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**Solvency

Japan Key – Infrared Ray Sensor

Japan is key to develop the infrared ray sensor

O’Rourke 10 (Ronald, Specialist in Naval Affairs, June 10, Congressional Research Service, “Navy Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) Program: Background and Issues for Congress”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL33745.pdf)


In fiscal 2006, Japan and the United States began to jointly develop the SM-3 Block 2A, an advanced and more accurate version [of the SM-3 interceptor]....Japan is developing the core part of the interceptor, which protects an infrared ray sensor from heat generated by air friction, while the United States is in charge of developing the warhead, called the Kinetic projectile, which would hit and destroy a ballistic missile.

Japan Key – Tech/Generic

Japan’s key to tech development – the US can’t export without them.

Johnson 7 (Tim, McClatchy Newspapers, 7/13, “U.S. helps Japan deploy missile-defense system”, http://www.mcclatchydc.com/2007/07/13/17956/us-helps-japan-deploy-missile.html)

The SM-3 and the PAC-3 missile systems signal a ramping up of cooperative defense spending between Japan and the United States. Mitsubishi Heavy Industries in Japan has begun licensed production of the PAC-3 missiles from Lockheed Martin, and also produces the trailer rocket-launching system. Japan also is providing key technological cooperation for the SM-3, including designs for the sensor, a kinetic warhead, the propulsion system and a lightweight nose cone with explosive bolts. One U.S. aerospace consultant, noting the heavy investment by Mitsubishi, said Japan was likely to revise policies that prohibited weapons exports. Washington wants to provide the SM-3s to allies such as Australia and Italy but can't do so without Japanese consent because technology from both nations is going into the weapon system. 

US-Japan co-development key to larger US missile defense

Butler 7, (Jeffrey T. Lieutenant Colonel, USAF, August, “The Influence of Politics, Technology, and Asia on the Future of Us Missile Defense”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA473239&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Japan and the United States began missile-defense cooperation in 1999 after North Korea’s test firing of a ballistic missile over Japan. The initial agreement focused on research and development with the level of cooperation increasing in recent years to include agreements on fielding new systems. In December 2005, the two countries confirmed plans to build a large tracking radar in Japan to support both Japanese and US missile-defense efforts. 44 The location of a high-power tracking radar in Japan will provide a substantial boost in detection and tracking capabilities for both countries. Japan’s government also approved a nine-year, $1.2 billion plan to field its own Aegis BMD capability along with Patriot PAC-3 in order to form a layered defense. 45 The first missiles are scheduled to come online in 2007. In addition, Japan is cooperating with the United States on a new sea-based interceptor, improved command and control, and intelligence sharing. Japan is clearly the most significant missile-defense partner in East Asia, and the increasing level of cooperation is essential for success of the US missile-defense program.

US Key 

US cooperation is crucial to Japanese BMD

The Daily Yomiuri 5 (July 24, “Editorial: Japan, U.S. cooperation vital to missile defense”, Lexis)

The issue is how to use the system most effectively. We think enhancement of coordination between Japanese and U.S. forces is most important. In the first phase of the missile defense system, a ballistic missile flying toward Japan would be intercepted with a Standard Missile 3 (SM3), fired from a Maritime Self-Defense Force Aegis destroyer. If the SM3 misses, the enemy missile would be intercepted with a surface-to-air Patriot Advanced Capability 3 (PAC3) missile system to be deployed in the metropolitan and other areas. It would only take 10 minutes for a missile fired from North Korea to reach Japan. In order to detect the launch of a ballistic missile, and to accurately track and destroy it, Japan and the United States need to share data from SDF radars and a U.S. early warning satellite. The missile defense system will not function properly without a unified effort by the two countries. The organization and operation of the SDF must be changed, too. Along with the SDF law, the Defense Agency Law also has been revised to enhance joint operations of air, ground and maritime forces. The Chief of the Joint Staff, under the director general of the Defense Agency, will command the three forces. Japan is behind North American and European countries in terms of joint operation of military forces. SDF troops must be trained quickly to realize efficient joint operations. The capability of interceptor missiles also must be improved. More than one threat North Korea is not the only country that poses a threat to Japan. According to an annual report by the U.S. Defense Department, China is enhancing its deployment of mid-range nuclear missiles, which can reach any part of Japan, and trying to improve their capability. According to the Defense Agency, results of an experiment conducted in Hawaii by the U.S. military showed that an SM3 could intercept six out of seven missiles, and PAC3 missiles successfully intercepted 10 out of 12 attempts. In reality, however, if even one missile is not shot down, it will cause tremendous damage to the lives and assets of Japanese people. Accuracy of interception has to be further improved. Japan and the United States have been jointly developing a sea-based interceptor missile that has better capabilities and a longer range than SM3. Japan and the United States also should enhance mutual cooperation in developing missile technology.

Japan BMD is entirely reliant on US support and it’s key

Taniguchi 4 (Tomohiko, staff writer for Asia Times Online, Apr 29, “Why Japan went ballistic”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/FD29Dh01.html)

