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<<China Supports FMCT>>

China supports FMCT and PSI – Weaponization makes China withdraw support

Blazejewski ‘8 Kenneth S. Blazejewski [Woodrow Wilson School of Foreign Policy, JD/MPA candidate] 2008 “China could Retaliate Against U.S. Space Weapons by Forgoing Participation in other Security Initiatives that are in the U.S. National Interest” Strategic Studies Quarterly. Vol. 2, No. 1

A second reason for US commitment not to place weapons in space is the negotiating leverage such a concession would provide. Of course, such leverage cannot be taken for granted. Rather, agreement not to weaponize outer space could be loosely conditional on making progress in other areas of US security. There are at least three areas where the United States could expect to gain concessions from China in return for a commitment not to weaponize space. First, China's participation at the CD strongly suggests that it might be willing to begin negotiations on an FMCT, a top security priority of successive US governments, if the United States agrees to negotiate on space weapons. Since China's commitment to the FMCT can facilitate the FMCT commitments of India and Pakistan, its participation is critical. Second, the United States can demand greater support from China on the Proliferation Security Initiative. The PSI, which seeks to prevent illicit sea and air transport of fissile material, has been identified by the Bush administration as a key program in reducing the possibility of acquisition of nuclear weapons by a terrorist organization. To date, China's muted opposition to the PSI stands as one of the greatest impediments to a fuller development of the initiative. Chinese cooperation could be vital to this program's success. Third, the United States should demand greater transparency in Chinese military planning, especially with regard to ASAT and space-focused programs. Such transparency, long sought by US defense officials, would reduce the likelihood of potential conflicts over speculative intelligence and give the United States greater insight into how military decisions are made (and whether China indeed suffers from a stovepiped bureaucracy). I argue that progress in each of these three areas would represent a greater security gain than proceeding with the weaponization of space. If the United States is able to negotiate a quid pro quo in one or all of these areas in return for a commitment not to weaponize outer space, the agreement would represent a clear US net security gain.

Most probable impact – causes nuclear war

Hellman 8 [Martin E. Hellman, emeritus prof of engineering @ Stanford, “Risk Analysis of Nuclear Deterrence” SPRING 2008 THE BENT OF TAU BETA PI, http://www.nuclearrisk.org/paper.pdf]

A terrorist attack involving a nuclear weapon would be a catastrophe of immense proportions: “A 10-kiloton bomb detonated at Grand Central Station on a typical work day would likely kill some half a million people, and inflict over a trillion dollars in direct economic damage. America and its way of life would be changed forever.” [Bunn 2003, pages viii-ix].  The likelihood of such an attack is also significant. For- mer Secretary of Defense William Perry has estimated the chance of a nuclear terrorist incident within the next decade to be roughly 50 percent [Bunn 2007, page 15]. David Albright, a former weapons inspector in Iraq, estimates those odds at less than one percent, but notes, “We would never accept a situation where the chance of a major nuclear accident like Chernobyl would be anywhere near 1% .... A nuclear terrorism attack is a low-probability  event, but we can’t live in a world where it’s anything but extremely low-probability.” [Hegland 2005]. In a survey of 85 national security experts, Senator Richard Lugar found a median estimate of 20 percent for the “probability of an attack involving a nuclear explosion occurring somewhere in the world in the next 10 years,” with 79 percent of the respondents believing “it more likely to be carried out by terrorists” than by a government [Lugar 2005, pp. 14-15].   I support increased efforts to reduce the threat of nuclear terrorism, but that is not inconsistent with the approach of this article. Because terrorism is one of the potential trigger mechanisms for a full-scale nuclear war, the risk analyses proposed herein will include estimating the risk of nuclear terrorism as one component of the overall risk. If that risk, the overall risk, or both are found to be unacceptable, then the proposed remedies would be directed to reduce which- ever risk(s) warrant attention. Similar remarks apply to a number of other threats (e.g., nuclear war between the U.S. and China over Taiwan). 
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China supports FMCT now

Xinhua News Agency 7/28. Xinhua News Agency the official press agency of the government of the People's Republic of China “China calls for breaking impasse of disarmament conference” Xinhua News Agency

