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Strat Sheet

This is a case neg for the South Korea MO South Korea withdrawal aff. Its advantages are North Korea (conflict will happen between North and South in status quo, if US is there then bad stuff happens) and Chinese militarization (China modernizing its military is bad, US presence in East Asia makes China modernize).

The Advantage 1 frontline says that the SQ solves North Korea conflict (Kim Jong Il wouldn’t attack US forces) and China wouldn’t solve. Their cards seem to agree that if the US withdrew, there would be regional conflict; the key is to win this and that conflict would escalate. Also, limited Chinese heg and their desire to protect the North Korean regime at all costs means they can’t solve.

The Advantage 2 frontline depends on the alt cause arg; their cards even agree that the main cause of Chinese modernization is US military presence in Taiwan. This plays nicely with the advantage counterplan.

The Taiwan cp solves better than the aff for Chinese modernization but doesn’t link to the turn on advantage 1 or the SOKO rearm DA. The cp claims a net benefit of a Taiwan advantage: China will invade soon, withdrawal is key now, 

The SOKO rearm DA turns case; SOKO will rearm, means that they can’t solve for North Korea, and China will continue to militarize because aff won’t end up reducing military presence. It also has an external impact from an East Asian arms race.

SOKO politics is good as a net benefit to the cp. There are 2 different shells included.

Security K is cheating, but has some specific links so I put the 1nc in the file.

Aff will read lots of cards from Doug Bandow, so the indictment of him is probably helpful.

The recommended 1NC is pages 4-14.

Recommended 2NR strat: Taiwan CP, ADV 1 turns/takeouts, and one of the disads (SOKO politics or rearm)

CX of 1AC

· Why is removing troops from South Korea enough to solve for Chinese modernization? Won’t we still have troops in the rest of East Asia? Or do we just need a gesture that we’re removing the threat? (get them to say that we just need a bargaining chip, not an entire withdrawal from Asia; this answers the Perm on the Taiwan CP)

· Your Bandow 10 card says that Kim Jong Il isn’t suicidal. Can you explain what this means? (They’ll say that he won’t enter conflict with the US; this takes out their advantage)

· China has come out against North Korean proliferation. Why hasn’t China been able to prevent this?

Can you explain the internal link to IndoPak  war, China-Russia war, and immortality? Hasn’t China been modernizing for years? Where’s your brink? (Get them to exaggerate the impacts to this advantage; the Taiwan cp captures them)
SOKO Politics DA 1NC 
1. US-South Korean security cooperation enables Lee to renegotiate KORUS now, clearing the way for passage in both countries.

Ian Bremmer, president of Eurasia Group, former national fellow at the Hoover Institution, PhD in political science from Stanford University, 7/7/2010, Foreign Policy, http://eurasia.foreignpolicy.com/category/region/north_america
The Korea-US free trade agreement (KORUS) was completed in 2007, but congressional Democrats, under pressure from labor unions, have refused to vote on ratification. They charge that, among other problems, the deal would allow South Korea to continue blocking entry to American automobiles and beef. Obama said he wants renegotiations to be completed before he visits Seoul for the next G-20 gathering in November and that he intends to submit the deal to Congress for a vote after the mid-term elections. This is Obama's first explicit public commitment to push on a specific trade deal with a clear timeline for passage. America's 9.5 percent unemployment rate and a very challenging election season might make this a surprising time to try to move forward. But political and security developments in East Asia help explain the timing. China's recent announcement that it will allow some upward movement in the value of its currency has not appeased critics in Congress, and U.S.-China trade frictions will continue. More importantly, the crisis created when North Korea sank a South Korean naval vessel has sharply increased tensions in the region. These developments provide good reason for the United States and South Korea to move closer together. In Toronto, Obama went so far as to describe South Korea as "the lynchpin" of American policy in Asia -- a comment that raised a few eyebrows in Tokyo. The South Koreans passed this deal long ago and have refused to reopen it to address congressional complaints. But anxiety over what's happening in North Korea will make it easier for South Korean President Lee Myung-bak to argue for compromise and better relations with the United States. The Obama administration assumption is that passage will become easier after the midterms have passed as enough pro-trade Democrats join Republicans to close the deal.
2. Withdrawing the US presence destroys that cooperation – it’s perceived as ending the US security commitment.

Patrick Flood, former U.S. Foreign Service Officer, Ph.D. in political science from the University of Massachusetts Amherst, 7/12/2010, http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/foreign-policy/korea-china-and-the-us-an-alternative-view/

Withdrawing our forces offshore and offering instead assurances of future help would be a clear statement that our security commitment to South Korea is no longer what it was, despite our alliance.  One cannot effectively defend an ally against a massive land invasion solely with ships and remote airbases.  And we tried partial withdrawal a few years ago: in an effort to defuse tensions and after consultation with South Korea, we reduced troop strength by 25% and repositioned our forces within the country.  This move has obviously not helped to moderate the North’s policies. And, as noted above, by staying in Korea we reassure not only South Korea but also our other allies in Asia that we will keep our commitments.

3. The FTA is key to South Korea’s economy.

William H. Cooper, Specialist in international trade and finance, Congressional Research Service, in conjunction with Mark E. Manion, Remy Jurenas, and Michaela D. Platzer, 6/17/2009, The Proposed U.S.-South Korea Free Trade Agreement (KORUS FTA): Provisions and Implications, pg 42

For South Korea, entering an FTA with the United States meshes with a number of Lee’s economic and strategic goals. Ongoing competitive pressure from Japanese firms, increased competition from Chinese enterprises, and the rapid aging of the South Korean workforce has heightened the sense of urgency to boost national long-term competitiveness, particularly in the services industries, where South Korean productivity typically lags compared to other industrialized countries. Indeed, former President Roh and other South Korean officials have argued that the KORUS FTA is essential for South Korea’s economic survival.154 Similarly, if less grandiosely, President Lee has argued that passage of the KORUS FTA will help revitalize South Korea’s economy. To accelerate Korea’s reform efforts—and also to avoid being left out from other FTAs being created globally and in Asia—Presidents Roh and Lee have pursued an aggressive effort to negotiate FTAs. South Korea has entered into FTAs with Chile, Singapore, the European Free Trade Association (EFTA), the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), has nearly completed negotiations with the European Union, and is negotiating with other countries, including India, and Australia.155

4. South Korean economic decline causes a destabilizing East Asian arms race and nuclear conflict.

Corey Richardson, Washington-based analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, 9/6/2006, Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html
A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances. For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China.


5. A Korean conflict causes global thermonuclear exchange killing all life.
Chol Director Center for Korean American Peace’02 (Chol,  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.

Rearm DA 1NC

1. South Korean military infrastructure is low now because of US presence.
Bruce Bennett 2010, Senior Policy Analyst – RAND Corporation, “S. Korea’s Military Capability ‘Inadequate’”, Chosun Ilbo, 1-29, http://english.chosun.com/site/data/html_dir/2010/01/29/2010012900705.html, 7/1/2010)

An American academic says South Korea's military capabilities are inadequate to handle a North Korean invasion or other North Korean military action or regime collapse there. In an article entitled "Managing Catastrophic North Korea Risks," Bruce Bennett, a senior policy analyst at the RAND Corporation, said South Korea could face a crisis if it fails to enhance its military capabilities through modernization of equipment and personnel capable of using and maintaining it. He cited South Korea's outdated weapons, inadequate military budget, and reduced conscription period as the rationale for his claim. Many major South Korean weapon systems "are very old, such as M48 tanks and F-5 aircraft originally designed and produced three decades or more ago," he said. By contrast, "the U.S. military spends some 16 times as much as the [South Korean] military on equipment acquisition each year despite the U.S. forces having only twice as many personnel. U.S. military research and development spending is some 50 times" South Korean spending each year. 
2. US pull out causes South Korean prolif

Patrick J. Buchanan, senior advisor to three Presidents, columnist, political analyst for MSNBC, chairman of The American Cause foundation and an editor of The American Conservative, Patrick J. Buchanan; right from the beginning(blog), 10/10/2006,  http://buchanan.org/blog/pjb-an-asian-nuclear-arms-race-134
For over a decade, this writer has argued for a withdrawal of all U.S. forces from South Korea — because the Cold War was over, the Soviet Union had broken up and there was no longer any vital U.S. interest on the peninsula. And because South Korea, with twice the population of the North, an economy 40 times as large and access to U.S. weapons generations ahead of North Korea’s 1950s arsenal, should defend herself. If we leave now, however, Seoul will take it as a signal that we are abandoning her to face a nuclear-armed North.  South Korea will have little choice but to begin a crash program to build her own nuclear arsenal. 


3. That leads into a East Asian arms race, increasing Korea tensions and turning case.

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division AND Sharon Squassoni. Specialist in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 10/24/06, CRS Report for Congress, “North Korea’s Nuclear Test: Motivations, Implications, and U.S. Options”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL33709.pdf
Many regional experts fear that the nuclear test will stimulate an arms race in the region. Geopolitical instability could prompt Northeast Asian states with the ability to develop nuclear weapons relatively quickly to move forward, creating a cascading effect on other powers in the region. One scenario envisioned would start with a Japanese decision to develop a nuclear weapons program in the face of a clear and present danger from North Korea. South Korea, still wary of Tokyo’s intentions based on Japan’s imperial past, could follow suit and develop its own nuclear weapons program. If neighboring states appear to be developing nuclear weapons without drawing punishment from the international community, Taiwan may choose to do the same to counter the threat from mainland China. In turn, this could prompt China to increase its own arsenal, which could have impact on further development of programs in South Asia. Alternatively, South Korea could “go nuclear” first, stimulating a similar chain of reactions. Most nonproliferation experts believe that Japan, using existing but safeguarded stocks of plutonium, could quickly manufacture a nuclear arsenal. South Korea and Taiwan would take longer, although there is evidence of past experiments with plutonium processing for both countries.24 
4. Extend Chol in 2, East Asian arms race goes nuclear and causes extinction.



Taiwan CP

Counterplan Text: The United States federal government should withdraw its entire military and police presence from Taiwan and stop providing Taiwan with arms.

As long as we can prove our impact turns on advantage 1 and that the Plan doesn’t solve Advantage 2 as well as the counterplan, the Perm is bad because it links to the Redeployment DA, the South Korea politics DA’s, and the impact turn on advantage 1. 

Regional powers are more than what they used to be, they can't solve because they don’t influence military presence in Taiwan. Their own Bandow evidence cites that the most likely scenario for US-China conflict is over Taiwan. As long as there are US forces in Taiwan, there is no way they can solve this advantage because China still perceives a threat against it. Bandow says that as long as there is American presence threatening China through Taiwan, China will upgrade its military. Thus the counterplan:

Net Benefit- Taiwan
Chinese invasion of Taiwan is inevitable by 2020, this is why China is militarizing.

Reuters. 07-17-04. Taipei Times. http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/front/archives/2004/07/17/2003179288

China has kicked off war games simulating an invasion of Taiwan, witnesses and a Beijing-backed Hong Kong newspaper said yesterday, as military chief Jiang Zemin (江澤民) vowed to attack the democratic country by 2020.

China believes President Chen Shui-bian (陳水扁) will push for formal statehood during his second term, and is preparing for a possible showdown with Taiwan.
The week-long land, sea and air exercises started on Dongshan island off China's southeastern coast in the first half the month after months of preparation, the Ta Kung Pao newspaper said.

About 18,000 troops were taking part in the exercises, which would aim for the first time to demonstrate air superiority in the Taiwan Strait, the paper said.

But it was business as usual for Dongshan residents.

"I can see ships and soldiers, but it's far away ... I have no time to watch the exercises," a resident who would only give his surname, Chi, said by telephone from Dongshan.

"Why worry? There are exercises every year," he said.

A hotel employee said: "It's a secret. We're not allowed to watch or ask questions lest we're mistaken for spies."

Dongshan, 280 km from Penghu, has been the site of eight drills since 1996, when China attempted to interfere with the nation's first-ever presidential elections by launching ballistic missiles into the Taiwan Strait, before backing down after the US sent two aircraft carrier battle groups to the region.

The period "before or after 2020 is the time to resolve the Taiwan issue," military chief and ex-Communist Party chief Jiang told a recent expanded meeting of the Central Military Commission, the decision-making body of the People's Liberation Army (PLA), Hong Kong's Wen Wei Po newspaper said.

The meeting also approved military, political, logistics and armament development plans over an unspecified period for the 2.5-million-strong PLA, the newspaper said. It gave no details.