It has gone largely unnoticed that Japan now occupies a premier seat within a unique American defense club, a club of two - Washington and Tokyo. The reason for this is not because Japan is the second largest economy still committed to having its armed forces deployed in Iraq, but rather because Japan has decided to do what few other allies of the United States could. That is to follow the US in its controversial missile defense program. At present, practically no other nation is in a position to follow suit. It is only the US and Japan that constitute an exclusive club of ballistic missile defense (BMD). On March 26, top military brass as well as civilian officials at Japan's Defense Agency (JDA) rejoiced to see the Diet (Japan's parliament) pass the budget for the fiscal year 2004 that starts in April. They were happy as the government-proposed budget went into effect unscathed and uncut. And therein was the plan for Japan to deliver its first round of BMD programs. In fiscal 2004, the JDA will spend a gross total of 4.9 trillion yen (US$45 billion), which is, as usual, about a hundredth of the nation's economy. Out of the defense budget, 2 percent or 106.8 billion yen ($981 million) will cover the cost for BMD. Divided into three parts, 34 billion yen ($312 million) will go to Japan's Maritime Self Defense Force to be used to equip one Aegis-type destroyer with the "Standard" missile system SM-3; 58.2 billion yen ($534 million) to the Air Defense Force to procure a ground-to-air missile system known as Patriot Advanced Capability 3 (PAC-3); and 14.6 billion yen ($134 million) will be spent to upgrade the relevant BADGE (Base Air Defense Ground Environment) systems. The Aegis system is a precious commodity for the US as it has kept its core technologies secret. It is also costly both in economic and political terms. True, Spain does have some Aegis capability, but it has only one Aegis-type destroyer, making it largely irrelevant, for in order to operate 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, three is the minimum number required. Israel, South Korea and Taiwan all aspire to have at least one Aegis-type destroyer, but currently have none. Japan's Maritime Self Defense Force by contrast currently has four, and will soon have six such vessels, all home-built with loaned Aegis technologies, enabling Japan to make the first entry into the BMD club by equipping itself with a sea-based mid-course defense (SMD) capability. It aims at hitting enemy missiles mid-course. The entry fee, as it were, goes in large part to the US defense industry: Raytheon (Waltham, Massachusetts) doubtless being the clearest winner as it manufactures both SM-3 and PAC-3. Lockheed Martin (Bethesda, Maryland) will also benefit as the sole provider of radar and missile systems that make up the core of the Aegis system. While this could be a boon to the Bush campaign to secure votes from the military-industry complex, that is not the only reason why Howard Baker Jr, US ambassador to Japan, on March 1 boasted about the nation's move, saying that Japan's decision to go BMD along with the US was simply great, a sign that Japan has now "matured". More to the point, Japan's action is hardly an isolated one. Saying that it goes hand-in-hand with the US will not even suffice. It is closely embedded into, and makes part of, the overall BMD that the US has just started this year.

**Advs/Impacts

Constitution Add-On

Japanese Block II-A BMD destroys its constitution by violating Article 9

Wooksik 7 (Cheong, 12/24, “Missile Defense Acts as a Trojan Horse”, http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=432927)

Missile Defense Acts as a Trojan Horse to Disrupt Japan's Pacifist Constitution Japan, having been participating in the US Missile Defense plans since 1998, initially planned to complete the technical research by 2004, and decide whether to carry out development and deployment based on the feasibility result for the research after 2005. However, after the nuclear standoff between North Korea and the US broke out in October 2002, the US started aggressively pushing Japan to speed up its Missile Defense plans, which include deploying the PAC-3s and the SM-3 tipped Aegis destroyers. Japan changed its course under the US pressure and for fear of the potential nuclear-armed North Korea. The US-Japan Missile Defense cooperation is noteworthy mainly because it plays a key role in making Japan's pacifist constitution powerless. In June 2005, Japan's Upper House passed a bill that would allow the defense minister to order an intercept of the enemy's missile without having to obtain prior approval from the prime minister or the cabinet. This is an indication that the civilians have begun to lose its control over the military authorities. In addition, the Missile Defense system is the main culprit in neutralizing Japan's war-renouncing constitution, which permits self-defense but not collective defense. A vast majority of legal experts have concluded that the US-Japan Missile Defense cooperation, especially sharing intelligence between the two allies, can be used for Missile Defense operations not only in Japan but also on the US mainland, and therefore is against the pacifist constitution. That is why Japan's involvement in the US-led Missile Defense system is considered the precursor of amending its constitution. Despite such legal matters, Washington and Tokyo have considered their Missile Defense intelligence cooperation a done deal since the spring of 2004, then accelerated the Missile Defense system building pace. Japan's defense ministry allowed the US to share technology for its independently developed FPS-XX radar together with data on ballistic missiles installed on Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force's Aegis cruiser. In October 2007, the US built a missile tracking base on the Misawa US air base in the northern city of Aomori. On this base, which is called Joint Tactical Ground Station, the target missile's trajectory is tracked and the data is sent to US bases in Japan and the Japan Self-Defense Forces. Establishing such an intelligence system and sharing data have enabled the two allies to detect rapidly when neighboring countries like North Korea and China fire their missiles, earning time to knock them out. The US and Japan also plan to set up an intelligence network between Missile Defense components, which means each part of the Missile Defense system such as the Aegis destroyers, the PAC-3 missiles and the early warning radars will share intelligence and not be operated separately, forming a multi-layered intercept system. We also need to pay particular attention to these allies' decision for joint-development of next-generation SM-3 interceptors. Unlike the US-developed SM-3, which can shoot down short-to-mid-range ballistic missiles, the upgraded SM-3 missile reportedly has a longer range, being capable of intercepting intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). Japan has relaxed its Three Principles on Arms Exports, allowing the US to import the parts of the new version of the SM-3. In this regard, the Missile Defense is acting as a "Trojan horse" to disrupt Japan's pacifist constitution. The ban on collective defense, the Three Principles on Arms Exports, and the administration's control over the military have been restraining Japan from becoming a military superpower and turning to the right. However, the US-Japan Missile Defense ties will neutralize all three means. It is widely known that the hard-liners in the two countries have justified such a move on the grounds of the "North Korea Threat" and the "China Threat."