UNITED NATIONS, July 27 (Xinhua) -- China called for renewed efforts to break the impasse of the Conference on Disarmament (CD) given differences remained among concerned parties, a Chinese envoy to the United Nations said here on Wednesday.  "Since the beginning of this year, parties have displayed positive intention and constructive approach to advance the work of the CD. However, differences still remain to be bridged," said Wang Min, deputy permanent representative of the Chinese Mission to the UN, when addressing a follow-up meeting to the high-level meeting on the issue of disarmament.  To revitalizing the work of the CD and push forward multilateral disarmament negotiations, the authority of the CD must be respected and maintained, said Wang. "As the single multilateral disarmament negotiating forum, the Conference on Disarmament is irreplaceable by any other international mechanism. "  Wang also noted that the legitimate security concerns of member states should be fully respected and appropriately addressed both at the time of launching negotiations and during the negotiating process.  "It is for this very purpose that we engage in serious negotiations on multilateral arms control treaties and it is also the necessary precondition for universal support for and compliance to such treaties," he told the meeting.  In the face of deadlock and difficulties, CD member states should use political wisdom and fully mobilize diplomatic creativity to keep the momentum of launching the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT) negotiations and spare no efforts in seeking workable ways to push the CD to carry out substantive work on issues related to the FMCT, Wang said.  The ambassador expressed his hope that all sides respect each other's legitimate security concerns, continue dialogue and consultations in a serious, equal, open and transparent manner with a view to reaching agreement on the program of work of the CD as early as possible so that substantive work on various items can be started.  "China is willing to work with others and redouble efforts to promote the healthy development of the cause of multilateral arms control and disarmament and to maintain world peace and security," he added. 

Support now

Xinhua News Agency ‘6. Xinhua News Agency the official press agency of the government of the People's Republic of China “China supports early negotiations on signing of FMCT, FM spokesman” Xinhua News Agency

China has always supported early negotiations on the signing of the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FMCT), said Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang on Tuesday.  Qin, in response to a question at a routine press conference, said that China has made positive efforts for the early initiation of these negotiations based on the comprehensive and balanced work program of the disarmament conference.  "We believe this is an important step in promoting multi-lateral nuclear disarmament," said Qin.  He said the international community is working to safeguard and strengthen the international non-proliferation mechanism, and it is of great importance to start the negotiations and reach an agreement on the FMCT as early as possible in order to reduce the risk of nuclear material spreading. 

Support now – CD officials confirm

Wang 11 Wang Qun is Chinese ambassador extraordinary and plenipotentiary for disarmament affairs and permanent representative to the Conference on Disarmament (CD), a position he has held since 2007  June 2011 “The ‘Pursuit of a Win-Win Situation’ at the Conference on Disarmament: Questions and Answers With Wang Qun”
ACT: China repeatedly has expressed its support for an FMCT as an important nonproliferation instrument. China also is widely believed to have halted fissile material production for weapons, yet it is the only country among the five NPT nuclear-weapon states that has not formally declared a halt to fissile material production for weapons. Can you clarify whether China is producing fissile material for weapons purposes? If not, under what circumstances would China consider joining France, Russia, the United Kingdom, and the United States in declaring that it has halted such production?  Wang: You’re right to look at this issue in the context of Beijing’s support for an FMCT as an important nonproliferation instrument. Beijing, for its part, has many misgivings about the notion of a “moratorium on fissile material production for weapons.” The rationales behind this are, firstly, that it will very much undercut international efforts to activate the FMCT negotiation process at the CD, and secondly, that it is neither legally binding nor verifiable. Moreover, it is not clear which fissile material is supposed to be subject to the moratorium. So, I do think that an FMCT at the CD is what international efforts should be focused on.

