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Quick Reference: Speech Order & Times 
 
Debate has very few restrictions in terms of what you can argue – but (like any sport) we do 
have rules that set how long you speak and what order you and your peers will speak in. 
Every debater will give two speeches (an 8 minute constructive and a 5 minute rebuttal), 
will be cross-examined once, and will cross-examine another student once.  
 
While we will randomly decide when you are affirmative and negative, you and your partner get to 
pick which speeches you give – the first or the second set (1AC/1AR or 2AC/2AR, etc.).    
 
Here are the speeches in order:  
 
1st Affirmative Constructive (1AC) – the speaker introduces the 
affirmative’s case. This speech is already prepared and in your 
evidence packets. 
 
1st Negative Constructive (1NC) – this speech will introduce the 
arguments that the negative team will use during the debate.  
 
2nd Affirmative Constructive (2AC) – this speaker refutes all of the 
arguments made by the negative by reading new evidence & 
referencing evidence from the first affirmative speech.   
 
“The Negative Block:” 2nd Negative Constructive (2NC) & 1st 
Negative Rebuttal (1NR) – the negative debaters split up the 
arguments from the first negative speech and flesh them out while 
answering affirmative arguments.  
 
1st Affirmative Rebuttal (1AR) – this speaker has a limited amount 
of time to answer the arguments made in the block and to re-assert 
the affirmative case.  
 
2nd Negative Rebuttal (2NR) – this is the last negative speech – this 
speaker’s job is to provide a clear set of reasons why the negative 
team should win the debate. Think of this speech like a conclusion to 
a paper. 
 
2nd Affirmative Rebuttal (2AR) – this is the last speech in the debate – this speaker should quickly refute the 
negative’s best arguments and then refocus the debate on why the affirmative plan is best. This speech is also 
like a conclusion – it is about quickly summarizing why you should win. 
 
Cross-Examination (CX) and Prep Time:  
 
Cross-examination – is a 3-minute question and answer session after each constructive, when the opposing 
team asks the person who just spoke questions in order to clarify or point out the flaws of an argument.  
 
Preparation time – each team is given 8 minutes of “prep-time” that they can take at any point before or after a 
speech to write notes, find evidence, organize their thoughts, etc. To use it, just announce that you want to take 
some prep time. Remember, you only get 4 minutes of time for the whole debate, so use it wisely!   
 
 
 

High School Time Limits: 
 

CONSTRUCTIVES  
1AC – 8 minutes 
   CX’d by 2N - 3 minutes 
1NC - 8 minutes 
   CX’d by 1A - 3 minutes 
2AC - 8 minutes 
   CX’d by 1N - 3 minutes 
2NC - 8 minutes 
   CX’d by 2A - 3 minutes 
 

REBUTTALS  
1NR - 5 minutes 
1AR - 5 minutes 
2NR - 5 minutes 
2AR - 5 minutes 
 

Each team gets 8 minutes of prep 
time to use between speeches. 
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First Affirmative Speech (1AC) 
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) 
 

Contention 1 is Inherency: the Trump administration is increasing the frequency of arms sales 
to Taiwan, reversing previous policies.  
Wong and Edmondson, 2019 
(Edward and Catie “Trump Administration Plans to Sell More Than $2 Billion of Arms to Taiwan” NYT, 
June 6 2019 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/06/us/politics/trump-taiwan-arms-sale.html accessed 
GDI-TM)  
Arms packages to Taiwan have grown in cost in recent years, in part because of technological 
advancement. During the Obama administration, the costliest package was approved in 2011. Almost 
the entire amount of that $5.8 billion package consisted of upgrades to an aging fleet of F-16’s that 
Taiwan had bought in 1992. Taiwan had requested a new batch of five dozen F-16’s, but did not get 
them. President Trump has made trade the centerpiece of the relationship between the United States 
and China, but his top Asia policy officials are also focused on the military rivalry. The United States 
has previously approved two weapons deals with Taiwan during Mr. Trump’s presidency, one two 
years ago for $1.4 billion and another last year for $330 million. The White House had previously 
considered weapons requests from Taiwan in packages bundled together in groups, so that the sales 
could be timed to minimize potential backlash from China. But the Trump administration last year 
informed Congress that it would instead consider sales as they were requested, as the United States 
does with other countries. 
 

Advantage 1 is US China War:  
US arms sales to Taiwan intensifies tensions with China. 
Kok, director of the China, East Asia and United States Program at the East West Institute, and 
Firestein, vice president for the Strategic Trust-Building Initiative, 2013 
(Piin-Fen and David J., “THREADING THE NEEDLE,”  EastWest Institute, March 2013, 
https://www.eastwest.ngo/sites/default/files/TAS%20Final%20%2528ISSUU%20VERSION%209_17_
2013%2529.pdf accessed 7/7/19 DUDA-TM) 
Aside from its obvious impor-tance for Taiwan, the Taiwan arms sale issue is important in the 
context of U.S.-China relations; it matters. Though this conclusion may sound obvious, we have 
found, in the course of our consul-tations, that U.S. and Chinese views often diverge on this very 
basic point to surpris-ing degrees. The Chinese regard the Taiwan arms sales issue as “the core 
issue” in U.S.-China relations; it goes directly to China’s paramount, existential concerns: namely, 
those of sovereignty, territorial integrity and, in a sense, China’s national dignity. Taiwan is of 
existential importance to China, and U.S. arms sales to Taiwan touch upon existential issues for 
China. U.S. policymakers, in con-trast, do not generally ascribe the same level of importance to the 
issue. Though U.S. officials recognize that China views U.S. arms sales to Taiwan as of profound 
importance, they themselves seem to regard the U.S. sale of arms to Taiwan as a non-issue from the 
U.S. perspective—it is only an issue because the Chinese see it as such. To U.S. officials, the 
Taiwan arms sales issue is more an irritant, a problem to be addressed and managed at such times 
as the Chinese make an issue of it. These diverging assessments of the importance of the issue are 
one of the reasons little progress has been made on it in recent decades. 
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) 
 
The risk of miscalculation between US and China rising – a breakdown of communication 
undermines existing checks on escalation to conflict 
Hass, David M. Rubenstein Fellow of Foreign Policy, Center for East Asia Policy Studies, 2019  
(Ryan, “Cross-Strait risks are rising and need to be managed.” Brookings, 4/22/19, 
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/cross-strait-risks-are-rising-and-need-to-be-managed/, Accessed 
7/1/19, GDI - JMoore) 
In other words, Washington, Taipei, and Beijing are falling into an action-reaction cycle on cross-
Strait issues, even as they disagree on who is the initiator of this cycle. This is occurring at a time 
when there is under-developed muscle memory at senior levels in all three capitals for managing 
cross-Strait tensions, U.S.-China relations are severely strained, and cross-Strait relations are 
becoming more contested in more domains. On top of that, we are entering a dangerous period for 
resolve-testing behavior. As elections approach in Taiwan in January 2020 and in the United States in 
November 2020, there may be shrinking political space for moderation in response to perceived 
Chinese provocations. All this is occurring at a time when there are atrophying channels of 
communication between Beijing and Washington and Taipei, respectively, on cross-Strait 
issues. Some of this is due to Beijing’s reflexive dismissal of Tsai’s initial offers of reassurance, and 
its preference for punishment over genuine efforts to bridge differences, including by freezing official 
channels for cross-Strait communication. In the U.S.-China context, the primary channels that 
previously were used to manage cross-Strait tensions — in-depth conversations at the presidential 
level and in the Strategic Security Dialogue — are no longer available. As a consequence, all three 
sides have a less granular understanding of each other’s sensitivities. In the absence of an ability to 
clarify the meaning of events, all sides will face a bias toward assuming the worst intentions of the 
other’s actions, which risks leading to exaggerated threat assessments of the other. A case in 
point is Beijing’s interpretation of recent U.S. Congressional resolutions, which reflect the political 
views of members of Congress and do not require the Trump administration to take specific actions, 
yet are treated by Beijing as substantively significant. Taken together, these are the types of 
ingredients that could spark a crisis that nobody wants, but that nobody feels they could avoid. While 
the risk of deliberate military conflict remains low given the catastrophic consequences of any such 
action, the risk of an unplanned incident leading to unintended escalation is rising. 
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) 
 
This escalation of conflict born of misunderstandings and miscalculations would be deadly – 
multiple nuclear powers would be involved  
Talmadge, Associate Professor of Security Studies at the Edmund A. Walsh School of Foreign 
Service at Georgetown University, 2018  
(Caitlin, “Beijing’s Nuclear Option.” Foreign Affairs, November/December 2018, 
https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/china/2018-10-15/beijings-nuclear-option, Accessed 7/3/19, 
GDI – JMoore) 
A war between the two countries remains unlikely, but the prospect of a military confrontation—
resulting, for example, from a Chinese campaign against Taiwan—no longer seems as implausible as 
it once did. And the odds of such a confrontation going nuclear are higher than most 
policymakers and analysts think. Members of China’s strategic com-munity tend to dismiss such 
concerns. Likewise, U.S. studies of a potential war with China often exclude nuclear weapons from 
the analysis entirely, treating them as basically irrelevant to the course of a conflict. Asked about the 
issue in 2015, Dennis Blair, the former commander of U.S. forces in the Indo-Pacific, estimated the 
likelihood of a U.S.-Chinese nuclear crisis as “somewhere between nil and zero.” This assurance is 
misguided. If deployed against China, the Pentagon’s preferred style of conventional warfare 
would be a potential recipe for nuclear escalation. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States’ 
signature approach to war has been simple: punch deep into enemy territory in order to rapidly knock 
out the opponent’s key military assets at minimal cost. But the Pentagon developed this formula in 
wars against Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya, and Serbia, none of which was a nuclear power. China, by 
contrast, not only has nuclear weapons; it has also intermingled them with its conventional military 
forces, making it difficult to attack one without attacking the other. This means that a major U.S. 
military campaign targeting China’s conventional forces would likely also threaten its nuclear arsenal. 
Faced with such a threat, Chinese leaders could decide to use their nuclear weapons while they were 
still able to. As U.S. and Chinese leaders navigate a relationship fraught with mutual suspicion, they 
must come to grips with the fact that a conventional war could skid into a nuclear confrontation. 
Although this risk is not high in absolute terms, its consequences for the region and the world would 
be devastating. As long as the United States and China continue to pursue their current grand 
strategies, the risk is likely to endure. This means that leaders on both sides should dispense with the 
illusion that they can easily fight a limited war. They should focus instead on managing or resolving 
the political, economic, and military tensions that might lead to a conflict in the first place.  
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First Affirmative Constructive (1AC) 
 

Thus, the plan:  
The United States federal government should reduce arms sales to the Republic of China and 
Taiwan, beginning with the sales authorized in July 2019.  
 

