 2005 which facilitates renewed bilateral civilian nuclear cooperation (Mohan, 2007
). Once again, this is a key regional power that could have balanced more directly and independently against China, but has rather chosen to align itself or bandwagon with the primary power, the United States, partly because of significant bilateral gains, but fundamentally in order to support the latter's regional order-managing function. Recognizing a regional hierarchy and seeing that the lower layers of this hierarchy have become more active since the mid-1970s also allows us to understand why there has been no outright balancing of China by regional states since the 1990s. On the one hand, the US position at the top of the hierarchy has been revived since the mid-1990s, meaning that deterrence against potential Chinese aggression is reliable and in place.14 On the other hand, the aim of regional states is to try to consolidate China's inclusion in the regional hierarchy at the level below that of the United States, not to keep it down or to exclude it. East Asian states recognize that they cannot, without great cost to themselves, contain Chinese growth. But they hope to socialize China by enmeshing it in peaceful regional norms and economic and security institutions. They also know that they can also help to ensure that the capabilities gap between China and the United States remains wide enough to deter a power transition. Because this strategy requires persuading China about the appropriateness of its position in the hierarchy and of the legitimacy of the US position, all East Asian states engage significantly with China, with the small Southeast Asian states refusing openly to ‘choose sides’ between the United States and China. Yet, hierarchical deference continues to explain why regional institutions such as the ASEAN Regional Forum, ASEAN + 3, and East Asian Summit have made limited progress. While the United State has made room for regional multilateral institutions after the end of the Cold War, its hierarchical preponderance also constitutes the regional order to the extent that it cannot comfortably be excluded from any substantive strategic developments. On the part of some lesser states (particularly Japan and Singapore), hierarchical deference is manifested in inclusionary impulses (or at least impulses not to exclude the United States or US proxies) in regional institutions, such as the East Asia Summit in December 2005. Disagreement on this issue with others, including China and Malaysia, has stymied potential progress in these regional institutions (Malik, 2006). Finally, conceiving of a US-led East Asian hierarchy amplifies our understanding of how and why the United States–China relationship is now the key to regional order. The vital nature of the Sino-American relationship stems from these two states' structural positions. As discussed earlier, China is the primary second-tier power in the regional hierarchy. However, as Chinese power grows and Chinese activism spreads beyond Asia, the United States is less and less able to see China as merely a regional power – witness the growing concerns about Chinese investment and aid in certain African countries. This causes a disjuncture between US global interests and US regional interests. Regional attempts to engage and socialize China are aimed at mediating its intentions. This process, however, cannot stem Chinese growth, which forms the material basis of US threat perceptions. Apprehensions about the growth of China's power culminates in US fears about the region being ‘lost’ to China, echoing Cold War concerns that transcribed regional defeats into systemic setbacks.15 On the other hand, the US security strategy post-Cold War and post-9/11 have regional manifestations that disadvantage China. The strengthening of US alliances with Japan and Australia; and the deployment of US troops to Central, South, and Southeast Asia all cause China to fear a consolidation of US global hegemony that will first threaten Chinese national security in the regional context and then stymie China's global reach. Thus, the key determinants of the East Asian security order relate to two core questions: (i) Can the US be persuaded that China can act as a reliable ‘regional stakeholder’ that will help to buttress regional stability and US global security aims;16 and (ii) can China be convinced that the United States has neither territorial ambitions in Asia nor the desire to encircle China, but will help to promote Chinese development and stability as part of its global security strategy? (Wang, 2005). But, these questions cannot be asked in the abstract, outside the context of negotiation about their relative positions in the regional and global hierarchies. One urgent question for further investigation is how the process of assurance and deference operate at the topmost levels of a hierarchy? When we have two great powers of unequal strength but contesting claims and a closing capabilities gap in the same regional hierarchy, how much scope for negotiation is there, before a reversion to balancing dynamics? This is the main structural dilemma: as long as the United States does not give up its primary position in the Asian regional hierarchy, China is very unlikely to act in a way that will provide comforting answers to the two questions. Yet, the East Asian regional order has been and still is constituted by US hegemony, and to change that could be extremely disruptive and may lead to regional actors acting in highly destabilizing ways. Rapid Japanese remilitarization, armed conflict across the Taiwan Straits, Indian nuclear brinksmanship directed toward Pakistan, or a highly destabilized Korean peninsula are all illustrative of potential regional disruptions. 5. Conclusion To construct a coherent account of East Asia's evolving security order, I have suggested that the United States is the central force in constituting regional stability and order. The major patterns of equilibrium and turbulence in the region since 1945 can be explained by the relative stability of the US position at the top of the regional hierarchy, with periods of greatest insecurity being correlated with greatest uncertainty over the American commitment to managing regional order. Furthermore, relationships of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference explain the unusual character of regional order in the post-Cold War era. However, the greatest contemporary challenge to East Asian order is the potential conflict between China and the United States over rank ordering in the regional hierarchy, a contest made more potent because of the inter-twining of regional and global security concerns. Ultimately, though, investigating such questions of positionality requires conceptual lenses that go beyond basic material factors because it entails social and normative questions. How can China be brought more into a leadership position, 
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while being persuaded to buy into shared strategic interests and constrain its own in ways that its vision of regional and global security may eventually be reconciled with that of the United States and other regional players? How can Washington be persuaded that its central position in the hierarchy must be ultimately shared in ways yet to be determined? The future of the East Asian security order is tightly bound up with the durability of the United States' global leadership and regional domination. At the regional level, the main scenarios of disruption are an outright Chinese challenge to US leadership, or the defection of key US allies, particularly Japan. Recent history suggests, and the preceding analysis has shown, that challenges to or defections from US leadership will come at junctures where it appears that the US commitment to the region is in doubt, which in turn destabilizes the hierarchical order. At the global level, American geopolitical over-extension will be the key cause of change. This is the one factor that could lead to both greater regional and global turbulence, if only by the attendant strategic uncertainly triggering off regional challenges or defections. However, it is notoriously difficult to gauge thresholds of over-extension. More positively, East Asia is a region that has adjusted to previous periods of uncertainty about US primacy. Arguably, the regional consensus over the United States as primary state in a system of benign hierarchy could accommodate a shifting of the strategic burden to US allies like Japan and Australia as a means of systemic preservation. The alternatives that could surface as a result of not doing so would appear to be much worse. 

Indopak conflict leads to extinction

Fai 1 (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

Japan rearm leads to nuclear war

Interfax 6 (Interfax, “Nuclear Japan Would Trigger Terrible Arms Race in Asia,” 06, http://lists.econ.utah.edu/pipermail/a-list/2006-November/063410.html)

The emergence of nuclear weapons in Japan would trigger an arms race in Asia and neighboring regions, Politika Foundation President Vyacheslav Nikonov said. "The situation would take a very dangerous turn should Japan take this path: the nonproliferation regime would be undermined and a terrible arms race would begin in Asia," Nikonov told Interfax on Tuesday. Nikonov made these remarks while commenting on the Japanese government's statement that Japan could legally possess nuclear weapons "however minimal the arsenal might be." "If this happens, South Korea could claim nuclear status and China would no longer put up with the small nuclear arsenal it has. The chain reaction would then entangle India, Pakistan and Iran," the Russian expert said. "This race could ultimately result in the use of such weapons," he said.
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US leadership prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – prefer it to all other alternatives

Kagan 7 (Robert 7, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace “End of Dreams, Return of History”, Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10)

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War II would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major 
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conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance.   This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

2NC Uniqueness

U.S. global leadership is secure---military engagement’s won out over isolationism

Henriksen 9 – Thomas Henriksen, Senior Fellow at Stanford University’s Hoover Institution and the U.S. Joint Special Operations University, November 3, 2009, “America The Indispensable,” Forbes, online: http://www.forbes.com/2009/10/30/berlin-wall-09-anniversary-cold-war-nato-opinions-contributors-thomas-h-henriksen.html

For nearly a half-century, the United States stood as a rampart against the Soviet Union's subversion and expansionism as well as a beacon of hope to its subjects. In the post-Soviet epoch, it became the sole superpower and a bulwark of a different sort. Unlike past ascendant powers, the United States carved out no colonies, nor even spheres of influence in the aftermath of its nemesis' collapse, despite all the silly talk of an American empire.

Indeed, American taxpayers looked inward, demanded a "peace dividend" from decades of high defense spending, and rediscovered a host of internal ills from poor education in many of the nation's schools to pervasive drug abuse demanding attention from a Washington seemingly no longer distracted by the Red Army. The impulse for non-involvement beyond our shores runs deep in our history. America's respite from international problems was brief, however.

Instead of a diminished U.S. role, the post-Wall stretch has witnessed the expanded indispensability of American power and diplomacy. Without the prodigious U.S. economic capacity and military might, regional troublemakers and local conflicts would have gotten out of hand. An American-led coalition turned back Iraq's conquest of Kuwait. Washington's intervention stopped the turmoil in Haiti and the horrific atrocities in Bosnia and Kosovo during the 1990s, while Western Europe dithered. When Bill Clinton failed to lift a finger to staunch Rwanda's genocide, hundreds of thousands died in the Central African country, testifying to the need for U.S. engagement.

Desperate regimes no longer subject to the even loose leash of Moscow soon endangered regional peace. North Korea, Iraq, Iran, and Libya spread terrorism, embarked on nuclear arms and built longer-range missiles. They fiercely defied the much-ballyhooed global "flatness" of trade, information, and people flows alone to bring reconciliation among warring states, within ethnically split nations, and from extremist Islamic movements. 

For all its travails, the Iraq War ousted Saddam Hussein, whose invasions and terrorist promotion kept the Middle East in a state of high insecurity. The U.S.-led invasion of the Persian Gulf nation also convinced Libya to come clean on its manufacturing of weapons of mass destruction. Two rogue adversaries remain for the Barack Obama administration to deal with. It is a sure bet that if Washington fails to halt the nuclear-arming of Iran and North Korea, neither the United Nations nor any non-regional power will. 

The two-decade commemoration of the Berlin Wall's fall also marks another dramatic but less exhilarating world event of the same year. In June 1989, China's Communist Party crushed the student-orchestrated pro-democracy demonstrations in Tiananmen Square. Beijing's suppression of peaceful dissent ensured the party's political dominance, its formula for a state-controlled economy, and China's rise to global power. China's astounding export engine, thinly veiled military buildup, and aggressive pursuit of its calculated interests cannot but cause unease as America journeys on a more turbulent trajectory. Thus, 20 years ago, we witnessed the eclipse of one global rival and the advent of another possible competitor.