2NC Link Wall

Missile defense prevents China FMCT 

Hansell & Perfilyev ‘9 Cristina Hansell [Director of the Newly Independent States Nonproliferation Program (NISNP)] Nikita Perfilyev [Fulbright fellow at Monterey Institute of International Studies]

Given the interlinkage between missile defenses and strategic stability, bilateral or multilateral cooperation*or some form of political agreement limiting or otherwise managing defense architectures*involving Washington, Moscow, and Beijing is clearly needed. In July, Washington and Moscow issued a Joint Understanding to guide START follow-on negotiations that included ‘‘a provision on the interrelationship of strategic offensive and strategic defense arms.’’91 Just what this provision may entail is likely to be the subject of difficult negotiations. To date, there have been no proposals for a global missile defense architecture or replacement for the ABM Treaty. Instead, Russia has proposed cooperative missile defense in Europe, and there were reports of preliminary discussions of Sino-Russian cooperation in this area in 2000, as mentioned above. Given the sensitivity of the technologies involved in missile defense systems, as well as the difficulties of organizing decision making over a joint system, a global architecture is difficult to imagine. Perhaps two systems*one in Europe, one in Northeast Asia*could be established. In any event, it is clear that engaging Beijing and Moscow on this issue is essential to any movement forward on nuclear disarmament.
Prevents FMCT – PAROS

FAS ’10. FAS Federation of American Scietists Nonpartisan organization dedicated to using science to make the world more secure “FMCT and Issue Linkage” FAS http://www.fas.org/programs/ssp/nukes/armscontrol/fmctlinkage.html

In 1999, President Clinton announced that the US would once again pursue national missile defenses.  Following this announcement, China actively began to link progress on an FMCT to progress on a treaty on the prevention of an arms race in outer space (PAROS) in the CD.  It is likely that China saw new US missile defenses as potentially threatening to their nuclear deterrent or regional power, and therefore decided it was necessary to keep the option open of resuming fissile material production for use in nuclear weapons to counter any new threat.   When the US abrogated the ABM Treaty in 2002, Russia joined China in calling for the CD to negotiate a PAROS treaty, a move that further complicated the prospects for progress toward negotiating an FMCT.  However, in August 2003, China and Russia agreed to go forward with negotiating an FMCT based on the Shannon Mandate.  The Shannon Mandate requires any FMCT to be “effectively verifiable,” but the US declared in 2004 that it no longer believed an FMCT could be verifiable, and tabled a draft treaty to that effect in 2006.  This has created a new impasse in the CD on how to negotiate the terms of an FMCT. 

2NC Link Wall

BMD prevents FMCT negotiations – arms control and non-prolfieration
Quazi ’11 Afsah Qazi Research Fellow @ South Asian Strategic Stability Institute

Revival of the Debate: For a long time the debate of BMD was put on the back burner due to the 1972 ABM treaty. But the debate resumed to its fullest when President Clinton walked out of the treaty in favor of this defensive shield. US was first to have the shield in the first decade of 21st century, under the leadership of President Bush. The American BMD comprises of two components. A national missile defense (NMD) for the security of continental US and a Theater Missile Defense (TMD) stationed across the globe. In fact both the components are targeted against China and its limited ICBM force, and certainly not against the rogue states; the reason widely propagated to legitimize the US defensive shield. Whatever the reason be, the fact remains that US acquisition of BMD was highly detrimental to universal arms control agenda as important components of International Non-Proliferation Regime such as ABM Treaty, MTCR and NPT stood largely violated by this move. Another negative impact was the security dilemma posed to China, which in response started to augment its ICBM capacity. China also hardened its stance in FMCT negotiations for its linkage to the de weaponization of space as BMD also violated the 1967 outer space treaty.

Stops FMCT – Chinese security concerns

Zhang ‘3 Hui Zhang Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard University 2003 “CHINA AND A FISSILE MATERIAL CUTOFF TREATY”
China is also concerned about that US missile defense and space weaponization plans would degrade China’s security environment. The US missile defense plans and the US withdrawal from the ABM treaty will end further reductions in the nuclear arsenals of the United States and Russia than otherwise. Thus, the huge gap between China’s nuclear arsenal and those of the United States and Russia will remain. Eventually, failure to proceed with the nuclear disarmament process that the nuclear weapon states have committed to under the NPT would damage the nuclear non-proliferation regime. China wishes to focus on its economic development. It needs a stable international security environment to do so.  The above security concerns affect China’s willingness to participate in FMCT negotiations. Historically, the sole purpose for China to build and develop its nuclear weapons was to guard itself against a nuclear threat and blackmail. If its “legitimate security concerns” are ignored, China would develop responses to neutralize such threat. To retain its nuclear deterrent capability, China’s direct response to the U.S. missile defense and space weaponization plans could be to build up more warheads and its missiles would be deployed with decoys and other effective countermeasures. China is already reportedly engaged in a nuclear modernization program to field less vulnerable mobile and solid-fueled missiles. But it has been expected that such a program will be at a slow pace and modest in size. The existing HEU and plutonium stockpile would be big enough for its modernization program under the case of non-deployment of missile defense. However, while facing a planned U.S missile defense system, China could be driven to expand its ICBM arsenal about tenfold. China would be used up its existing fissile martial stockpile for the many more missiles needed to penetrate the U.S. missile defense system. Thus, China might find it necessary to produce more fissile material for its stockpile. China might then well restart production and refuse to join a global fissile material cutoff treaty. This might explain why China has linked the FMCT negotiation with talks on agreements to prevent an arms race in outer space - which would include limiting US missile defense plans.
Impact – Nuclear Terrorism