Contention 3 is Solvency: 
Gradual reduction in arms sales allows Taiwan to develop their own arms and gives us 
leverage to expand cooperation with China.  
Gomez, policy analyst for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2016 
(Eric, “A Costly Commitment: Options for the Future of the U.S.-Taiwan Defense Relationship,” Cato 
Institute, 9/28/19, https://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/costly-commitment-options-future-
us-taiwan-defense-relationship accessed 7/8/19 GDI-JEM) 
How the United States goes about stepping down from its commitment is important. Suddenly 
abrogating the TRA would be practically impossible given the entrenched support for Taiwan within 
Congress. The most realistic, feasible approach requires incremental reductions in U.S. 
support for Taiwan. Examples of such reductions could include setting a cap on the value and/or 
quality of military equipment that can be sold to Taiwan, changing the TRA to more narrowly define 
what constitutes a threat to Taiwan, or requiring Taiwan to spend a certain percentage of its GDP on 
defense in order to receive U.S. military support. Incremental reduction would be easier to sell to U.S. 
policymakers because it buys time for Taiwan to improve its defenses, thus increasing the credibility 
of the island’s military deterrent. As discussed earlier, Taiwan’s defense industries have proven they 
can make high-quality military equipment that meets the island’s defense needs. Taiwan has the 
ability to develop a robust and effective military deterrent, but it needs time to overcome existing 
challenges and address unforeseen obstacles. If the United States were to reduce its commitment 
incrementally, Taiwan’s political and military leadership would have the time to address such 
challenges. Incremental implementation of this policy option would also provide the United States with 
opportunities to learn about Chinese intentions, based on Beijing’s reaction.66 Stepping down from 
the defense commitment to Taiwan would be a major accommodation on a core Chinese security 
interest. American policymakers should demand some sort of reciprocal actions from Beijing that 
reduce the military threat the PLA poses to Taiwan. In Meeting China Halfway, Lyle J. Goldstein 
explains how “cooperation spirals” in the U.S.-China relationship can build “trust and confidence … 
over time through incremental and reciprocal steps that gradually lead to larger and more significant 
compromises.”67 However, if Washington takes accommodating policy positions and Beijing 
responds with obstinacy or increased aggression, then American policymakers would likely want to 
adjust their approach. 
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On-Case Debate: Supporting Evidence & Extensions 
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Inherency & Current Arms Sales Policy Extensions 
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Inherency – Trump Increasing Sales 
 

Arms sales used to be timed to avoid upsetting China, but Trump is shifting to make sales as 
Taiwan requests them.  
Wong and Edmondson, 2019 
(Edward and Catie “Trump Administration Plans to Sell More Than $2 Billion of Arms to Taiwan” NYT, 
June 6 2019 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/06/us/politics/trump-taiwan-arms-sale.html accessed 
GDI-TM)  
Arms packages to Taiwan have grown in cost in recent years, in part because of technological 
advancement. During the Obama administration, the costliest package was approved in 2011. Almost 
the entire amount of that $5.8 billion package consisted of upgrades to an aging fleet of F-16’s that 
Taiwan had bought in 1992. Taiwan had requested a new batch of five dozen F-16’s, but did not get 
them. 
President Trump has made trade the centerpiece of the relationship between the United States and 
China, but his top Asia policy officials are also focused on the military rivalry. The United States has 
previously approved two weapons deals with Taiwan during Mr. Trump’s presidency, one two years 
ago for $1.4 billion and another last year for $330 million. 
The White House had previously considered weapons requests from Taiwan in packages bundled 
together in groups, so that the sales could be timed to minimize potential backlash from China. But 
the Trump administration last year informed Congress that it would instead consider sales as they 
were requested, as the United States does with other countries. 
 
 



DUDA  Spring 2020 
HS Novice  Affirmative 

 
10 

US/China Conflict Advantage Extensions 
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Arms Sales Increase Tension – Historically True 
 

Arms sales erodes foundation of US-China relations and risk confrontation – seen when China 
increased military fly-overs after previous sales  
Marlow and Ellis, writers for Bloomberg politics, 2019 
(Iain and Samson, “Trump’s Sale of F-16 Jets to Taiwan Is Making China Nervous,” Bloomberg, 
3/20/19, https://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2019-03-30/trump-s-sale-of-40-year-old-fighter-
jets-is-making-china-nervous accessed 7/8/19 GDI-JEM) 
The F-16Vs requested by Taiwan are promoted as the world’s most advanced fourth-generation jet, 
including the latest radar and avionics, even though the original F-16 model has been in service for 
more than 40 years. The aircraft would help the island respond day-to-day incidents such as air 
space incursions that fall short of open war and mop up data during routine patrols. 
Taiwan’s foreign ministry Sunday reported on one such incident, accusing China of provocation. The 
ministry said two Chinese fighter jets crossed the median line of the Taiwan Strait that divides the 
sides. There was no reported public response from China. 
China, which suspended military exchanges with the U.S. in response to previous sales, protested 
the F-16 move. The foreign ministry said the country lodged “stern representations” with U.S. while 
the defense ministry warned against moves that undercut the contention that the mainland and 
Taiwan are part of “one China.” 
“Any words or actions that undermine the one-China policy are tantamount to shaking the 
foundation of China-U.S. relations, are inconsistent with the fundamental interests of China and the 
United States and are also extremely dangerous,” Senior Colonel Wu Qian said at a briefing 
Thursday in Beijing. 
The sale could be calibrated to test China’s bottom line without breaching it. Xi, the Chinese 
president, would have to decide whether to risk his trade pact with Trump or even an open conflict 
between two of the world’s most powerful militaries to prevent the sale of a few dozen jets. 
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Arms Sales Increase Tension – Encourages Taiwan Aggression 
 

US arms sales to Taiwan embolden Taiwan to aggressively seek independence from China 
because they feel they have our backing – this destroys US-China relations 
Bosu, Secretary of New Horizon Radio Listeners' Club, 2017 
(Rabi Sankar, “Time to stop US arms sales to Taiwan,” China.org.cn, 7/26/19, 
http://www.china.org.cn/opinion/2017-07/26/content_41288212.htm accessed 7/9/19 GDI-JEM) 
On June 29, the Trump administration notified Congress that it had approved sales of US$1.42 
billion-worth of advanced weaponry to Taiwan, despite the Chinese government's persistent 
opposition. 
There's no doubt this will have an adverse impact on the prospects for cross-Straits peace, as well as 
the Sino-U.S. ties. 
American sales of weapons to Taiwan is not only dangerous but also an idiotic move on the part of 
President Donald Trump for its corrosive effect on the Sino-U.S. relationship, for it sends "a 
wrong signal" to those promoting separatist activities favoring "Taiwan independence," and 
will do great harm to cross-Straits peace and stability. 
The U.S. move runs counter to Chinese President Xi Jinping's trust in Trump, built up during their first 
diplomatic encounter in Palm Beach, Florida on April 6-7, 2017. During the meeting, Trump promised 
efforts to build "a very, very great relationship" between the two countries. 
If President Trump wantonly sells weapons to Taiwan, violating the sacrosanct "One-China" principle, 
China would have little encouragement to partner with the U.S. government on international issues 
considered of vital importance in Washington. 
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Conflict Will Escalate – Historic Pattern 
 

Aggressive actions historically result when the US is perceived as backing Taiwan – China will 
only take so much before it asserts its control over Taiwan   
Zhang 19 (Ketian, a postdoctoral fellow at the Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center at Stanford 
University. “China is Pushing Back Against Taiwan for These Three Reasons.” Washington Post 
https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2019/04/08/china-is-pushing-back-against-taiwan-these-
reasons/?noredirect=on&utm_term=.20072f14ebb8. 04/08/19, Accessed 7/5/19, DUDA-TM ) 
On March 31, Taiwan’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs reported that two Chinese Air Force (PLAAF) J-11 
jets crossed the median line of the Taiwan Strait. This violated the long-held tacit agreement between 
China and Taiwan that neither side should cross the median line. Taiwan deemed this “an intentional, 
reckless & provocative action,” which triggered “a 10-minute standoff” in the air. As Asia security 
expert Bonnie S. Glaser notes that, if intentional, this would be the first PLAAF crossing of the median 
line in about 20 years. In this case, it’s likely that Taiwan, not the South China Sea, prompted 
Beijing’s actions. An unresolved issue from the Chinese civil war, Taiwan has always been a “core 
interest” to party leaders in Beijing. Here are some key takeaways from my research on China-
Taiwan relations. What does the PLAAF move signal? Granted, there is much we don’t know about 
this specific PLAAF incident. But my work on cross-Strait relations suggests that it’s quite possible the 
PLAAF behavior is intentional — and serves as a coercive signal to Taiwan and the United States. 
Here’s what you need to know: 1. The U.S. agreed to sell fighter jets to Taiwan. In March, the United 
States agreed to sell F-16V fighter jets to Taiwan — the fourth-generation model. The last U.S. sale 
of F-16s to Taiwan took place in September 1992. Beijing considers selling weapons platforms such 
as jet fighters and submarines to Taiwan an implicit red line. In the past, China used coercion to deter 
countries from selling these weapons platforms to Taiwan. This suggests that last week’s PLAAF 
incident is intended to send a deterrent signal about fighter sales to both Taiwan and the United 
States. The Chinese Foreign Ministry and Ministry of Defense lodged protests against the United 
States regarding the sale, reiterating that China will “take all necessary measures” to resolutely 
defend its sovereignty. The Trump administration decided on April 5 to put on hold the F-16V deal 
until the United States strikes a trade deal with China, suggesting that China may have used the 
bilateral trade talks as a bargaining chip. 2. U.S. ships were in the Taiwan Strait. On March 24, U.S. 
naval and Coast Guard ships passed through the Taiwan Strait. The Chinese Foreign Ministry 
protested, urging the United States to exercise caution. 3. Taiwan’s president stopped off in Hawaii. 
That same week, Tsai Ing-wen made a U.S. stopover. China protested that this was in violation of the 
“one China” policy, which calls for the United States and other countries to refrain from official 
diplomatic relations with Taiwan. These actions appear to be relatively minor provocations in China’s 
ledger. But to Beijing, not taking coercive actions to demonstrate its resolve might produce more 
provocative actions from Taiwan and the United States in the future. How does China use its tools of 
coercion? In the past, China has utilized both military and nonmilitary tools to force Taiwan and other 
countries to stop and deter actions that China deems threatening.  
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Answer to: Taiwan will Get Weapons from other Countries 
 

China only cares about US support for Taiwan, not the weapons that ROC has – a reduction of 
sales from US decrease risk of conflict even if ROC has to buy from someplace else  
Thrall and Dorminey 18 (Trevor, a senior fellow with expertise in international security and the 
politics of American security. Caroline, an analyst in defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato 
Institute. “Risky Business: The Role of Arms Sales in U.S. Foreign Policy.” 
https://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/risky-business-role-arms-sales-us-foreign-policy , 
Accessed 7/2/19 DUDA-TM) 
Forgoing arms sales is likely to be a superior strategy even in cases where the United States has an 
entrenched interest. In the case of Taiwan, for example, though it is clear that Taiwan needs to 
purchase weapons from other countries to provide for its defense, those weapons do not have to be 
made in the United States. Having Taiwan buy from other suppliers would help defuse U.S.-China 
tensions. Even if Taiwan’s defenses remained robust, China would clearly prefer a situation in which 
American arms no longer signal an implicit promise to fight on Taiwan’s behalf. This could also 
promote more productive U.S.-China diplomacy in general, as well as greater stability in the Pacific 
region. Most important, breaking off arms sales would also reduce the likelihood of the United States 
becoming entangled in a future conflict between Taiwan and China. 
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Answer to: Arms Sales Help Contain China 
 

Attempts to contain China by helping those that oppose its power in the region will fail AND 
increase mistrust and aggression  
Jalil, Research Fellow at the Institute of Strategic Studies Islamabad, 2019 
(Ghazala Yasmin, “China’s Rise: Offensive or Defensive Realism,” Strategic Studies, Spring 2019, 
ProQuest accessed 7/7/19 GDI-JEM) 
Far from being a revisionist power maximising state, China’s behaviour seems to be more of a 
status quo power. Instead of being a threat and a source of instability, China can be a source of 
stability in the region. China’s foreign policy seems to be driven by defensive realism rather than 
principles of offensive realism as Mearsheimer argues. The conflict between China as a rising 
power and the US as a status quo power is not inevitable. It is possible to avoid the Thucydides’s 
Trap. China’s rise is not as much of a threat as the Western debates make it out to be. In many ways, 
it may provide opportunities rather than challenges. However, theories and analyses presented by 
scholars such as Mearsheimer would certainly lead to conflict if followed by the US policy makers. If 
Washington continues to believe and act on the assumption that increase in the Chinese power 
poses a threat to the US military and diplomatic presence and economic interests in the region and 
opts for a containment and encirclement policy towards China ─ it would amount to a self-fulfilling 
prophesy where the conflict would materialise between the two powers. Engagement rather than 
containment is the policy that would lead to a more stable and secure regional and global 
environment. 
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Answer to: Arms Sales Help Contain China 
 