The years since the 9/11 terrorist attacks have been unkind to the United States, which stood at the pinnacle of its economic and military power when the Berlin Wall fell. Toppling the Taliban regime that hosted the terrorist-mastermind Osama bin Laden in Afghanistan and subduing a belligerent Iraq proved costly in blood and treasure. U.S. military power is still matchless in spite of the media's defeatism about the U.S. losing in the "graveyard of empires." At present, America's economic health is under siege.

The Obama administration's massive deficit spending poses severe risks to American power, which has acted to stabilize global affairs. Our surging government expenditures are propelling federal deficits to almost 98% of the nation's entire gross domestic product, imperiling productivity and burdening the budget for defense along with non-military expenditures with massive interest payments for our debts.

Unless our government abandons its profligate spending, future Berlin Wall anniversaries will mark a far different American standing than the current one. Arnold Toynbee, the renowned British historian, warned us when he noted that more civilizations perish from suicide than murder.

AT: Iraq Thumper

Iraq withdrawal’s based on conditions on the ground---doesn’t trigger the link 

Tunç 8 – Hakan Tunç, Professor of Political Science at Carleton University, Fall 2008, “Reputation and U.S. Withdrawal from Iraq,” Orbis, Vol. 52, No. 4, p. 657-669

Second, reputational concerns are likely to affect the way in which U.S. forces will be drawn down from Iraq.48 Certainly, the pace and scope of drawdown will depend on developments in the military and political fronts in Iraq. In case it becomes clear in the short term that Al Qaeda affiliates in Iraq are defeated resolutely and the insurgency is debilitated, one should expect a somewhat accelerated drawdown of U.S. forces.49 In the meantime, one should also expect that that such a drawdown will be incremental and spread over a long period, at least partly to avoid the appearance of a quick retreat.

In this regard, the end of 2011 as the ‘‘time horizon,’’ reportedly agreed upon between the Iraqi government and the Bush administration for the gradual withdrawal of U.S. troops, presents an opportunity to overcome concerns about U.S. reputation. This time horizon is long enough for a gradual drawdown of U.S. troops and, thus, will prevent the jihadists from propagating U.S. irresolution. Moreover, the U.S.-Iraqi agreement will almost certainly include the reservation that the date of departure and level of U.S. forces be amended based upon conditions on the ground.

In the final analysis, at least partly due to reputational concerns, the next U.S. president may find it difficult to opt for a rapid and dramatic reduction of combat troops, particularly in the short term. It is likely that he will pay special attention to the argument that a speedy withdrawal from Iraq would confirm jihadists’ proclamations that America is irresolute. By adopting a 2011 time horizon, the next president can solve the reputation problem and the political, military, and economic costs associated with an open-ended commitment of U.S. troops in Iraq.

Link – Okinawa

Okinawa’s key to U.S. credibility and power projection in Asia 

Klingner 10 – Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, May 28, 2010, “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead,” online: http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead

The DPJ policy reversal is the result of senior Japanese officials having a belated epiphany on geostrategic realities. They now realize that the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Foreign Minister Okada affirmed that “the presence of U.S. Marines on Okinawa is necessary for Japan’s national security [since they] are a powerful deterrent against possible enemy attacks and should be stationed in Japan.”

Prime Minister Hatoyama now admits that after coming to power he came to better understand the importance of the U.S.–Japan alliance in light of the northeast Asian security environment. He commented, “As I learned more about the situation, I’ve come to realize that [the Marines] are all linked up as a package to maintain deterrence.” Japanese officials also remarked that rising tensions on the Korean Peninsula—triggered by North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean naval ship[1]—made clear to Japan that it lives in a dangerous neighborhood and should not undermine U.S. deterrence and defense capabilities.

Link – South Korea

South Korean basing’s key to global force posturing---withdrawal undermines credibility with allies and adversaries 

Levkowitz 8 – Alon Levkowitz, Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa, 2008, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?,” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2, p. 131-148

The global posture of US forces around the world and American geostrategic considerations were always the main factors behind Washington's decision on this matter. As a global power, the United States had to calculate the constraints on its forces and refrain from overextending them, while taking into account the different strategic threats and how foes and allies alike will interpret a withdrawal of its forces. Examples for this would be: The unimportance of the Korean Peninsula to US global interests prior to the Korean War influenced the decision to withdraw all of the forces in 1949; The constant struggle over importance and centrality between Europe and Asia during the Cold War, with the latter usually ‘losing the battle’; Other wars, like the Vietnam War, focused the USA's attention on a different place in Asia. The improvement in the mobility of forces, such as rapid deployment forces for example, and the development of sophisticated weapons also stood behind the change in US global strategy and the decreased number of bases and soldiers worldwide. In some cases, the fear of being entrapped into another war led the US government to decrease the chances of an ally initiating a new war, by reducing the number of soldiers in the region, mainly in Korea. Washington's decisions to withdraw or relocate a portion of its forces from or within South Korea were also influenced by Korean Peninsula-related considerations, particularly the military balance between South and North Korea. When the gap between North and South Korea grew in favor of the DPRK, the incentives to withdraw decreased. Periods of reduced tension between the two Koreas were behind some of the reasons that led to a readjustment of the US forces. On the other hand, the traumatic results of the first withdrawal, the fear that the DPRK would perceive any withdrawal as a sign of weakness, and the crisis that every withdrawal proposal inflicted on the relations with South Korea are noteworthy as constant obstacles to any US decisions concerning its forces in Korea. It should also be mentioned that the US did not hesitate to occasionally exploit the ROK's sensitivity to the issue by pressuring it to send its forces to assist the USA in other global crises; the consequence of non-cooperation was to withstand another troop withdrawal. The relocation of forces within Korea was also a result of other factors: a change in US military strategy and tactics, South Korean political considerations, the rising costs of maintaining the bases, and the need to find alternative and larger bases. Internal American considerations, especially value differences between the two capitals during President Jimmy Carter's and President Park Chung-hee's periods, also influenced Washington's decision-making regarding its troops. The fact that President Ronald Reagan and President Chun Dae-hwan shared the same values helped tremendously in repairing the damaged relations between the countries. Internal politics, including budget considerations coupled with the political balance of power between the President, the army and the Congress, was an important factor as well. Seoul's negative reaction to the majority of USA's withdrawal plans throughout the years was mainly affected by USA–ROK alliance related considerations and the potential North Korean interpretation of the withdrawal. The fear of being abandoned again was always the main reason behind Seoul's alarmed reaction to USA's most withdrawal plans. The traumatic withdrawal of 1949 and the automatic link between withdrawal of forces and lack of US commitment to South Korea's security were crucial in determining decision-makers' reactions and public opinion. These fears also manifested over the relocation of the US forces within Korea, since the positioning of the US forces adjacent to the DMZ symbolized Washington's highest commitment to South Korea's security. Seoul interpreted every withdrawal proposal as a sign of South Korea's declining importance as a major US ally. Another important factor is South Korea's constant assessment that they could not confront the threats facing them alone. South Korea assessed that without the presence of the US forces, it would not be able to deter North Korea and the fear that the North would misinterpret a withdrawal as a sign of weakness and an opportunity for an attack always prevailed. In addition to direct statements South Korea made on this subject, we can look at the lack of independent ROK air force and intelligence capabilities as an indication of their unwillingness to become completely independent, to date.7

Withdrawal from South Korea makes the U.S. look untrustworthy---undermines alliances broadly 

Lobe 4 – Jim Lobe, Washington Correspondent for Inter Press Service, June 17, 2004, “US military on the move,” Asia Times, online: http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Front_Page/FF17Aa03.html

A second concern is the damage that such a redeployment could do to Cold War alliances, particularly Washington's commitment to Europe, where the Pentagon wants to cut its military presence in Germany - currently some 70,000 troops and scores of warplanes - in half. Some of the forces would be sent home, while most would be moved to cheaper bases in Bulgaria and Romania, closer to the Caucasus and the Middle East.

"The most serious potential consequences of the contemplated shifts would not be military but political and diplomatic," wrote Kurt Campbell, a former senior Pentagon official now with the Center for Strategic and International Studies, and Celeste Johnson Ward, in a Foreign Affairs article last year. The redeployments, they warned, could be construed as the beginning of a withdrawal from what Rumsfeld last year scornfully called "Old Europe". And that, in turn, could reinforce traditional isolationist tendencies in the US that, before World War II, sought to prevent Washington from engaging in political "entanglements" with European countries or international institutions in ways that might constrain its freedom of action in the Americas or anywhere else. Indeed, the repudiation of permanent alliances in favor of "coalitions of the willing" - a major feature of the Bush administration's post-September 11 policies as it was in the Wolfowitz-Libby paper - not only recalls isolationism; it is also entirely consistent with the strategy underlying the proposed redeployments. A similar consideration worries South Korea, where Washington's proposed 12,000-plus troop withdrawal includes some 3,500 who are being sent to bolster beleaguered US forces in Iraq. The Koreans worry that such a significant withdrawal now might not only complicate a particularly tense time in intra-Korean relations, but may also signal Washington's desire to reduce Seoul's say in whether or not Washington attacks North Korea. "This is about psychology," Derek Mitchell, a former Pentagon Asia expert recently told the Los Angeles Times. A related concern was voiced by Campbell and Ward when the proposed redeployments were still on the drawing board. "Unless the changes are paired with a sustained and effective diplomatic campaign," they warned, "they could well increase foreign anxiety about and distrust of the United States."

Resolve Impact Ext.

Foreign policy resolve’s key to prevent a host of impacts---now’s key 

Chapin and Hanson 9 – Bernard Chapin- interviewer, and Victor Davis Hanson, the Martin and Illie Anderson senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, December 7, 2009, “Change, weakness, disaster,” online: http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/change-weakness-disaster-obama-answers-from-victor-davis-hanson/

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world? Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc. BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage? Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when.

China war leads to extinction

Strait Times 2k (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N)

The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Resolve Impact Ext.