Taiwan is the main cause of Chinese militarization.
Council on Foreign Relations, an independent  think tank with qualified authors dedicated to foreign policy exellence. 02-04-09. Council on Foreign Relations. http://www.cfr.org/publication/9052/countering_chinas_military_modernization.html#p
Taiwan: It is the main driver for China's militarization drive and biggest concern for the United States as this Backgrounder  points out. Taiwan is also pursuing modernization goals which include procurement of army attack helicopters, army utility helicopters, PAC-3 missile defense systems, fighter jets, and diesel-electric submarines, as well as transformation of the military. Relations between China and Taiwan have improved  dramatically under the administration of President Ma Ying-jeou, although U.S. arms sales to Taiwan remains contentious. In its white paper  on national defense, China says the United States continues to sell arms to Taiwan "causing serious harm to Sino-US relations as well as peace and stability across the Taiwan Strait." In October 2008, Beijing suspended military contacts with the United States in protest of the U.S. decision to sell $6.4 billion in defense equipment and services to Taiwan.
If the US is still involved in Taiwan when China attacks, it will cause extinction through a US-China nuclear war. The counterplan is the only way to solve.
Tucker, professor at Georgetown University, 05 [Nancy, “Dangerous strait: the U.S.--Taiwan--China crisis”, p. google books]
At the beginning of this new century, nowhere is the danger for Americans as great as in the Taiwan Strait where the potential for a war with China, a nuclear armed great power, could erupt out of miscalculation, misunderstanding, or accident. Skeptics might argue that other threats are more volatile or more certain—conflict in the Middle East, terrorism at home and abroad, clashes with angry and chaotic rogue or failed states. But although the United States risks losing lives and reputation in these encounters none but a collision with China would be as massive and devastating. War with China over Taiwan may or may not be inevitable. The prospect, nevertheless, shapes the course of U.S.-Taiwan relations and significantly influences the texture of Taiwan's domestic affairs. Similarly, though the level of tension between Washington and Beijing fluctuates, depending on security, proliferation, trade, and human rights concerns, the dilemma of Taiwan's future remains a constant and can become incendiary with little warning. Optimists believe that, with time, ground for reconciliation between China and Taiwan can be found and the two sides will be able to arrive at a mutually acceptable solution despite an impasse that has produced repeated military skirmishes and political upheaval for more than fifty years. Pessimists argue that the road to war has been laid, and nothing that anyone does, short of realizing the immediate unification demanded by Beijing, will deter combat. Indeed some feel that progress toward such a calamity has speeded up, making Washington's struggle to keep the rivals at peace, and the United States out of war, much more difficult. It is not surprising, therefore, that those who write on the interactions among the United States, Taiwan, and the PRC inevitably are drawn to, and quickly become preoccupied with, the situation in the Taiwan Strait. The tendency to focus on the clash of interests surrounding Taiwan's status and future follows naturally from the hazards inherent in the existing situation. For decades the contending parties have struggled toward largely incompatible objectives. China insists upon recovery of the island of Taiwan which it asserts is a part of China's sovereign territory, severed from the mainland first by imperialists and then by the losing side in a civil war. Taiwan's rulers initially believed as adamantly as those of the PRC in the unity of China, but declared that Taipei not Beijing was the legitimate capital. More recently, Taiwan has sought increasing autonomy and international space despite Beijing's objections, with the majority of the population favoring a status quo that shuns both independence and Chinese control. For the United States also, the status quo is desirable since Washington has acknowledged, without accepting, the one-China principle asserted by Beijing. At the same time, the United States has legally obligated itself, in a way some sec as a contradiction, to help provide for Taiwan's defense and has asserted its preference for a solution to the problem that will meet with the assent of the people of Taiwan. 


Doug Bandow
All Doug Bandow articles are incredible; Bandow accepted money from an indicted lobbyist and wrote articles using biased facts and making biased conclusions.

Blooomberg Businessweek. 12-16-05. Bloomberg Businessweek. http://www.businessweek.com/bwdaily/dnflash/dec2005/nf20051216_1037_db016.htm
A senior fellow at the Cato Institute resigned from the libertarian think tank on Dec. 15 after admitting that he had accepted payments from indicted Washington lobbyist Jack Abramoff for writing op-ed articles favorable to the positions of some of Abramoff's clients. Doug Bandow, who writes a syndicated column for Copley News Service, told BusinessWeek Online that he had accepted money from Abramoff for writing between 12 and 24 articles over a period of years, beginning in the mid '90s. “It was a lapse of judgment on my part, and I take full responsibility for it," Bandow said from a California hospital, where he's recovering from recent knee surgery. 
After receiving BusinessWeek Online's inquiries about the possibility of payments, Cato Communications Director Jamie Dettmer said the think-tank determined that Bandow "engaged in what we consider to be inappropriate behavior and he considers to be a lapse in judgment" and accepted his resignation. "Cato has an excellent reputation for integrity, and we're zealous in guarding that," Dettmer said.
Bandow has written more than 150 editorials and columns over the past five years, each identifying his Cato affiliation. His syndicated column for Copley News Service is featured in several hundred newspapers across the country. Bandow's biography on the Cato Institute Web site says he has also appeared as a commentator on all the major television broadcast networks and the cable news channels. 
MULTIPLE TRAVAILS.  A former Abramoff associate says Bandow and at least one other think-tank expert were typically paid $2,000 per column to address specific topics of interest to Abramoff's clients. Bandow's standing as a columnist and think-tank analyst provided a seemingly independent validation of the arguments the Abramoff team were using to try to sway Congressional action. 
Bandow confirms that he received $2,000 for some pieces, but says it was "usually less than that amount." He says he wrote all the pieces himself, though with topics and information provided by Abramoff. He adds that he wouldn't write about subjects that didn't interest him.

Disregarding all Bandow cards means they no longer have a 1AC.


Advantage 1- North Korea Frontline

1. Conflict isn’t inevitable, the SQ sustainable, their Bandow 10 card agrees. Tensions are high but Kim Jong Il won't provoke a conflict with the US. As long as the US in the region, there is no threat of conflict. US deterrence is empirically proven; there has been over 50 years of tensions without any terminal impact.
2. The withdrawal of US forces would lead to armed conflict in the region. Their Bandow 3 card says that, if the US were to withdraw, North Korea wouldn’t pose a serious threat to the US but assumes that there would be conflict on the Korean Peninsula. The last sentence says that withdrawal would turn over a major problem to our allies in the region. This card assumes that conflict would be contained but this conclusion is no longer valid; this card is from 2003, before North Korea got nukes.

3. The US has more heg than China so US deterrence solves better than China.

Max Boot is the Jeane J. Kirkpatrick senior fellow for national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. 05-31-10. LA Times. http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-boot-20100531,0,1391318.story
The U.S. still possesses unprecedented power projection capabilities, and just as important, it is armed with the goodwill of countless countries that know the U.S. offers protection from bullies.
Much nonsense has been written in recent years about the prospects of American decline and the inevitable rise of China. But it was not a declining power that I saw in recent weeks as I jetted from the Middle East to the Far East through two of America's pivotal geographic commands — Central Command and Pacific Command.

The very fact that the entire world is divided up into American military commands is significant. There is no French, Indian or Brazilian equivalent — not yet even a Chinese counterpart. It is simply assumed without much comment that American soldiers will be central players in the affairs of the entire world. It is also taken for granted that a vast network of American bases will stretch from Germany to Japan — more than 700 in all, depending on how you count. They constitute a virtual American empire of Wal-Mart-style PXs, fast-food restaurants, golf courses and gyms.

There is an especially large American presence in the Middle East, one of the world's most crisis-prone regions. For all the anti-Americanism in the Arab world, almost all the states bordering what they call the Arabian Gulf support substantial American bases. These governments are worried about the looming Iranian threat and know that only the United States can offer them protection. They are happy to deal with China, but it would never occur to a single sultan or sheik that the People's Liberation Army will protect them from Iranian intimidation.

In the Far East, a similar dynamic prevails. All of China's neighbors happily trade with it, but all are wary of the Middle Kingdom's pretensions to regional hegemony. Even Vietnam, a country that handed America its worst military defeat ever, is eager to establish close ties with Washington as a counter to Beijing.




4. China is more concerned with protecting North Korea than securing the region; only the US can solve. Without US deterrence, North Korea would strike and China would allow this.

Max Boot is the Jeane J. Kirkpatrick senior fellow for national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. 05-31-10. LA Times. http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-boot-20100531,0,1391318.story
In justifying his reversal, Hatoyama said that "we cannot afford to reduce the U.S. military deterrence" because of "political uncertainties remaining in East Asia." There is no shortage of such uncertainties with the Chinese navy becoming increasingly assertive in moving into Japanese waters and with North Korea, which has missiles that can easily hit Japan, sinking a South Korean naval ship with the loss of 46 sailors.

The latter incident naturally has focused attention in Seoul and served to accelerate the reaffirmation of close American-Korean ties that had already begun with the election of the more conservative President Lee Myung-bak in 2008. The anti-Americanism that had been prevalent in South Korea only a few years ago has all but disappeared, and it is not only (or even mainly) because of President Obama's vaunted charm. It is largely because South Korea has tried detente and found that it did nothing to moderate the aggressive behavior of the North Korean regime.
China is South Korea's largest trade partner by far, but Beijing shows scant interest in reining in Kim Jong Il. The greatest fear of Chinese leaders is that North Korea will collapse, leading to a horde of refugees moving north and, eventually, the creation an American-allied regime on the Yalu River. Rather than risk this strategic calamity, China continues to prop up the crazy North Korean communists — to the growing consternation of South Koreans, who can never forget that Seoul, a city of 15 million people, is within range of what the top U.S. commander in South Korea describes as the world's largest concentration of artillery.

South Korea knows that only the U.S. offers the deterrence needed to keep a nuclear-armed North Korea in check. That is why the South Koreans, who have one of the world's largest militaries (655,000 activity-duty personnel), are eager to host 28,000 American troops in perpetuity and even to hand over their military forces in wartime to the command of an American four-star general. Under an agreement negotiated during the Bush administration, operational control is due to revert to the South Koreans in 2012, but senior members of the government and military told us they want to push that date back by a number of years.

South Korea's eagerness to continue subordinating its armed forces to American control is the ultimate vote of confidence in American leadership. What other country would the South Koreans possibly entrust with the very core of their national existence? Not China, that's for sure.

5. Their extinction impact claim isn’t warranted or supported by their Hayes and Greenes 9 card. The un-underlined part of this card says that the internal link to extinction is Chinese heg and concerns in South Korea about US withdrawal. This impact flows neg because the perception of US withdrawal is the only internal link the card outlines to conflict, escalation, uncontrollable prolif, and then nuclear war and extinction.

This card also, doesn’t mention China solving. Because US deterrence is the only way to solve, as this card admits, we capture this impact.
6. US withdrawal creates the perception of weakness and creates a power vacuum in the region. The Pena 10 card only considers conventional forces. Given North Korea’s nuclear capabilities, North Korea would have an upper hand in conflict. Even if their Pena 10 card is true, that card and their Bandow card say it’s a perception link; China and North Korea perceive withdrawal as an act of backing down. And, regardless of who wins conflict, conflict will escalate and bring in other nations and cause a global thermonuclear war; that’s their Hayes and Greenes 9 card.




7. China heg is bad. South Korea withdrawal makes South Korea move towards China, according to Bandow. All their impacts to Chinese modernization are also impacts to why Chinese heg is bad. And their own San 5 card goes on to describe that China heg is bad. The more powerful China gets, the more it is able to commit human rights abuses. China heg legitimizes the use of WMD's, chemical and biological weapons, and ends up destroying the entire world in an effort to further the CCP's power. The only way to solve this impact is to limit Chinese heg now.
8. China doesn’t solve North Korean miscalculation. Their Wang 1 card is REALLY outdated. Solvency mechanism is predicated off of preventing NOKO getting nukes (oops) and Four Party Talks, which don't exist anymore. Also, it’s empirically denied that China can solve North Korean prolif; China has publically come out against North Korean prolif and yet North Korea has nukes. This card loses all credibility because it comes before North Korea became a nuclear state. And, even if China does prevent North Korean prolif, our China heg bad argument means that this ends up only supporting the Chinese regime, which is even worse for global stability.


SOKO Politics DA 1NC Option 2
Lee’s gaining political momentum for economic reforms now. Political capital is key to economic reforms, any unpopular policy will immediately paralyze all economic reform efforts.

Jack Kim, Reuters, 7/1/2010, Forexyard, http://www.forexyard.com/en/news/Key-political-risks-to-watch-in-South-Korea-2010-07-01T072212Z-FACTBOX
After suffering a collapse in popularity upon taking office just over two years ago, President Lee Myung-bak has seen a surge in his support as South Korea's economy emerges from the global downturn more quickly than other major economies. The government has upgraded its 2010 job creation target to 300,000, and the finance ministry recently raised its GDP growth forecast for 2010 by 80 basis points to 5.8 percent. But Lee's plans for job creation and his business-friendly reform agenda have been blocked for months in parliament due to a row over plans to move some ministries to a new administrative capital. Lee sought to overturn the move, which had been proposed by his predecessor, saying it was an example of pork barrel politics and a waste of taxpayers' money. The row virtually paralysed the legislature for months. But in June, Lee allowed the assembly to vote on the issue. His attempt to halt the capital move was thrown out, thanks to a large party faction led by the popular daughter of an assassinated former president which has sided with the opposition on the issue. But with the issue that had stifled the legislative agenda for 9 months settled for now, parliament can finally move ahead with debating Lee's reform plans. What to watch: -- Has parliamentary deadlock been broken? June's vote should open the way for parliament to get on with a legislative agenda that includes Lee's proposed economic reforms, tax cuts and a trade deal with the United States. -- Labour laws and policies. A key indicator of Lee's political clout can be seen in his ability to push through his plans on job creation and adding greater flexibility into what is regarded as a rigid labour market. -- Lee's ruling Grand National Party holds a national convention from July 14 to pick a new leader. His political rival Park Geun-hye, a leading candidate to succeed him as president, is not expected to run, an indication that she plans to focus on working for the party's nomination for president. No clear frontrunner has emerged to take control of the party, but Lee will want to see a veteran from his faction step up to take the job and drive his reform bills through parliament.   


The Plan is universally unpopular among South Koreans.

Max Boot is the Jeane J. Kirkpatrick senior fellow for national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations. 05-31-10. LA Times. http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-oe-boot-20100531,0,1391318.story
In justifying his reversal, Hatoyama said that "we cannot afford to reduce the U.S. military deterrence" because of "political uncertainties remaining in East Asia." There is no shortage of such uncertainties with the Chinese navy becoming increasingly assertive in moving into Japanese waters and with North Korea, which has missiles that can easily hit Japan, sinking a South Korean naval ship with the loss of 46 sailors.