Arms sales increase conflict where conditions for conflict exist – the region primed for 
conflicts make arms sales uniquely impactful 
Thrall 18 (Trevor, Trevor Thrall is a senior fellow for the Cato’s Institute’s Defense and Foreign Policy 
Department, with expertise in international security and the politics of American national security. 
Thrall is also an associate professor at George Mason University’s Schar School of Policy and 
Government where he teaches courses in international security, “Arms Sales: Pouring Gas on the 
Fires of Conflict”, The Cato Institute, 7-2-18, https://www.cato.org/blog/arms-sales-pouring-gas-fires-
conflict, Accessed 7-5-19, DUDA-TM) 
Do arms sales cause war? Or do wars cause arms sales? Critics of arms sales often argue that 
selling weapons abroad fuels conflict. And indeed, one can point to one or more sides using 
American weapons in many recent conflicts including Syria, Yemen, and Iraq. Skeptics argue, on the 
other hand, that weapons don’t start the fire and that conflicts would arise whether or arms exporters 
like the United States sell weapons abroad. The debate has important implications for foreign policy. 
If selling or transferring weapons abroad makes conflict more likely, or intensifies conflicts already in 
process, then the United States should rethink its long-held policy of selling weapons to pretty much 
any nation that wants them. If, on the other hand, arms sales have no impact on conflict or make 
conflict less likely, then the Trump administration’s intention of expanding arms sales should be seen 
as a positive move. As it turns out, several academic studies have looked at this question. The 
primary conclusion of these works is that although arms sales do not create conflicts out of thin air, 
they do make conflict more likely when the conditions for conflict are already present. The basic logic 
behind this conclusion is fairly straightforward and has been noted in the academic literature for some 
time. In a 1998 article, “Arms Transfer Dependence and Foreign Policy Conflict,” David Kinsella 
argues that states that enjoy a steady flow of arms – especially from multiple countries – tend to 
pursue more aggressive foreign policies. The increase in the recipient’s military capability makes 
victory in a potential conflict more likely, which in turn raises the likelihood that the state will start 
disputes, demand concessions from its neighbors in those disputes, and to escalate to conflict if 
negotiations fail to produce the desired outcome. Using case studies from Israel, Egypt, Syria, Iran, 
Iraq, India, Pakistan, Ethiopia, and Somalia Kinsella finds that, when a country has more than one 
weapons supplier, arms sales drastically increase the chances of conflict. In their 2002 article, “The 
Arms Trade and the Incidence of Political Violence in Sub-Saharan Africa, 1967-97,” Cassady Craft 
and Joseph Smaldone identify another mechanism by which arms sales can fuel conflict. They find 
that autocratic governments importing weapons are more likely to use those weapons to 
oppress/mistreat/kill their own citizens since they now have a greater coercive capability. 
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Advantage Add-On: US/China Cooperation 
 
Another Advantage is US/China Cooperation:  
 
Erosion of bilateral relations undermine US China constructive relations. A robust US-China 
relationship is essential to address major global issues climate change, disease, and 
terrorism.  
Rubin, co-chairman emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations, 2019 
(Robert E., “Why the World Needs America and China to Get Along,” The New York Times, 1/2/19, 
https://www.nytimes.com/2019/01/02/opinion/america-china-climate-change-nuclear-weapons.html 
accessed 7/2/19 DUDA-TM) 
The cycle has to be reversed. In the United States, the business community, policy analysts and the 
media should create a climate that encourages elected officials to pursue a constructive relationship. 
The same is true in China, albeit in a different political system. Leaders in both countries should 
recognize our imperative self-interest in working together on hugely consequential transnational 
issues, especially two threats to life on earth as we know it: nuclear weapons and climate change. 
No single country can tackle these threats alone, and existing international institutions have proved 
inadequate. The best chance for successfully dealing with these overarching issues — as well 
as other transnational issues like pandemics, terrorism and cybersecurity — is for the world’s 
two largest national economies to catalyze global action. In a conversation I recently led at the 
Council on Foreign Relations, the Chinese foreign minister, Wang Yi, alluded to this, remarking that 
“history will remember those who took the lead in the mist.” The surest way for that to happen is to 
forge a constructive relationship between our two countries. Absent that, it is imperative that we 
put our differences aside to tackle these two existential challenges. 
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Advantage Add-On: US/China Cooperation 
 

In particular, terrorism must be addressed – attacks are increasing in intensity and risk a new 
round of global interventions by major powers like the United States   
Bunn, Board Director at the Harvard Kennedy Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs, 
and Roth, Research Associate at the Belfer Center, 2017 
(Matthew and Nickolas, “The effects of a single terrorist nuclear bomb,” Belfer Center for Science and 
International Affairs, September 28 2017, https://thebulletin.org/2017/09/the-effects-of-a-single-
terrorist-nuclear-bomb/accessed 7/11 GDI-TM) 
And what standards of international order and law would still hold sway? The country attacked might 
well lash out militarily at whatever countries it thought might bear a portion of responsibility. (A 
terrifying description of the kinds of discussions that might occur appeared in Brian Jenkins’ book, Will 
Terrorists Go Nuclear?) With the nuclear threshold already crossed in this scenario—at least by 
terrorists—it is conceivable that some of the resulting conflicts might escalate to nuclear use. 
International politics could become more brutish and violent, with powerful states taking unilateral 
action, by force if necessary, in an effort to ensure their security. After 9/11, the United States led the 
invasions of two sovereign nations, in wars that have since cost hundreds of thousands of lives and 
trillions of dollars, while plunging a region into chaos. Would the reaction after a far more devastating 
nuclear attack be any less? In particular, the idea that each state can decide for itself how much 
security to provide for nuclear weapons and their essential ingredients would likely be seen as totally 
unacceptable following such an attack. Powerful states would likely demand that others surrender 
their nuclear material or accept foreign troops (or other imposed security measures) to guard it. That 
could well be the first step toward a more profound transformation of the international system. After 
such a catastrophe, major powers may feel compelled to more freely engage in preventive war, 
seizing territories they worry might otherwise be terrorist safe havens, and taking other steps they see 
as brutal but necessary to preserve their security. For this reason, foreign policy analyst Stephen 
Krasner has argued that “conventional rules of sovereignty would be abandoned overnight.” 
Confidence in both the national security institutions of the country attacked and international 
institutions such as the International Atomic Energy Agency and the United Nations, which had so 
manifestly failed to prevent the devastation, might erode. The effect on nuclear weapons policies is 
hard to predict: One can imagine new nuclear terror driving a new push for nuclear disarmament, but 
one could also imagine states feeling more certain than ever before that they needed nuclear 
weapons. 
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Arms Sales Hurt Relations – Chinese Statements  
 
China wants US to stop sales 
Chung, South China Morning Post, April 24, 2019 (Lawrence, “Beijing says Washington’s US $500 
million arms sale to Taiwan ‘damaged Sino-US relations,’”  accessed on 5/20/19 at 
https://www.scmp.com/news/china/diplomacy/article/3007446/beijing-says-washingtons-us500-
million-arms-sale-taiwan,) 
Beijing has accused Washington of violating the one-China principle with its recent sale of a US$500 
million military package to Taiwan, saying the act seriously hurt relations between the two countries 
and jeopardised stability in the Taiwan Strait. “The Chinese side resolutely opposes any countries 
selling weapons to Taiwan,” the defence ministry said in a statement on Wednesday, while repeating 
its position that it regards the self-ruled island as an inalienable part of the mainland and its need to 
uphold its territorial integrity. The latest deal with Taipei, which includes a pilot training programme 
and maintenance/logistics support for F-16 aircraft in Arizona, is the third since US President Donald 
Trump approved arms sales to the island in 2017. It was announced by the Defence Security 
Cooperation Agency, part of the US Department of Defence, on April 15. “What the US side did not 
only strongly violated the one-China principle and the three communiques prescribing Sino-US 
relations, but also interfered in China’s internal affairs and damaged the sovereignty and security of 
China,” the defence ministry statement said. The act also “poisoned bilateral military ties and 
seriously sabotaged cross-strait relations and stability in the Taiwan Strait”, it said. Beijing demanded 
that Washington uphold the one-China principle and stop supplying arms to Taiwan and engaging in 
military contact with it. 
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Climate Change Impact 
 

US-China climate cooperation allows global environmental leveraging  
Lewis, contributor for the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2017 
(Joanna, “The U.S.-China Climate and Energy Relationship,” CSIS, 9/22/17, https://www.csis.org/us-
china-climate-and-energy-relationship accessed 7/2/19 GDI-JEM) 
Bilateral engagement between the United States and China on climate change allowed for the two 
countries to leverage their size and significance to mobilize action from other countries, thereby 
helping the United States achieve several multilateral outcomes in which it had a stake. As U.S. 
climate change politics evolve under the new Trump administration, this will most certainly influence 
U.S. bilateral engagement with China. While there are many untapped areas for fruitful cooperation, it 
is possible that not only will cooperation not be expanded, but also that existing cooperation will be 
greatly diminished. If so, the United States will lose the leverage it gained from partnering with China 
to help shape global multilateral environmental processes. 
 
Lack of US-China climate cooperation is an existential threat to the planet 
Sengupta, covers international climate issues for the New York Times, 2018 
(Somini, “U.S.-China Friction Threatens to Undercut the Fight Against Climate Change,” The New 
York Times, 12/7/18, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/12/07/climate/us-china-climate-
change.html?auth=login-email&login=email accessed 7/2/19 GDI-JEM) 
“The biggest threats to the planet are the lack of U.S. climate leadership at home and the 
unwillingness of the U.S. to engage with China,” said Joanna Lewis, a China specialist at 
Georgetown University. “The rest of the world looks to the U.S. and China for leadership, and it has 
become clear that, as the alliance has waned, global momentum to address climate change has 
slowed.”  
Taken together, the emissions produced by the United States and China account for more than 40 
percent of the global total. In both countries, emissions went up this year, according to an analysis 
issued this week by the Global Carbon Project in which one scientist likened the acceleration of 
global emissions to “a speeding freight train.”  
That fact hovers over Katowice, the Polish city where the United Nations is leading two weeks of talks 
to figure out how to implement the Paris Agreement. Adding to the urgency of that meeting, the 
promises made so far under the Paris pact are nowhere enough to avert the worst effects of climate 
change. A United Nations scientific report issued this fall warned that, if emissions continued to rise at 
the current rate, the planet would warm so fast that it could lead to widespread food shortages, 
wildfires, and floods.  
It’s hard to imagine a worse time for the world’s two behemoths — the United States, traditionally 
representing the rich world in climate negotiations, and China, representing the developing countries 
— to be locked in a cycle of intense distrust at the highest levels. 
“The U.S.-China climate honeymoon is definitely over. That much is very clear,” said Li Shuo, a 
senior policy adviser for Greenpeace Asia, based in Beijing. “The U.S. is asking a lot but there’s 
nothing that the U.S. can give. That’s the fundamental challenge.” 
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Slowdown of Sales Encourages Taiwan Self-Reliance 
 

The US should incrementally step down its sales of arms to Taiwan – allows creation of 
indigenous Taiwanese arms industry 
Gomez, policy analyst for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2016 
(Eric, “A Costly Commitment: Options for the Future of the U.S.-Taiwan Defense Relationship,” Cato 
Institute, 9/28/19, https://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/costly-commitment-options-future-
us-taiwan-defense-relationship accessed 7/8/19 GDI-JEM) 
Stepping down from the U.S. defense commitment would likely involve reductions in U.S. arms sales. 
Reductions in the size, quantity, and frequency of arms sales would likely precede any reductions to 
the defense commitment because arms sales are a measurable signal of American support for 
Taiwan. Lyle J. Goldstein of the U.S. Naval War College points out, “Arms sales have for some time 
taken on a purely symbolic meaning.”60 This implies that the negative effects of reducing arms sales 
would be relatively small, since China’s extant military advantages are not being offset by U.S. 
weaponry. Additionally, stopping the arms sales would not have to be instantaneous. The United 
States could reduce arms sales incrementally to give Taiwan time to improve its self-defense 
capabilities. 
 