Iranian aggression goes nuclear

Sokolsky 3 (Henry, Executive Director, Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, POLICY REVIEW, October/November, p. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/3447161.html)

If nothing is done to shore up U.S. and allied security relations with the Gulf Coordination Council states and with Iraq, Turkey, and Egypt, Iran's acquisition of even a nuclear weapons breakout capability could prompt one or more of these states to try to acquire a nuclear weapons option of their own. Similarly, if the U.S. fails to hold Pyongyang accountable for its violation of the NPT or lets Pyongyang hold on to one or more nuclear weapons while appearing to reward its violation with a new deal--one that heeds North Korea's demand for a nonaggression pact and continued construction of the two light water reactors--South Korea and Japan (and later, perhaps, Taiwan) will have powerful cause to question Washington's security commitment to them and their own pledges to stay non-nuclear. In such a world, Washington's worries would not be limited to gauging the military capabilities of a growing number of hostile, nuclear, or near-nuclear-armed nations. In addition, it would have to gauge the reliability of a growing number of nuclear or near-nuclear friends. Washington might still be able to assemble coalitions, but with more nations like France, with nuclear options of their own, it would be much, much more iffy. The amount of international intrigue such a world would generate would also easily exceed what our diplomats and leaders could manage or track. Rather than worry about using force for fear of producing another Vietnam, Washington and its very closest allies are more likely to grow weary of working closely with others and view military options through the rosy lens of their relatively quick victories in Desert Storm, Kosovo, Operation Iraqi Freedom, and Just Cause. This would be a world disturbingly similar to that of 1914 but with one big difference: It would be spring-loaded to go nuclear.
Korea war goes nuclear

Chol 2 (Chol, Director Center for Korean American Peace, 2002 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." Continues…The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
Indopak conflict leads to extinction

Fai 1 (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

Resolve Impact Ext.

US/Russia war would lead to extinction

Helfand and Pastore 9 [Ira Helfand, M.D., and John O. Pastore, M.D., are past presidents of Physicians for Social Responsibility.

March 31, 2009, “U.S.-Russia nuclear war still a threat”, http://www.projo.com/opinion/contributors/content/CT_pastoreline_03-31-09_EODSCAO_v15.bbdf23.html]

President Obama and Russian President Dimitri Medvedev are scheduled to Wednesday in London during the G-20 summit. They must not let the current economic crisis keep them from focusing on one of the greatest threats confronting humanity: the danger of nuclear war.  Since the end of the Cold War, many have acted as though the danger of nuclear war has ended. It has not. There remain in the world more than 20,000 nuclear weapons. Alarmingly, more than 2,000 of these weapons in the U.S. and Russian arsenals remain on ready-alert status, commonly known as hair-trigger alert. They can be fired within five minutes and reach targets in the other country 30 minutes later.  Just one of these weapons can destroy a city. A war involving a substantial number would cause devastation on a scale unprecedented in human history. A study conducted by Physicians for Social Responsibility in 2002 showed that if only 500 of the Russian weapons on high alert exploded over our cities, 100 million Americans would die in the first 30 minutes.  An attack of this magnitude also would destroy the entire economic, communications and transportation infrastructure on which we all depend. Those who survived the initial attack would inhabit a nightmare landscape with huge swaths of the country blanketed with radioactive fallout and epidemic diseases rampant. They would have no food, no fuel, no electricity, no medicine, and certainly no organized health care. In the following months it is likely the vast majority of the U.S. population would die.  Recent studies by the eminent climatologists Toon and Robock have shown that such a war would have a huge and immediate impact on climate world wide. If all of the warheads in the U.S. and Russian strategic arsenals were drawn into the conflict, the firestorms they caused would loft 180 million tons of soot and debris into the upper atmosphere — blotting out the sun. Temperatures across the globe would fall an average of 18 degrees Fahrenheit to levels not seen on earth since the depth of the last ice age, 18,000 years ago. Agriculture would stop, eco-systems would collapse, and many species, including perhaps our own, would become extinct.  It is common to discuss nuclear war as a low-probabillity event. But is this true? We know of five occcasions during the last 30 years when either the U.S. or Russia believed it was under attack and prepared a counter-attack. The most recent of these near misses occurred after the end of the Cold War on Jan. 25, 1995, when the Russians mistook a U.S. weather rocket launched from Norway for a possible attack.  Jan. 25, 1995, was an ordinary day with no major crisis involving the U.S. and Russia. But, unknown to almost every inhabitant on the planet, a misunderstanding led to the potential for a nuclear war. The ready alert status of nuclear weapons that existed  in 1995 remains in place today.  
Misperception DA 1NC [1/3]
Beijing military building up, but won’t challenge us now – due to our force projection

Paul H.B. Godwin - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Research Institute, retired as professor of international affairs at the National War College, Washington, D.C. – 2004
(Honolulu: Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 2004, “China as Regional Hegemon?” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Godwin,%20China%20as%20a%20Regional%20Hegemon.pdf ty)

It is correct to assume from Beijing’s declared security priories and PLA exercises over the past several years that the current defense modernization is focused on a potential conflict in the Taiwan Strait, most likely involving US forces. Over the long-term, however, these same programs have a wider significance for the region and the United States. Beijing does not now plan to match the military capabilities of the United States with its commitment to global force projection. Nonetheless, the trajectory of China’s military R&D and acquisitions does suggest that Beijing is seeking at a minimum the capability to implement an ‘area denial’ strategy along China’s maritime periphery. 

Strong forward deployed presence key to remind countries of US dominance

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

The United States must maintain a forward deployed military presence in the region that both reassures friends and reminds others that America will remain the ultimate guarantor of regional peace and stability. The United States can enhance its military presence in the region by undertaking, together with allies and partners, investments to improve interoperability and allow U.S. military relationships to make greater contributions to regional security, including on nontraditional contingencies such as humanitarian relief operations. 

US deterrence key to prevent South China Sea Conflict
Lee Lai To - Head of the Department of Political Science at the National University of Singapore – March 2003

(Security Dialogue. Vol. 34 no. 1. “China, the USA and the South China Sea Conflicts” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Lee%20Lai%20To,%20China,%20USA,%20and%20the%20South%20China%20Sea%20Conflicts.pdf ty)

For the claimants in ASEAN, China’s ‘creeping expansionism’ in the South China Sea and its refusal to make any concessions with regard to the sovereignty issue are no doubt major concerns. However, this issue affects not only ASEAN and its claimants, but also the USA and others that have to use the sea-lanes in the South China Sea. Consequently, this article will analyse the US position on the South China Sea. It will be argued that US military deterrence and US interests – particularly with regard to maintaining the security of the sea-lanes and forward deployment of the US military in the Asia-Pacific region, including the South China Sea area – have made and will continue to make China extremely cautious about engaging in actions that might draw Washington into the South China Sea disputes. 
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This creates give potential scenarios for snowballing conflict – it draws in the US

Kenny, PhD IR – Senior Director – Center for Naval Analysis, 1996 (Naval War College Review, vXLIX n3 p96-98)

Stretching 1,800 miles from Sumatra to Taiwan, the South China Sea is larger than the Mediterranean and contains five zones of potential conflict.  The first of these, the Parcel Islands, includes a 2,700-meter airstrip constructed by the Chinese People’s Liberations Army (or PLA) on Woody Island, from which aircraft could reconnoiter or attack as far south as the Spratlys.  In 1974 China seized a portion of the Paracels occupied by South Vietnam and has since rejected competing claims by both Vietnam and Taiwan.  Southeast Asian states do not seriously challenge the Chinese claim to the Paracels, but they worry that China might use the islands as a base for southward power projection.  

The second potential zone of conflict is the Gulf of Tonkin, where Vietnam claims jurisdiction based on an 1887 Sino-French convention.  In practical terms, this means that oil companies prospecting in Gulf “blocks” allocated by Hanoi must do so in the presence of Chinese rigs in those same blocks.  Because petroleum yield from this area have been quite meager, however, this potential for conflict is less than it otherwise might be.  

Further south along Vietnam’s continental shelf, however, a more contentious situation has arisen: the Mobil Oil Company is drilling in Vietnam’s “Blue Dragon” field just west of a block allocated to Crestone, a Denver-based firm, by China.  The two U.S. firms are both working in zones claimed by both countries.  During the past year Vietnam drove off a Chinese seismic survey ship in the Crestone block, after which Chinese warships blockaded a Vietnamese oil drilling rig in the Mobil area.  In August 1995 Crestone signed a contract to explore its block despite Vietnamese protests.  

The fourth zone of potential conflict is on the continental shelf off the Indonesian coast; with gas reserves estimated at over forty-five trillion cubic feet, it is aong the largest fields in the world.  Although direct conflict has been avoided in this area, Chinese demands for joint development of petroleum resources could create problems in the future.  

Finally, there is the dispute over the Spratly Islands.  The Spratlys (referred to by the Chinese as the Nansha, and by the Vietnamese as the Truong Sa, islands) are a small group of islets, coral reefs, and sandbars, some of them visible only at low tide, located about 280 miles east and southeast of Cam Ranh Bay.  The situation here is generally considered the most contentious in the South China Sea, because of the myriad claims by the regional states.  China, Taiwan, and Vietnam claim the whole group the Philippines nearly all of it; and Malaysia a small portion of the southern sector.  These claims are based not on the international law of the sea (which does not adjudicate sovereignty over land areas) but on history – typically on vague and fragmentary records of minor-maritime exploits exaggerated to demonstrate past overlordship.  Not withstanding China’s assertions that the islands have been part of its territory since “time immemorial,” no nation maintained a continuous presence there until after World War II.  In recent years there have been minor squabbles between the Philippines and Vietnam, but the major disagreements about the Spratlys have been between China and Vietnam, and between China and the Philippines.  These disputes have grown increasingly strident since 1988, when the Chinese sank three Vietnamese ships, killing seventy people, and drove the Vietnamese off Johnson Reef, and continuing with the already-cited Chinese confrontations with the Philippines.

While the focus of recent American security concerns in Asia has been on the Korean peninsula and, to a lesser extent, Taiwan, the first real test of post-Cold War American strategy in the region may be further south, in the South China Sea.  There, during the past two years there have been nearly a dozen reported incidents in which armed vessels of Asian nations challenged each other in disputed waters.  