The latter incident naturally has focused attention in Seoul and served to accelerate the reaffirmation of close American-Korean ties that had already begun with the election of the more conservative President Lee Myung-bak in 2008. The anti-Americanism that had been prevalent in South Korea only a few years ago has all but disappeared, and it is not only (or even mainly) because of President Obama's vaunted charm. It is largely because South Korea has tried detente and found that it did nothing to moderate the aggressive behavior of the North Korean regime.
China is South Korea's largest trade partner by far, but Beijing shows scant interest in reining in Kim Jong Il. The greatest fear of Chinese leaders is that North Korea will collapse, leading to a horde of refugees moving north and, eventually, the creation an American-allied regime on the Yalu River. Rather than risk this strategic calamity, China continues to prop up the crazy North Korean communists — to the growing consternation of South Koreans, who can never forget that Seoul, a city of 15 million people, is within range of what the top U.S. commander in South Korea describes as the world's largest concentration of artillery.

South Korea knows that only the U.S. offers the deterrence needed to keep a nuclear-armed North Korea in check. That is why the South Koreans, who have one of the world's largest militaries (655,000 activity-duty personnel), are eager to host 28,000 American troops in perpetuity and even to hand over their military forces in wartime to the command of an American four-star general. Under an agreement negotiated during the Bush administration, operational control is due to revert to the South Koreans in 2012, but senior members of the government and military told us they want to push that date back by a number of years.

South Korea's eagerness to continue subordinating its armed forces to American control is the ultimate vote of confidence in American leadership. What other country would the South Koreans possibly entrust with the very core of their national existence? Not China, that's for sure.
Economic reforms are key to South Korea’s economy.
Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at The Heritage Foundation's Asian Studies Center, & Anthony B. Kim, Policy Analyst in Heritage's Center for International Trade and Economics (CITE), 12/7/2007, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2007/12/Executive-Summary-Economic-Lethargy-South-Korea-Needs-a-Second-Wave-of-Reforms

The economy of South Korea, Asia's third-larg­est economic power, shows favorable but conflict­ing indicators. Current performance reflects a strengthening recovery, but inconsistent eco­nomic policies, lingering systemic deficiencies, and increasingly competitive rivals create signifi­cant long-term challenges. South Korea has made significant strides since the 1997 Asian financial crisis forced it to open its markets and implement sweeping market-ori­ented reforms, but failure to implement necessary follow-on reform measures could undermine long-term competitiveness. The five years of the Roh Moo-hyun administration were marked by uneven economic policies, conflicting signals from senior officials, and rising public animosity toward overseas companies, all of which hindered domestic and foreign investment. To avoid economic stagnation, South Korea must revitalize and strengthen its reform efforts. Restrictive governmental policies and unfavorable labor conditions are sapping economic strength. Moreover, while South Korea's reform efforts are stalled, those of its economic rivals are not. With­out a second wave of economic reforms, investors increasingly will bypass South Korea for more prof­itable markets. 


 South Korean economic decline causes a destabilizing East Asian arms race and nuclear conflict.

Corey Richardson, Washington-based analyst who covered East Asian security issues as a presidential management fellow with the US Department of Defense, 9/6/2006, Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html

A Korea faced with an economic dilemma of such magnitude would find maintaining its conventional military forces at current levels impossible. At the same time, it would feel more vulnerable than ever, even with US security assurances. For a nation paranoid about the possibility of outside influence or military intervention, strapped for cash, and obsessed about its position in the international hierarchy, the obvious route might be to either incorporate North Korean nuclear devices (if they actually exist), or build their own, something South Korean technicians could easily accomplish. North Korea, after all, has set the example for economically challenged nations looking for the ultimate in deterrence. One might argue that clear and firm US security guarantees for a reunified Korea would be able to dissuade any government from choosing the nuclear option. If making decisions based purely on logic the answer would be probably yes. Unfortunately, the recent Korean leadership has established a record of being motivated more by emotional and nationalistic factors than logical or realistic ones. Antics over Dokdo and the Yasukuni Shrine and alienating the US serve as examples. But the continuation of the "Sunshine Policy" tops those. Instead of admitting they've been sold a dead horse, the Roh administration continued riding the rotting and bloated beast known as the Sunshine Policy, until all that are left today are a pile of bones, a bit of dried skin, and a few tufts of dirty hair. Roh, however, is still in the saddle, if not as firmly after North Korea's recent missile tests. Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China.

A Korean conflict causes global thermonuclear exchange killing all life.
Chol Director Center for Korean American Peace’02 (Chol,  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.



Security 1NC

Even if the affirmative alters the policy mechanism of approaching Korea– the representation of North Korea as a threatening rogue state promotes war

Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract). 

The purpose of this article is to examine the role of the United States in the Korean nuclear crisis, for no aspect of the past and present dilemmas on the peninsula can be addressed or even understood without recourse to the US. This is why China repeatedly stressed that the latest nuclear crisis was primarily an issue between North Korea and the United States.6 Kim Dae-jung, in his final speech as South Korea’s president, reiterated the same theme: ‘more than anything, dialogue between North Korea and the United States is the important key to a solution.’7 A solution is, however, far from reach. Both the US and North Korea see the other as a threat. And each has good reasons for doing so. But each is also implicated in the production of this threat. The problem is that these interactive dynamics are hard to see, for the West tends to project a very one-sided image of North Korea—one that sees it solely as a rogue outlaw, and thus a source of danger and instability. Nicolas Eberstadt, for instance, stresses that ‘North Korean policies and practices have accounted for most of the volatility within the Northeast Asian region since the end of the Cold War.’8 Very few policy-makers, security analysts and journalists ever the make the effort to imagine how threats are perceived from North Korean perspective, or con- sider how these perceptions are part of an interactive security dilemma in which the West, and US foreign policy in particular, is implicated as deeply as the vilified regime in Pyongyang. The central argument of this article is that the image of North Korea as a ‘rogue state’ severely hinders both an adequate understanding and a possible resolution of the crisis. The rhetoric of rogue states is indicative of how US foreign policy continues to be driven by dualistic and militaristic Cold War thinking patterns. The ‘Evil Empire’ may be gone; not so the underlying need to define safety and security with reference to an external threat that must be warded off at any cost. Rogues are among the new threat-images that serve to demarcate the line between good and evil. As during the Cold War, military means are considered the key tool with which this line is to be defended. In the absence of a global power that matches the US, this militaristic attitude has, if anything, even intensified. Look at Washington’s recent promulgation of a pre- emptive strike policy against rogue states. The consequences of this posture are particularly fateful in Korea, for it reinforces half a century of explicit and repeated nuclear threats against the government in Pyongyang. The impact of these threats has been largely obscured, not least because the highly technical and specialized discourse of security analysis has enabled the US to present the strategic situation on the peninsula in a manner that misleadingly attributes responsibility for the crisis solely to North Korea’s actions. A brief disclaimer is in order at this point. I offer neither a comprehensive review of the Korean security situation nor a detailed analysis of the latest events. As a result, there will be little mention of some admittedly crucial issues, such as the role of China or the increasingly problematic rift between Washington and Seoul. Instead, I identify broad patterns of conflict and embark on a con- ceptual engagement with some of the ensuing dilemmas. Focusing on underly- ing trends inevitably entails glossing over nuances at times. For instance, there are heated debates between hawks and doves within Washington’s policy circles, and as a result periods dominated by hard-line realist positions have alternated with periods during which softer and more liberal policies prevailed. But the persistent pattern of seeing North Korea as a rogue state is far more striking, and in many ways far more significant, than the strategic policy manoeuvring that takes place within these patterns. Focusing on the big picture also entails depart- ing from some of the conventions that prevail in the field of strategic and security studies. Contrary to most treatments of the subject, I do not discuss the technical aspects of nuclear and other weapons, except to show, as indicated above, how these very discussions, jargon-ridden and inaccessible as they are to any but military experts, often serve to stifle debate about some of the underly- ing political and ethical issues.


China threat discourse is self-fulfilling.  Their evidence is suspect.

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)

More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek

to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature—themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions. These themes are of course nothing new nor peculiar to the "China threat" literature. They have been identified elsewhere by critics of some conventional fields of study such as ethnography, anthropology, oriental studies, political science, and international relations. Yet, so far, the China field in the West in general and the U.S. "China threat" literature in particular have shown remarkable resistance to systematic critical reflection on both their normative status as discursive practice and their enormous practical implications for international politics.^ It is in this context that this article seeks to make a contribution.

Orientalist forms of security guarantee genocidal conflicts -- their perspective consolidates the racist hierarchies responsible for global exploitation.  
Pinar Batur, PhD @ UT-Austin – Prof. of Scociology @ Vassar, ‘7 [“The Heart of Violence: Global Racism, War, and Genocide,” in Handbook of the The Soiology of Racial and Ethnic Relations, eds. Vera and Feagin, p. 446-7] 

At the turn of the 20th century, the “Terrible Turk” was the image that summarized the enemy of Europe and the antagonism toward the hegemony of the Ottoman Empire, stretching from Europe to the Middle East, and across North Africa. Perpetuation of this imagery in American foreign policy exhibited how capitalism met with orientalist constructs in the white racial frame of the western mind (VanderLippe 1999). Orientalism is based on the conceptualization of the “Oriental” other—Eastern, Islamic societies as static, irrational, savage, fanatical, and inferior to the peaceful, rational, scientific “Occidental” Europe and the West (Said 1978). This is as an elastic construct, proving useful to describe whatever is considered as the latest threat to Western economic expansion, political and cultural hegemony, and global domination for exploitation and absorption.
Post-Enlightenment Europe and later America used this iconography to define basic racist assumptions regarding their uncontestable right to impose political and economic dominance globally. When the Soviet Union existed as an opposing power, the orientalist vision of the 20th century shifted from the image of the “Terrible Turk” to that of the “Barbaric Russian Bear.” In this context, orientalist thought then, as now, set the terms of exclusion. It racialized exclusion to define the terms of racial privilege and superiority. By focusing on ideology, orientalism recreated the superior race, even though there was no “race.” It equated the hegemony of Western civilization with the “right ideological and cultural framework.” It segued into war and annihilation and genocide and continued to foster and aid the recreation of racial hatred of others with the collapse of the Soviet “other.” Orientalism’s global racist ideology reformed in the 1990s with Muslims and Islamic culture as to the “inferior other.” Seeing Muslims as opponents of Christian civilization is not new, going back to the Crusades, but the elasticity and reframing of this exclusion is evident in recent debates regarding Islam in the West, one raised by the Pope and the other by the President of the United States. Against the background of the latest Iraq war, attacks in the name of Islam, racist attacks on Muslims in Europe and in the United States, and detention of Muslims without trial in secret prisons, Pope Benedict XVI gave a speech in September 2006 at Regensburg University in Germany. He quoted a 14th-century Byzantine emperor who said, “show me just what Muhammad brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached.” In addition, the Pope discussed the concept of Jihad, which he defined as Islamic “holy war,” and said, “violence in the name of religion was contrary to God’s nature and to reason.” He also called for dialogue between cultures and religions (Fisher 2006b). While some Muslims found the Pope’s speech “regrettable,” it also caused a spark of angry protests against the Pope’s “ill informed and bigoted” comments, and voices raised to demand an apology (Fisher 2006a). Some argue that the Pope was ordering a new crusade, for Christian civilization to conquer terrible and savage Islam. When Benedict apologized, organizations and parliaments demanded a retraction and apology from the Pope and the Vatican (Lee 2006). Yet, when the Pope apologized, it came as a second insult, because in his apology he said, “I’m deeply sorry for the reaction in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibilities of Muslims” (Reuters 2006). In other words, he is sorry that Muslims are intolerant to the point of fanaticism. In the racialized world, the Pope’s apology came as an effort to show justification for his speech—he was not apologizing for being insulting, but rather saying that he was sorry that “Muslim” violence had proved his point.

Through orientalist and the white racial frame, those who are subject to racial hatred and exclusion themselves become agents of racist legitimization. Like Huntington, Bernard Lewis was looking for Armageddon in his Wall Street Journal article warning that August 22, 2006, was the 27th day of the month of Rajab in the Islamic calendar and is considered a holy day, when Muhammad was taken to heaven and returned. For Muslims this day is a day of rejoicing and celebration. But for Lewis, Professor Emeritus at Princeton, “this might well be deemed an appropriate date for the apocalyptic ending of Israel and, if necessary, of the world” (Lewis 2006). He cautions that “it is far from certain that [the President of Iran] Mr. Ahmadinejad plans any such cataclysmic events for August 22, but it would be wise to bear the possibility in mind.” Lewis argues that Muslims, unlike others, seek self-destruction in order to reach heaven faster. For Lewis, Muslims in this mindset don’t see the idea of Mutually Assured Destruction as a constraint but rather as “an inducement” (Lewis 2006). In 1993, Huntington pleaded that “in a world of different civilizations, each . . .will have to learn to coexist with the others” (Huntington 1993:49). Lewis, like Pope Benedict, views Islam as the apocalyptic destroyer of civilization and claims that reactions against orientalist, racist visions such as his actually prove the validity of his position.Lewis’s assertions run parallel with George Bush’s claims. In response to the alleged plot to blow up British airliners, Bush claimed, “This nation is at war with Islamic fascists who will use any means to destroy those of us who love freedom, to hurt our nation” (TurkishPress.com. 2006; Beck 2006). Bush argued that “the fight against terrorism is the ideological struggle of the 21st century” and he compared it to the 20th century’s fight against fascism, Nazism, and communism. Even though “Islamo-fascist” has for some time







[CONTINUES NO TEXT REMOVED]

[CONTINUED NO TEXT REMOVED]

 been a buzzword for Bill O’Reilly, Rush Limbaugh, and Sean Hannity on the talk-show circuit, for the president of the United States it drew reactions worldwide. Muslim Americans found this phrase “contributing to the rising level of hostility to Islam and the American Muslim community” (Raum 2006). Considering that since 2001, Bush has had a tendency to equate “war on terrorism” with “crusade,” this new rhetoric equates ideology with religion and reinforces the worldview of a war of civilizations. As Bush said, “ . .