Most probable impact – causes nuclear war

Hellman 8 [Martin E. Hellman, emeritus prof of engineering @ Stanford, “Risk Analysis of Nuclear Deterrence” SPRING 2008 THE BENT OF TAU BETA PI, http://www.nuclearrisk.org/paper.pdf]

A terrorist attack involving a nuclear weapon would be a catastrophe of immense proportions: “A 10-kiloton bomb detonated at Grand Central Station on a typical work day would likely kill some half a million people, and inflict over a trillion dollars in direct economic damage. America and its way of life would be changed forever.” [Bunn 2003, pages viii-ix].  The likelihood of such an attack is also significant. For- mer Secretary of Defense William Perry has estimated the chance of a nuclear terrorist incident within the next decade to be roughly 50 percent [Bunn 2007, page 15]. David Albright, a former weapons inspector in Iraq, estimates those odds at less than one percent, but notes, “We would never accept a situation where the chance of a major nuclear accident like Chernobyl would be anywhere near 1% .... A nuclear terrorism attack is a low-probability  event, but we can’t live in a world where it’s anything but extremely low-probability.” [Hegland 2005]. In a survey of 85 national security experts, Senator Richard Lugar found a median estimate of 20 percent for the “probability of an attack involving a nuclear explosion occurring somewhere in the world in the next 10 years,” with 79 percent of the respondents believing “it more likely to be carried out by terrorists” than by a government [Lugar 2005, pp. 14-15].   I support increased efforts to reduce the threat of nuclear terrorism, but that is not inconsistent with the approach of this article. Because terrorism is one of the potential trigger mechanisms for a full-scale nuclear war, the risk analyses proposed herein will include estimating the risk of nuclear terrorism as one component of the overall risk. If that risk, the overall risk, or both are found to be unacceptable, then the proposed remedies would be directed to reduce which- ever risk(s) warrant attention. Similar remarks apply to a number of other threats (e.g., nuclear war between the U.S. and China over Taiwan). 

Impact – Indo/Pak

Pakistan won’t sign now

NYT ’11 New York Times [an American daily newspaper founded and continuously published in New York City since 1851. The New York Times has won 106 Pulitzer Prizes] “Time for Plan B” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/04/21/opinion/21thu2.html

A 14-year effort to negotiate an international treaty banning the production of nuclear weapons fuel is getting nowhere. Under the terms of the United Nations’ Conference on Disarmament, all 65 participants must agree. Pakistan, which is racing to develop the world’s fifth largest arsenal, is refusing to let the talks move forward.  It is clearly time for a new approach. So we are encouraged that the Obama administration has begun discussing with Britain and France and others the possibility of negotiating a ban outside the conference, much like the 2008 convention on cluster munitions and the 1997 land-mine treaty. While the United States, Russia and China still are not signatories — they should be — many others are, and the two agreements are credited with greatly diminishing, although not eliminating, the use of both weapons.  Russia and China, which must be part of any fissile material ban, are resisting the idea of ad hoc negotiations. They should tell Pakistan to let the conference do its job, or they should accept the alternative. China has particular influence as Pakistan’s longtime supplier of nuclear technology, including a fourth reactor for producing even more nuclear fuel.  Islamabad dug in its heels after the George W. Bush administration persuaded the international community to lift a ban on civilian nuclear trade with India. The ban remains in place for Pakistan.  India, unlike Pakistan, isn’t a serious proliferation risk. Still, the deal was deeply flawed. It did not require India — estimated to have at least 100 nuclear warheads — to halt fissile material production. And now that New Delhi can buy foreign uranium for its power reactors it can husband its domestic uranium for weapons.  Islamabad argues that the fissile material ban would further lock in a military advantage for India. Pakistan already has 95 or more deployed nuclear weapons, up from the mid- to high-70s two years ago. It should be less fixated on India and more focused on using scarce resources to educate its children and battle home-grown extremists. Along with the test ban treaty (which the Senate still must ratify), getting countries to stop producing fissile material is essential for curbing the world’s most lethal weapons. A ban would give the United States and others more leverage to pressure North Korea and Iran to abandon their nuclear efforts. Serious negotiations need to start now. 