 

Cutting sales will encourage Taiwan to produce their own arms, ensuring a less aggressive 
posture towards China.  
Hunzeker and Lanoszka, et al Center for Policy Studies, 2018 
(Michael A. Hunzeker and Alexander Lanoszka “A QUESTION OF TIME:Enhancing Taiwan’s 
Conventional Deterrence Posture” Center for Policy Studies NOVEMBER 2018 
http://csps.gmu.edu/a-question-of-time/ accessed GDI-TM) 
Taken together, these recommendations suggest a radical departure from Taiwan’s current 
acquisitions priorities. Each option represents a true shift to asymmetric capabilities that would be 
more cost effective than relying on high- end platforms purchased from the United States. Still, as a 
number of analysts note, adopting these recommendations will require significant training and 
doctrinal changes on the part of Taiwan’s armed forces. It will also require Taiwan to become more 
self-reliant in defense production instead of continuing to wait on purchases of U.S. weapon systems. 
In many ways, these changes will require Taiwan’s military to rethink how it conceives of its own 
identity as an institution.31 
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Off-Case Debate: Answers to Negative Disadvantage 
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Answers to Allied Proliferation DA 
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US/Japan Relations Low Now 
 

Japan already thinks it’s being abandoned because Trump talks about how expensive 
supporting them is  
De Oliveira 2019 (Henrique Altemani, professor @ Pontifícia Universidade Católica de São Paulo 
focusing on Brazil-Asia relations, “Japan: A Nuclear State?, Revista Brasileira de Política 
Internacional, volume 62, number 1, 5-23-2019, SciELO, http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/0034-
7329201900107, accessed 7-14-2019, DUDA-TM) 
These questions have without any doubt gained further attention in the present century with the 
increasingly lax control of the nuclear proliferation, both in relation to states as well as non-state 
actors, not least with regards to the existence of a nuclear black market (Wan 2017, 69), and the high 
concentration of nuclear states in Asia. On the other hand, U.S. complaints about high military 
costs and demands directed towards South Korea and Japan for higher military spending 
have incentivized the acquisition of nuclear weapons (Schoff 2009; Woonink 2017; Roehrig 2017; 
Tannenwald 2018). 
This question of credibility is extremely urgent, considering that the power-balance in North East Asia 
is changing, as North Korea has become a nuclear state with launching technology and capacities, 
and with China modernizing its conventional military capacities and raising its investments. The rising 
dependencies, the clear vulnerabilities, and the increase in nuclear states in the region has thereby 
forced Japan to expand its conventional military capacities, and to develop nuclear capabilities to 
defend its interests (Waltz 2000, 33). 
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US/Japan Relations Won’t Decline 
 

Trump reaffirmed Japan’s security guarantee – they know we will continue to support them 
Campbell et. Al., 2019 
(Caitlin Campbell, Analyst in Asian Affairs, Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Joshua 
A. Williams, Research Associate, “The U.S.-Japan Alliance,” Congressional Research Service, June 
13 2019, Summary RL33740, accessed 7/3/19, DUDA-TM) 
The election of Donald Trump in 2016 stoked fears that the expansion of the alliance could slow. As a 
candidate, Trump sharply questioned the value of U.S. alliances and criticized Japan specifically, 
saying it failed to compensate the United States for protection. In 2017, these fears were somewhat 
allayed when Abe and Trump appeared to develop close personal rapport and coordinated on 
responses to North Korean nuclear and missile tests, which proliferated throughout the year. In 
addition, Trump reaffirmed the alliance’s central aspects early in his Administration, including 
asserting that Article 5 of the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security covered the 
Senkaku Islands, which are administered by Japan but also claimed by China and Taiwan.8 (Article 5 
states that the allies “would act to meet the common danger” of an “armed attack against either Party 
in the territories under the administration of Japan.” 9 ) During his first visit to Japan in November 
2017, Trump articulated a U.S. “vision for a free and open Indo-Pacific,” which echoed Abe’s own 
concept of a “Free and Open Indo-Pacific.” 10 For several months, Abe was presented (and 
presented himself) as one of Trump’s closest friends among international leaders.11  
In early 2018, when the Trump Administration abruptly adjusted course and pursued negotiations with 
North Korea, many in Tokyo grew concerned about the possible marginalization of Japan’s interests. 
(See “North Korea” section below.) In addition to Korean peninsula dynamics, the return of trade 
frictions to the forefront of the U.S.-Japan relationship since 2017 has raised concerns that the 
alliance could face challenges in the years ahead. 
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Withdrawal of US Support in Region Inevitable 
 

Our military dominance in the Asia-Pacific region is not sustainable – we’ll withdraw at some 
point, we might as well do it now  
Swaine, senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 2015 
(Michael D., “Beyond American Predominance in the Western Pacific: The Need for a Stable U.S.-
China Balance of Power,” Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 4/20/15, 
https://carnegieendowment.org/2015/04/20/beyond-american-predominance-in-western-pacific-need-
for-stable-u.s.-china-balance-of-power/i7gi accessed 7/4/19 DUDA-TM) 
Second, and equally important, it is far from clear that American military predominance in the Asia-
Pacific region can be sustained on a consistent basis, just as it is virtually impossible that China could 
establish its own predominance in the region. Two Carnegie reports on the long-term security 
environment in Asia, China’s Military and the U.S.-Japan Alliance in 2030 and Conflict and 
Cooperation in the Asia-Pacific Region,2 concluded that, while the United States will remain the 
strongest military power on a global level indefinitely, Washington will almost certainly confront 
increasingly severe, economically induced defense spending limitations that will constrain efforts to 
decisively keep well ahead of a growing Chinese military and paramilitary presence within 
approximately 1,500 nautical miles of the Chinese coastline, that is, the area covered by the so-called 
first and second island chains. This will occur despite Washington’s repeated assertion that the 
rebalance to Asia will sustain America’s predominant position in the region. Moreover, such largely 
economic constraints will almost certainly be magnified by the persistence of tensions and conflicts in 
other parts of the world, such as the Middle East and Central Europe. These events are likely to 
complicate any U.S. effort to shift forces (and resources) to the Asia-Pacific. 
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Affirmative Solves Regional Stability 
 

The affirmative creates more stability and trust between China and countries like Japan – 
reducing arms sales will foster open dialogues by reducing perceived aggression.  
Thrall 18 (Trevor, Trevor Thrall is a senior fellow for the Cato’s Institute’s Defense and Foreign Policy 
Department, with expertise in international security and the politics of American national security. 
Thrall is also an associate professor at George Mason University’s Schar School of Policy and 
Government where he teaches courses in international security, “Arms Sales: Pouring Gas on the 
Fires of Conflict”, The Cato Institute, 7-2-18, https://www.cato.org/blog/arms-sales-pouring-gas-fires-
conflict, Accessed 7-5-19, DUDA - TM) 
 
But despite the straightforward logic behind the arms sales/conflict connection, most work on the 
topic to date has relied on case studies, which are wonderful for highlighting potential causal 
mechanisms but not much use for establishing whether those mechanisms hold across the time and 
space. Until recently there had not been any work using statistical methods that would allow scholars 
to state with confidence which direction the causal mechanism actually flows – that is, do arms sales 
precede conflict or do impending conflicts lead to increased arms sales? Happily, the most recent 
article on arms sales by Oliver Pamp and his colleagues in the January 2018 issue of the Journal of 
Peace Research entitled, “The Build-Up of Coercive Capacities: Arms Imports and the Outbreak of 
Violent Intrastate Conflict,” uses a simultaneous equations model to overcome this problem. Looking 
at the relationship between arms sales and the outbreak of civil conflicts, the authors confirm the 
general thrust of previous research, concluding that: 
“…while arms imports are not a genuine cause of intrastate conflicts, they significantly increase the 
probability of an onset in countries where conditions are notoriously conducive to conflict. In such 
situations, arms are not an effective deterrent but rather spark conflict escalation.” 
This new confidence in the arms sales/conflict connection should compel serious revision to 
American arms sales policies. Since 2002 the United States has sold over $286 billion dollars of 
weapons to 167 countries. These exports have gone to numerous countries where the conditions 
were or remain ripe for conflict. U.S. arms transfers to an unstable Iraq preceded the emergence of 
the Islamic State, but wound up helping amplify the Islamic State’s military capability when it took vast 
quantities of American weapons from defeated Iraqi army units. U.S. arms sales over the past decade 
also helped prepare Saudi Arabia to launch its disastrous intervention in Yemen and enabled the 
Nigerian government to unleash more effective violence on its own citizens, just to list a few 
examples. 
Academic research often gets a bad rap in policy making circles. In the case of arms sales and arms 
transfers, however, the scholarly literature has correctly pointed out the serious risks involved. If the 
United States is serious about preventing conflict and managing regional stability in trouble 
spots around the globe, it would do well to stop pouring gas on the fire. 
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Japan Won’t Seek Nuclear Weapons  
 

Japan won’t try to get nukes because their public hates them – it’s part of their national 
identity at this point  
Mochizuki, Japan-U.S. Relations Chair in Memory of Gaston Sigur at the Elliott School of 
International Affairs at George Washington University, 2017 
(Mike, “Three reasons why Japan will likely continue to reject nuclear weapons,” The Washington 
Post, 2017/11/06, https://beta.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2017/11/06/japan-is-likely-
to-retain-its-non-nuclear-principles-heres-why/?outputType=amp, accessed 7/4/19, DUDA-TM) 
1) Staying non-nuclear is part of Japan’s national identity 
The Three Non-Nuclear Principles are a clear part of Japan’s national identity, not simply a policy 
preference. Repeated polls indicate overwhelming popular support for the three principles in Japan. A 
2014 Asahi newspaper poll revealed that support for the principles had risen to 82 percent, compared 
with 78 percent in a 1988 poll. Despite growing concerns about North Korea’s nuclear program and 
China’s military power during this period, Japanese support for remaining non-nuclear actually 
increased. 
Even after the provocative North Korean missile launches over Japan in August and September, a 
Fuji News Network poll showed that nearly 80 percent of the Japanese population remained opposed 
to Japan becoming a nuclear weapons state. And nearly 69 percent opposed having the United 
States bring nuclear weapons into Japan. 
The legacy of the Hiroshima and Nagasaki atomic bombings leave many Japanese convinced that 
their country has a moral responsibility to promote global nuclear disarmament — as well as to forgo 
nuclear weapons of its own. The 2011 Fukushima nuclear plant disaster has reinforced this view. 
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Japan Won’t Seek Nuclear Weapons  
 