Article 9 is the lynchpin of world peace – any attempt at revision directly causes global war

The Global Article 9 (Campaign, project of the United Nations Global Partnership for the Prevention of Armed Conflict, Japan-based international NGO Peace Boat, Japan Lawyers' International Solidarity Association and others, Copyright 2008, “Article 9 as a Mechanism of Peace”, http://www.article-9.org/en/what/details2.html)

Following the end of the war, Japan acquired its Self-Defense Forces (SDF). Article 9 does not allow the maintenance of any war potential, and thus prohibits Japan to have any military forces. However, the SDF continue to expand, and Japan’s military expenditure is now one of the highest in the world. Some criticize that the principle of Article 9 is, in effect, not kept. Yet on the other hand, it is also true that Article 9 has acted as a restraint on the further militarization of Japan. Article 9 has also not allowed the SDF waging war outside of Japan. Even during the War in Iraq, despite its dispatch of its SDF to Iraq under US demands, Japan was unable to exercise any military force. Furthermore, many of Japan’s policies and pacifist principles are based on Article 9. The Three Principles on Arms Export, for example, generally prohibiting the export of arms and weapons, is a progressive principle that does not see any other precedent in the world. The principle of Exclusively Defensive Defense and the interpretation not allowing Japan to exercise its right to collective self-defense have also been maintained. Japan, with its experiences of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, has also the Non-Nuclear Three Principles, which prohibits the possession, production and introduction into its territory of nuclear weapons. These various principles have played an important role in the establishment of trust relationships between Japan and the people of Asia and the Pacific, and the international society. In other words, Japan’s Article 9 is not simply a provision of the Japanese law, but is acting as an international peace mechanism by restraining war and an arms race. As its principle, the UN Charter calls for a peaceful resolution to conflicts; and Article 26 stipulates the minimization of the world’s resources to be used for military purposes. Japan’s Article 9 further strengthens this principle of the UN. Any revision or abandonment of Article 9 is connected to the loss of the above principles, and along with raising serious concerns for the security of the Asia Pacific region, and especially Northeast Asia, entails a grave impact on peace and security of the world. "Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution has been the foundation for collective security for the entire Asia Pacific region." (From the Global Action Agenda for the Global Partnership on the Prevention of Armed Conflict (GPPAC), submitted to the UN Secretary-General in July 2005) US intentions, policies, and strategies lie behind the current movement towards the revision of Article 9 CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Constitution Add-On

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

within Japan. The United States, parallel to continuing its war on terror, is implementing its global reorganization and reallocation of its military bases. Since the late 1990’s, the responsibility of the US military forces in Japan has expanded to the whole of Asia Pacific, and post 9.11, has brought the Middle East into range. Despite Article 9, Japan’s SDF provided support for the US military in its operations against Afghanistan in 2001. In 2003, the SDF were deployed to Iraq. Cooperation in the development of weapons, such as the missile defense system, has also been underway 
between the United States and Japan. In this context, the Unites States has been pressuring Japan for a more complete military cooperation and partnership. Japan is in a military alliance with the United States, but as a country with a provision renouncing war and the maintenance or use of military force, has maintained a principle prohibiting the exercising of its right to collective self-defense. For those interested in furthering the military collaboration between the US and Japan, they would like to see this principle gone. As a matter of fact, most of the revisionists of Article 9 argue for the elimination of Section 2 of Article 9, and enabling Japan to exercise its right of collective self-defense. The corporate sector, with its interest in pursuing joint developments with and weapons export to the United States, also supports the revision of Article 9.  Voices Supporting the Amendment of Article 9 in Japan and the United States “Japan’s restrictions on its right to collective self-defense are a constraint on its alliance cooperation. Lifting this prohibition would allow for closer and more efficient security cooperation.” October 2000, Institute for National Strategic Studies report “The US and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership” (Armitage Report) “The inability to exercise our right to collective self-defense translates into denying supportive activity to our allies, and is acting as a hindrance.” January 2005, Japan Federation of Economic Organizations (Keidanren) For Japan to change Article 9 is equivalent to making a country which can wage war alongside the United States. With such developments, how will Japan’s neighboring countries react? It is not difficult to expect a revamping of their military, as Japan may be seen as a threat. If an arms race should be accelerated in East Asia, it would elicit a security dilemma, and in effect threatening the security of all countries in the region, including Japan’s own. Maintaining Article 9 and working towards demilitarization through building trust in the whole of the Asia Pacific region is the most realistic and reliable step in ensuring peace and security. Looking Towards Peace Without Dependence on Force The circle of war and violence is an epidemic in today’s world. This is precisely why Article 9 has an increasing value to the world. There are continued efforts throughout the world to build peace without the exertion of force. The abolition of nuclear weapons, the abolition of landmines, regulations on arms trade, the establishment of an International Criminal Court, peaceful means to conflict resolution and prevention, post-conflict peacebuilding; are only examples where citizens and NGOs are actively continuing their efforts. The United Nations has also been calling on decreasing military expenditure, and reallocating limited resources to solving poverty, epidemics, disasters, and to protecting humans from war and violence. The Japanese Constitution also serves as a foundation for human security over national security, with its preamble recognizes that “all people in the world have the right to live in peace, free from fear and war.” Japan’s Article 9 is a symbol for a peace without the exertion of force, a sustainable society, the realization of the UN Millennium Development Goals, and a support for efforts by peace aspiring citizens and NGOs of the world. Let us strive to realize a world, a just and fair world without war or poverty, where all countries have a constitution renouncing war. If Japan should renounce Article 9, the world will only take a step back in realizing this vision.

Ext. Kills Constitution

The Block 2A kills the Constitution – forces Japan to protect the US.