.we still aren’t completely safe, because there are people that still plot and people who want to harm us for what we believe in” (CNN 2006).

Exclusion in physical space is only matched by exclusion in the imagination, and racialized exclusion has an internal logic leading to the annihilation of the excluded. Annihilation, in this sense, is not only designed to maintain the terms of racial inequality, both ideologically and physically, but is institutionalized with the vocabulary of self-protection. Even though the terms of exclusion are never complete, genocide is the definitive point in the exclusionary racial ideology, and such is the logic of the outcome of the exclusionary process, that it can conclude only in ultimate domination. War and genocide take place with compliant efficiency to serve the global racist ideology with dizzying frequency. The 21st century opened up with genocide, in Darfur.


Alt: reject notions of security. Exiling yourself from nation security is necessary to think outside of state-centric theories  
Shampa BISWAS Politics @ Whitman ‘7 “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist” Millennium 36

Said has written extensively and poignantly about his own exilic conditions as a Palestinian schooled in the Western literary canon and living in the heart of US empire.27 But more importantly, he has also articulated exile as‘a style of thought and habitation’ which makes possible certain kinds of ontological and epistemological openings. Speaking of exile as a ‘metaphorical condition’,28 Said describes it as ‘the state of never being fully adjusted’, of ‘always feeling outside’, of ‘restlessness, movement, constantly being unsettled, and unsettling others’, of ‘a kind of curmudgeonly disagreeableness’. Exile, he says, ‘is the condition that characterizes the intellectual as someone who is a marginal figure outside the comforts of privilege, power, being-at-homeness’.29 Not just ‘foreigners’ but ‘lifelong members of a society’, can be such ‘outsiders’, so that ‘(e)ven if one is not an actual immigrant or expatriate, it is still possible to think as one, to imagine and investigate in spite of barriers, and always to move away from the centralizing authorities towards the margins, where you see things that are usually lost on minds that have never traveled beyond the conventional and comfortable’.30 What Said privileges here is an intellectual orientation, rather than any identarian claims to knowledge; there is much to learn in that for IR scholars. In making a case for the exilic orientation, it is the powerful hold of the nation-state upon intellectual thinking that Said most bemoans.31 The nation-state of course has a particular pride of place in the study of global politics. The state-centricity of International Relations has not just circumscribed the ability of scholars to understand a vast ensemble of globally oriented movements, exchanges and practices not reducible to the state, but also inhibited a critical intellectual orientation to the world outside the national borders within which scholarship is produced. Said acknowledges the fact that all intellectual work occurs in a (national) context which imposes upon one’s intellect certain linguistic boundaries, particular (nationally framed) issues and, most invidiously, certain domestic political constraints and pressures, but he cautions against the dangers of such restrictions upon the intellectual imagination.32 Comparing the development of IR in two different national contexts – the French and the German ones – Gerard Holden has argued that different intellectual influences, different historical resonances of different issues, different domestic exigencies shape the discipline in different contexts.33 While this is to be expected to an extent, there is good reason to be cautious about how scholarly sympathies are expressed and circumscribed when the reach of one’s work (issues covered, people affected) so obviously extends beyond the national context. For scholars of the global, the (often unconscious) hold of the nation-state can be especially pernicious in the ways that it limits the scope and range of the intellectual imagination. Said argues that the hold of the nation is such that even intellectuals progressive on domestic issues become collaborators of empire when it comes to state actions abroad.34 Specifically, he critiques nationalistically based systems of education and the tendency in much of political commentary to frame analysis in terms of ‘we’, ‘us’ and ‘our’ - particularly evident in coverage of the war on terrorism - which automatically sets up a series of (often hostile) oppositions to ‘others’. He points in this context to the rather common intellectual tendency to be alert to the abuses of others while remaining blind to those of one’s own.35 It is fair to say that the jostling and unsettling of the nation-state that critical International Relations scholars have contributed to has still done little to dislodge the centrality of the nation-state in much of International Relations and Foreign Policy analyses. Raising questions about the state-centricity of intellectual works becomes even more urgent in the contemporary context in which the hyperpatriotic surge following the events of 11 September 2001 has made considerable inroads into the US academy. The attempt to make the academy a place for the renewal of the nation-state project is troubling in itself; for IR scholars in the US, such attempts can only limit the reach of a global sensibility precisely at a time when such globality is even more urgently needed. Said warns against the inward pull of patriotism in times of emergency and crisis, and argues that even for an intellectual who speaks for a particular cause, the task is to ‘universalize the crisis, to give greater human scope to what a particular race or nation suffered, to associate that experience with the sufferings of others’.36 He is adamant that this is the case even for beleaguered groups such as the Palestinians whose very survival is dependent on formulating their demands in a nationalist idiom.37 American intellectuals, as members of a superpower with enormous global reach and where dissension in the public realm is noticeably absent, carry special responsibility in this regard.38 What the exilic orientation makes possible is this ability to universalise by enabling first, ‘a double perspective that never sees things in isolation’ so that from the juxtaposition of ideas and experiences ‘one gets a better, perhaps even more universal idea of how to think, say, about a human rights issue in one situation by comparison with another’,39 and second, an ability to see things ‘not simply as they are, but as they have come to be that way’, as contingent ‘historical choices made by men and women’ that are changeable.40 The second of these abilities displaces the ontological givenness of the nation-state in the study of global politics; for the intellectual who feels pulled by the demands of loyalty and 
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patriotism, Said suggests, ‘[n]ever solidarity before criticism’, arguing that it is the intellectual’s task to show how the nation ‘is not a natural or god-given entity but is a constructed, manufactured, even in some cases invented object, with a history of struggle and conquest behind it’.41 The first of these abilities interjects a comparativist approach as critical to the study of global politics, locating one’s work in a temporal and spatial plane that is always larger than one’s immediate (national) context and in the process historicising and politicising what may appear naturalised in any particular (national) context. The now famous passage from Hugo of St Victor, cited by Auerbach, appears in Said’s writings on at least four different occasions: The man who finds his homeland sweet is still a tender beginner; he to whom every soil is as his native one is already strong; but he is perfect to whom the entire world is as a foreign land. The tender soul has fixed his love on one spot in the world; the strong man has extended his love to all places; the perfect man has extinguished his.42

ADV 1: Withdrawal bad; US presence key as long as tensions high
Asian countries lack strong security and the U.S is burdened with this because its security treaty and its relations with south Korea
FUKUYAMA 2k5

FRANCIS, is a Professor of International Political Economy at the Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University  “Re-Envisioning Asia”  Foreign Affairs, pp. 76 Vol. 84, No. 1 (Jan. - Feb., 2005), (SH /MH)
 
UNLIKE EUROPE, Asia lacks strong multilateral political institutions. Europe has the EU and NATO, as well as groups such as the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE) and the Council of Europe. Asia's only counterparts are ASEAN, the ASEAN Regional Forum on security matters, and the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum (APEc)-all of which are far weaker organizations. ASEAN does not include China or the other major players in Northeast Asia, and APEC is no more than a consultative body. Asian security is ensured not by multilateral treaties, but by a series of bilateral relationships centering on Washington, in particular the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty and the U.S.-South Korean relationship. The reasons for this difference between Europe and Asia lie in history: European countries are linked by similar cultural origins and their shared experience in the twentieth century, to the point that they have been relinquishing important elements of national sovereignty to the EU. By contrast, there is a much higher degree of distrust among the major players in Asia. This suspicion is driven partly by a changing power balance, as Japan is eclipsed by China, but primarily by memories of the Pacific war. After 1945, both Germany and Japan needed to convince their neighbors that they were no longer threats. The new West Germany did so by ceding sovereignty to a series of multilateral organizations; Japan did so by ceding sovereignty in security affairs to the United States. Security ties thus took on a hub-and-spoke structure in Asia, with Washington playing a central mediating and balancing role. These bilateral ties remain crucial, particularly the U.S.-Japanese relationship. The U.S. nuclear guarantee and U.S. forces stationed in Japan reassure the rest of Asia that Japan will not rearm in a major way. But this Cold War system of security checks and balances is eroding as new generations take power and face changing environments.

 
The US-SK relationship key to deter North Korea
Sheen, assistant professor and director at the Graduate School of International Studies, Seoul National University, 2009
(Dr. Seongho, research fellow at Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, M.A., B.A., ex-assistant research professor at Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, The International Spectator, Vol. 44, No. 2: To Be or Not To Be: South Korea’s East Asia Security Strategy and the Unification Quandary, pg. 42, June 2009, accessed June 22, 2010, FS TS)
<Since the Korean War, South Korea’s national security strategy has focused on two objectives: deterring a North Korean attack, and keeping a strong military alliance with the United States. Throughout the Cold War, North Korea, a totalitarian regime supported by over a million troops, was South Korea’s main source of threat, and thus public enemy no. 1. Indeed, North Korea launched numerous military provocations, including commando attacks on the Presidential House in the 1960s, the axe murder of two US officers in the 1970s, a terrorist bombing of a Korean Air flight and an assassination attempt of President Chun Doo-Hwan in the 1980s – each case almost leading to war. Even after the Cold War, the nations’ navies engaged in sea battles in 1998 and 2002. Deterring a North Korean military attack has been the South’s most important national security objective. To achieve this, South Korea has relied on keeping a strong military alliance with the United States, the alliance being the number one pillar of Seoul’s security strategy. The alliance with the United States was understood as a critical component of South Korean economic and political development as well as national defence
Military presence is key to East Asian peace and deterring North Korea.

Dan Blumenthal. Resident fellow at AEI. 05-01-09. American Enterprise Institute for Foreign Policy Research. http://www.aei.org/article/100445

The point is not that Washington is poised to go to war with North Korea or China. Rather, only by maintaining its role as Asia's security guarantor can the U.S. hope to secure an enduring peace in this dynamic region. It has a strong interest in avoiding even the perception of American retrenchment. That would be a recipe for a spiraling arms race among the region's great powers. It is no accident that Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, all capable of acquiring nuclear weapons, have not yet taken that road. They have been confident in the American security umbrella. If current trends continue, are we sure those states would not reconsider the wisdom of that policy?


US presence has empirically solved throughout modern history.

Dan Blumenthal. Resident fellow at AEI. 05-01-09. American Enterprise Institute for Foreign Policy Research. http://www.aei.org/article/100445

Make no mistake, starved of resources regional commanders will be forced to give up important missions, from humanitarian relief and security cooperation in Southeast Asia to deterring aggression and defending allies in North Asia. The consequences of eroding military capability are easy to understand. Less fighter aircraft means more risk of adversary aggression, a smaller navy means an eroding capability to keep the seas safe for trade, fewer cargo planes means less humanitarian missions that buy us goodwill. It is fashionable these days to divide power into the "hard" and "soft" categories. In reality, the successful exercise of power is and always has been a careful calibration of diplomacy with the force to back it up. An erosion of the latter will render the former hollow.

In announcing his defense cuts, Mr. Gates stated that he was making "a virtue of necessity," conceding that the Obama plan was an exercise in budget cutting to pay for favored domestic programs. Mr. Gates promises that he will explain his judgments about "balancing risks" sometime soon, but a risk assessment is no substitute for a strategy. American strategy in Asia has been remarkably successful since World War II. Through a set of alliances and partnerships and a strong military presence we have provided the security cocoon within which nations could prosper rather than compete. If Mr. Obama wants to continue along this path, his defense plan will not give him the means.

Military presence is key to deterrence and preventing aggression.

Dan Blumenthal. Resident fellow at AEI. 05-01-09. American Enterprise Institute for Foreign Policy Research. http://www.aei.org/article/100445
The president also will pronounce a nuclear North Korea "unacceptable" to the U.S. He will pontificate about the need for more attentiveness to South East Asia. The problem is that without the military power to back up America's diplomatic goals, these policy proclamations will increasingly ring hollow. America's allies know it. And, even worse, China and North Korea know it.
The cuts being proposed in defense programs and spending is a false economy. Keeping the peace and deterring trouble is far less costly than opening the door to greater competition and temptations toward aggression. Hopefully, this is a point that the U.S. Congress will keep in mind as it fulfills its own constitutional responsibilities in funding and maintaining the country's military.
US presence in East Asia key to deter China; militarization inevitable.

Dean Cheng. Research Fellow, Asian Studies Center. 05-03-10. The Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/Yo-Ho-Ho-and-a-Bottle-of-Mao-Tai
Until this issue can be clarified, it is clear that the U.S. and its allies are confronted with a potential challenger in the form of the PLA Navy, which is going to be ever more capable in the coming years. This development has distinct implications for U.S. security commitments to the region, as American support is a function of U.S. ability to control the seas. Furthermore, the sustained operation of regional economies is dependent upon the sea lanes of communications. For the first time since the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Navy faces a robust challenger.
Policy Recommendations 

Maintain sufficient naval forces. China’s growing naval capabilities, coupled with the end of the assumption that U.S. forces would confront only a part of that navy in any crisis or contingency, highlights the need to revisit the size of the U.S. Navy. In particular, given the long lead times required for the construction of even smaller combatants such as destroyers and nuclear attack submarines, any future growth must be programmed sooner rather than later. 