Japan will not get nuclear weapons – it’s too costly, the public opposes it, and it would 
undermine their relations to other countries.  
Satoh, vice chairman of the Japan Institute of International Affairs in Tokyo, 2017 
(Yukio, “U.S. Extended Deterrenceand Japan’s Security,” Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory 
Center for Global Security Research, October 2017, https://cgsr.llnl.gov/content/assets/docs/satoh-
report-final.pdf, accessed 7/4/19, DUDA-TM) 
Foreign pundits often warily discuss the possibility that Japan might opt for nuclear armament  Given 
that Japan has the technological and financial  capabilities  necessary  to  develop  nuclear  weapons  
and  mis-siles,  such  speculation  is  not  unwarranted   Moreover,  in  Japan  there  are some 
conservative politicians and pundits who advocate to change the Three Non-Nuclear Principles for 
the purposes of either possessing nuclear weapons or permitting introduction of American nuclear 
weap-ons   But  their  impact  should  not  be  exaggerated,  for  they  remain  a  small  minority  
among  the  public  and  political  opinion   Moreover,  the  strong opposition to nuclear weapons 
among the Japanese public and political opinion is deeply embedded  For the foreseeable future, 
these political factors will endure  
There are additional reasons that Japan is highly unlikely to consid-er a nuclear option  First, there is 
the financial factor  Japan lacks strate-gic depth, as its population is heavily concentrated in a few 
major cities along  the  coasts   Thus,  the  only  credible  deterrent  it  might  consider  would  be  one  
deployed  at  sea—nuclear  submarines  carrying  nuclear-tipped ballistic missiles  This would be 
hugely expensive  It would also take many years to create such a force, during which time its security 
position would likely erode considerably—especially if it were to seek such a capability over 
Washington’s objections  Given Japan’s need for a credible conventional defense posture—and the 
rising costs of field-ing advanced defensive systems—it makes far more sense for Japan to invest 
toward that end  A related objective, as discussed further below, should be to help strengthen the 
capacity of the Southeast Asian coun-tries for maritime security 
There  is  also  a  diplomatic  factor   A  Japanese  decision  to  embark  upon nuclear weapons 
development would no doubt deal a shattering blow to the nonproliferation regime and the Nuclear 
Non-Proliferation Treaty, which would likely result in the emergence of additional threats to Japan  It 
would also lead immediately to the country’s political isola-tion   Among  the  many  consequences  of  
this  would  be  the  damaging  effects on the country’s economy. 
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Answers to US/China War Advantage 
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Aff Makes Taiwan an Easy Target for China 
 
Halting arms sales to Taiwan simultaneously makes Taiwan more vulnerable to the PRC and 
more susceptible to US intervention – guarantees US-China war with escalation  
Dittmer, 2017 
(Lowell, “Introduction,” Taiwan and China, edited by Lowell Dittmer, 2017, it’s a bookity book 
accessed 7/4/19 DUDA-TM) 
Chapters 12 and 13 focus on the other two angles of Taiwan’s strategic triangle. With regard to 
American policy, we see an awkward gap between formal diplo-matic ties and informal security 
commitments. In accordance with a “one-China policy” that required states to officially recognize only 
the ROC or the PRC, Wash-ington recognizes the PRC as the one and only China; it dropped both its 
former defense alliance and its diplomatic recognition of Taiwan in January 1979. The United States 
and China have built their relationship upon recognition supple-mented by three communiqués (1972, 
1979, and 1982), reinforced by a booming bilateral trade and investment relationship, and the 
relationship has resulted in important strategic agreements on specific issues such as nuclear 
proliferation and climate control. Yet the United States has hedged by inserting into its recognition 
documents a provision for continued sale of weaponry to a Taiwan it no longer formally recognizes 
and by a law (the Taiwan Relations Act) implying continu-ing (if ambiguous) security protection and 
upgrading the informal relationship. In chapter 12, Ping-Kuei Chen, Scott L. Kastner, and William L. 
Reed debate the proposition put forth by some critics of American China policy that this is not only 
ambiguous but inconsistent and surely detrimental to closer Sino-American cooperation, that the 
United States should hence rescind its informal security commitment to Taiwan, and that, since it has 
already withdrawn from its defense alliance and diplomatic relationship with Taiwan it should 
withdraw as well the last symbol of support, weapons sales. In this exercise in rational futurology that 
conceives of “independence” and “reunification” as the authors do, it may indeed be correct that if the 
United States stopped selling weapons morale in Taiwan could collapse and the leaders would 
become more willing to reunite with the mainland on Beijing’s terms—a result that would damage the 
US regional strategic position and its reputation for honoring security commitments. But Chen, Kast-
ner, and Reed argue that inasmuch as this is only one possible scenario and not necessarily the most 
likely one, it would be risky for the United States to rescind weapon sales and for China to apply 
sanctions to force it to do so. Why? First, ces-sation of weapons sales would not necessarily make 
Taiwan more willing to submit to the mainland or make the United States more willing to allow the 
island to be overrun by force—after all, the United States had no formal security commitment to 
Korea when it intervened to resist a North Korean attack in the summer of 1950 (an alliance was 
agreed in 1953), or to South Vietnam in 1964. For the United States to halt weapon sales would 
make Taiwan a weaker and a more vulnerable target for PRC coercion, but it would also make 
Taiwan a more sympathetic victim for the Americans to rescue in the face of an unprovoked 
attack, as the futility of self-defense against an overwhelmingly superior adversary would be 
immediately apparent. Taiwan’s reactions are not necessarily based on rational calculation of the 
power balance, and American reactions are not entirely predictable on the basis of paper 
commitments. 
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Tensions won’t Escalate to War 
 
Conflicts won’t escalate – multiple historical examples  
Bowers, associate professor at the Norwegian Institute for Defence Studies, 2018 
(Ian, “ESCALATION AT SEA Stability and Instability in Maritime East Asia,”  U.S. Naval War College 
Press, Autumn 2018, JSTOR, accessed 7/3/19 DUDA-TM) 
To maintain legitimacy in contested waters, states are required to undertake operations to assert and 
defend their perceived rights. This can take the form of sailing through disputed waters, exploiting 
maritime zones for economic purposes, or performing law-enforcement and naval operations 
consistent with sovereign control. Absent an intervening authority such as the United Nations, political 
agreement on land, or compatible interpretations of the UNCLOS regime, this can create substantial 
friction, leading to clashes among military vessels, other state-controlled vessels, and civilian vessels 
such as fishing boats. This friction has been illustrated in a number of clashes between democratic 
countries over maritime economic exploitation rights. The “Lobster War” between Brazil and France in 
early 1963, the “Cod Wars” between Iceland and the United Kingdom in the mid-1970s, and the 
Canadian-Spanish “Turbot War” in 1995–96 all saw democratic countries deploying military force to 
assert their perceived maritime economic rights against other democracies. Similarly, a 2006 incident 
between South Korea and Japan over exploration in a potentially lucrative fishing zone surrounding 
the disputed Dokdo/Takeshima Islands saw military and maritime law-enforcement assets being 
deployed to assert both countries’ claims. 13 
This type of deployment of military and civilian maritime law-enforcement actors to contested 
maritime zones has not yet resulted in substantial levels of escalation. The three earliest cases 
described above each ended with a political solution, while the fourth, between South Korea and 
Japan, has resulted in sustained but low-level instability characterized by the periodic dispatch of 
military and civilian law-enforcement assets to indicate the respective country’s claims. 
 As represented in table 1, data extracted from the Dispute Narratives of the Military Interstate 
Dispute dataset provide further evidence of sustained lowlevel instability at sea. However, in no case 
did this instability evolve into war; indeed, no substantial escalation occurred past the initial clash. 14 
These data indicate that instability and clashes are to be expected in contested maritime 
environments, but substantial escalation, including to the point of interstate war breaking out, is 
unlikely. 
Notably, operations in waters with disputed maritime boundaries accounted for over 40 percent of the 
interstate disputes at sea. These were caused primarily by resource-exploitation operations, including 
fishing and oil exploration. In several cases—notably in the Gulf of Fonseca, on the Pacific coast of 
Central America—multiple interactions took place within short periods, but there is no evidence that 
any escalation in the level or mode of violence occurred. In a number of theaters, including the South 
and East China Seas, economic and strategic operations in disputed waters resulted in the consistent 
display and use of force to enforce perceived maritime rights, yet again no further escalation 
occurred. 
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Other Causes of US/China Tension 
 
Multiple alt causes to tense US-China relations besides Taiwan – laundry list  
Gewirtz, Director of Yale’s Paul Tsai China Center, 2019 
(Paul D., “Can the US-China crisis be stabilized?,” Brookings Institution, 6/26/19, 
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2019/06/26/can-the-u-s-china-crisis-be-stabilized/ 
accessed 7/1/19 DUDA-TM) 
Unfortunately that’s unlikely because the crisis in U.S.-China relations now exists in virtually every 
part of the relationship. Even more troubling and dangerous, there is a growing sense in each 
country’s government that the other is a pervasive adversary. Here are just a few areas of conflict: 
Trade war: The current trade war is having large negative consequences in both countries—with 
huge tariffs in place, more tariffs promised, and collapsed negotiations that have become so publicly 
politicized in both countries that a deal will be very difficult to achieve. Tech rivalry: The U.S. and 
China have escalated their tech rivalry, each believing that hi-tech will determine who dominates the 
future global economy and military power. The Chinese leadership believes that U.S. actions like 
placing Huawei on the “Entity List” (banning it from buying components from U.S. companies without 
U.S. government approval) reveals a U.S. goal to gravely wound China’s economy. Many in the U.S. 
government favor “decoupling” our two economies to protect us, in spite of radical effects this would 
have. Taiwan escalations: Taiwan, the single most sensitive and militarily dangerous issue in the 
U.S.-China relationship for more than 50 years, is newly fraught on both sides. In a striking departure 
from the “One China” principle, a Department of Defense report recently referred to Taiwan in a 
category of “countries.” Senior Chinese officials, meanwhile, have spoken in seemingly stronger 
tones about “reuniting” the mainland and Taiwan, “reserving the option of taking all necessary 
measures.” Asia-Pacific militarization: China’s growing military power—and its occupation, 
reclamation and militarization of various South China Sea land features (in violation of international 
law as determined by a UN arbitration tribunal)—have produced intensified U.S. patrols and freedom 
of navigation operations, creating real risks of military conflict, with weakened crisis management 
procedures making escalations from accidents and individual incidents much more likely. Ideological 
clashes: Open ideological shouting matches have increased. On the U.S. side, Acting Secretary of 
Defense Shanahan recently described the U.S.-China relationship as a “geopolitical rivalry between 
free and repressive world order visions,” and a senior State Department official recently called it a 
“clash of civilizations.” China’s authoritarian leaders have not only more bluntly criticized the 
inequalities and disarray of U.S. democracy and U.S. “bullying,” but domestically have more firmly 
imposed CCP political control, slowed down liberalizing economic reforms, and more branzenly 
committed human rights abuses, most disturbingly with the massive detentions in Xinjiang to “re-
educate” the Uighur population. Visa wars: Each country is undermining the stabilizing power of 
people-to-people exchanges by denying visas to people from the other country. One rationale on the 
U.S. side was stated by FBI Director Christopher Wray, who calls China’s espionage and influence 
activity a “whole of society” effort, making every potential Chinese visitor a person of suspicion. 
China’s intimidation of foreigners, including its shocking ongoing detention of several Canadian 
travelers, is on the increase. International system conflict: In different ways, both China under Xi 
and the U.S. under Trump are challenging the international system that has generally provided 
remarkable global stability over the last 70 years, and challenging each other’s role in the system. 
The system is rapidly weakening, with no significant efforts underway to adjust and strengthen it. 
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Extension: Arms Sales Prevent Chinese Aggression 
 