Two of these involved a U.S. treaty ally, the Philippines, which has reacted to construction by China of barracks on Mischief Reef in the Spratly island group by destroying Chinese markers on nearby islands and, in a tense confrontation in early 1995, apprehending Chinese fishermen.  Following a heated exchange of accusations between Beijing and Manila, the American Secretary of State, Warren Christopher, intervened with the Chinese foreign minister, Qian Qichen, urging “in the strongest possible terms that these maters should not be settled by force.”  Two months later a Philippine naval vessel escorted international journalists to Mischief Reef, where Chinese fishing boats cut across its bow, forcing the vessel to stop.  According to the journalists, Philippine patrol boats interceded, and the vessel managed to launch helicopters to reconnoiter the reef before departing upon the approach of Chinese frigates.

These and other recent incidents illustrate the risk of armed conflict among the seven claimants in the dispute over the South China Sea.  The seven – China, Taiwan, Vietnam, the Philippines, Indonesia, Malaysia, and Brunei – are at the heart of the most dynamic economic region in the world today; the sea over which they contend is a major crossroad of international maritime commerce, traversed each year by over forty thousand ships.  Disruption  of that commerce would be felt immediately, not only Southeast Asia but throughout the Asia-Pacific region and adjoining areas, from the oil fields of the Middle East to the industries of Japan and Korea; and to the markets of North America.  It would severely threaten the health of the international economy, no less so than closure of the Strait of Hormus or the Panama Canal.  China, which has 
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Kenny Continues…

yet to specify limits to its claim over the South China Sea, is attempting to build a “blue water” navy for regional maritime power projection; conflict, accordingly, could also further exacerbate an already tense U.S. Chinese relationship.  The stridency of Beijing’s claims, on grounds not just of purported economic benefit but of historical sovereignty, portends increased potential for conflict in an area where rapid economic growth has been predicated upon the relative peace and stability that obtained in the wake of the Vietnam War.  
US–China war will ensure global annihilation


Straits Times, June 25 2000 “U.S.-China Relations”, Straits Times, Lexis-Nexis

The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, East Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army, which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilization. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Link – Forward Deployment (Asia)

Forward deployment in East Asia signifies our resolve to deterrence.
Gary S. Kinne – Colonel, United States Army – 12/10/2003

(Strategy Research Project. “U.S. Strategy Towards North Korea” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA423691 ty)

Forward deployed U.S. military forces on the Korean peninsula, backed up by additional forces in Japan, have long been the bastions of our current containment policy. Their presence signifies resolve, commitment to our allies, and deterrence. Although not the only element of power used to coerce North Korea, this remains the most persuasive and visible tool used to moderate potential aggression. Forward presence enables the U.S. to rapidly respond to crises while promoting regional stability. The primary disadvantage of this strategy is the requirement to maintain a dedicated military presence in the region. These forces are thus unavailable to respond to other worldwide contingencies. 
Uniqueness – Resolve Strong
Obama committed to Asia security now

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009
(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

Importantly, the United States retains both the desire and the ability to be a major source of regional stability and prosperity. Comments both during and after the presidential campaign suggest that the Obama administration will remain as committed to Asia-Pacific security as its predecessors. Though administrations change, national interests generally remain constant, and it is clearly in America’s national security interest to remain fully engaged in the Asia-Pacific region. 

US commitment to Asia strong now
Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

Despite the changes of the last 10 years, Washington’s approach to the Asia-Pacific remains firmly nested within the general policy of both Democratic and Republican administrations since the end of the Korean War. Even as the United States pursues wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, Bush administration officials have repeatedly reassured Asian nations that the United States had not forgotten its interests and defense responsibilities. Numerous U.S. pronouncements make plain the U.S. intention to stay engaged in the region because it is in America’s interests to do so. This continuity of purpose and commitment lies at the heart of U.S. policy. The Bush administration has been preserving, or perhaps more accurately, sustaining the equilibrium of the past 50 years. The Defense Department has been quite specific about the importance of maintaining the U.S. military presence in East Asia. It has also increasingly relied upon an ad hoc “coalition of the willing” approach to deal with regional and global security challenges, in which, according to former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, “the mission defines the coalition, not the other way around.” Examples of such coalitions include the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) and Six- Party Talks. The 2004 tsunami relief effort provides another example, one in which the interoperability that exists between the United States and its Asia- Pacific allies and partners helped facilitate a smooth, swift, effective response. 
Uniqueness – China Won’t Challenge Now

China won’t challenge us now – no force reduction

Paul H.B. Godwin - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Research Institute, retired as professor of international affairs at the National War College, Washington, D.C. – 2004
(Honolulu: Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 2004, “China as Regional Hegemon?” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Godwin,%20China%20as%20a%20Regional%20Hegemon.pdf ty)

Although China’s potential to challenge US military pre-eminence in maritime Asia is clearly present, it is uncertain whether Beijing will attempt to employ its future military capabilities to eliminate the United States as Asia’s offshore balancer and establish China’s regional hegemony. As John Mearsheimer has suggested, Beijing would first have to assess whether the costs and risks involved in the process of eliminating the United States are greater or less than the benefits accruing from hegemony.50 Past assessments suggesting that a powerful China will seek hegemony have based a major part of their argument on the probable post-Cold War reduction of US forces in East Asia.51 Because of the American perception that China is the single Asian state most likely to become the United States’ strategic competitor, such a force reduction has not occurred and is unlikely to take place in the foreseeable future. The US Defense Department’s current QDR and Annual Report to the President and Congress make this US apprehension clear despite the thaw in Sino-American relations that emerged as the Bush administration sought China’s assistance in its war on terrorism. Moreover, when speculating on potential Chinese military capabilities as far distant as two or three decades hence, it must be recognized that Asia and the United States will not have stood still in those years. US forces are undergoing continuous modernization, and current planning is aware that reliance on foreign-hosted facilities to sustain forward deployments in the Western Pacific is a liability. Assuming no regional economic collapse, many Asian states will be building their own military strength. In particular, Japan and nuclear-capable India will be bolstering their capabilities, as will the major states of Southeast Asia. If the current mistrust of China’s future course is not alleviated, Beijing will continue to face a regional hedging strategy in which the defense establishments on Asia’s maritime periphery are militarily more capable and many governments look to the United States to counter China’s military power. These decades also provide Moscow the opportunity to recover from its current economic dilemmas and begin reasserting its power and influence in the Asia-Pacific. 
Even with military capabilities – won’t challenge us now

Asia Times 7/29/2010

(Francesco Sisci  “US toe-dipping muddies South China Sea” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/LG29Ad01.html)

Still, from China's perspective, things are already very complicated in the South China Sea, and having the US step into this pond further muddles the waters. For Beijing, it means that even if the Taiwan issue is somehow resolved and even if Beijing were to withdraw its support for North Korea, China and the US could still have disputes over the very thorny issue. Or else, is Clinton's statement part of a larger American move to force China's hand over other delicate international agendas, such as North Korea, Iran and Afghanistan?  China's claim over the South China Sea is a projection of Beijing onto the oceans, a promise to change China's millennia of continental destiny and follow the long-abandoned strategy of 15th century Admiral Zheng He to travel and possibly master the high seas. China pursues its blue-water navy ambitions largely thanks to its claim over these tropical islands and rocks.  These ambitions won't challenge the US's overall dominant position in the oceans for decades. China will need many years to develop a navy capable of threatening the American position, and so far China has never positioned itself against the US in the oceans. Moreover, China's first blue-water navy mission, against Somali pirates, occurred within the framework of a North Atlantic Treaty Organization coordination agreement. Yet the Chinese navy could become a hindrance to local US action in the area. Why, short of a broad bilateral political agreement, would America let this occur? 

Uniqueness – No Withdrawal Now
No withdrawal in the short term

Gwang-Il 10 – Deputy Minister for Policy at the ROK Ministry of National Defense (Chang, 6/30. “OPCON Transfer delay to the end of 2015.” www.kida.re.kr/eng/pcrm/newsletter/download.asp?newsletter=401 |JC)

However, as it was stated at the bilateral summit, in coping with a changing security situation, the South Korean government saw the need to adjust the timeline for transfer of  OPCON for a more stable transition and a stronger ROK-U.S. alliance.   This is due to the fact  that year 2012 was judged as an inappropriate time for transfer due to the North Korea’s   nuclear and ballistic missile threat, the increasing instability and belligerent nature of the Kim  Jong-il regime, and the anticipated change in leadership for countries in the region at that time.   All factors were considered, ranging from financial requirements for equipping future military  capabilities to the fact that over 50% of the South Korean population cited security anxiety as  their reasoning for wanting to delay the transfer, including through a 10 million signature  campaign. After the U.S. government agreed to South Korea’s request to look into the matter, the  governments of both countries held close discussions through diplomatic and defense channels  as well as between Cheongwadae and the White House.  The main reason that we were able  to arrive at an amicable agreement is grounded in the mindset of the ROK-U.S. alliance, and  the friendly and trusting relationship between our two countries was the driving force for this  issue to progress from the President to a working group.  This new deal is not an invalidation of  the OPCON transfer itself but rather an adjustment to the timeline thus it is in no way an  annulment of an agreement nor is it a reversal of a position.  Both South Korea and the U.S.  have revealed several times in the past that the time of transfer could be adjusted depending on the assessments of the results under their mutual agreement.  Also, this is a matter that has  been discussed previously, therefore this decision is not a result of domestic political interests  and, in particular, it is unrelated to the Cheonan attack. This agreement is the outcome of normal discussions held through formal communication channels such as consultations between the Defense Ministry deputy ministers  of the ROK and U.S. and the ROK-U.S. Security Policy Initiative (SPI) since the start of the Lee  Myung-bak administration in 2008.  We ask for your understanding concerning the fact that  these consultations were held privately between the ROK and U.S. given the highly sensitive  security issues which were handled in these consultations.   When South Korea arrives at the new transfer deadline (end of 2015), the South  Korean military will be equipped with the capabilities it needs to fulfill a leading role in ROK-U.S.  joint defense by pushing forward with defense reform.  In particular, South Korea will be able to  have a more stable OPCON transfer when the environment and the fundamental systems are  created and put in place for the transition to a new joint defense system, which is inclusive of  verification and supplementation of the C4I system, creation of a ground operations command,  and completion of the USFK base relocation projects. The ROK Ministry of National Defense anticipates that it will be able to ease South  Koreans’ concerns about the 2012 transfer and further develop the ROK-U.S. alliance  relationship through this adjustment in the OPCON transfer timeline.  In order to establish  detailed OPCON transfer plans under this new agreement, both South Korea and the U.S.  continue to cooperate closely through the ‘2+2 Ministerial Talks’ to be held this July and other  such consultative groups. 