Prepare for high-intensity conflict. While Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has reasonably argued that the first priority should be on the wars in which the U.S. is currently engaged, China’s naval growth clearly indicates that there remains a need to prepare for high-intensity conflict. This is especially true for the perishable skills associated with naval warfare, such as open-ocean anti-submarine warfare and strike missions against naval targets. Similarly, the ability to operate in high-threat zones involving advanced air defenses is something that requires constant practice and honing.


ADV 1: US stabilizes

US military presence stabilizes Korean Peninsula
Jacquelyn S. Porth, USINFO, Staff Writer, U.S. Pacific Command’s Directorate for Strategic Planning and Policy, ’07, “U.S. Military Bases Provide Stability, Training, Quick Reaction”, http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/February/20070227132836sjhtrop0.6571466.html

Washington -- The United States long has pursued its national security interests in cooperative efforts with friends and allies around the world, sometimes through military bases and smaller defense installations.U.S. military facilities are established only after a country invites the United States to do so and the host nation signs a status of forces or access rights agreement.  Such agreements have a broad range of tangible benefits, the most obvious being valuable military-to-military contacts and a presence that offers regional stability or deterrence. The U.S. military presence in South Korea, for example, authorized as part of the 1954 U.S.-Republic of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty, is a deterrent to neighboring North Korea and has had a stabilizing effect on the Korean Peninsula.  
Asia Wants US There-Provides Reassurance of Safety

East West Center; 7/22/; U.S. MILITARY PRESENCE IN ASIA APPRECIATED, SAYS PACIFIC COMMANDER; Accessed Online; 7/1/10; http://www.eastwestcenter.org/news-center/east-west-wire/us-military-presence-in-asia-appreciated-says-pacific-commander/
HONOLULU (July 22) – Asia wants the United States to maintain a strong and visible long term presence throughout the Asia Pacific region, the top U.S. military commander for the Pacific told an East-West Center audience recently. “It is certainly in the minds of all our friends, partners and colleagues that the U.S. (should) maintain military superiority in the theater,” Adm. Timothy J. Keating told a lunchtime meeting of the Center’s annual Senior Policy Seminar on July 8. “It’s a limitless theme,” Keating said: “Don’t go anywhere. Stick around.” Public attitudes toward the American military presence differ from country to country, Keating admitted. Some treaty partners are openly enthusiastic, while other nations are more subdued and perhaps not always in perfect alignment with U.S. interests. But in just about every case, he said, “they like the fact that we are nearby.” At times, this is because the massive air and sea capabilities of U.S. forces are invaluable in times of natural disaster or other emergencies, Keating said. This is true even in the face of reluctance on the part of authorities in Burma to accept offered U.S. military aid. But it is also true because the American presence creates a level of security that allows Asian governments to focus their efforts and energy on the remarkable economic and social transformations that have occurred in the region. In a quick tour of the horizon for the Senior Policy Seminar, Keating made these points about the vast and diverse Asia Pacific region: The sailors, airman, Marines and other military personnel who were standing by to assist after the cyclone that swept through Burma were deeply disappointed they were unable to help. Satellite pictures indicated “incomprehensible agony and tragedy,” Keating said, but the eager relief forces were stopped cold while ships loaded with supplies waited just offshore. “Nobody was able to go ‘feet dry,’” he said. The situation between North and South Korea has taken a small but measurable turn for the better, but American troops remain on high alert. There is a good chance that the situation could go from an armistice to a peace treaty situation within the next ten years or so, Keating said. “That’s more likely now that it was even a year ago,” he added. Relations with India are improving rapidly, Keating said, noting he received a far warmer reception there during a recent trip than the greeting he witnessed during his first visit in 1985 as an aide to the then-Pacific commander. A key policy challenge will be developing an Indian Ocean strategy, which does not exist today in any substantial form. “We’re working on it,” he said. Military-to-military relationships with China are improving rapidly, with increasing numbers of high-level visits between the two countries. China’s openness in accepting assistance following the disastrous earthquake was another positive step in relationships between the two countries. “We’re making great progress with the People’s Army and Air Force, but we still have a ways to go,” Keating said. “We’d like a little more transparency on their long-range intentions.” The EAST-WEST CENTER is an education and research organization established by the U.S. Congress in 1960 to strengthen relations and understanding among the peoples and nations of Asia, the Pacific, and the United States. The Center contributes to a peaceful, prosperous and just Asia Pacific community by serving as a vigorous hub for cooperative research, education and dialogue on critical issues of common concern to the Asia Pacific region and the United States. Funding for the Center comes from the U.S. government, with additional support provided by private agencies, individuals, foundations, corporations and the governments of the region. 



US Presence Key to Stability through deterrence

MAJOR SIOBAN J. LEDWITH; Masters In Military Studies Student; 1/7/02; US Forces Korea: The Key to Cooperative Stability and Security in Northeast Asia-Conclusion

After examining and analyzing the different aspects of the questions, “Is the presence of forward deployed troops on the Korean Peninsula the key to cooperative security and stability 33in the Northeast Asia region? And should the US continue to station forces on the Korean Peninsula?” the evidence suggests the following conclusions: The forward deployed presence of US forces in South Korea for the last fifty years has reinforced and assisted the Republic of Korea in the defense of their country, deterred not only North Korean aggression but other regional neighbors, and maintained a peaceful coexistence. All of which have provided for a lasting peace not only on the Korean Peninsula but also throughout Northeast Asia. Although it can be argued that North Korea’s conventional military capabilities may have eroded since 1990 due to antiquated weaponry, the amount of conventional weapons, the large physical military personnel presence prepositioned in an offensive posture and the ability to employ weapons of mass destruction far outweigh that argument. US intelligence estimates concluded that existing facilities in North Korea give them the capability to produce over 30 atomic weapons annually. 56
Even existing North Korean artillery and multiple rocket launchers in prepositioned positions north of the DMZ can hit Seoul, located just 25 miles south of the DMZ. The North Korean military has the capability to launch a fierce attack. For the past fifty years US forces stationed in South Korea have successfully deterred them from doing just that. It is hard to argue with success. Besides defending South Korea from North Korea aggression, US forces in South Korea provide critical prepositioned forces and access to the Asian theater. In an era where access is key in order to execute full spectrum military operations, the utility of US forces on the peninsula provides a dual capability: protection for South Korea from North Korea and being a deterrent for conflict in the entire region. Access to land based prepositioned supplies, equipment and 34 infrastructure is a combat multiplier. Even more, it provides the capability to provide large-scale reinforcements by sea and air from the continental United States. Since the American way of war is heavily dependent on air power to do a majority of the fighting or shape the battlefield prior to a ground campaign, access to air bases is essential. Without access, employment of land based air assets is severely limited.57 The ability to project the US military as an instrument of national power in a contingency operation or crisis situation enhances the US Government’s ability to respond to the needs of our allies in this region. Security on the peninsula also provides Japan the reassurance that the US is committed to Japanese security, the Mutual Defense Agreement and the stability of their economy. The hegemony of US military power helps balance other regional powers and keeps belligerents in check at a very low security cost to them. This allows our allies to focus their resources on economic development and not high defense budgets. 58 The US presence in the region continues to allow the US to maintain a foothold and keep other potential military competitors within their own borders. The People’s Republic of China understands that any steps of aggression in the region will provoke a US response.

As long as the US maintains its national security objectives and vital strategic interests in the Northeast Asia region, US forces must remain on the peninsula in order to shape the environment. Even if the peninsula reunifies or reconciles, US Forces Korea provide a stabilizing force that can and have for five decades provided cooperative security and stability among neighboring countries in the Northeast Asia region.

 
US Presence in South Korea stabilizes the peninsula

Jacquelyn S. Porth; USINFO Staff Writer; 2/27/07; America.gov; U.S. Military Bases Provide Stability, Training, Quick Reaction: Benefits to host nations include medical care, reconstruction, asset transfers; Accessed Online; 7/1/10; http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2007/February/20070227132836sjhtrop0.6571466.html

Washington -- The United States long has pursued its national security interests in cooperative efforts with friends and allies around the world, sometimes through military bases and smaller defense installations.

U.S. military facilities are established only after a country invites the United States to do so and the host nation signs a status of forces or access rights agreement.  Such agreements have a broad range of tangible benefits, the most obvious being valuable military-to-military contacts and a presence that offers regional stability or deterrence.

The U.S. military presence in South Korea, for example, authorized as part of the 1954 U.S.-Republic of Korea Mutual Defense Treaty, is a deterrent to neighboring North Korea and has had a stabilizing effect on the Korean Peninsula.  (See The U.S. and the Korean Peninsula.) Some bases disappear as circumstances change or as the military realigns to address changing threats.  (See related article.) Under the 1947 Military Bases Agreement between the United States and the Philippines, the United States had access to Clark Air Base, Subic Bay Naval Base and a number of smaller facilities.  But the abandonment of Clark, after it was damaged by a volcanic eruption and the Philippine Senate rejected a renegotiated agreement, led to a complete U.S. withdrawal in 1992.  In the wake of that departure, Manila inherited an airport and ship repair facility. In 2005, the United States and Japan agreed to move 8,000 Marines based in Okinawa, Japan, to the U.S. territory of Guam by 2012, an action that will return valuable land to the Japanese people. (See related article.) A U.S. air base in Iceland closed in 2006, and bases have been shut down in Germany and other parts of Western Europe as part of a larger U.S. consolidation and global repositioning effort. (See related article.) U.S. SHIFT AWAY FROM LARGE BASES With changing U.S. military policy and a gradual downsizing of the number of bases overseas in the past 15 years, foreign policy analyst Daniel Widome says “large, full-service bases that serve as year-round hosts for U.S. military units” are falling out of favor.  Instead, he told USINFO, “smaller, more bare-bones facilities that may not even be occupied on a continual basis are becoming more commonplace.” There is a shift away from huge bases requiring substantial supporting infrastructure to smaller cooperative security locations, which depend more on host-nation support. The Air Force, for example, has contingency access at an air base in Dakar, Senegal, and used it to help evacuate U.S. and other diplomats from Liberia in 2003. A limited number of U.S. military personnel might be located, alternatively, at forward operating sites ready to respond to trouble anywhere from the Western Hemisphere to Africa.  Soto Cano Air Base in Honduras is an example of such an approach. Although the need for base access has diminished in Western Europe, there are new requirements in Eastern Europe.  For example, in 2006, the United States signed agreements with Bulgaria and Romania for access to facilities and training as part of the Eastern European Task Force. (See related article.) In some cases, proximity to an American base provides a local window to host-nation forces to observe civil-military relations and to demonstrate how respect for human rights is critical to a functioning democracy.  It also offers the chance to carry out realistic peacekeeping training scenarios or to collaborate in defusing regional conflict before it spirals out of control leaving behind failed nations. FORWARD CAPABILITY FOR CONTINGENCIES Besides engagement, deterrence and maintaining a U.S. presence, 34 major U.S. military bases (those worth more than $800 million with hundreds of personnel assigned) enable quick-reaction forces to respond to a crisis or natural disaster ranging from earthquakes in Iran and Pakistan to tsunami devastation or landslides in Asia.  Bases give the U.S. military the flexibility to respond rapidly to any contingency within a theater of operation or across regions as needed whether for humanitarian relief or defensive purposes. Former Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz said fast response time, as the United States demonstrated in quickly aiding tsunami-stricken countries in the Indian Ocean, would not have been possible without long-term, pre-existing working relationships with militaries in South and Southeast Asia. Addressing requirements in Asia, Under Secretary of Defense Ryan Henry told members of Congress in 2006,  “We would like to have enough capability forward and provide enough stability in the region that other countries won’t feel that it is necessary to build up their militaries” for defensive or offensive purposes. A key component of the U.S. National Security Strategy is focused on strengthening the role of U.S. allies and building and sustaining partnerships to deal with existing and emerging threats, from terrorism to smuggling weapons of mass destruction. The Defense Department, Widome says, is placing greater emphasis on military relationships as opposed to formal bases because they facilitate access but avoid the expense and vulnerability of bases. (USINFO is produced by the Bureau of International Information Programs, U.S. Department of State. Web site: http://usinfo.state.gov)


ADV 1: North/South Impacts

NK has enough plutonium for 6 atomic bombs and will use them if in conflict
Japan Today 3-26-10 “North Korea vows 'nuclear strikes' in latest threat” 
(http://www.japantoday.com/category/world/view/n-korea-vows-nuclear-strikes-in-latest-threat)
North Korea’s military warned South Korea and the United States on Friday of “unprecedented nuclear strikes” over a report the two countries plan to prepare for possible instability in the totalitarian country. The North routinely issues such warnings and officials in Seoul and Washington react calmly. Diplomats in South Korea and the U.S. instead have repeatedly called on Pyongyang to return to international negotiations aimed at ending its nuclear programs. “Those who seek to bring down the system in the (North), whether they play a main role or a passive role, will fall victim to the unprecedented nuclear strikes of the invincible army,” North Korea’s military said in comments carried by the official Korean Central News Agency. The North, believed have enough weaponized plutonium for at least half a dozen atomic bombs, conducted its second atomic test last year, drawing tighter U.N. sanctions. Experts from South Korea, the U.S. and China will meet in China next month to share information on North Korea, assess possible contingencies in the country, and consider ways to cooperate in case of an emergency situation, South Korea’s Dong-a Ilbo newspaper reported earlier this month, citing unidentified sources in Seoul and Beijing. The experts will also hold follow-up meetings in Seoul in June and in Honolulu in July, it said. The North Korean statement Friday specifically referred to the March 19 newspaper report. A spokeswoman said the South Korean Defense Ministry had no information. South Korean media have reported that Seoul has drawn up a military operations plan with the United States to cope with possible emergencies in the North. The North says the U.S. plots to topple its regime, a claim Washington has consistently denied. Last month, the North also threatened a “powerful—even nuclear—attack,” if the U.S. and South Korea went ahead with annual military drills. There was no military provocation from North Korea during the exercises. China, Japan, Russia, South Korea and the U.S. have been trying to persuade North Korea to give up its nuclear weapons in six party talks. The North quit the negotiations last year. The fate of the North’s nuclear weapons has taken on added urgency since late 2008 as concerns over the health of leader Kim Jong Il have intensified. Kim, who suffered an apparent stroke in 2008, may die within three years, South Korean media have reported. His death is thought to have the potential to trigger instability and a power struggle in the North.
A Korean conflict causes global thermonuclear exchange killing all life.
Chol Director Center for Korean American Peace’02 (Chol,  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.