Defense acquisition key to shore up security partnerships and enhance deterrent 
capabilities—perception of weakness gives China the green light for conflict  
Cole 19 (Michael, Senior Fellow, Global Taiwan Institute, Senior Fellow, Macdonald-Laurier Institute, 
Senior Fellow, Taiwan Studies Program, University of Nottingham, UK US-China Tensions in Full 
Display at Shangri-La Dialogue The Prospect Foundation 6/11/19 https://www.pf.org.tw/article-pfen-
2089-6493 Accessed 7/5/19 DUDA-TM) 
  Despite calls for regional cooperation and “win-win” scenarios, Wei, unlike Shanahan, did not once 
mention international law, except when questioning the legitimacy of the TRA. Tellingly, Taiwan was 
at the top of Wei's list of priorities, with the usual lines on the “inevitability of unification” and warnings 
to “separatists” and “external forces” that the PLA is determined to fight to the end to safeguard 
China's “territorial integrity.” Referring to the South China Sea as “generally stable and positive,” Wei 
lamented that “in recent years, some countries outside the region have come to the South China Sea 
to flex muscles in the name of freedom of navigation.” “The large-scale force projection and offensive 
operations in the region,” he said, “are the most serious, destabilizing and uncertain factors in the 
South China Sea.” (The previous day the French Minister of the Armed Forces, Florence Parly, had 
stuck a combative tone with regards to France's right to conduct passages.) Wei denied that the 
structures built by the PLA in parts of the South China Sea constituted militarization, adding that 
those were deployed as the “legitimate rights of a sovereign state to carry out construction on its own 
territory,” a statement that defied international law, ruled out the possibility of contested claims, and 
upended a timeline showing that freedom of navigation passages by the U.S. Navy and other 
countries were in response to the occupation and militarization of the area by China. Despite their 
calls for desired cooperation and insistence that conflict is not inevitable, the two elephants in the 
room at SLD19 were drawing lines in the sand that seemed to increase the likelihood of conflict at 
some point. For the other, smaller participants from the region, their remarks reflected a wait-and-see 
attitude and the necessity of hedging. For Taiwan, the statement of U.S. commitment by Shanahan, 
the reaffirmation of Japan's support for the Free and Open Indo-Pacific by Defense Minister Takeshi 
Iwaya, and France's aspirations for a greater role in the region are reassuring signals that could result 
in expanded opportunities for Taipei to play a constructive role. Meanwhile, Beijing's stern response 
to what it perceives as foreign encroachment and General Wei's unsubtle warning about Taiwan are 
both indications that Taipei must engage like-minded players wisely while continuing to develop its 
deterrent capabilities through the acquisition and development of defense articles and the 
strengthening, at all levels, of its security partnerships. 
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Answer to: Containment Fails 
 
Increase in arms sales key to defend Taiwan against Chinese aggression 
Moore, former policy fellow at the Foreign Policy Initiative, 2018 
(Evan D., “How Trump Can Advance U.S.- Taiwan Relations,” Perspectives on Taiwan, edited by 
Bonnie S. Glaser and Matthew P. Funaiole, March 2018, it’s a book accessed 7/4/19 GDI-JEM) 
For the past two decades, China has conducted an extraordinary military build-up to enable it to 
prevail in a conflict over Taiwan. The Department of Defense reports that from 2007 through 2016, 
“China’s official military budget grew at an average of 8.5 percent per year in inflation-adjusted 
terms,” and is 14 times larger than Taiwan’s military spending. Beijing is expected to further increase 
its military budget to as much as $260 billion in 2020.15 
As Admiral Harry Harris, head of U.S. Pacific Command, said, “As the military spending and capa-
bility of the PRC grow every year, the ability of Taiwan to defend itself decreases.”16 Despite the 
mainland’s military advantages over Taiwan, the United States can still use arms sales to raise 
the costs of potential Chinese aggression to buy time for U.S. assistance during a conflict. The 
Trump administration’s $1.42 billion sale announced in June 2017 was a good first step, but more 
must be done.17 
To that end, Ashley Tellis of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace told the Senate Armed 
Services Committee in April that the United States should expeditiously transfer to Taiwan “advanced 
military equipment, such as strike-fighter aircraft, air-to-air and antiship missiles, mobile surface-to-air 
missile systems, naval mines, and tactical surveillance capabilities,” as well enhanc-ing the strategic 
and operational coordination between the United States and Taiwan. As Tellis says, the objective of 
these investments is to “strengthen deterrence and prevent the island from being forced to make 
choices regarding unification under coercion or the threat of force.”18 In other words, if the United 
States is to meet its obligations under the Taiwan Relations Act, then Washington should consider 
a much more substantial provision of weapons and material to Taipei in its next arms sale. 
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Extension: No Escalation of Conflict 
 
Escalation in South China Sea not likely – diplomatic checks keep things peaceful 
Hass, David M. Rubenstein Fellow - Foreign Policy, Center for East Asia Policy Studies, John 
L. Thornton China Center, 2017 
(Ryan, “Risk of U.S.-China confrontation in the East China Sea,” Brookings Institute, 12/20/17, 
https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/risk-of-u-s-china-confrontation-in-the-east-china-sea/ accessed 
7/9/19 DUDA-TM) 
During this same period, the maritime dispute between China and Japan in the East China Sea 
garnered less attention. Unlike the South China Sea, there were no new islands being constructed 
out of sand, no high-stakes arbitral rulings, and no sharp policy debates in Washington that spilled out 
into the press. Despite the lower profile, the dispute in the East China Sea may carry greater risk 
of drawing the United States into conflict with China than the various disputes in the South 
China Sea. Here’s why: First, the situation in the South China Sea is and will remain at a 
stalemate. As Singaporean official Bilahari Kausikan has observed, Washington cannot force Beijing 
to abandon the artificial islands it has constructed or stop China from deploying military assets on 
them without risking a military conflict. By the same standard, China cannot stop the United States 
from operating in the area without risking a major conflict that would expose Chinese forces to 
significant risk of defeat and potentially result in the rapid destruction of its artificial islands. In other 
words, neither roll-back nor exclusion are policy options that attract serious consideration by 
governments in Beijing or Washington. Second, the geopolitical temperature on the South China Sea 
has gone down considerably over the past year. Reasons for this include: President Trump’s de-
emphasis of the issue as an element of the U.S.-China relationship; Beijing’s prioritization of regional 
economic integration via the Belt and Road Initiative; and Southeast Asian countries’ growing 
wariness of poking China on the South China Sea and preference instead for focusing on regional 
connectivity and negotiations toward a China-ASEAN Code of Conduct. Third, risk-mitigation 
measures are more mature in the South China Sea than the East China Sea. Whereas the United 
States and China have implemented protocols to prevent unsafe and unprofessional encounters at 
sea or in the air and gained experience managing incidents when they arise, the same types of risk 
management mechanisms are not in place between China and Japan in the East China Sea. Fourth, 
and relatedly, the frequency of close-in encounters between Chinese and Japanese ships and 
aircraft in the East China Sea is intensifying. This trend likely will accelerate as China and Japan 
each follow through on plans to introduce more air and maritime capabilities to defend their contested 
claims in the East China Sea. Fifth, China and Japan have a hardened view of each other as strategic 
competitors. Events in the East China Sea take on heightened significance because the dispute is 
perceived in both countries as a proxy for how they will relate to each other as Asian powers. On top 
of that, recent history has demonstrated that incidents in the East China Sea can activate public 
emotions rapidly and, in so doing, limit political space for leaders in Beijing and Tokyo to de-escalate. 
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Answers to US/China Cooperation Advantage 
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Other Arms Sales Hurt Relations 
 
Other arms sales to other countries in the region designed to counter China – these are 
equally damaging to relations   
Seligman, 2019  
(Lara, a staff writer at Foreign Policy “China’s Scare Tactics Prompt U.S. Fears of a Clash Over 
Taiwan” Foreign Policy March 25 2019 https://foreignpolicy.com/2019/03/25/chinas-scare-tactics-
prompt-u-s-fears-of-a-clash-over-taiwan/ accessed GDI-TM 7/4)  
Aside from Taiwan, the United States is also looking to increase its arms sales to other countries in 
the region, which buy a lot of military equipment from Russia and China, said another U.S. Air Force 
official here. However, it is difficult for some of these poorer nations to get over the “sticker shock” of 
American equipment, the official said. 
The push to increase arms sales to Pacific nations is in part an attempt to counter China’s Belt and 
Road Initiative. Through this effort, China is developing infrastructure and investing financially in 
countries across the world, particularly in its Pacific backyard. In a move that upset Washington and 
Brussels on Saturday, Italy became the first G-7 country to join the project. 
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US/China Relations Low Now 
 
US China relations low – security concerns and competition  
Bush 19 (Richard C. Senior Fellow - Foreign Policy, Center for East Asia Policy Studies, “Danger 
ahead? Taiwan’s politics, China’s ambitions, and US policy.” Brookings, 4/15/19, 
https://www.brookings.edu/on-the-record/danger-ahead-taiwans-politics-chinas-ambitions-and-us-
policy/, Accessed 7/1/19, GDI – JMoore) 
Here again, there is a “but.” We have to recognize that U.S.-China relations have deteriorated in the 
last five to ten years. Around 2009, China began to project its military power into the East China Sea 
and South China Sea. I personally believe it had a plausible reason for doing so – it wanted to 
enhance its own security. But China’s actions made its neighbors and the United States anxious 
about their own security. The Obama administration sought to manage and reduce these frictions. 
The Trump administration has declared that China is a revisionist power that has begun a strategic 
competition with the United States. If the United States believes that China is an existential rival, 
cooperation is impossible. 
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Extension: Other Factors Undermining Cooperation 
 
Arms sales not key – other military cooperation angers China  
Cronin et.al, Senior Advisor and Senior Director of the Asia-Pacific Security Program at the 
Center for a New American Security, 2018 
(Patrick, Jonathan Greenert, John M. Shalikashvili Chair in National Security Studies at the National 
Bureau of Asian Research, Shirley Kan, specialist in Asian security affairs, Peter Mattis, Research 
Fellow for China Studies at the Victims of Communism Memorial Foundation, Michael Mazza, 
Research Fellow in the Foreign and Defense Policy Studies Program at the American Enterprise 
Institute, “STRENGTHENING U.S.-TAIWAN DEFENSE RELATIONS,” National Bureau of Asian 
Research, May 2018, accessed 7/7/19, GDI – JBII) 
As the NDAA was working its way through Congress in December, a minister at the Chinese 
embassy in Washington, D.C., issued a surprising threat: “The day that a U.S. Navy vessel arrives in 
Kaohsiung is the day that our People’s Liberation Army unites Taiwan with military force.”10 This 
warning from a relatively low-ranking Foreign Ministry official—who may or may not have been 
speaking with the imprimatur of senior leadership— should be taken seriously, though not literally. 
Port visits, Taiwan’s inclusion in RIMPAC or Red Flag exercises, and bilateral naval drills would all be 
consistent with Washington’s one-China policy, but would also mark significant changes from recent 
practice. For domestic political reasons, as well as in an effort to stave off future reductions in 
Taiwan’s international isolation, Beijing would respond. Any Chinese retaliation would likely be 
directed primarily at Taiwan. In particular, Beijing might increase the scope and frequency of military 
exercises around the island, use trade leverage to impose economic costs on Taiwan, or peel off one 
or more of Taipei’s diplomatic allies. It should be noted, however, that China has already been 
pursuing all three of these courses as part of a pressure campaign to punish Taiwan since the 
election of Tsai in 2016. Apart from limiting trade in ways that would be detrimental to China’s own 
economy, the marginal costs to Taiwan of additional actions within these retaliatory categories are 
decreasing. 
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Off-Case Answers to Taiwan Affirmative 
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Allied Proliferation Disadvantage 
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Allied Proliferation DA 1NC 
 