Toki 9 (Masako, Project manager in the Nonproliferation Education Program at the James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, where she studies Japan's nonproliferation and disarmament policy, 1/16, “Missile defense in Japan”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/missile-defense-japan)

The Japanese Constitution. Under the current Japanese government's interpretation of Article 9 of its Constitution, Japan's participation in collective self-defense is prohibited, as is using missile defense capabilities to defend a third country--even an ally such as the United States. Therefore, former Prime Minister Shinzo Abe, a strong advocate of changing Article 9, formed the Council on Reconstruction of a Legal Basis for Security in April 2007 to provide recommendations on the right of collective self-defense. "Whether it is appropriate for Japan to use its missile defense to intercept ballistic missiles targeting the United States" was one of four scenarios he tasked the council to answer. The council was supposed to submit recommendations to the Cabinet by September 2007, but after the devastating defeat of Abe's ruling party in the upper house election in July 2007 and his abrupt resignation two months later, the council's members delayed making their recommendations. Abe's successor, Yasuo Fukuda, wasn't as enthusiastic about changing the constitutional interpretation. So even though the council submitted its recommendations stating that Japan should have the right to exercise collective self-defense last June, nothing has changed. Taro Aso, the country's third prime minister in two years, is more supportive of the right to collective self-defense, which might revitalize debate over the issue. Technologically, Japan currently doesn't have the capability to shoot down a missile heading toward the United States even if it legally could. But the two countries are currently developing SM-3 Block II A missiles that could potentially intercept intercontinental ballistic missiles. (See "Japan Test Fires Its First Raytheon-Built Standard Missile-3.") As technological capabilities improve to intercept long-range ballistic missiles, the argument that Japan isn't allowed by its constitutional interpretation to shoot down a missile heading toward the United States might be perceived as unacceptable.

The Block 2A is ineffective but still shreds Japan’s pacifist constitution. 

Kyodo News 10 (5/3, “U.S.-Japan interceptor flawed by poor range”, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100503a1.html)

A next-generation missile interceptor being jointly developed by Japan and the United States would not be able to take out U.S.-bound North Korean long-range ballistic missiles flying over Japan, senior Defense Ministry officials said Sunday. This is because the range of the interceptor, dubbed the Standard Missile 3 Block 2A, would not allow an Aegis-equipped ship off Japan to target high-flying missiles, the officials said. The finding could affect domestic debate on whether the Japan should break the Constitution to exercise its right to "collective self-defense" so it can shoot down any U.S.-bound missiles that fly over the country. With an estimated range of 200 to 300 km, the SM-3 is unable to intercept long-range ballistic missiles. But some military analysts had argued that the SM-3 Block 2A can get the job done, although its range has not been made public. The SM-3 Block 2A is an advanced version of the SM-3 that will have a longer range and higher targeting accuracy. The U.S. plans to begin deploying it in 2018. Since the new model will be able to counter decoys or multiple warheads, a single Aegis-equipped vessel is expected to be sufficient for defending Japan, instead of the two presently needed. Despite the outlook for the weapon, Defense Ministry officials said the next-generation interceptor might still be able to knock out missiles headed for Hawaii if activated in nearby seas just before the hostile missiles re-enter the atmosphere. According to a ministry report about North Korea's missile launches in April last year, the missile flew more than 3,000 km after passing 370 to 400 km above northeastern Japan. A missile bound for Hawaii, about 7,000 km away from the communist nation, would fly at even higher altitudes. In introducing the missile defense plan in 2003, Japan said it would not be used to defend third-party states. That's because Tokyo's position is that the country has the right to defend an ally under attack but "cannot exercise" that right under the pacifist Constitution. In 2008, however, a blue-ribbon panel proposed that the government's current interpretation of the Constitution regarding the right to collective defense be altered in favor of intercepting U.S.-bound missiles. Washington pointed out last year that if Tokyo cannot counter U.S.-bound missiles, it will make it harder for U.S. citizens to understand the need to maintain a bilateral alliance with Japan.

Deployment of BMD violates the Constitution.

Swaine et. al. 1 (Michael D. Swaine, 12/7, Ph.D., Harvard University, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Rachel M. Swanger and Takashi Kawakami @ Rand, “Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/MR1374.ch1.pdf)

Third, the deployment of a BMD system could generate significant legal problems, e.g., by possibly violating Japanese laws prohibiting the military use of space and the export of military-related items, as well as foreign agreements of importance to Japan such as the ABM Treaty and the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). BMD systems could also undermine the general goals of the international arms control effort. Japan has become a major supporter of this effort in the last decade.6

East Asia Add-On

Material effects are irrelevant – BMD creates the perception a broader shift in US-Japan security policy toward a more hostile stance

Yuan 6 (Jing-dong, Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, October, “BEIJING CLOSELY WATCHING RECENT U.S.-JAPAN MISSILE DEFENSE DEPLOYMENTS”, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I9/I9_EA3_PRCJapan.htm)