ADV 1: Withdrawal increases Chinese heg

Withdrawal from South Korea strengthens China’s rise; their Bandow 8 ev admits this.
Emile Hokayem, Political Editor of the National, a newspaper, "The Gulf and South Korea face threats of a similar kind", 6/7/10, The National http://www.thenational.ae/apps/pbcs.dll/article?AID=/20100608/OPINION/706079914/1080/commentary?template=opinion
Besides prolonging the crisis on the Korean peninsula, the episode has implications for global security. The perception that North Korea can get away with bad behaviour at such small cost erodes the very deterrence that is key to stability. The US extends its defence umbrella over its Asian allies, and by doing so, prevents a conventional and nuclear arms race. If the US umbrella is seen as not credible or sustainable, countries like Japan or South Korea may decide either to take their fate into their own hands, creating more tensions with China and North Korea, or bow to Chinese hegemony. Many fantasise of a world without the US, but none of that emerged from talks with Asian interlocutors, all of whom considered a strong America critical to Asian stability and a counterweight to China

ADV 1: China Heg Bad

China space militarization inevitable if Chinese heg rises; China admits.

Defence Talk Global defense and military portal. 11-03-09. Defence Talk; Defence Technology News. http://www.defencetalk.com/china-commander-says-space-weapons-inevitable-22844/
A top China air force commander has called the militarization of space an "historical inevitability", state media said Monday, marking an apparent shift in Beijing's opposition to weaponising outer space.
In a wide-ranging interview in the People's Liberation Army (PLA) Daily, air force commander Xu Qiliang said it was imperative for the PLA air force to develop offensive and defensive operations in outer space.
"As far as the revolution in military affairs is concerned, the competition between military forces is moving towards outer space... this is a historical inevitability and a development that cannot be turned back," Xu told the paper.

"The PLA air force must establish in a timely manner the concepts of space security, space interests and space development.

"We must build an outer space force that conforms with the needs of our nation's development (and) the demands of the development of the space age."

Superiority in outer space can give a nation control over war zones both on land and at sea, while also offering a strategic advantage, Xu said, noting that such dominance was necessary to safeguard the nation.

"Only power can protect peace," the 59-year-old commander said in the interview given to coincide with this month's 60th anniversary of the founding of the PLA air force.


ADV 1: China doesn’t solve NK prolif

US heg compared to China high now, China can’t solve. Military and economic reform won’t affect the power gap

Brooks & Wohlforth 2008 Stephen G. & William C. Associate Professors in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College. World Out of Balance. International Relations and the Challenge of American Primacy. http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=fMWRJy1MznUC&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=World+Out+of+Balance&ots=OoUSGjywNP&sig=rjiok0BKhyTk1Mh_1fqIMP4E09g#v=onepage&q&f=false 
In sum, while rapid economic growth makes China an increasingly important actor in world politics, it still has a long way to go before it can contest American dominance in all key measures of power. This conclusion is confirmed by China’s behavior and the assessments of its leadership. None of China’s external alignments can be considered counterbalancing. The only other major power with which China has concluded formal partnerships is Russia. As we discuss in detail in chapter 3, the Sino-Russian strategic partnership is propelled primarily by economics and regional security interests and is not well explained as a counterbalancing alignment. Neither Chinese nor Russian officials, nor experts on the two countries’ foreign policies, describe the partnership in such terms. Some scholars do describe China’s growing military expenditures as counterbalancing. But it is only possible to reach this conclusion if balancing is defined so expansively as to include any effort by any state to enhance its military capacity. There is no doubt that China is improving its military, and little doubt that it will continue to do so, at least until competing demands on the state budget determine otherwise. After all, the People’s Liberation Army starts from a primitive technological and organizational base. Any military leadership would want to upgrade that force. China’s military expenditures are a small fraction of the American commitment, and this ratio is not sensitive to the means of estimating it (see fig. 2.2). With a rapidly growing economy, China can afford to spend more on defense. The result of such expenditures over time may be new challenges for U.S. military operations in what Barry Posen calls the “contested zones” in or near China. The extent of these challenges depends on what the United States, Japan, Taiwan, and others do in response to China’s efforts. But the main point is that China’s current level of effort is nowhere near adequate to constitute counterbalancing – that is, to affect the United States’ overall military primacy and its command of the commons. With a smaller and much less advanced economy and a comparatively antiquated and inefficient military force, China cannot affect the overall military gap vis-à-vis the United States unless it is able to devote a substantially greater proportion of its comparatively smaller vote a substantially greater proportion of its comparatively smaller economic resources to defense than does the United States. Compared to China, the United States has and will long have a dramatic relative advantage in its ability to convert wealth to military power because of its massive investment over decades in the accumulation of the skills and infrastructure necessary to produce and use advanced weaponry. Yet China consistently devotes a smaller proportion of its GDP to defense than the United States does. Again, this conclusion is not sensitive to the measure used (see table 2.1). Given that China is not even working as hard as the United States at generating military power, we cannot describe its behavior as counterbalancing.


ADV 2: Alt causes to Chinese modernization

Japan threatens China and is a leading cause of Chinese militarization.

Council on Foreign Relations, an independent  think tank with qualified authors dedicated to foreign policy exellence. 02-04-09. Council on Foreign Relations. http://www.cfr.org/publication/9052/countering_chinas_military_modernization.html#p2
Japan and China compete over a host of issues, from regional security to international trade to access to energy. The two 

countries have a centuries-old history of conflict, including two Sino-Japanese wars that began in 1894 and 1931, and a bloody Japanese occupation of China during World War II. As this Backgrounder  points out these animosities surface in recurring cycles, often involving Chinese anger over Japan's perceived lack of contrition for wartime crimes. But concrete territorial and economic issues also aggravate the relationship, including Japan's close alliance with the United States, trade frictions, and ongoing disputes over ownership of various islands in the East China Sea. In 2007, China and Japan ranked third and fifth respectively in national defense expenditures (PBS), both spending only a small fraction of the U.S. budget even after adjusting for gross underreporting by Beijing. China's military modernization fuels Japanese fears that China will use its growing economic leverage and military prowess to throw its weight around and dominate the region. Tanaka Akihiko of the University of Tokyo, speaking at a December 2008 CFR symposium on U.S.-Japan relations said China's growing military forces might change the balance of power in East Asia, which "would necessitate for Japan and the United States to readjust its force structure and other military management."

Japan has significantly upgraded capabilities over the past 15 years, deploying the Aegis radar and accompanying missile systems for its navy and warplanes armed with advanced air-to-air missiles for its air force. Since 1998, when a North Korean missile test violated Japanese airspace, Toyko has been working in partnership with the United States to develop theater missile defenses which have obvious application in the event of any conflict with China. Over the past decade the U.S.-Japanese security alliance has been strengthened through revised defense guidelines, which expand Japan's noncombatant role in a regional contingency, allows for the deployment of an X-Band radar system in Japan as part of a missile defense system, expands bilateral cooperation in training and intelligence sharing, and allows a nuclear-powered U.S. aircraft carrier in the Yokosuka Naval Base. In September 2007 Japan joined a multinational naval exercise with the United States, Australia, Singapore, and India in the area west of the Malacca Straits. The exercise reinforced the U.S.-led campaign of strengthening security ties among its democratic allies and "the strategic countering (PDF) of Chinese military power," argues a December 2008 U.S. Congressional Research Service report.

China is militarizing in response to movements toward Taiwanese independence, plan doesn’t solve.

America.gov This site delivers information about current U.S. foreign policy and about American life and culture. It is produced by the U.S. Department of State's Bureau of International Information Programs. Merle David Kellerhals Jr., Staff Writer. 03-29-09. http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2009/March/20090325163649dmslahrellek0.5999872.html
Even while relations between Taiwan and China improve, the Chinese armed forces modernization has continued to build up short-range missiles opposite Taiwan across the Taiwan Strait. “In the near term, China’s armed forces are rapidly developing coercive capabilities for the purpose of deterring Taiwan’s pursuit of ... independence,” the report said. 
Other alt causes: Russia, Southeast Asia, and India

Council on Foreign Relations, an independent  think tank with qualified authors dedicated to foreign policy exellence. 02-04-09. Council on Foreign Relations. http://www.cfr.org/publication/9052/countering_chinas_military_modernization.html#p2
Russia: The country is China's largest supplier of advanced military hardware as well as a potential great power rival. Moscow experienced a significant decline in its overall military capabilities during the 1990s, but buoyed by strong oil revenues in the past decade, it has been increasing its defense expenditure, in what most experts see as a sign to counter U.S. influence in the region. The 2009 defense budget is expected to be $50 billion, a 25.7 percent increase from previous year. Fedor Lukyanov, chief editor of Russia in Global Affairs, told a January 2009 CFR meeting that there are limits to Russian military cooperation and arms sales to China. "We sold everything we could without making damage to Russian security," he said. CFR's Senior Fellow on Russian and Eurasian Studies, Stephen Sestanovich says Russia's relationship with China  is based on the interests of some elites--those in the energy sector, the nuclear power sector, and the arms exports, that see China as an important market.

China and Russia also formed a security alliance to solve border disputes, which has grown into an important regional organization, the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (SCO), and includes Central Asian countries Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Uzbekistan. China and Russia have held a number of joint military exercises under the SCO. In October 2007, the SCO also signed a memorandum of understanding with the Collective Security Treaty Organization, a military alliance of several former Soviet states. Some analysts see the SCO as a vehicle for Russia and China to curb U.S. access to the region's vast energy supplies. But others say Russia and China have very different objectives in Central Asia. Russia wants to reassert its regional leadership there, while China seeks energy ties, note some analysts. In 2008, China and Russia resolved (BBC) their last remaining border dispute involving islands in the eastern part of the border which had seen armed clashes between the two sides during the Cold War.

Southeast Asia: Experts say Southeast Asian countries, including Indonesia, the Philippines, and Thailand, are currently calculating whether the political and economic benefits of closer ties with a strong China outweigh the military risks. Bilateral trade between China and all ten countries within the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)  is expected to exceed $200 billion in 2008 up from $ 190 billion in 2007. The region is now China's fourth-largest trading partner. Despite the economic windfall, ASEAN countries want the United States to pay more attention to the new security trends in the region, experts say. While these countries are not very vocal about their fears, experts say they are nervously looking over their shoulders at China's military buildup and wondering where it's headed.
Border disputes with some countries also complicate China's relations with its Southeast Asian neighbors. Vietnam and China each assert claims to the Spratly and Paracel Islands, archipelagos in a potentially oil-rich area of the South China Sea. Malaysia, the Philippines, and Taiwan also claim all or part of the South China Sea. China's assertion of "indisputable sovereignty" over the Spratly Islands and the entire South China Sea has elicited concern from Vietnam and its Southeast Asia neighbors, according to the U.S. State Department. Vietnam has been pursuing closer military relations with the United States through joint military exercises, and sharing intelligence on terrorism, drugs, and other transnational threats. Vietnam has also hosted U.S. warships at its ports.

India: It has long-time rivalry with China over disputed borders and these two Asian giants also fought a war in 1962. New Delhi watches Beijing's military buildup closely and has undertaken military reforms of its own. It is currently building a nuclear submarine and is trying to acquire two more aircraft carriers in addition to the one it possesses. It also launched its first unmanned moon mission in October 2008, another step in what many analysts see as a race with China in space. It has also been expanding its military cooperation with the United States. In June 2005, New Delhi and Washington agreed on a new framework for their defense relationship, including increases in defense trade, technology transfers, and joint exercises for the next ten years.

China's close military cooperation with Pakistan also concerns New Delhi. Each country helps the other to check India's power, say experts. China remains a key supplier of arms to Pakistan and in 2008, agreed to help Pakistan build two nuclear power plants. China also supplies Pakistan with nuclear technology and assistance, including what many experts suspect was the blueprint for Pakistan's nuclear bomb. Pakistan's army has both short- and medium-range ballistic missiles that experts say came from China. According to Thomas C. Reed, a former U.S. Air Force secretary, China probably helped Pakistan test a nuclear weapon (Physics Today) inside China in 1990. Reed adds that this weapon was most likely based on a Chinese design.



Taiwan uniqueness- China will invade

US policy in Taiwan will fail soon.