Now is Key

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

Not only will the Obama administration have to reassert active leadership and engagement, it will also have to reaffirm U.S. commitment to the region and articulate a vision toward which its policies will be ordered. It would do well to reiterate the vision set out by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates in his remarks to the Shangri-La Dialogue on May 31, 2008. In that speech, he defined the United States as “a Pacific nation with an enduring role in East Asia,” one standing “for openness and against exclusivity” and committed to “mutual prosperity.” Noting that American territory in the Pacific Ocean extended from the Aleutian Islands to Guam, Secretary Gates defined the United States as a “resident power” in the region. The vision statement should stress America’s commitment to creating a stable regional environment that supports economic, political, and human development throughout the Asia-Pacific region. 

Unique Link – Presence

Strong presence is key to preventing China from challenging the U.S.

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

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

US military perception preventing Chinese aggression now

Lee Lai To - Head of the Department of Political Science at the National University of Singapore – March 2003

(Security Dialogue. Vol. 34 no. 1. “China, the USA and the South China Sea Conflicts” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Lee%20Lai%20To,%20China,%20USA,%20and%20the%20South%20China%20Sea%20Conflicts.pdf ty)

As always, the USA is seen to be seeking military dominance and superiority in Asia-Pacific and elsewhere. Notably, while supporting the US-led war on terror for its own reasons, China still criticized the USA for increasing its military presence across the world after the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001 (Straits Times, 2002a). More importantly, the national security strategy announced by President Bush after 11 September made it abundantly clear that Washington intends to prevent the emergence of any future competitors and believes that it alone has the right to decide whether it needs to take pre-emptive action to protect its own security (see, for example, Straits Times, 2002c). It is not surprising that the Chinese continue to see the USA’s ‘hegemony’, military presence and alliances with others as major stumbling blocks for China’s attempts to maintain its sovereignty and territorial integrity. Indeed, China is always preoccupied with the US factor in its security calculations. It also believes that the USA is the source of security problems both in the Asia-Pacific region and elsewhere. 

Link – Presence 

Shift away from Asia destroys perception of our commitment to Asian security

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

Asian concerns about Washington’s focus on and engagement with the region are long-standing. Our friends, partners, and especially our allies—sometimes almost desperately—need to be reassured of America’s continued commitment; many are concerned (in our view needlessly) about a possible permanent shift in America’s focus away from Asia. Clarity should come immediately, with strong presidential statements and authoritative government reports that emphasize Asia’s permanent importance to the United States. In these various venues, the president should focus on the global challenges and prospects for cooperation in the Asia-Pacific and articulate a new vision for a region that is as integral to U.S. wellbeing as is Europe. Washington must ensure that the region perceives U.S. military capability as viable in the face of China’s military improvements, while avoiding the perception that the United States is trying to contain China or compelling others to “take sides.” But military power alone will not ensure America’s continued constructive or positive engagement. The United States needs to create and articulate a more forward-leaning vision for the Asia-Pacific region and its role in it that employs all the tools in its arsenal—military, political, economic, cultural, etc.—in an effective combination of its hard and soft power (what Richard Armitage and Joseph Nye have called “smart power”). It must understand and address the rising expectations and apprehensions of its allies, partners, friends, and potential adversaries or competitors alike. A new Asia-Pacific Strategy Report would be an important vehicle for helping to accomplish this task. Actions must match words: attendance is mandatory! President Obama must not only recognize the importance of attending high-level meetings in Asia, but must actively schedule meetings and summits that will further American strategic interests. American engagement in the global commons should return to multilateral consultation and cooperation. A proactive American president can make a big difference in convincing our Asian friends and allies that their interests are understood and recognized at the highest levels. The office of the president has invaluable authority and power and is capable of reorienting the direction of bureaucracies and policy. Setting the tone early on will be important to convince our Asian allies and friends that America’s position in the region is not sustained only through our primacy, but also through building and developing complementary and productive partnerships with Asians. 

Presence key to prevent China – US entanglement

Paul H.B. Godwin - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Research Institute, retired as professor of international affairs at the National War College, Washington, D.C. – 2004
(Honolulu: Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 2004, “China as Regional Hegemon?” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Godwin,%20China%20as%20a%20Regional%20Hegemon.pdf ty)

What does seem to be evident is that the United States must sustain its strategy and capability to function as the offshore balancer to China’s growing power. Beijing’s progress toward an effective area-denial strategy does more than complicate US plans to provide Taiwan assistance in the event of an unprovoked attack. It also can raise doubt in Asia about the willingness and ability of the United States to sustain its offshore balancing role. A robust US military presence is therefore essential if Asia is to maintain its confidence in the United States. This, however, will entangle the United States and China even further in the present security dilemma, in which actions taken by one as defensive are seen by the other as offensive. 

Link - Presence

China’s military modernization means they will challenge us – US security presence key to stop them

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

Directly related to the first trend is the second: the economic development of China and its military modernization. This has introduced an increasingly self-assured, rich, and potentially powerful actor into the Asian strategic mix, albeit one that fully understands that its rise requires a peaceful, secure geopolitical environment. Nonetheless, as China improves its military capabilities to guarantee its security and to field a military establishment worthy of a major power, it threatens the continental-maritime balance. When combined with its growing economic and concomitant diplomatic influence, China is a major player in every aspect of Asian security. The dramatic success of Beijing’s “reform and opening up” economic policies have yielded the revenues necessary to underwrite a comprehensive modernization of every aspect of the Peoples Liberation Army (PLA). By gradually improving its military capabilities offshore, albeit largely for strategically defensive purposes, China is beginning to establish a presence in the maritime region that has been the preserve of the United States and its allies for the past half-century. Left unaddressed, this will upset the decades-old continental-maritime balance of power that has preserved stability in the region. The efficacy of the U.S. strategic position in Asia depends upon America’s ability to use the seas to guarantee the security of its East Asian allies and pursue U.S. national interests. By attempting to achieve security on its maritime frontier, Beijing is creating a potentially dangerous dynamic: as its security situation improves, it makes the security environment for many of its neighbors worse. It has led to a conclusion in Washington that a central element of China’s strategy in case of conflict is The China factor in the evolving Asian security environment presents most of China’s neighbors with a strategic dilemma. The economic relationship that each nation has with Beijing is central to the economic wellbeing of all parties, and strong bilateral ties with Beijing enhance economic interdependence. At the same time, however, Beijing’s military modernization presents a security challenge. For example, China’s anti-access strategy could isolate Japan in a time of crisis. In addition to keeping a close eye on Chinese military modernization, Tokyo has for a decade strengthened its alliance with the United States as a hedge against the prospect of a threatening China.
Link – Presence
Military presence is the key determinant of stability – deters aggressive China rise

Goh, 5 - Assistant Professor at the Institute of Defense and Strategic Studies, Singapore (Evelyn, “Meeting the China Challenge: The U.S. in Southeast Asian Regional Security Strategies, http://scholarspace.manoa.hawaii.edu/bitstream/10125/3509/3/PS016.pdf.txt |JC)
Traditional friends and allies of the United States in East Asia acknowledge that a key determinant of stability in the region has been the U.S. presence and its role as a security guarantor. In the post-Cold War period, regional uncertainties about the potential dangers attending a rising China have led some analysts to conclude that almost all Southeast Asian states now see the United States as the critical balancing force, both in the military and political-economic spheres. The existing literature on this Southeast Asia U.S.-China security dynamic tends to assume that China’s rise is leading to a systemic power transition scenario in which the region will have to choose between a rising challenger and the incumbent power. The de facto expectation is that these countries will want to balance against China on the basis that a rising China is threatening. Thus, they will flock toward the United States as the lead balancer. Yet, most key states in the region face complex pressures with regard to China’s growing role and do not perceive themselves as having the stark choices of either balancing against or bandwagoning with this powerful neighbor. 

Troops key to regional stability and deterring China

LeBlanc, Lieutenant Colonel United States Army, 04  (Lee D, May , “21ST CENTURY UNITED STATES MILITARY STRATEGY FOR EAST ASIA:

COUNTERING AN EMERGING CHINA”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA424084 |JC )
A last factor that is likely to require some consideration for a U.S. forward presence is the size of the armies for countries in this region. For instance, the six largest armies of the world are in the Asian region, namely: (1) Peoples Republic of China, (2) United States, (3) Russia, 10 (4) India, (5) North Korea, and (6) South Korea.46 Such an array of military capability in one region suggests that a U.S. military presence is vital to stability. In conclusion, the extensive U.S. military strategy for the Asian region, and for China, appears to support NSS objectives. Comprehensive U.S. engagement in the region serves in part as a deterrent to China and provides regional stability. The future impact of transformation on the U.S. military strategy in the Asian region is unknown. Regional stability suggests that the U.S. military strategy enables the U.S. to maintain its regional interests.

Even if China could expand they wont - they view US military presence as containment 

Medeiros & Yuan, 01 – Senior research associates on the East Asia Non-Proliferation Programme at the Monterey Institute Center for Non-Proliferation Studies (6/2/2001, Evan S and Jin-Dong, “A US military presence in Asia: offshore balancer or local sheriff?,” http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/eanp/sheriff.pdf |JC)

China and the US China generally opposes the current US military presence in Asia and has characterised the US system of bilateral military alliances as ‘out-dated Cold War thinking’. During the Cold War China tacitly accepted a US troop presence in Asia as a force for stability and as a substitute for a remilitarised Japan. Yet in recent years, Chinese views of the US military presence in the region have shifted. Beijing increasingly sees US military alliances in Asia as fostering an adversarial security environment akin to the ‘NATO versus the Warsaw Pact’ competition in Europe. In particular, Beijing views the recent expansion of the US-Japanese defence guidelines and the growing US defence relationships with Southeast Asian countries as threatening. In private conversations with government officials and military officers in China, we found that Beijing opposes the US alliance system because it sees its purpose to be containing China. Indeed, US forces in East Asia are increasingly seen as a major obstacle to China’s objectives in the region, which range from assertiveness in the South China Sea to its long-held goal of national unification. The strengthened US-Japanese security alliance lies at the heart of Chinese concerns in two critical aspects. First, as the alliance expands Japan will assume an increasingly prominent role. This prospect raises historical concerns about Japanese remilitarisation. Tokyo already has the world’s second largest defence budget (after the USA) and maintains one of the best-equipped militaries in the region. In addition, Japan’s industrial and technological wherewithal can provide it with ready resources should it decide to become a great military power at short notice. The Chinese often point to Japan’s large stockpiles of plutonium and Japan’s sophisticated space-launch capabilities as evidence of potential nuclear and missile capabilities. 