For the time being, Beijing is less concerned with the effectiveness of these emerging missile defense capabilities than with what these developments indicate about the future direction of Japan’s security policy and U.S. strategic intentions. Chinese People’s Liberation Army analysts, for example, are taking pains to underscore the advantage, or “edge,” that offensive ballistic missiles – meaning Chinese missiles – will hold over missile defenses, even as they seek to gauge the long-term implications of U.S.-Japan missile defense programs and recent deployments. [8] At the same time, Beijing is following the discussion, however speculative, by certain individuals in the Japanese political elite that Japan should consider acquiring an independent nuclear deterrent as a complement to its growing sophistication in the realm of missile defense. Indeed, Chinese analysts point out that Japan has the necessary nuclear technologies, large quantities of plutonium potentially usable in nuclear weapons, and computer simulation techniques to design such weapons, which together would allow Japan to manufacture them at short notice. For many Chinese observers, this is only a matter of time. Recent comments by former Japanese Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone that Japan needs to consider the nuclear option further reinforce Chinese beliefs. [9] Chinese analysts point out Japan has undergone major changes in its attitude toward missile defense, from a hesitant and lukewarm initial reception of the concept, to active participation and enthusiastic support. [10] They suggest that Japan’s failure to secure a permanent seat on the UN Security Council in 2005 reinforced both the need for continued support from the United States and Tokyo’s view that missile defense is a valuable means of reinforcing alliance cohesion. At the same time, Chinese analysts argue, Japan appreciates that missile defenses can protect it not only from North Korean missiles, but also Russian and Chinese systems. [11] Indeed, Chinese analysts argue that Japan’s core interest in speeding up missile defense deployment is directed toward China, despite Japan’s claims that its objective is to defend itself against North Korea. Chinese commentators argue that Japan plans to deploy defenses on Okinawa, noting that this would make them particularly useful in protecting Japanese Self-Defense Forces in their operations in the East China Sea, the Taiwan Strait, and the Diaoyu/Senkaku Island area, with China obviously in mind. [12] (In fact, the defensive systems will be deployed by the United States on U.S. bases on Okinawa, rather than by Japan, although they still could be employed to protect Japanese Self-Defense Forces in the theaters noted by the Chinese commentators.) Japan’s interest in accelerated missile defense deployments, its growing integration into related U.S. military operations, and its active participation with the United States in joint research and development activities raise serious questions, Chinese analysts say, about Tokyo’s intentions. They see these actions as reinforcing Japanese reconsideration of the long-standing restrictive interpretation of Article 9 of the Japanese Constitution, which limits its right to collective self-defense, and as leading Tokyo to reexamine its ban on arms transfers to states that could become involved in regional conflicts, in particular missile-defense related technology transfers to the United States (which could potentially become involved in a conflict in the Taiwan Strait). Most troubling for Chinese analysts, it appears, is the possibility that Tokyo’s missile defense activities could set the stage for Japanese involvement in a future conflict over Taiwan, with Japan’s sea-based missile defense systems deployed to support Taiwan’s defenses, as a counter to Chinese short-range missiles. [13]

Asia destabilization causes nuclear annihilation

Ogura 97 (Toshimura, Economics Professor at Toyama University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/m..._19693242/pg_8)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.

East Asia Conflict Most Probable

And, Asia is the most likely scenario for nuclear war – stepped up US presence is needed

Landay 2K (Jonathan, Knight-Ridder National Security and Intelligence senior correspondent, Knight Ridder Washington Bureau, "Top administration officials warn stakes for U.S. are high in Asian conflicts," Lexis)

The 3,700-mile arc that begins at the heavily fortified border between North and South Korea and ends on the glacier where Indian and Pakistani troops skirmish almost every day has earned the dubious title of most dangerous part of the world. Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. "Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile," said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. "We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster." In an effort to cool the region's tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia's capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia _ with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department. 

Arms race in Asia causes global nuclear war --- strategic, cultural and political factors make escalation likely.
Cimbala 8 – Professor of Political Science at Penn State University. Comparative Strategy .2, p 113-132 (Stephen , March 27, “Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia,”)

The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the ColdWar, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 This would profoundly shake up prognostications to the effect that wars of mass destruction are now passe, on account of the emergence of the “Revolution in Military Affairs” and its encouragement of information-based warfare.15 Together with this, there has emerged the argument that large-scale war between states or coalitions of states, as opposed to varieties of unconventional warfare and failed states, are exceptional and potentially obsolete.16 The spread ofWMDand ballistic missiles in Asia could overturn these expectations for the obsolescence or marginalization of major interstate warfare.
East Asia Impact Calculus

Timeframe and probability—these regions are the most likely for war and they will occur soon

Dibb 1 (Paul Dibb is a Professor at the Australian National University, “Strategic Trends: Asia at a Crossroads, Naval War College Review”, Winter/01, http://www.nwc.navy.mil/press/Review/2001/Winter/art2-w01.htm)
The areas of maximum danger and instability in the world today are in Asia, followed by the Middle East and parts of the former Soviet Union. The strategic situation in Asia is more uncertain and potentially threatening than anywhere in Europe. Unlike in Europe, it is possible to envisage war in Asia involving the major powers: remnants of Cold War ideological confrontation still exist across the Taiwan Straits and on the Korean Peninsula; India and Pakistan have nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles, and these two countries are more confrontational than at any time since the early 1970s; in Southeast Asia, Indonesia--which is the world's fourth-largest country--faces a highly uncertain future that could lead to its breakup. The Asia-Pacific region spends more on defense (about $150 billion a year) than any other part of the world except the United States and Nato Europe. China and Japan are amongst the top four or five global military spenders. Asia also has more nuclear powers than any other region of the world. Asia's security is at a crossroads: the region could go in the direction of peace and cooperation, or it could slide into confrontation and military conflict. There are positive tendencies, including the resurgence of economic growth and the spread of democracy, which would encourage an optimistic view. But there are a number of negative tendencies that must be of serious concern. There are deep-seated historical, territorial, ideological, and religious differences in Asia. Also, the region has no history of successful multilateral security cooperation or arms control. Such multilateral institutions as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and the ASEAN Regional Forum have shown themselves to be ineffective when confronted with major crises.

East Asia Impact Calculus

The risk of war is incredibly high – increasing provocation will have severe consequences 

Chang 9. Gordon, Published author, counsel to an American law firm in Shanghai and freelance journalist with the New York Times, the Asian Wall Street Journal and elsewhere. http://www.forbes.com/2009/10/01/war-in-asia-trade-opinions-columnists-gordon-chang.html?feed=rss_popstories.