Huanqiu Editorial Board, a Chinese News service. 04-24-09. Watching America. http://watchingamerica.com/News/25722/us-must-gradually-withdraw-from-china-taiwan-relations/
Taiwan has always been America’s strategic chess piece, and the U.S. will not simply let it slip away. However, the strategic use of this chess piece has dwindled, and it will be much harder for the U.S. to use this chess piece to maintain a so-called “balance” in cross-strait relations. If the current trend continues, it will probably be hard to use this chess piece to restrain China and achieve balance. The U.S. has always benefited most from the “no war, no peace” stalemate between China and Taiwan, but this type of situation is also gradually losing its staying power. The development in U.S.-China relations has made Taiwan’s bargaining power weaker and weaker. We can say that the U.S.’s strategic use of Taiwan has reached a crossroads – an important time for change. 
The US is the only nation with a military in Taiwan.
Asia Times. 06-10-10. Asia Times Online http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/LF10Ad02.html

Without French support, Taiwan's Lafayette frigates are vulnerable. The air force's spare parts problem is also bound to become more serious. However, what's most alarming to many Taiwanese is that the French withdrawal effectively leaves Taiwan's arms supply almost solely in the hands of Washington. 

China takeover of Taiwan is inevitable, the US can make the transition smoother by withdrawing.
Agence France Presse. 05-31-2k Singapore Window. http://www.singapore-window.org/sw00/000531a1.htm

TAIWAN'S unification with China is inevitable, Hong Kong based weeekly magazines quoted Singapore senior minister Lee Kuan Yew as saying.

"Lee Teng-hui's achievement has been to make Taiwan, China's overriding problem. Chen Shui-bian has unfortunately inherited this position," Lee said, referring to Taiwan's former president and his successor, in an interview with Far Eastern Economic Review.

Chen "has to convince the mainland he is not de-sinicizing Taiwan and trying to erase its cultural and historic links with China. He should leave the door open for a future one-China," Lee told the Review.
Lee also told the latest issue of Asiaweek "(Taiwan) sees little to gain by becoming part of China but unfortunately becoming part of China is what will happen if China doesn't disintegrate.

"I do not see any country being able to prevent reunification," Lee told Asiaweek.
The Review cited Lee as saying that instead of encouraging Taiwan to think of itself as a separate state, Western powers should convince the Taiwanese that unification with China is inevitable.

"If the US can keep Taiwan separate from China indefinitely, the Taiwanese would be eternally grateful.
"However, if Americans cannot, it is cruel to let them believe they can because as a result Taiwanese nationalists are set on the creation of a different national identity," Lee told the Review.
Lee added "there will be a moment of truth. Jiang Zemin does not want to be blamed as the man who lost Taiwan."
Escalation of tension over Taiwan is pushing China into military expansion that could turn Asia's biggest market into its biggest menace, the Review quoted Lee as saying.
Tensions between Taipei and Beijing have flared up since Chen from the pro-independence Democratic Progressive Party was elected the president on March 18 despite Chen's pledge not to push for independence.
Chin fears that Chen's victory will lead the island toward a complete break from the mainland forcing Beijing to take military action.
Taiwan broke away from the mainland in 1949 after Chiang Kai-shek fled to the island after losing to mainland communists in a civil war. China has repeatedly said it would take the island by force if necessary. 

China wants peaceful reunification but will eventually invade if necessary.

BBC News. 02-28-06. BBC News. http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pacific/4757568.stm
In a joint statement carried by China's official Xinhua news agency, the ruling Communist Party and the cabinet's Taiwan Affairs Office said Mr Chen's determination to push for independence "will only bring disaster to Taiwan society". 
The comments did not include any threat of military action, or say what sort of disaster Beijing was predicting. 

China's President Hu Jintao took the unusual step of commenting directly on the Taiwanese move. 

"We will continue to strive for peaceful reunification, but we will absolutely not allow Taiwan to break away from the motherland," he was quoted as saying by Chinese state TV. 

Tensions high, China can now deter US in Taiwan.

Herbert London. Herbert London is president of Hudson Institute and professor emeritus of New York University. He is the author of Decade of Denial (Lanham, Maryland: Lexington Books, 2001) and America's Secular Challenge (Encounter Books). 11-11-09. PagamasMedia. http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/a-weaker-u-s-leads-to-insecurity-in-taiwan/
Despite the “era of good feeling” that has emerged between Taiwan and China, tensions in the Taiwan Strait have not disappeared. There are 1,500 missiles aimed at Taiwan. It is also the case that Beijing’s military posture toward Taiwan has hindered efforts to create a thaw in the relationship. China has not given up the notion of using force against Taiwan.

In the latest edition of its biennial military review, the Taiwan Ministry of Defense released a metaphorical bombshell. It noted that with China’s continuing and unrelenting military buildup, “it can now deter foreign militaries from assisting Taiwan.” This, of course, is a euphemism for deterring the United States. Since the U.S. deployed an aircraft carrier in the Taiwan Strait a decade ago when conditions heated on both sides of the divide, China has vowed to thwart any American military assistance for Taiwan. And if the report is accurate, that moment may have arrived.

War in 10 years

David Lai Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College. 05-03-10. Strategic Studies Institute. http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:RxhyQ5pFm4cJ:www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB1000.pdf+Taiwan+peaceful+takeover&cd=13&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a

However, the story does not stop here. China has taken new steps in the latest protest against the U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. There are good reasons to believe that this will be the beginning of stronger and tougher Chinese reactions in the future. Indeed, pressure is mounting in China to get the Chinese government to “draw lines in the sand,” “set rules for the United States to follow,” “get the United States to pay the price for stepping on China’s core interests,” “make the United States feel the pain of sanctions and punishment,” and so on and so forth. Some suggest that this sticky business would be no worse in 10 years. With the current pace of development, China’s national defense capability and comprehensive national power will be substantially closer to that of the United States in the next 10 years. By then, “China can force a showdown with the United States on the arms sales business to Taiwan.”  
War will escalate if US is present.

Evan Branden Montgomery. Masters in Foreign Affairs from UVA, Research fellow for the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. January 2009. Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments. www.csbaonline.org/...Defense_Planning/R.20100111.Defense_Planning.pdf
August 2019. For the first time in more than two decades the United States faces the prospect of a conflict with China in the Taiwan Strait. Less than twenty-four hours ago Chinese state-run news agencies carried a televised message by the country’s president announcing a blockade of its “wayward province,” demanding that Taiwan accept reincorporation with mainland China as a “special administrative region,” and declaring that any effort to intervene in this “purely internal matter” would constitute a violation of Chinese sovereignty. Caught off-guard and cognizant that time is not on the side of Washington or Taipei, senior US officials are now frantically attempting to determine whether to intervene and, if so, how. Unlike the last crisis over Taiwan in 1996, however, it is doubtful that a brief show of force will be sufficient to end the standoff; the PRC seems determined to bring Taiwan’s de facto independence to an end and has spent over twenty years developing the means to do so.


China won’t allow independence or current policies.

Michael Dorgan. Knight Ridder Tribune Washington Bureau (DC); 10/16/2k EbscoHost. http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/detail?vid=7&hid=111&sid=809e0d56-e06e-4d89-8dd8-f9dd26f988c4%40sessionmgr110&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#db=nfh&AN=2W71479312554
BEIJING-Describing its relations with Taiwan as "complicated and grim," China defended its recent military buildup Monday and warned that it would go to war if necessary to reclaim the island.
The threat came in a policy paper on the military issued by the State Council, or cabinet. It clearly was aimed as a warning to both Taiwan and the United States, which has promised to protect the island against a forceful takeover by China.

It was similar to a threat laid out in a policy statement early this year. But the latest statement linked the threat to a harsh formal assessment of Taiwan's new president, Chen Shui-bian.

China will strengthen its military because "hegemonism and power politics"-Beijing's code words for U.S. power-continue to develop and because "the country's peaceful reunification is seriously imperiled," the document said.

If Taiwan declares independence or indefinitely delays negotiations toward reunification, the military "white paper" said, "then the Chinese government will have no choice but to adopt all drastic measures possible, including the use of force, to safeguard China's sovereignty and territorial integrity, and achieve the great cause of reunification."

Beijing distrusts Chen because his Democratic Progress Party's platform called for independence. Taiwan has been ruled as an independent nation since 1949, when remnants of Chinese Nationalist forces fled to the island after their defeat in a civil war with China's Red Army.

Fearing Taiwan is drifting toward formal independence, Chinese leaders recently have grown more urgent about reunification.

When Chen took office in May, China's government publicly adopted a wait-and-see attitude, hoping the new president would follow up his conciliatory words toward the mainland with concrete moves toward reunification.

But China's officials apparently now think their wait was been in vain. Without mentioning Chen by name, the paper said:

"The Taiwan Straits situation is complicated and grim. ... The new leaders of the Taiwan authorities have adopted an evasive and obscure attitude to the one-China principle. Separatist forces in Taiwan are scheming to split the island province from China, in one form or another."

Chen has attempted to calm Beijing's fears by offering to hold talks. But he has refused to embrace the so-called one-China principle, which China has set as a precondition for negotiations.

China will never compromise on the one-China principle, the policy paper said. Beijing hopes to absorb Taiwan through a "one country, two systems" arrangement similar to the ones it used to reclaim the former British colony of Hong Kong and the former Portuguese colony of Macau. The arrangement would give Taiwan autonomy, but not sovereignty.

Taiwan is a democracy, and its citizens repeatedly have expressed overwhelming opposition to surrendering sovereignty to communist China. That popular sentiment severely restricts Chen's room to maneuver. His ability to deal with China may also have been weakened by the growing perception in Taiwan, reflected in Chen's sagging approval ratings, that his administration is generally unfocused and ineffective.

Whatever the reasons, Chen has continued to hold out olive branches to Beijing but nothing more.

(EDITORS: BEGIN OPTIONAL TRIM)

"We are sincere and patient in seeking good will, reconciliation, active cooperation and long-lasting peace," he said last week at a National Day celebration in Taipei.

But time may be running out, according to analyst Richard Yang, chairman of the Chinese Council for Advanced Policy Studies, a Taiwan think tank.

Yang said Monday that China's policy paper signals a growing impatience in Beijing that Chen can ignore only at Taiwan's peril. He said China's leaders are unlikely to allow the status quo to drag out until the end of Chen's first four-year term because that would mean "de facto independence for Taiwan."
By failing to follow through on its threats, China not only would risk losing Taiwan forever but also would send an encouraging signal to rebel elements in Tibet and the Chinese provinces of Xinjiang and Inner Mongolia, Yang said.

(END OPTIONAL TRIM)

The white paper criticized the United States for continuing to sell advanced weapons to Taiwan and denounced the proposed Taiwan Security Enhancement Act and efforts to include the island in any theater missile defense system the United States may build.


Taiwan CP Solvency- peaceful takeover

A Chinese takeover of Taiwan would be peaceful absent US arms and presence.
The Nation. 07-05-10. The Nation. http://www.nationmultimedia.com/home/2010/07/05/opinion/China-and-Taiwan-A-marriage-of-convenience-30133047.html

Much hullabaloo was created regarding the historic Economic Cooperation Framework Agreement (ECFA) between China and Taiwan concluded last week. The ECFA is not an agreement between governments, which obviously China would not allow to happen. It was signed by two quasi-official bodies, the Straits Exchange Foundation and the Association of Relations Across the Taiwan Straits. It is an agreement, not a treaty. This time China has shown extraordinary goodwill towards Taiwan in concluding this agreement within a short period of six months. Deep down, there are good reasons for Beijing to do so.
Bilateral trade between the two countries has increased meteorically and so has Taiwanese investment in the mainland. Further development in these areas would help promote economic ties even more. Taiwan, under the presidency of Ma Yingjeou, has been able to sustain good relations with China, despite the recent US arms sales, strongly condemned by China. But the Ma administration is still considered friendly to China compared to the previous government of Chen Suibien. To see the current administration winning a second term would sustain whatever progress has been accomplished. China does not want unexpected development across the Taiwan Straits that would jeopardise its economic growth and development.
The Chinese leaders know full well the only way to peacefully unify Taiwan is through non-military means. To achieve this, they must use economic measures to increase the independence of Taiwan's economy towards the mainland. This is a classic approach. They can talk sternly on military hardware, but on the ground they would still allow trade flow and more people to people contact. These are the most lethal weapons.

China decided to appease Taiwan in the economic field because it was easy to do on the grounds of mutual benefit. After all, Beijing has not yet made any huge political concessions. While Beijing tolerates and is more willing to give way on the economy, politically, it is still very guarded on whether to allow this renegade province to loom freely in various international arenas. In the long term, the China-Taiwan economic ties will have far-reaching implications on their political manoeuvring. In this case, it will augment China's political clout further due to the sheer size of its economy and demography.
China takeover will happen soon and can be peaceful if there’s no US resistance.
Taipei Times. 03-17-07. Taipei Times. http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/taiwan/archives/2007/03/17/2003352658

China's efforts over the past decade to become a more cooperative player in world affairs and improve relations with Washington could help position it to take over Taiwan in the long term by building up international support for a takeover, a leading China expert in Washington warned on Thursday.

Bates Gill, an academic at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, said that China would prefer to absorb Taiwan through diplomacy and economics, but warned that China's aggressive military buildup indicates that Beijing is still preparing for military action if needed.
He also spoke of a "very important constituency in Taiwan" that would welcome such a unification.

Gill made his comments in a presentation introducing his new book, Rising Star: China's New Security Diplomacy and its Implications for the United States, which details a new Chinese diplomatic effort begun in 1998-1999 to interact with other countries in world affairs and build a set of interests "convergent with US interests."