A. Uniqueness and Link:  
Arms sales to Taiwan have a 40-year history of signaling US commitment to maintain regional 
peace and stability.   Ending these sales would be perceived by China and US allies as 
appeasement sending shock waves across the region.  Erosion of US security guarantees 
gives China the green lite for aggressive behavior causing crisis escalation  
Blonder, 2017 
(Brian, intern with the Eurasian Conflicts Studies Project at the ERA Institute, “The Importance of 
United States’ Arms Sales for Taiwan’s Defense,” Era Institute, October 6 2017, 
https://erainstitute.org/the-importance-of-united-states-arms-sales-for-taiwans-defense/, accessed 
7/7/19, DUDA-TM) 
In 1979, the United States and China normalized relations, forcing the United States to sever official 
relations with Taiwan in the process. Immediately, Congress passed the Taiwan Relations Act, which 
stated that the “United States shall make available to Taiwan such defense articles and defense 
services in such quantity as may be necessary to enable Taiwan to maintain a sufficient self-defense 
capability as determined by the President and the Congress.” This act serves as the bedrock of the 
continued arms sales. The United States is virtually the only country providing Taiwan with 
weapons. The arms sales continued, with some sort of a sales agreement every year between 1980-
2010. The 1982 August 17 Communiqué, which stated that the United States would gradually reduce 
arms sales to Taiwan, and the Six Assurances to Taiwan, which stated that the U.S. wouldn’t set an 
end date for the arms sales, alter the Taiwan Relations Act, or consult China in advance of making 
decisions about the arms deals set the stage for a contentious and confusing arrangement. The 
support for arms sales has been bipartisan, with every U.S. president since Jimmy Carter announcing 
arms sales. While some presidents have sought to reduce the visibility of the sales, no president 
declined to sell Taiwan arms. However, the erratic timing has caused lawmakers such as Arizona 
Senator John McCain to push for a more regularized process for arms sales to ensure that Taiwan 
always receives arms. All U.S. arms sales to Taiwan are virulently opposed by China. The sales, 
which include weapons ranging from decommissioned U.S. Navy frigates and surface-to-air missiles 
to early warning radar, are viewed by China as an infringement on its sovereignty. China views 
Taiwan as a breakaway province and has stated that it would retake it by force if necessary. The U.S. 
providing Taiwan with weapons is viewed by China as interference in its domestic affairs and a 
prolonging of the process of reunification. China’s actions, including its 2015 announcement that it 
would sanction the U.S. firms selling arms to Taiwan, reveal its anger. While angering China has a 
negative effect of the arms sales, the importance for the United States that they continue 
consistently outweighs it. By 2011, China had nearly 2,000 missiles aimed at Taiwan, and more 
recently in March of this year, it was revealed that Dongfeng 16 (DF-16) medium range ballistic 
missiles were added to the mix of missiles. Most Taiwanese prefer the current status quo of no 
independence or reunification. China’s policy of eventual reunification runs counter to this. The 
provision of arms by the United States ensures that Taiwan can continue on its current path, and that 
it can resist China’s attempts at “Finlandizing” it. The status quo has kept the peace between 
China and Taiwan, and the arms sales have played a key role in sustaining this. Along with U.S. 
troops in Japan and South Korea, the sales are one of the most visible signs of American  
 

Blonder continues on the next page… 
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Blonder continues from last page… 
 

commitment to its allies in the region. The arms sales go beyond verbal support and show the 
United States providing an ally with tools of hard power. The United States exports arms to 
several countries in the region. American weapons account for around 90% of Japan’s weapons 
imports, 60% of Australia’s, 59% of South Korea’s and 41% of the Philippines’. Each sale holds 
weight because it signals this same commitment to them as it does for Taiwan. The status quo 
upheld by the arms deal extends beyond Taiwan. Ending an almost 40 year policy would send 
shockwaves through the region and could very well encourage Chinese aggression. If the 
United States ended the sale of arms, China and American allies in the region would likely view 
it as U.S. appeasement of China. The perceived weakening of the U.S. could encourage China 
to take more aggressive actions, potentially sparking a dangerous crisis. Furthermore, it could 
greatly erode the confidence of America’s Asia-Pacific allies, namely South Korea, Japan and 
the Philippines, who all have defense treaties with the U.S. These allies may worry that their own 
arms deals are in jeopardy and that the U.S. is not seriously committed to their defense, 
forcing them to pursue other options and eroding American influence in the region. The arms 
sales to Taiwan have been one of the most consequential foreign policy actions by the United 
States in recent history. They have kept the peaceful status quo and have publicly displayed 
America’s commitment to its allies. With China’s continued rise, the arms sales are more 
important now than ever before to keep the tensions in the Asia-Pacific from boiling over. 
 

B. The Impact is Japanese proliferation:  
Perceived abandonment of Taiwan by the US with cause Japan to seek out nuclear weapons 
out of self-defense – they’ll think they’re next to be abandoned.   
Smith Senior Fellow for Japan Studies, Council on Foreign Relations and Haas, President, Council 
on Foreign Relations, 2019 
(Sheila and Richard “Japan Rearmed” CFR April 3, 2019 https://www.cfr.org/event/japan-rearmed-
sheila-smith accessed 7/12 GDI-TM) 
HAASS: So what—so what you’re suggesting is the U.S.-Japanese relationship is not quite what it 
was. What could—what could cause a crisis? I mean, is it a situation where the United States moves 
away from South Korea, if there were a Taiwan crisis where the United States did not come to 
Taiwan’s backing? Obviously, something involving Japan and China. So my question is, what would 
cause a crisis? And what—and given the title of your book, what is Japan’s reaction? If Japan can’t 
rely as much on the United States, it seems to me there’s two very different options. One is Japan 
relies more on itself, and Japan rearms on steroids and is prepared to be a much more independent 
actor. The other is Japan essentially says: We can’t rely on America. We have this really big, 
dangerous neighbor called China. And we had better, essentially, come to terms with it. So if the U.S. 
relationship, which for seventy years has been the bedrock of the U.S.-Japan—U.S. relationship, 
which has been the bedrock of Japanese security for seventy years—if that comes under real doubt, 
does Japan essentially go on its own, or does Japan decide that it has to make the best deal it can  
 

Smith continues on next page… 



DUDA  Spring 2020 
HS Novice  Negative 

 
18 

Allied Proliferation DA 1NC 
 

Smith continues from last page… 
 
with China? SMITH: So I don’t make that conclusion in the book—(laughs)—because for me there’s 
so many variables. That’s because I’m a Japan expert. There’s so many variables between alliance 
with China and nuclear option, right? But let me take you through some steps. HAASS: I wouldn’t say 
alliance with China, just deferring to China as opposed to become more independent. SMITH: What—
let me start with the first part of your question, which is what would cause a crisis. I think there’s 
smaller crises, right? Trade tensions and real fallout on trade. But as you all know, we’ve had that 
with Japan before. We’ve had really serious trade tensions. Has not—has not shaken the military 
alliance. The host nation support stuff could get ugly, frankly, depending on how the talks go. If you’re 
trading off this for that, I think that would make the Japanese people feel that the alliance is 
fundamentally not what they thought it was, right? So you have shades of reduced confidence in the 
alliance. The options for Japan, though, are limited, right? Japan has a very serious strategic 
challenge in the neighborhood. It’s not just China. It’s all of the counties around it. So Russia, now 
North Korea, with its nuclear capability or WMD capability, and of course the larger question of China. 
So Japan will, at some point, I think, have to cross the Rubicon on the offensive capability. HAASS: 
Would that include nuclear or not? SMITH: So, again, I may be wrong again, like I was wrong with Mr. 
Abe last January, a year or two ago. But I think it would take the Japanese people a significant shift to 
embrace nuclear weapons. And the security planning community may be a little far—you know, far 
ahead of them. But to get the Japanese people to really embrace this idea of the nuclear option I 
think could take something as dramatic as an attack of Japan, or something really fundamentally 
different. HAASS: A failure of the U.S.-North Korean talks to bring about denuclearization. Could that 
do it? SMITH: Well, I think it’ll prompt the conversation. I think you’ll see a conversation in Japan, 
whereas right now you’re just beginning—some of the security planning community behind closed 
doors are having study groups where they’re saying: OK, let’s talk about. Let’s talk about if the 
alliance fails and if we have to go that route. So you’ve got instead of the South Koreans, which the 
public engages in some of that hyperbole, or some of the more conservative political parties say: 
Let’s get nukes. That’s a great idea. The Japanese conversation is quieter, and it’s among a pretty 
significant population. Small population, but government officials, or former government officials, are 
having that. The former ambassador to the United States, Ambassador Ryozo Kato is a lovely, lovely 
person, deeply committed to the U.S.-Japan alliance. In the Sankei newspaper, he said, I think it’s 
time for the Japanese to have a conversation. He’s not advocating the nuclear option. He said it’s 
time for us to have the conversation so that people understand that if push comes to shove, that’s 
where we’re going to have to end up. Again, that’s a long pathway to a full-on embrace by the 
Japanese people. But if you have significant instability in the region, I think you’re going to see the 
conversation more openly addressed and advocated in Japan. 
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Allied proliferation risks arms races and even nuclear war – it increases mistrust, aggression, 
and likelihood of global nuclear conflict.  
Kleiner, 16 
[Sam, postdoctoral fellow at Yale Law School, “With His Finger on the Trigger,” The Atlantic, 6/3/16, 
https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2016/06/donald-trump-nuclear-weapons/485504/, 
acc. 7/7/19, DUDA-TM] 
A new nuclear-arms race, moreover, could be even riskier than the one Reagan and others worked 
so hard to end. In retrospect, the Cold War standoff between two massive, nuclear-armed 
superpowers offered some stability; among other things, the fact that the United States and the Soviet 
Union could destroy each other, or any other challenger, in a nuclear confrontation ended up 
preventing either side from using nuclear weapons. Global alliances were structured in a bipolar 
system, with smaller powers picking one side or the other, which meant fewer possible avenues for 
conflict. 
But that world came to an end when the Cold War finished. We now live in a multipolar world that is, 
in many ways, a more dangerous one. Former Secretaries of State Kissinger and George Shultz, 
former Secretary of Defense William Perry, and Senator Sam Nunn warned in 2011 that “the growing 
number of nations with nuclear arms and differing motives, aims and ambitions poses very high and 
unpredictable risks and increased instability.” One particularly risky and region right now is East Asia, 
where competing territorial claims and an unpredictable North Korea threaten to flare into conflict. If 
Japan, which is revising its pacifist post-World War II foreign policy toward a more assertive one, or 
South Korea, where there is broad popular support for weaponization, go nuclear, the chances grow 
for a regional arms race—and for nuclear war. 
One possibility, as Mark Fitzpatrick of the International Institute for Strategic Studies noted: “North 
Korea might be tempted to launch a preemptive attack at a time when the U.S. defense commitment 
[to South Korea] might no longer apply.” But even “short of this worst-case scenario, rather than 
negotiate disarmament, North Korea more likely would claim the South’s actions as a justification for 
stepping up its own nuclear program.” 
These are by no means the only risks. There is, for example, the risk of an accidental firing or a rogue 
officer deciding that he or she wants to launch a nuclear weapon. There is the risk of “loose nukes” 
falling into the wrong hands, and the risk that individual scientists will be willing to transfer nuclear 
technology to the highest bidder, as Pakistan’s A.Q. Khan did in selling nuclear technology to Iran, 
Libya, and North Korea. 
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Extension: Arms Sales Sooth Allies  
 

Arms sales to Taiwan key symbol of US support—proves US will back Taiwan deterring China 
Pinto, columnist for Georgetown Security Studies Review, 2019 
(Diane, “No, China Isn’t Going to Invade Taiwan Any Time Soon,” Georgetown Security Studies 
Review, 2/5/19, http://georgetownsecuritystudiesreview.org/2019/02/05/no-china-isnt-going-to-invade-
taiwan-any-time-soon/ accessed 7/7/19) 
First and foremost, any analysis of a PRC-ROC conflict scenario would be remiss without mentioning 
the role of the United States if the PRC attempted to invade Taiwan. Historically, each time the PRC 
was provocative towards Taiwan, the U.S. intervened in some way to deter further 
aggression.[vi] Though the U.S. scrapped its mutual defense treaty with the ROC when it recognized 
the PRC as the official governing body of China, the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979 (TRA) still provides 
for a strategic partnership between the U.S. and the ROC.[vii] Since the implementation of the TRA, 
the U.S. has expressed its support through considerable arms sales to the ROC, much to the 
chagrin of the PRC.[viii] Therefore, it can be assumed that both due to the TRA and due to U.S. 
strategic interests in the region that any attack on Taiwan would be met with swift repercussions from 
the U.S. which maintains a sizeable presence in the area. An attack could then, in turn, involve U.S. 
regional partners like Japan, South Korea, the Philippines, and others who would likely take actions 
either through military or economic means in response to PRC attempts to expand its control. For 
these reasons, as long as the U.S. continues to maintain its support and a presence in the region, 
risking engagement in a conflict among great powers would be a poor calculation for the PRC 
in the near future. 
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Extension: Cutting Arms Sales to Taiwan Scares All Allies in Region 
 