Asia, unfortunately, is full of intractable disputes. So this raises the question: Will there be war in Asia? The region, after all, is chockablock with nations arming themselves at a fast past, as China's National Day parade this week shows. Unfortunately, all of the big powers there--China, India, Japan and Russia--dislike each other, and all of them have unresolved disputes. (Japan and Russia, for instance, have yet to sign a treaty to end World War II due to disagreements over the Soviet seizure of territory in the waning days of the conflict.) Japan and China both claim the same islands and squabble over the line separating their exclusive economic zones. The Chinese still harbor long-held ambitions to recover vast portions of Russia's Siberia. India and China are increasingly unhappy with their border arrangements, and the Indians are fighting Beijing-fueled insurgencies on their soil. And Japan feels threatened by China-backed North Korea. In Europe, last century's large-scale wars have made general conflict there unthinkable. In Asia, fighting has merely left combatants unsatisfied. The Europeans have built institutions to reinforce peace. Asians, on the other hand, have not. They are trying to construct a framework for cooperation, but efforts have fallen flat. The Association of Southeast Asian Nations has not been able to deal with the issues that plague itsregion, and APEC, which includes nations on both sides of the Pacific, is a mere talking shop. Japan has just proposed an Asian Union and China has endorsed the idea, but this grouping, floated many times in the past, will take years to get organized. In the absence of real institutions in Asia, the U.S. has kept the peace. It has anchored the region with two military alliances--with Japan and South Korea--and a series of working relationships--such as those with Singapore. The U.S. has done much to guarantee stability, but it has not tried to settle the maritime disputes now threatening regional peace. Six nations maintain competing claims to island groups in the South China Sea; the most expansive assertions of sovereignty are China's. Beijing's maps show the entire body of water as an internal Chinese lake, and it claims as its own the continental shelves of the Philippines, Brunei, Malaysia, Indonesia and Vietnam. While Beijing has shown surprising flexibility in settling land borders with neighbors this decade, it has remained intransigent about its extensive--and mostly unjustifiable--sea claims. Why? Many point to the hydrocarbons under the South China Sea, but energy is not the real reason for China's determination to control that body of water. The real reason is that it views sea lanes as strategic. Because territorial claims are zero-sum in nature, they tend to be flashpoints. So far, the U.S. has ignored Beijing's outsized notions of its sovereignty and has brushed off a series of hostile Chinese acts against American planes and vessels in international airspace and waters in the Yellow and South China seas. Although China's claims impinge on America' s role as the final guarantor of international commerce, successive administrations in Washington have hoped that, as China developed its economy, it would come to accept international norms and compromise on its outlandish claims. Yet the Chinese, as they have become more powerful, have become more aggressive. Seeing little resistance from others, they naturally believed they could do what they wanted to advance their interests. In the middle of last year, for instance, Beijing threatened ExxonMobil because it had entered into a preliminary joint exploration venture with state-run PetroVietnam. The area covered by the pact, although off Vietnam's central and southern coast, is claimed by the Chinese as their historic waters. This bullying followed Beijing's harassment of BP for a similar deal with Vietnam. Up to now, none of this friction has mattered because commerce has glued Asia together. Trade volume in the region soared this decade as China bought raw materials and components from neighbors so that it could process and sell them to markets outside Asia. Yet Chinese exports have been declining every month since last November as global demand slumped, and its imports have also consistently fallen in the same period. Slumping demand will eventually hit intra-Asian trade hard, perhaps even the now-booming commerce between China and India. As a result, we are seeing the beginning of currency wars in East Asia as nations seek to make their exports more competitive with China's. The risk is that Asia's leaders will see less need to cooperate with each other as their economies decouple. Small disputes, which would have been settled or died away in the prosperous past, could now have more severe consequences. Asian nations have not come to terms with their neighbors, the institutional links among rising powers remain weak, and disagreements in the region are sharpening. We can all guess what happens next.

East Asia Impact Calculus
Most probable impact
Columbia University Press 5, “Dangerous Strait,” http://cup.columbia.edu/book/978-0-231-13564-1/dangerous-strait
Today the most dangerous place on earth is arguably the Taiwan Strait, where a war between the United States and China could erupt out of miscalculation, misunderstanding, or accident. How and to what degree Taiwan pursues its own national identity will have profound ramifications in its relationship with China as well as in relations between China and the United States. Events late in 2004 demonstrated the volatility of the situation, as Taiwan's legislative elections unexpectedly preserved a slim majority for supporters of closer relations with China. Beijing, nevertheless, threatened to pass an anti-secession law, apt to revitalize pro-independence forces in Taiwan—and make war more likely. Taking change as a central theme, these essays by prominent scholars and practitioners in the arena of U.S.-Taiwan-Chinese relations combine historical context with timely analysis of an accelerating crisis. The book clarifies historical developments, examines myths about past and present policies, and assesses issues facing contemporary policymakers. Moving beyond simplistic explanations that dominate discussion about the U.S.-Taiwan-China relationship, Dangerous Strait challenges common wisdom and approaches the political, economic, and strategic aspects of the cross-Strait situation anew. The result is a collection that provides fresh and much-needed insights into a complex problem and examines the ways in which catastrophe can be avoided. 