Describing Beijing's new policy toward Taiwan as "a combination of intensified carrots and intensified sticks," he said it was part of its overall new diplomatic strategy seeking "to create a space with regard to Taiwan so that it can realize national reunification, preferably through diplomatic and economic means."
At the same time, "under the rubric or umbrella of a more benign and constructive set of policies," Beijing is moving forward aggressively to build its military "to use that option if it needs to," he said.

Taiwan CP- Taiwan is key issue

US-Sino relations are frosty over the US arms sale to Taiwan

Andrew Browne and Jason Dean, 2/1/2010 (“World News: Arms Deal Cools U.S.-China Ties --- Chinese Put Freeze on Military Exchanges After $6.4 Billion American Weapons Sale to Taiwan” The Wall Street Journal, EBSCO)

China's suspension of military exchanges with the U.S. in retaliation for a $6.4 billion arms sale to Taiwan heightens the risk of friction between Beijing and Washington at a time when they are already at loggerheads over a host of security and economic issues.  China announced the freeze on military exchanges Saturday, and summoned the U.S. ambassador to Beijing for a formal complaint, following the Obama administration's announcement Friday that it is proceeding with the sale of antimissile systems, helicopters and other arms to Taiwan.  U.S. officials say the risks with China can be contained; neither side wants to allow what is arguably the most important bilateral relationship in the world to veer out of control.  Still, relations are likely to get rockier before any improvement, as the Obama administration appears increasingly frustrated by Beijing's refusal to budge on a range of sensitive subjects, from Iran to currency policy to climate change. Further raising the temperature, President Barack Obama is expected to meet soon with the Dalai Lama, the Tibetan spiritual leader whom Beijing denounces as a separatist for his efforts to win greater autonomy for the Himalayan region.  The Chinese foreign ministry said Saturday the suspension of military exchanges would affect vice-ministerial meetings scheduled soon on security, arms control and antiproliferation. China also will impose sanctions on those U.S. companies involved in the arms sales to Taiwan.  In the meeting with U.S. Ambassador Jon Huntsman, Vice Foreign Minister He Yafei said the arms package for Taiwan "constitutes a gross intervention into China's internal affairs," according to a foreign ministry statement. China is "extremely indignant," the statement said. 
China relations have been damaged by the arms sales

Li Xiaokun and Wu Jiao, 6/18/2010 (“US senator says arms sales hurt China relations” China Daily, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/cndy/2010-06/18/content_9986817.htm)
BEIJING - A senior United States senator on Wednesday said US arms sales to Taiwan were hurting ties with China and challenged US Defense Secretary Robert Gates on the necessity of the deal.  She also revealed the Chinese leadership is considering redeploying some arms targeting Taiwan to ease tensions, while a senior Chinese military source close to the affair told China Daily that China is unlikely to unfreeze military contacts with the US if Washington sticks to its tough tone on the arms deal.  US Senate Intelligence Committee Chairwoman Dianne Feinstein, who visited both Beijing and Taipei earlier this month, called US arms sales to Taiwan "a substantial irritant" in relations between Washington and Beijing.  She also asked Gates what substantial steps China would have to take to get the Pentagon to reconsider future arms sales to Taiwan. It has been five months since Beijing announced it would curtail military contacts, including high-level visits with the US, after the Obama administration notified the US Congress of a $6.4-billion arms sale to Taiwan. Earlier this month, China took the extraordinary step of turning down a proposed fence-mending visit by Gates. 


Taiwan arms sale is the key issue

Zhang Xiang 6/5/10 (“Sino-US military relations rely on efforts from both sides: Chinese official” English News, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2010-06/05/c_13334994.htm)
Since the establishment of bilateral ties between the two countries, the bilateral military ties have not escaped a strange circle, which is "development, standstill, another development, another standstill," Ma said. He said that both parties have tried to break the curse but failed to achieve obvious breakthrough.  Speaking on U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates' remarks about a "sustained and reliable military-to-military contacts," Ma said that efforts should be made by both countries, but not just by one side.  There are some main obstacles in the development of bilateral military relations, such as the U.S. arms sales to Taiwan, frequent reconnaissance by the U.S. naval ships and aircraft in the waters and airspace of China's exclusive economic zones, according to Ma.  "So the barrier between U.S.-China military relations is not built by China." Ma stressed.  "U.S. arms sales to Taiwan is not just an ordinary issue," he said. "The United States said that it does not support independence for Taiwan. We hope this is not what the United States says, but also what it does."  According to the U.S.-China joint communique of August 17, 1982, the U.S. stated in the cummunique its intention to gradually reduce the level of arms sales to the Taiwan, the quality and quantity of the arm sales to Taiwan will not exceed the previous level, and will eventually figure out ways to resolve the issue. However, Ma said that the United States has sticked to its old path and the arms sales remained to be a "serious issue" disturbing the U.S.- China relations over the past 30 years.  Ma said that the arms sales issue concerns about strategic mutual trust, political foundation of bilateral cooperation, as well as the commitment to the responsibility of the communique. He added that America's neglect of its responsibilities has undoubtedly affected the military cooperation between the two sides. 
Stopping arms sales to Taiwan solves relations

Xinhua 1/11/10 (“U.S. arms sales to Taiwan detrimental to Sino-U.S. relations” China View, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english/2010-01/11/content_12791711.htm)
Profound lessons should be drawn from history. All previous U.S. arms sales to Taiwan have caused great damage to the Sino-U.S. relations and blocked their stable and smooth development. This time is no exception, since the arms sales to Taiwan are rootless and absolutely harmful, whether from the perspectives of legal, moral and justice principles, or from the perspectives of joint interests of the two countries and the long-term development of their relations. As influential major states in the world, China and the United States share broad common interests. Therefore, the strengthening of their cooperation is beneficial not only to the two countries, but also to the whole world. The United States should recognize the serious harm caused by arms sales to Taiwan, scrupulously abide by the principles of the three Sino-U.S. joint communiques, especially those of the "August 17 Communique," and immediately stop arms sales to Taiwan, in order to avoid damaging bilateral cooperation in key fields. 

Taiwan is the key issue for China—it’s the most sensitive

John Pomfret, Washington Post Staff Writer, 1/30/2010 (“U.S. sells weapons to Taiwan, angering China” The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/01/30/AR2010013000508.html)
U.S. and Chinese officials have also clashed recently over trade and investment issues, which for years constituted the bright side of their relationship. On Thursday, Commerce Secretary Gary Locke said U.S. companies face too many "headaches" in China and could lose interest if Beijing backslides on openness and the rule of law.  Locke referred to a threat by Google to end its operations in China over Internet censorship. Google has also alleged that hackers from China broke into e-mail accounts of Chinese human rights activists.  More problems could arise after a possible meeting between President Obama and the Dalai Lama, when the Tibetan spiritual leader visits the United States in February. China says the Dalai Lama is a separatist who wants to lead Tibet to independence.  Of all the issues, though, arms sales to Taiwan is the most sensitive to the Chinese. China views Taiwan as part of its territory and contends that U.S. arms sales to the island are, as the vice foreign minister said Friday, "a gross intervention into China's internal affairs."  The United States says weapons sales to Taiwan help to maintain stability in East Asia by making it more difficult for Beijing to bully Taiwan. The United States is legally obligated to provide weapons for Taiwan's defense, under the Taiwan Relations Act. 


 

Taiwan is the key issue that is making China militarize. Current policies will cause US-China war.
Kenneth Lieberthal is Professor of Political Science and William Davidson Professor of International Business at the University of Michigan. In 1998-2000, he served as Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs and Senior Director for Asia on the staff of the National Security Council. March/April 2005. Foreign Affairs. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60621/kenneth-lieberthal/preventing-a-war-over-taiwan
One of the greatest dangers to international security today is the possibility of a military confrontation between China and Taiwan that leads to a war between China and the United States. Such a war would be not only tragic but also unnecessary, since it would result from a failure of imagination and diplomacy--fought because a place that has long declared itself independent was attacked for doing so again.

Neither Beijing nor Taipei wants a war, but both sides have adopted policies that run an unacceptably high risk of bloodshed over the next several years. The Bush administration should therefore take steps now to reduce the prospect of conflict across the Taiwan Strait. Understanding what those steps should be, however, requires getting past the rhetorical constructs that have dominated discussion to date.

China says that it wants stability across the Taiwan Strait, that it can postpone final resolution of the cross-strait issue for a long time, that it is developing its regional military capabilities solely to deter Taiwanese independence, and that it will use force if necessary to prevent or reverse a declaration of independence. But these positions have not served China's interests well, because it has failed to make clear exactly what "declaring independence" involves.


Taiwan Impacts

U.S.-China nuclear slapfights result in millions of casualties- two scenarios.
Hans M. Kristensen, Robert S. Norris, Matthew G. McKinzie, members of The Federation of American Scientists & The Natural Resources Defense Council. Chinese Nuclear Forces and U.S. Nuclear War Planning. November 2006.

We conclude the report with a section that describes two nuclear strike scenarios (and several potential Chinese options) and calculates the casualties that both sides would suffer as a result. The simulations show with chilling clarity that while the nuclear capabilities of the two countries are quite different, the civilian casualties resulting from the use of just a small part of either country’s nuclear arsenal would be overwhelming. Whether the strategy is one of “countervalue” or “counterforce,” and whether the missiles are inaccurate or accurate, tens of millions of innocent people would die and more would suffer in a nuclear attack against either country. Our first scenario concludes that 1.5 million to 26 million causalities would result from a U.S. attack on Chinese ICBMs, depending upon the type and number of warheads used. Strike plans maintained by the Pentagon probably include options for significantly larger attacks. The declassified documents we examined reveal that nuclear war planning against China traditionally has involved much larger strikes against a broad range of facilities. Even so, the Pentagon has advocated – and the White House has authorized – additional nuclear planning against China. It is hard to see where deterrence ends and nuclear warfighting begins, but with U.S. planners pursuing “more discriminate capabilities for selected target types through lower yields, improved accuracy, and enhanced penetration,” the quest of the never sufficiently “credible deterrent” seems to be entering its next phase.26 Our second scenario concludes that 15 million to 40 million causalities would result from a Chinese attack on 20 populous U.S. cities. As if that is not enough, China is in the final phase of a nuclear facelift that the U.S. intelligence community has predicted will result in 75 to 100 warheads “primarily targeted” against the United States by 2015. Whether this projection will come true is not certain, but Chinese leaders apparently have decided that its antiquated long-range ballistic missile force is becoming vulnerable and a new generation of ICBMs is needed to ensure the credibility of China’s minimum deterrent. Our calculations show that the increase in warheads anticipated by the U.S. intelligence community could potentially hold as many as 75 major U.S. cities at risk and inflict more than 50 million casualties.
US-China war over Taiwan causes nuclear war.
Washington Times,  (, "Chinese Activist Warns of Nuclear War; Says U.S. underestimates threat", The Washington Times, Lexis Nexis,) 08-31-05
China is preparing for nuclear war with the United States over Taiwan, and a conflict is likely in the near future because of divisions among Beijing's leaders, a Chinese democracy activist says. Wi Jingsheng, a leading international advocate for political reform in China, said in an interview with The Washington Times that President Bush and other U.S. leaders do not fully understand the chance of a conflict breaking out and must do more to avert it. "Sino-U.S. relations are reaching a crucial point and most of the American public does not know about," said Mr. Wei, who spent almost 18 years in Chinese prisons before his release in 1997. "The United States needs to pay more attention to the possibility of nuclear war with China." Mr. Wei said he has heard from, said Mr. Wei, who has an office in Washington. "In the past, China may have felt that it was not time for them to confront the U.S.," Mr. Wei said. "Now, things are different. Now the Chinese feel that they need to use these kind of nuclear threats. China is very serious about that. The nuclear threat from China is a substantial threat, not theoretical."


Taiwan CP: AFF

US presence solves the threat of Chinese invasion.
Brookes, Peter. Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies. Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might. November 24, 2008.

We know that China is undergoing a major military buildup, especially involving its power projection forces--i.e., air force, navy, and ballistic missile forces, all aimed at Taiwan. Indeed, today Beijing has the world's third largest defense budget and the world's fastest growing peacetime defense budget, growing at over 10 percent per year for over a decade. It increased its defense budget nearly 18 percent annually over the past two years. I would daresay that military tensions across the 100-mile-wide Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China would be much greater today if not for an implied commitment on the part of the United States to prevent a change in the political status quo via military means. China hasn't renounced the use of force against its neighbor and rival, Taiwan, a vibrant, free-market democracy. It is believed by many analysts that absent American military might, China would quickly unite Taiwan with the mainland under force of arms. In general, the system of military alliances in Asia that the United States maintains provides the basis for stability in the Pacific, since the region has failed to develop an overarching security architecture such as that found in Europe in NATO.
China’s been modernizing for years- U.S. deterrence and presence are clearly necessary. 
Hans M. Kristensen, Robert S. Norris, Matthew G. McKinzie, members of The Federation of American Scientists & The Natural Resources Defense Council. Chinese Nuclear Forces and U.S. Nuclear War Planning. November 2006.
That modernization, the 2006 QDR explained, “has accelerated since the mid-to-late 1990s in response to central leadership demands to develop military options against Taiwan scenarios.” The “pace and scope of China’s military build-up already puts regional military balances at risk.” China’s large-scale investments in offensive capabilities such as ballistic and cruise missiles, more advanced submarines, and “strategic nuclear strike from modern, sophisticated land and sea-based systems” directly affect U.S. military force requirements and “place a premium on forces capable of sustained operations at great distances into denied areas.”2
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