Sending signal to allies by abandoning ROC hurts US security assurances – and emboldens 
Chinese aggression  
Wang, 19 
[Yuan-kang, Professor of Political Science at Western Michigan University, “The 'Realist' Case for the 
US to Keep Supporting Taiwan,” https://international.thenewslens.com/article/32634, 9/28/18, acc. 
7/7/19, DUDA-TM] 
How, then, does Taiwan fit into this? In the context of U.S.-China security competition, Washington 
will have strong incentives to ramp up security cooperation with Taiwan in order to contain the growth 
of Chinese power. 
First, Taiwan’s geostrategic location is of particular value to U.S. national security interests. The 
island controls the sea lines of communication (SLOCs) extending from Japan to Southeast Asia and 
serves as a check on China’s maritime expansions into the East and the South China Seas. 
If Washington wishes to maintain its preeminent position in Asia, it is in the U.S. interest to include 
Taiwan (along with Japan, South Korea, and other allies) in its overall Asia strategy. It makes good 
strategic sense for the United States to help strengthen Taiwan’s defense capabilities in order to 
deter Beijing from attacking the island. Strong U.S.-Taiwan security ties ameliorate the power 
asymmetry across the Taiwan Strait and thereby increase the costs of China’s military coercion. 
Second, defending Taiwan is linked to the credibility of the United States for protecting allies and 
partners in Asia. If Washington abandons Taiwan, Beijing would likely view the concession as a 
weakening of U.S. resolve for protecting other interests in Asia. Seeing the United States as a “paper 
tiger,” China might become more aggressive in pursuing territorial interests in maritime Asia. 
Moreover, abandoning Taiwan would reduce allies’ confidence in the credibility of U.S. security 
commitment to them. At a time when Asian states need the United States to counterbalance Chinese 
power, a U.S. decision to abandon Taiwan would be particularly alarming, sending shock waves 
across the region. 
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Extension: Cutting Arms Sales to Taiwan Undermines Alliance System 
 
Stepping down from defense commitments to Taiwan risk destroying US influence in East 
Asia – crumbles alliance structure and sends a green light to China 
Gomez, policy analyst for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 2016 
(Eric, “A Costly Commitment: Options for the Future of the U.S.-Taiwan Defense Relationship,” Cato 
Institute, 9/28/19, https://www.cato.org/publications/policy-analysis/costly-commitment-options-future-
us-taiwan-defense-relationship accessed 7/8/19 DUDA-TM) 
The two most important potential negative consequences of stepping down from the defense 
commitment to Taiwan are the reputational and credibility costs to the United States and the 
worsening of America’s military position in the region. Advocates of maintaining the U.S. commitment 
also contend that Chinese control over Taiwan would lead to a substantial PLA presence, which 
would pose a serious threat to American and allied interests. The military dominance that the United 
States has enjoyed since the end of World War II would be called into question. Advocates of U.S. 
primacy in East Asia consider such an outcome dangerous and unacceptable.83 
Opponents of stepping down from the commitment argue that both China and the United States’ 
Asian allies will view such a change as a sign of American weakness and unwillingness to live up to 
other commitments.84 If the United States does not show strong resolve as China grows more 
powerful, Beijing would take advantage of American weakness to more forcefully pursue objectives 
that are detrimental to U.S. allies and partners.85 The Brookings Institution’s Richard Bush argues that 
“[the United States] cannot withdraw from the cross-Strait contest altogether because U.S. allies and 
partners would likely read withdrawal as a sign that the U.S. security commitments to them are no 
longer dependable.”86 Stepping down from the commitment to Taiwan would have two mutually 
reinforcing harmful effects: China would grow bolder in threatening U.S. allies and the allies 
would presume that the United States would not fulfill its commitments as the threat from 
China grows. 
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Extension: Allied Proliferation Causes Regional War 
 
Allied proliferation risks nuclear conflicts, US draw in, conventional conflicts and Asian 
nuclear arms race  
Gerzhoy and Miller, 16 
[Gene, Congressional fellow with the American Political Science Association, and Nicholas, assistant 
professor of political science and international and public affairs at Brown University, “Donald Trump 
thinks more countries should have nuclear weapons. Here’s what the research says.” Washington 
Post, 4/6/16, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/04/06/should-more-
countries-have-nuclear-weapons-donald-trump-thinks-so/, acc. 7/7/19, DUDA-TM]  
Nuclear allies can also become security risks. Vipin Narang demonstrates that when weaker states 
gain nuclear weapons, they often seek to coerce their senior partners into intervening on their behalf 
by threatening to use nuclear weapons. That’s what Israel did at the height of the 1973 Arab-Israeli 
War. That’s what South Africa did during its 1988 confrontation with Cuban forces in Angola. And 
that’s what Pakistan did in the midst of its 1990 military crisis with India. 
Instead of relieving the United States of a military burden, as Donald Trump suggests, having more 
nuclear allies could increase the risk that the United States would get involved in conflicts that might 
turn nuclear. 
Furthermore, were South Korea or Japan to begin developing nuclear weapons, their rivals might be 
tempted to launch preventive military strikes, which research suggests has been frequently 
considered in the past. The road to nuclear acquisition is often rocky and increases the likelihood of 
militarized conflict. For example, Soviet worries that West Germany would acquire nuclear weapons 
helped trigger the Berlin Crisis. 
And if Japan or South Korea actually acquired nuclear weapons, we could possibly see a nuclear 
arms race in Asia. Japan’s neighbors, including South Korea, would fear resurgent Japanese 
militarism. North Korea would expand its nuclear capabilities. China would continue to expand its own 
nuclear arsenal. 
Why haven’t we seen nuclear arms races before? 
Nuclear “domino effects” have not been common historically. But that’s largely because of determined 
U.S. efforts to stop them. 
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Answer to: Trump Already Scaring US Allies  
 

Allies believe multiple checks on Trump’s actions  
Oswald 2018 (Rachel, two-time fellow of the Pulitzer Center and a past fellow of the International 
Reporting Project, the Japan Foreign Press Center, and the National Endowment for Democracy 
focusing on nuclear weapons issues, "Southern Discomfort," Pulitzer Center, 4-10-2018, 
https://pulitzercenter.org/reporting/southern-discomfort, accessed 7-14-2019, DUDA-TM) 
For now, the Moon government says it feels good about the strength of the U.S. alliance, despite 
concerns last year and even as recently as January that Washington would ignore Seoul’s wishes 
and carry out a limited attack on North Korea to halt its ICBM progress. 
Kim Kyung-hyup, a member of Moon’s party who serves as vice chair of the Foreign Affairs and 
Unification Committee in the Korean National Assembly, laughed and shook his head when a CQ 
reporter pressed him for his honest opinion about Trump. 
Speaking through a translator, Kim says he disregards Trump’s flippant remarks and pays attention 
instead to the formal statements the U.S. government issues about the relationship with South Korea, 
which are largely in line with decades of bipartisan foreign policy toward Seoul, as well as the 
feedback and information received from the Pentagon and State Department, which is also mostly 
unchanged since the Obama administration. “All of those multi-channel supporting centers can 
prevent spontaneous decisions of Donald Trump,” he says. 
 
 

Recent arms sales to Taiwan are key symbol of US resolve in Asia 
Japan Times Editorial July 11, 2019 (“U.S. arms sales to Taiwan make strategic sense,” accessed 
on 7/12/19 at https://www.japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2019/07/11/editorials/u-s-arms-sales-taiwan-
make-strategic-sense/#.XSfJJHt7nOQ, GDI-DL) 
The United States has agreed to sell $2 billion in weapons to Taiwan, a move that’s consistent with 
U.S. obligations to the island and yet will still complicate ties with China. While the decision will boost 
Taiwan’s defense, it’s also an important statement of U.S. commitment at a time when powerful 
countervailing winds are blowing. The U.S. should remain resolute in its defense of Taiwan, a signal 
to China and the region that it remains a force for peace and order in Asia. 
The U.S. is proposing the sale of $2.2 billion in weapons, among them 108 Abrams tanks, 250 
Stinger surface-to-air missiles and related equipment and support such as Hercules armored vehicles 
and heavy equipment transporters. The State Department says the weapons will help Taiwan “meet 
current and future regional threats” and enhance its ability to operate with the U.S. and other 
partners. While the U.S. agreed to sell $500 million in F-16 parts and training earlier this year, this is 
the first large-scale weapons sale to Taiwan since 2011.> 
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Answer to: US Already Abandoning Taiwan 
 

Key members of the Trump administration express commitment to Taiwan security 
Cronin et.al, Senior Advisor and Senior Director of the Asia-Pacific Security Program at the 
Center for a New American Security, 2018 
(Patrick, Jonathan Greenert, John M. Shalikashvili Chair in National Security Studies at the National 
Bureau of Asian Research, Shirley Kan, specialist in Asian security affairs, Peter Mattis, Research 
Fellow for China Studies at the Victims of Communism Memorial Foundation, Michael Mazza, 
Research Fellow in the Foreign and Defense Policy Studies Program at the American Enterprise 
Institute, “STRENGTHENING U.S.-TAIWAN DEFENSE RELATIONS,” National Bureau of Asian 
Research, May 2018, accessed 7/7/19, DUDA-TM) 
As 2017 changed to 2018, however, there were signs of a new approach to China. The National 
Security Strategy and the National Defense Strategy both described U.S.-China relations in 
competitive terms. The former, moreover, was the first National Security Strategy to mention Taiwan: 
“We will maintain our strong ties with Taiwan in accordance with our ‘One China’ policy, including our 
commitments under the Taiwan Relations Act to provide for Taiwan’s legitimate defense needs and 
deter coercion.”3 The release of these strategy documents followed the initial rollout of the president’s 
“free and open Indo-Pacific” strategy, which presented an allies-first rather than China-centric 
approach to the region.4 
The FY2018 NDAA, then, coincided nicely with the emergence of the Trump administration’s strategic 
approach to Asia. Usefully, its Taiwan provisions suggest some meat to put on the president’s 
strategy bones. 
These developments also coincided with personnel changes in the Trump administration. Most 
notably, Randall Schriver was confirmed as assistant secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific 
security affairs in late December 2017. In answers to questions submitted prior to his hearing and 
during the hearing itself, Schriver expressed support for U.S. naval port visits in Taiwan (and vice 
versa) and for “a normal FMS [foreign military sales] relationship.”5 In previous writings, he has 
argued for Taiwan’s inclusion in RIMPAC and other naval and air exercises.6 
Importantly, Schriver’s support for closer U.S.-Taiwan relations is not unique within the administration. 
Recently appointed national security advisor John Bolton has argued that the United States “should 
jettison the ambiguous ‘one China policy,’” “consider significant steps to upgrade its diplomatic 
relations” with Taiwan, and “make clear that it considers Taiwan to be an independent, democratic 
society that has the full right to reject a forced merger with China.”7 New secretary of state Mike 
Pompeo is reportedly “pro-Taiwan” as well.8 On a recent visit to Taiwan, Deputy Assistant Secretary 
of State Alex Wong described the United States’ aim “to strengthen our ties with the Taiwan people 
and to bolster Taiwan’s ability to defend its democracy,” claiming that “our commitment to those goals 
has never been stronger.”9 
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