East Asia Impact Calculus
China will move missiles underground, making 2010 the key year for doctrine questions 

Hsiao 09 – Associate Editor of The Jamestown Foundation’s China Brief (Russell , 12 16 9 25, “China's "Underground Great Wall" and Nuclear Deterrence,” http://www.jamestown.org/single/?no_cache=1&tx_ttnews[tt_news]=35846&tx_ttnews[backPid]=7&cHash=35abe95bdd),

In early December, the People’s Liberation Army's (PLA) publication, China Defense Daily (Zhongguo Guofang Bao), published a report that provided a rare glimpse into an underground tunnel that is being built by the Second Artillery Corps (SAC)—the PLA's strategic missile forces—in the mountainous regions of Hebei Province in northern China. The network of tunnels reportedly stretches for more than 3,107 miles (Ta Kung Pao, December 11; Xinhua News Agency, December 14). The revelation of the semi-underground tunnel highlights the strides being made by China's nuclear modernization efforts, and underscores a changing deterrent relationship between the United States and China. The labyrinthine tunnel system, dubbed by the Chinese-media as the "Underground Great Wall” (Dixia Changcheng), was built for concealing, mobilizing and deploying China's growing arsenal of nuclear weapons. According to military experts cited by various reports, the main purpose of the underground tunnel is to provide the SAC with a credible second-strike capability. The building of an underground tunnel for this purpose is consistent with China's evolving nuclear doctrine from its traditional posture of "minimum deterrence" to a doctrine of "limited deterrence," since the subterranean bunkers strengthen the survivability of China's nuclear forces and bolster its nuclear deterrence posture. Analysts have long speculated that the SAC' most important underground missile positions were located in the mountainous area in northern China. The geography of this region is cut by steep cliffs and canyons, and therefore suited for use in covering the network of tunnels that is 3,017 miles and can feed a web of underground launch silos. According to a military analyst cited by Hong Kong-based Ta Kung Pao, "the outermost layer is 1,000 meters [3,280 feet] deep and covered with soil that does not include any artificial reinforcements" (Ta Kung Pao, December 11; Xinhua News Agency, December 14). Moreover, the Chinese reports described the tunnel system in terms of "hard and deeply buried targets" (HDBTs), which typically refers to facilities a few hundred feet deep in "underground installations." In the of case of strategic nuclear missiles, it would mean that all preparations can be completed underground, and the transportation of missiles, equipments and personnel through a network of underground corridors by rail cars or heavy-duty trailers to fixed launch sites can not be detected from observations on the ground (Ta Kung Pao, December 11; News.sina.com, December 13; Xinhua News Agency, December 14). The SAC arsenal of land-based nuclear warheads is believed to include the DF-3A, DF-4, DF-5 (CSS-4), DF-21, DF-31 and the DF-31A. These land-based ballistic missiles have a range of 200 to 5,000 kilometers. According to one U.S.-estimate, "China has approximately 176 deployed warheads, plus an unknown number of stored warheads, for a total stockpile of approximately 240 warheads" (Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Vol. 64, No. 3). This report is not the first time that the existence of a tunnel of such magnitude was revealed. As early as 1995, according to a report in the Liberation Army Daily cited by Ta Kung Pao, a SAC project called the "Great Wall" was completed after 10 years of construction through the labor of "tens of thousands" of army engineers. Furthermore, the Chinese-television program, "Documentary for Military," aired by Chinese-state run television network CCTV on March 24, 2008, also revealed the status of an underground nuclear counter-strike project called the "great wall project" (Ta Kung Pao, December 11; News.sina.com, December 13). An article published in the Taiwan-based Asia-Pacific Defense Magazine, entitled "A Destructive Projection Power: PLA Second Artillery Corps' Long-range Guided Missiles," by former Taiwanese Vice Admiral Lan Ning-li, included an analysis that also discussed underground installations of the Second Artillery Corps. According to Vice Admiral Lan's assessment: "The early version of China's mid-to long-range missiles had all been deployed above ground and were vulnerable to detection by spy satellites and attacks by interceptor missiles. That prompted the Chinese military to move all of their missiles hundreds of meters underground" (Ta Kung Pao, December 11; Chosun Ilbo, December 14). Moreover, a Hong Kong-based military analyst cited by Ta Kung Pao suggested that the timing of the open declaration about China's nuclear modernization before negotiations on the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty may be meant to draw attention to China's nuclear stature (Ta Kung Pao, December 11; News.sina.com, December 13). Yet, while deterrence assumes that a more secure second-strike capability could enhance stability by causing adversaries to act more cautiously, some analysts have pointed out that strategic stability may not be the necessary outcome of China's deployment of a secure second-strike capability (See "The Future of Chinese Deterrence Strategy," China Brief, March 4). Since China continues to conceal details about the size and composition of its nuclear stockpile, this may lead to more concerns from China's regional neighbors over Beijing's nuclear modernization.

East Asia Impact Calculus

Establish a high threshold for DA uniqueness – 2010 guarantees major changes to the role of the arsenal 

Allison and Dillon 10. Graham. Director, Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs; Douglas Dillon Professor of Government; Faculty Chair, Dubai Initiative, Harvard Kennedy School. "Nuclear Disorder: Surveying Atomic Threats." Foreign Affairs 89, no. 1 (January/February 2010): 74-85.http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19819/nuclear_disorder.html.