Link – Troops

Expert consensus proves that troops are key to deter china

AFP, Agente French Press, 05  (“US Needs Strong Military Presence In Asia: Study”, http://www.spacewar.com/news/superpowers-05t.html |JC)
The report by 14 experts assesses how Asian states are modernizing their military programs in response to China's rise as a regional power, counterterrorism, changes in US force posture and local security dilemmas. Highlighting three possible "conflict" scenarios -- China-Taiwan war, strife on the Korean peninsula and nuclear catastrophe in South Asia -- Michael O'Hanlon, an arms control expert from The Brookings Institution, said the United States and Asian allies "must retain a wide range of military capabilities." They include higher-technology "transformative" assets and large numbers of infantry forces, he said in the report, "Military modernization in an era of uncertainty" compiled by the Seattle-based National Bureau of Asian Research. "The United States will continue to require the use of a wide range of military bases in Asia, and Washington should place a premium on maintaining diversity in such arrangements," he said. Given the great distances necessary in transporting military forces from the United States to the Western Pacific, O'Hanlon said, such base facilities would continue to claim "paramount importance." "Those who argue that defense transformation will radically reduce the need for overseas bases do not make a convincing case," O'Hanlon said. A US military transformation plan was unveiled last year to close up hundreds of American facilities overseas no longer needed to meet Cold War threats and to bring home up to 70,000 uniformed personnel within a decade. It was touted as the most comprehensive restructuring of US forces overseas since the end of the Korean War and aimed at deploying a more agile and more flexible force by taking advantage of modern military technologies. "Whether through defense transformation or changing force posture in Asia, the reshaping of US armed forces should not ignore the wide range of possible and quite demanding scenarios in Asia capable of threatening US security," O'Hanlon said. The possible scenarios: a surprise attack by nuclear-armed North Korea on US ally South Korea, China's seizure of Taiwan by means of an amphibious attack, Pakistan's atomic weapons falling into the hands of the Al-Qaeda terror network or an India-Pakistan nuclear war over Kashmir. The five US treaty allies in Asia are Japan, Australia, South Korea, Thailand, and the Philippines. Singapore, a strong supporter of US military presence in the region, allows American forces use of facilities in the island state. Ashley Tellis, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, said in the 461-page report that the United States would be called upon to "maintain or even increase" its role as regional security guarantor for a number of Asian states. "This will require the US to preserve its current military dominance, protect its existing alliances, and develop new ties to major states that are not allied or opposed to Washington," he said. "Not doing so," Tellis said, "would likely lead to military build-ups, increased tension, and even nuclear weapons proliferation." On China, he said although its growing military power dominated the strategic thinking of the United States and other regional powers, Asian states felt explicit security competition with China would "undermine" economic progress. Yet, as a safeguard, many Asian powers are developing military capabilities and outlaying defense expenditures as a safeguard against China's rise, he said. 

Link - Okinawa
Okinawa is key – demonstrates positioning of US power
Richard C. Bush III - Director, Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies – 3/10/2010

(Brookings Institute “Okinawa and Security in East Asia” http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx ty)

If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important.

Link – Forward Deployment
Forward deployment is key to remind China that we’re the power in Asia

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

Pentagon planners must balance long-standing commitments in Asia with current warfighting demands in the Middle East. Nonetheless, Washington should ensure that U.S. Pacific Command (PACOM) retains sufficient forces and resources to advance its critical objectives. The United States must maintain a forward deployed military presence in the region that is both reassuring to friends and a reminder to China that America will remain the ultimate guarantor of regional peace and stability. American military officers throughout Asia should also ensure clear strategic communication with their host-nation counterparts. The reality is that America’s naval and air force footprint in the Asia-Pacific remains robust, while our ground forces will be optimized for the foreseeable future to assist in ongoing counterterrorism and counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan. Washington will continue to ask more from its allies and friends in the region to ensure the successful completion of Operation Enduring Freedom. 

Link - Interoperability
Interoperability with allies necessary to project presence in Asia

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

The Pentagon can also enhance its military presence in the region by undertaking, together with allies and close friends, major investments to improve interoperability—including liberalized sharing of key communications technologies, improved intelligence sharing, and standardized operational protocols. This will be increasingly useful for traditional and non-traditional contingencies. In the realm of humanitarian relief operations, similar steps should be taken with a much wider array of countries. As the 2004 tsunami, the 2008 Burmese cyclone, and the Sichuan earthquake remind, natural disasters happen frequently in the region and the need for humanitarian assistance and disaster relief operations in the future can be safely predicted. An emphasis on capacity building creates both good will and more capable partners. 

Link – JASA

Strong US resolve in Japan key to prevent China military expansion into South China Sea and Pacific
The Australian 9/5/2009
(Greg Sheridan, Foreign editor - “Hatoyama poised for global struggle” http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/opinion/hatoyama-poised-for-global-struggle/story-e6frg76f-1225769660373 ty)

Tensions for now are reduced across the Taiwan straits. Beijing has made a decision to get along with the Taiwanese government of President Ma Ying-jeou, but at the same time it continues to massively build up its missile capacity against Taipei. The Pentagon's report on Chinese military power this year shows a fundamental change in the balance of power in the Taiwan straits. Taiwan used to be able to dominate this airspace. According to the Pentagon, this is no longer true.  The Pentagon outlines China's continuing massive military build-up, vastly outstripping its economic growth. Much of the Chinese military spending is hidden, but the Pentagon estimates it could reach up to $US160billion ($190bn) a year.  This may seem small compared with the US's military budget in excess of $US500bn, but the US has vast global security responsibilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and all over the world, which China does not. And as the Pentagon report shows, much of China's furious military effort, apart from its gigantic expansion plans for its nuclear weapons arsenal, is directed squarely against the US, and designed to make it extremely costly for the US navy to continue to operate in the waters near China's east coast.  Here again, Japan is central. Although Japan's modest military build-up has been incremental, it is very hi -tech and is aimed precisely at building a new level of inter-operability with US forces in the context of a revived and newly reciprocal US alliance.  This is a minor revolution in Asia-Pacific security, and is one way the US alliance system has maintained the regional balance of military power.  At the same time, China and India cannot resolve their long-running border disputes, and the military of each nation eyes the other with barely disguised suspicion.  Australia and the US have both conducted modest naval exercises with China as a sensible form of confidence-building. But these exercises reflect another reality.  China's navy is going to be much more active in the Asia-Pacific, and its navy, along with the navies of the US, Japan and in due course even Australia, will start bumping into each other, so to speak. There is a real need for security capabilities to manage these encounters. 
US alliance with Japan is key to perception of our power in East Asia

Auslin - AEI's director of Japan Studies, former associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University – 4/15/2010

(Testimony for the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. “U.S.-Japan Relations” http://www.aei.org/speech/100137 ty)

Our relations are further influenced, despite the laudable efforts of U.S. officials here and in Tokyo, by the continued worry of Japanese opinion leaders and policymakers over long-term trends in America's Asia policy, thereby fueling part of their interest in China.  I will mention perhaps the two main concerns: first, that the United States will, over time, decrease its military presence in the Asia-Pacific, thereby weakening the credibility of its extended deterrence guarantee, and second, that Washington will itself consider China in coming decades as the indispensable partner for solving problems both regional and global.  Both these concerns exist despite repeated U.S. assurances that our military presence will not shrink, and despite the very public problems cropping up in Sino-U.S. relations in recent years.  Ironically, perhaps, these Japanese concerns almost exactly mirror U.S. worries, from frustrations over Japan's continued reluctance to increase its security activities abroad to our casting a wary eye on exchanges between Beijing and Tokyo.  Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region.  There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad.  Our commitment to these values has translated into policies to support other nations in Asia and around the world that are trying to democratize and liberalize their societies.  Today, Asia remains in the midst of a struggle over liberalization, as witnessed by the current tragic unrest in Thailand, and the willingness of both Tokyo and Washington to support democratic movements will remain important in the coming decades.  Indeed, I believe a political goal of our alliance with Japan must be a further promotion of "fundamental values such as basic human rights, democracy, and the rule of law in the international community," as expressed in the 2005 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee Joint Statement. To that end, Japan and the United States should take the lead in hosting democracy summits in Asia, designed to bring together liberal politicians, grass roots activists, and other civil society leaders, to discuss the democratic experiment and provide support for those nations bravely moving along the path of greater freedom and openness.   
Link – South Korea [1/2]
U.S. troop presence in South Korea key to deter Chinese aggression 

Oh 08 – specialist in East Asian affairs. She focuses on North and South Korea and Japan. Researcher of regional security, inter-regional politics, and U.S. security and foreign policy on Asia.
(Kongdan Oh, October 2008, “US-ROK: The Forgotten Alliance”, Brookings Institute, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2008/10_south_korea_oh.aspx |JC)