India and Pakistan will join if China does – missile defense negotiation is key
Zhang ‘3 Hui Zhang Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard University 2003 “CHINA AND A FISSILE MATERIAL CUTOFF TREATY”
A primary goal of an FMCT will be to attain the signatures of the five declared nuclear weapon states and three de facto nuclear weapon states (India, Pakistan, and Israel). In practice, the FMCT does not impact much on the US and Russian stockpiles. Because of their huge size, they do not need additional fissile material. One major incentive for the declared nuclear powers to join the treaty is to draw the participation of the three de-facto weapons states. China’s participation in an FMCT will be critical to its success, however. Without China’s participation in the FMCT, India will not sign it and Pakistan will not sign unless India does. Both South Asian countries and Israel are believed to be continuing to produce fissile materials for their stockpiles. China is believed to have stopped the production of both HEU and Plutonium for weapons since the early 1990s. China announced its support for the FMCT negotiation from the beginning. On October 4, 1994, Chinese Foreign Minister Qian and U.S. Secretary of State Christopher issued a joint statement in which they promoted the "earliest possible achievement" of a treaty prohibiting the production of fissile material for use in nuclear weapons. However, because of its concerns about U.S. missile defense and “space control” plans, which would lead to weaponization of outer space and stimulate a costly and destabilizing arms race, recently China clearly expressed that the PAROS is a realistic and urgent issue. China firmly holds that the CD should start concurrently negotiating both FMCT and PAROS. However, the US opposes negotiations on the outer space issue while pressing for the immediate negotiation of an FMCT. This disagreement between China and the US over FMCT and PAROS negotiations, has already prevented the CD from continuing any arms control negotiations. To advance these talks, it is therefore necessary to analyze the factors that may influence China’s position.

Impact – NPT

Negotiating FMCT is key to NPT strength

Hachigian et al ‘9 Nina Hachigian [Senior Fellow at American Progress] Winny Chen [research associate with the Centre for American Progress.] Christopher Beddor [Editor, China Offshore Magazine] 2009 “China’s New Engagement in the International System”  Centre for American Progress
Over the past 30 years but especially the last ten, China has bought into and largely com- plied with the many mandates of the nonproliferation groups it has joined and treaties that it has signed. With considerable coaxing, it took a lead on the Six-Party Talks with North Korea. It has not, however, exerted itself to strengthen the nonproliferation regime or used its leverage to curb Iran’s nuclear ambitions. In the future, China can strengthen the system by ratifying the CTBT, negotiating steadily on the FMCT, and trying in other ways to cre- ate momentum around a stronger NPT.

Solves extinction

Perry ‘9 William Perry former secretary of defense 2009 “America’s Strategic Posture The Final Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States” UNITED STATES INSTITUTE OF PEACE PRESS

There is no greater global imperative than that of securing the nuclear peace of the world. Assessing the appropriate role for nuclear weapons, arms control initiatives, and nonproliferation programs are vital to defining America’s strategic posture. This report comes at a time when threats have changed and the world has moved closer to a proliferation “tipping point.” Armed conflicts, ethnic and religious strife, extremism, terrorism, and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction all pose significant challenges to security and development worldwide. The spread of nuclear weapons and technologies adds a dangerous dimension to that global environment. Implementation of this final report’s recommendations will demand a tre- mendous amount of political will and cooperation by the Executive and Legislative branches of our government, and require public education and support for the policies. It is my hope that the United States Institute of Peace will continue to provide a forum for expert discussion and a platform for public education on these issues.
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