The U.S.-ROK Mutual Defense Treaty, signed in October 1953, two months after the end of the Korean War, has guaranteed South Korea’s national security. The security alliance counts as one of the most important of America’s alliances, not only serving to deter another North Korean attack on South Korea, but also providing a continental base for U.S. forces to face China and Russia and to provide a front-line defense for Japan. The alliance has also augmented South Korea’s military forces and provided a nuclear umbrella, thus enabling the South Koreans to pursue economic progress with relatively low military budgets. Like other security alliances, the U.S.-ROK alliance is easily overlooked during peacetime. It is sometimes viewed as more of a burden than a benefit, considering the shared cost of keeping troops stationed in Korea and the imposition, if you will, of having foreign troops stationed in one’s country—an experience Americans are not familiar with. Sometimes the presence of American forces has triggered large protests, most notably in 2002 when a large American armored vehicle accidentally crushed two fourteen-year-old Korean girls walking along the side of a country road. Emotions eventually cooled after that horrific event, and apologies were belatedly offered, but issues of contention continue to bedevil the alliance. The U.S. Forces in Korea (USFK) have agreed to vacate their large base in downtown Seoul and relocate to the countryside, but the two countries disagree on how to share the enormous costs of the move. As the USFK consolidates its operations, other bases are closing, with debates about how much responsibility the United States bears for cleaning up the land before handing it over to the original owners. A turbulent decade The past ten years have been difficult times for the alliance. Beginning in 1998, two successive South Korean administrations, under presidents Kim Dae-jung and Roh Moo-hyun, adopted policies of pan-Koreanism and reconciliation with the North Korean regime. South Korea provided aid and investment to the North, even when the monies were improperly used. Criticism of the North Korean regime was stifled. President Roh went so far as to cultivate, or at least tacitly encourage, anti-Americanism to promote his politics. He advocated that South Korea play a “balancing” role between countries of the region, rather than taking sides. Some South Koreans even began referring to the presidential residence as the “pink house.”  Although the Roh administration’s popularity declined dramatically, largely because of its inept handling of domestic issues, many Koreans of the younger generation agreed with the policy of extending a helping hand to North Korea and distancing themselves from the United States. President Roh requested that the United States relinquish its operational control over South Korean forces in the event of a war (peacetime control had been returned to South Korea in 1994). Many South Koreans are wary of such a change, which will almost inevitably lead to a reduction in U.S. security protection, but the Americans, who were tired of being hectored by the Roh administration, agreed to make the transition in 2012. How the two forces will be commanded after that date remains to be seen.  In September 2001, the George W. Bush administration declared war on terrorists and those who might provide them with weapons of mass destruction. With North Korea targeted as one of three “axis of evil” states, South Korea was dragged into a war on terror it had not chosen to fight. A related problem is the American expectation that its allies will support the wars it launched in Iraq and Afghanistan, even in cases when the allies oppose the wars. Needless to say, the U.S. invasion of Iraq was never popular among South Koreans, but the defense treaty is, after all, a mutual defense treaty. As an additional facet of its global war on terror, the George W. Bush administration has adopted a policy of “strategic flexibility,” whereby U.S. forces must be prepared to respond to conflicts anywhere they are needed, not just in the neighborhood in which they are located. U.S. troops in South Korea are no longer stationed there simply to prevent a North Korean invasion, but might be used, for example, to respond to a Chinese invasion of Taiwan. If such were the case, South Korea, which is working hard to develop good relations with China, would find itself hosting troops that are attacking its friend. The Koreans refer to this strategic flexibility policy as a “water ghost”—which will drag anyone who pursues it into deep water. In February 2008, a new South Korean administration was inaugurated under the leadership of President Lee Myung-bak of the opposition political party. President Lee’s new foreign policy is one of pragmatism, which translates into a more confrontational approach toward North Korea, which for its part has always believed that South Korea should extend the North unlimited aid “for the good of the Korean nation” without requiring anything in return. From the first days of the Lee administration, the North Korean press has routinely called President Lee a Korean traitor. President Lee is also committed to repairing weaknesses in the U.S.-ROK alliance. North Korea remains a threat, but not so much because of its capability to launch a second invasion of South Korea, which would ultimately fail. China and even Russia pose more existential threats to Korea.  Recasting the alliance In response to the political discord in the U.S.-ROK alliance 

Link – South Korea [1/2]

OH CONTINUES…

over the last decade and the declining consensus on the raison d’être, several advisory groups have convened in recent years to propose guidelines for the future. One such group, commissioned to advise the Department of Defense, is the Policy Research Group, supported by the Institute for Defense Analyses and the National Defense University’s Institute for National Strategic Studies. After surveying the successes and shortcomings of the alliance as it now stands, the group considered four options: ending the alliance, keeping the alliance but withdrawing U.S. troops from South Korea, making adjustments in the alliance, and substantially transforming the alliance. The group recommended the latter course of action. It is important to note that these positive efforts to transform the alliance have been undertaken during a relative low point in Seoul-Washington relations. Even though the structure of the alliance was being questioned, its strong foundation, which includes the annual Security Consultative Meeting, led both sides to make the decision to transform it rather than abandon it. Taking advantage of the solid base of the alliance, important issues such as base closures, force relocation, and future joint warfare command – as well as broader issues concerning what the overall U.S.-ROK security alliance should look like and what roles it should play in the post-Cold War era – need to be discussed at meetings such as the SCM.  Any revision or transformation of the U.S.-ROK security alliance must take several factors into account. Most South Koreans today have no direct memory of the Korean War, and they find it hard to believe that the North Koreans would ever launch an invasion of the South. Many even believe that the Korean War was actually triggered by both sides, or by the United States. Consequently, North Korea is not considered to be a security threat—and certainly is no longer the “main enemy,” as it used to be called. Instead, most South Koreans realize that some day they will be reunited with their northern brethren, and rather than prepare to fight them, they must help them rebuild their economy so that when the day of reunification arrives, the cost to South Koreans will be manageable. No longer viewing North Korea as an enemy calls into question the central role of the U.S.-ROK security alliance. What does concern many Koreans is the rise of China. Japan is still widely viewed with suspicion for its former imperial designs on Asia, but China is seen as the country to deal with in the future. Rather than consider China as a competitor, most Koreans want, or at least hope, to work with China as trade partner, and perhaps in the future, even as an ally. To the extent that South Koreans believe that U.S. forces in Korea are stationed there to confront China’s rising military capabilities, Korea and the United States are at odds.

Link – South Korea

US bases in South Korea are crucial to power projection – only way to deter attacks in Asia
Loeb 03 (Vernon, Washington Post Staff Writer, 06-09, “New Bases Reflect Shift in Military”, washingtonpost.com, pg. http://www.iraqwararchive.org/data/jun09/US/wp04.pdf |JC)

 In the most extensive global realignment of U.S. military forces since the end of the Cold War, the Bush administration is creating a network of far-flung military bases designed for the rapid projection of American military power against terrorists, hostile states and other potential adversaries. The withdrawal of U.S. troops from the Demilitarized Zone between North and South Korea, announced Thursday, and the recent removal of most U.S. forces from Saudi Arabia are the opening moves in a complex shift that should replace most large, permanent U.S. bases overseas with smaller facilities that can be used as needed, defense officials said. The bases are being built or expanded in countries such as Qatar, Bulgaria and Kyrgyzstan, and the U.S. territory of Guam. While existing U.S. bases in Germany and South Korea, in place for more than 50 years, were designed to deter major communist adversaries, the new bases will become key nodes in the implementation of the administration's doctrine of preemptive attack against terrorists and hostile states believed to have chemical, biological or nuclear weapons.

U.S. military presence in South Korea pacifies regional powers – prevents conflicts from escalating 

Levkowitz 08 – Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa (Alon, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2. p. 131-148 |JC)

The forces had several functions, bilateral and regional: 1. Deterring North Korea and preventing a new Korean War – The US assumption immediately after the war and for the majority of the years since it ended, was that South Korea could not deter North Korea by itself and it needed the assistance of the US forces.1 2. Demonstrating US commitment to Korea – The presence of US forces in Korea, especially by the Demilitarized Zone (DMZ), as a ‘tripwire’ force that will ensure US involvement if any conflict broke out on the Korean Peninsula, symbolized the highest US commitment to Korea's security. It also has an important psychological implication in assuring South Korean citizens that the Korean War will not reoccur (Hamm, 2004). 3. Supporting the Korean economy – The US forces (and the alliance) and the security ‘umbrella’ (conventional and nuclear) allowed South Korea to rebuild its economy after the Second World War and the Korean War and continue with its economic development ever since. It also gave political backup to South Korea's initiatives throughout the years to ease tensions in the Korean Peninsula (Cho, 1982; Hart-Landsberg, 1998). 4. Regional tasks – From a regional, strategic point of view, the importance of the US forces is threefold: preventing any changes in the balance of power in the region (Cumings, 1983; Clark, 1992); acting as a regional pacifier by allowing the US to respond very quickly and prevent a conflict from escalating in case a conflict arises outside or within the Korean Peninsula; and signaling US commitment not only to Korea but also to Japan and other Asian US allies in the region (Lee, 1978, pp. 107–108, 1982, p. 102).

Link – South Korea

Withdrawal undermines credibility in Asia

Levkowitz 08 – Professor of Asian Studies at the University of Haifa (Alon, “The seventh withdrawal: has the US forces' journey back home from Korea begun?” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, Vol. 8, No. 2. p. 131-148 |JC)

The global posture of US forces around the world and American geostrategic considerations were always the main factors behind Washington's decision on this matter. As a global power, the United States had to calculate the constraints on its forces and refrain from overextending them, while taking into account the different strategic threats and how foes and allies alike will interpret a withdrawal of its forces. Examples for this would be: The unimportance of the Korean Peninsula to US global interests prior to the Korean War influenced the decision to withdraw all of the forces in 1949; The constant struggle over importance and centrality between Europe and Asia during the Cold War, with the latter usually ‘losing the battle’; Other wars, like the Vietnam War, focused the USA's attention on a different place in Asia. The improvement in the mobility of forces, such as rapid deployment forces for example, and the development of sophisticated weapons also stood behind the change in US global strategy and the decreased number of bases and soldiers worldwide. In some cases, the fear of being entrapped into another war led the US government to decrease the chances of an ally initiating a new war, by reducing the number of soldiers in the region, mainly in Korea. Washington's decisions to withdraw or relocate a portion of its forces from or within South Korea were also influenced by Korean Peninsula-related considerations, particularly the military balance between South and North Korea. When the gap between North and South Korea grew in favor of the DPRK, the incentives to withdraw decreased. Periods of reduced tension between the two Koreas were behind some of the reasons that led to a readjustment of the US forces. On the other hand, the traumatic results of the first withdrawal, the fear that the DPRK would perceive any withdrawal as a sign of weakness, and the crisis that every withdrawal proposal inflicted on the relations with South Korea are noteworthy as constant obstacles to any US decisions concerning its forces in Korea. It should also be mentioned that the US did not hesitate to occasionally exploit the ROK's sensitivity to the issue by pressuring it to send its forces to assist the USA in other global crises; the consequence of non-cooperation was to withstand another troop withdrawal. The relocation of forces within Korea was also a result of other factors: a change in US military strategy and tactics, South Korean political considerations, the rising costs of maintaining the bases, and the need to find alternative and larger bases. Internal American considerations, especially value differences between the two capitals during President Jimmy Carter's and President Park Chung-hee's periods, also influenced Washington's decision-making regarding its troops. The fact that President Ronald Reagan and President Chun Dae-hwan shared the same values helped tremendously in repairing the damaged relations between the countries. Internal politics, including budget considerations coupled with the political balance of power between the President, the army and the Congress, was an important factor as well. Seoul's negative reaction to the majority of USA's withdrawal plans throughout the years was mainly affected by USA–ROK alliance related considerations and the potential North Korean interpretation of the withdrawal. The fear of being abandoned again was always the main reason behind Seoul's alarmed reaction to USA's most withdrawal plans. The traumatic withdrawal of 1949 and the automatic link between withdrawal of forces and lack of US commitment to South Korea's security were crucial in determining decision-makers' reactions and public opinion. These fears also manifested over the relocation of the US forces within Korea, since the positioning of the US forces adjacent to the DMZ symbolized Washington's highest commitment to South Korea's security. Seoul interpreted every withdrawal proposal as a sign of South Korea's declining importance as a major US ally.  Another important factor is South Korea's constant assessment that they could not confront the threats facing them alone. South Korea assessed that without the presence of the US forces, it would not be able to deter North Korea and the fear that the North would misinterpret a withdrawal as a sign of weakness and an opportunity for an attack always prevailed. In addition to direct statements South Korea made on this subject, we can look at the lack of independent ROK air force and intelligence capabilities as an indication of their unwillingness to become completely independent, to date.7

Presence Solves Taiwan

A strong posture against China prevents an attack on Taiwan – military officials confirm 

CP, 04 China Post,  (“U.S. PRESENCE IN THE PACIFIC DETERRING PRC, U.S. NAVY SAYS,” April 2, Lexis |JC)

The U.S. military presence in the Western Pacific continues to deter mainland China from launching an attack against Taiwan, according to the Pentagon's most senior naval officer responsible for U.S. forces in the region. Testifying before the House Armed Services Committee on Wednesday, Adm. Thomas Fargo, commander U.S. Pacific Command, noted that the U.S. "ability to dissuade and deter China ... is really very good." While the conflicts in Southwest Asia, the War on Terror and confronting a belligerent North Korea are the immediate focus for the U.S. military, relations between India and Pakistan and the risk of miscalculation across the Taiwan Strait continue to "worry" Adm. Fargo. "The Taiwan issue remains the largest friction point in the relationship between China and the United States," he told the committee. President Bush has stated the U.S. "support for the 'one China' policy and the three communiques," according to Fargo, but he added, "it should also be equally clear that our national leadership and the Pacific Command are prepared to commit and committed to meet our obligations under the Taiwan Relations Act." The U.S. maintains "a force posture and readiness and an ability to respond to contingencies that will ensure that should the president ask, we can meet those responsibilities under the TRA," he said. Washington continues to watch developments following Taiwan's presidential election "closely" and has seen "no indication of an imminent military crisis," said the admiral. Though the mainland's military intent is "impossible" to assess, the U.S. remains conscious that "China in the future is going to have a very modern and capable military," he said.

Presence Solves Escalation

Even if small scale war is inevitable forward presence prevents escalation

Sokolsky, et al. 2k  ( Richard, adjunct research associate at the National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies, C. R. Neu, Senior Economist at RAND and Ph.D. & M.A. in economics, Harvard University, “The role of Southeast Asia in U.S. strategy toward China”, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1170/MR1170.ch3.pdf |JC )
Although the prospects are remote that China will mount conventional military attacks against the sea-lanes for the foreseeable future, the possibility cannot be ruled out that hostilities could break out between China and one of the ASEAN states in the South China Sea, perhaps as a result of an incident that spins out of control. In this scenario, China might seek to deter U.S. military involvement by raising the costs of conflict enough to weaken U.S. resolve. The Chinese could calculate, whether correctly or not, that the United States might hesitate to place its carriers at risk, and that China’s growing cruise and ballistic missile capabilities would provide Beijing with a credible “sea denial” option.8 Indeed, territorial disputes in the South China Sea have emerged as the key external security issue facing ASEAN and pose the greatest potential “flashpoint” for conflict in Southeast Asia (see Figure 3.1). Beijing’s quest for improved power projection capabilities, assertiveness in pressing its maritime and territorial claims in the South China Sea, and track record in using force to defend China’s sovereignty have all stirred apprehensions in Southeast Asia about China’s intentions. Much of the worry reflects an underlying, if often unspoken, fear that Chinese assertiveness foreshadows a China that will become more menacing as its power grows.

Impact – China Hegemony

US presence prevents china heg

Paul H.B. Godwin - Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy Research Institute, retired as professor of international affairs at the National War College, Washington, D.C. – 2004
(Honolulu: Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 2004, “China as Regional Hegemon?” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Godwin,%20China%20as%20a%20Regional%20Hegemon.pdf ty)

In maritime Asia, the United States functions as the countervailing power to China. With alliances and access to military facilities along Asia’s littoral from South Korea and Japan in the north, down to Australia in the south and Diego Garcia in the Indian Ocean, the United States performs the role of offshore balancer to China’s continental dominance. Certainly from the US perspective, the United States with its alliances and access maintains ‘the current continental-maritime military balance in East Asia’.4 As long as there is a second regional great power in Asia, by definition China cannot become the region’s hegemon. With its strong alliances and access to naval and air facilities along Asia’s periphery together with its diplomatic and economic influence within the region, the United States is in an extremely robust offshore position. In this sense, as Robert Ross has suggested, East Asia has become bipolar; China and the United States share the regional balance of power.5 The question therefore becomes whether China’s regional security objectives have as their ultimate purpose the removal of the United States as Asia’s other great power. This question becomes important when it is recognized that China’s principal objection to the current distribution of global and regional power is focused on the role of the United States. China resents the manner in which the United States employs the dominant military, economic and diplomatic power it achieved with the Cold War’s end in global as well as regional affairs. Before evaluating Beijing’s perceptions of the United States, however, it is necessary to assess China’s security priorities. 

Impact – South China Sea Conflict

Presence prevents China aggression and South China Sea Conflict

Lee Lai To - Head of the Department of Political Science at the National University of Singapore – March 2003

(Security Dialogue. Vol. 34 no. 1. “China, the USA and the South China Sea Conflicts” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Lee%20Lai%20To,%20China,%20USA,%20and%20the%20South%20China%20Sea%20Conflicts.pdf ty)

This article focuses on China’s strategy in dealing with the US factor in the South China Sea conflicts. While the USA is not directly involved in the South China Sea quagmire, its concern with the security of the sea-lanes and its insistence that peaceful means must be used to solve the region’s problems have cautioned China to tread carefully in its plans to recover its ‘lost territories’. China would like to see ASEAN and the individual ASEAN claimant states weaned off their reliance on Washington. However, US surveillance and military power, particularly in the post-11 September period, play an important role in ensuring that disputes in the South China Sea do not escalate to unacceptable levels. It seems likely that the impasse in the discussions on the South China Sea will continue for some time. 

US military prevents South China Sea conflict

Lee Lai To - Head of the Department of Political Science at the National University of Singapore – March 2003

(Security Dialogue. Vol. 34 no. 1. “China, the USA and the South China Sea Conflicts” http://www.southchinasea.org/docs/Lee%20Lai%20To,%20China,%20USA,%20and%20the%20South%20China%20Sea%20Conflicts.pdf ty)

Under these circumstances, how does China deal with the possibility of interventions by the USA in the South China Sea issue? From all indications, it is clear that China does not want to do anything that would provoke Washington and invite US military action. Nor does it want to give the USA an excuse to interfere in the territorial disputes, especially militarily. Thus, to play safe, China has been adopting an incremental and low-risk approach in expanding its claims in the South China Sea. As the use of force can be very provocative, China has to disguise its military missions, at least initially, and time them so that they do not provoke the USA, among others, into taking military action against China in the South China Sea. A study of major Chinese military manoeuvres in the Paracels and Spratlys reveals that the Chinese have been successful in achieving their objectives. Thus, the battle against the South Vietnamese during the takeover of the Paracels in 1974 was fairly safe for China, since it was unlikely that the USA would intervene. At a time when the USA wanted some degree of Chinese cooperation over its disengagement from Vietnam, it was unlikely that the USA would come to the defence of the Saigon regime in the Paracels. In fact, China’s concern at that time was not so much the USA but the Soviet Union, especially when Hanoi began to assert its claims on the South China Sea and tilted towards Moscow after the fall of Saigon to the communists (see Lee Lai To, 1977). As for the use of force by China to establish its presence in the Spratlys in 1988, the USA barely reacted. And Moscow gave Hanoi little support since Gorbachev at the time wanted to normalize relations with China and pay more attention to domestic affairs (see Ang Cheng Guan, 2000). Thus, intervention by extraregional powers was again avoided. Finally, during the Mischief Reef incidents of 1995 and late 1998, China had mainly to deal with a US ally, the Philippines. On these occasions, the Chinese constructions on Mischief Reef were not serious enough to evoke a US military response. It should, however, be added that the developments around Mischief Reef generated so much concern in Washington that the State Department thought that it would be necessary to make its stand on the South China Sea known, as analysed below. However, the fact of the matter is that, in spite of the uneasiness of ASEAN and the outcries in the Philippines, no extraregional powers, not even the USA, considered the incidents important or serious enough for them to intervene. China’s estimate that the USA and others would do little about its move, in spite of the outcries against Beijing, was correct, and China was successful in establishing another foothold in the Spratlys. 

Aff – Non- Unique – Resolve Weak

US seems preoccupied with Iraq and Afghanistan

Ralph A. Cossa et. al – President of Pacific Forum CSIS – February 2009

(Brad Glosserman- Executive Director of Pacific Forum CSIS, Rear Admiral Michael A. McDevitt, USN - Vice President and Director of Strategic Studies at the Center for Naval Analyses, Nirav Patel - Bacevich Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, Dr. James Przystup - Senior Research Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at National Defense University, Dr. Brad Roberts-member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses.)

(“The United States and the Asia-Pacific Region: Security Strategy for the Obama Administration” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA498204&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf ty)

The ability of the United States to protect and advance its interests will depend significantly on the reassertion of active leadership and engagement from the Obama administration. Whether accurate or not, a number of our closest allies and friends across the region have come to see the United States as preoccupied with the global war on terrorism and regionally with a tunnel vision focus on Iraq, Afghanistan, Iran, and the greater Middle East. The failure of the president and secretary of state to attend various regional meetings has been viewed as a barometer of U.S. lack of interest in the region, and often contrasted with the attention paid by China’s leadership. 

PAGE  
21
Last printed 09/04/2009 7:00:00 PM