Obama has put the threat of nuclear proliferation and nuclear terrorism at the top of his national security agenda. He has called it "a threat that rises above all others in urgency" and warned that if the international community fails to act, "we will invite nuclear arms races in every region and the prospect of wars and acts of terror on a scale that we can hardly imagine. "Consider the consequences, he continued, of an attack with even a single nuclear bomb: "Just one nuclear weapon exploded in a city -- be it New York or Moscow, Tokyo or Beijing, London or Paris -- could kill hundreds of thousands of people. And it would badly destabilize our security, our economies, and our very way of life." Obama's mission is to bend the trend lines currently pointing toward catastrophe. Most of the actions required to achieve this mission must be taken not by Washington but by governments around the world, which will act on the basis of their own assessments of their interests. But in an effort to encourage them to act and demonstrate U. S. leadership, Obama has pledged to reduce the role of nuclear weapons in the United States' national security strategy, negotiate a follow-on arms control agreement with Russia to decrease U. S. and Russian nuclear armaments, ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, endeavor to ban the production of fissile material worldwide, and provide additional authority and resources to the IAEA. In the hope of rolling back North Korea's arsenal and stopping Iran short of building a nuclear bomb, he has opened negotiations with both countries, signaling a willingness to live with these regimes, however ugly, if they forgo nuclear weapons. These steps markthe most substantial effort to revitalize the nuclear order since Kennedy. From his first major address abroad, when he spoke to the EU's 27 heads of state in Prague, to his chairmanship of the UN Security Council in September, Obama has been attempting to transform conceptions of the challenge. This is an extraordinarily ambitious agenda -- easy to say, hard to do. And this important work will encounter serious obstacles and stubborn adversaries. As Obama noted at the UN, "The next 12 months could be pivotal in determining whether [the nonproliferation regime] will be strengthened or will slowly dissolve. "Indeed, the year ahead is crowded with dates and events that will move this agenda forward or leave it ﬂoundering. Optimists can take heart from the much more positive attitudes toward the United States evident in capitals around the world recently. Skeptics, however, can point to the objective forces propelling dangers along, as well as the disconnect between the aspirations and the daily actions of the president and of the cabinet officers charged with realizing these goals. The international community has crucial choices to make, and the stakes could not be higher. Having failed to heed repeated warning signs of rot in the U.S.-led global financial system, the world dare not wait for a catastrophic collapse of the nonproliferation regime. From the consequences of such an event, there is no feasible bailout.

Japanese Arms Export Ban Impact

Plan reinforces ban on Japan’s arms exports

Chanlett-Avery and Konishi ‘9 (Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs; Weston S. Konishi, Analyst in Asian Affairs @ Congressional Research Service, CRS Report for Congress, “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33740.pdf)

Many analysts see U.S.-Japan efforts on missile defense as perhaps the most robust form of bilateral cooperation in recent years. In December 2003, Koizumi announced that Japan would jointly develop and deploy missile defense capabilities with the United States. Similar to and interoperable with U.S. missile plans, Japan will acquire upper and lower ballistic missile defense systems, including the sea-based AEGIS combat system and an SM-3 interceptor missile. The decision has led to defense industry cooperation between Japanese and American firms. Developing the system requires that Japan improve its joint operations capability and upgrade its command and control networks to allow timely decisions. Further cooperation will require that Japan lift or relax its ban on exporting arms, as Japanese defense officials have urged in order to further develop U.S.-Japan research and development coordination. The test-launch of several missiles by North Korea in July 2006 accelerated plans to develop missile defense. In December 2007, the missile defense program got a boost when a Japanese destroyer successfully intercepted a missile in a test exercise near Hawaii. Japan mobilized its land- and sea-based missile defense systems for the first time in response to the North Korean missile tests in April 2009. 

The new missiles will become the center of the European Missile Defense

Brinton 9 (Turner, 9/17, Space News, “Pentagon Shifts to SM-3 For European Missile Defense”, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/pentagon-shifts-sm-3-for-european-missile-defense.html)

WASHINGTON — The U.S. Defense Department has changed course in its plan to defend Europe and deployed forces from ballistic missile threats and will now pursue a more mobile and flexible architecture based on the Raytheon-built Standard Missile (SM)-3 interceptor, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates said Sept. 17. The new approach is based on revised U.S. intelligence estimates that indicate the Iranian ICBM threat has developed less quickly than anticipated, and European allies and U.S. forces deployed on the continent are more likely to face attacks of many more short- and intermediate-range ballistic missiles from Iran, Gates said during a media briefing at the Pentagon. U.S. missile defense technology has also advanced rapidly in the last several years and the ability to counter short- and medium-range missiles has been validated in testing, he said. “Those who say we are scrapping missile defense in Europe are either misinformed or misrepresenting the reality of what we are doing,” Gates said. “The security of Europe has been a vital concern for my entire career.” The new plan is a revision to the program recommended by Gates and signed off on by then-U.S. President George W. Bush in 2006. That plan would have placed 10 long-range Ground-Based Interceptors in Poland based on the interceptors the United States has deployed in Alaska and California. A fixed radar site was to be placed in the Czech Republic. Polish and Czech leaders signed off on the plan despite objections and threats from Russia, but neither the Polish nor Czech parliaments had given their approval. Now, the United States will seek to station U.S. Navy Aegis ships equipped with SM-3 interceptors built by Raytheon Missile Systems of Tucson, Ariz., in the Mediterranean and North seas starting in 2011, Marine Corps Gen. James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said at the briefing. Cartwright said that by 2015, a land-based SM-3 based on the new Block 1B variant could be placed in Poland, the Czech Republic or other locations in Europe. The SM-3-based system will rely on directional X-band radars that would be pointed south toward Iran, as opposed to the omni-directional Czech radar that would have been capable of peering deep into Russian territory, Cartwright said. The radars likely will be placed in the Caucases, between Europe, Asia and the Missile East, he said. A new set of airborne and space-based sensors will also be developed to support the system. Toward the end of the decade, the system will evolve for defense against ICBMs, Cartwright said. The United States is co-developing with Japan the larger and more capable SM-3 Block 2A missile, and an even more energetic Block 2B missile will follow. The new missiles could be deployed in 2018 and 2020, respectively, he said. However, the United States will continue to develop and test the two-stage version of the Ground-Based Interceptor that originally was planned for deployment in Europe as a hedge against development problems with the larger SM-3 interceptors, he said. 


Chinese ASAT Scenario

China perceives BMD cooperation as attempted space domination – makes them modernize their space weapons arsenal

Hagt 7 (Eric, director of the China Program at the World Security Institute, "China's ASAT Test: Strategic Response,", in China Security, Winter, pp. 31-51)

China’s testing of a direct-ascent anti-satellite weapon on Jan. 11, 2007, was an unambiguous challenge not to U.S. power in space but to its dominance in space. With little explanation emanating from officialdom in China, their principal motivation has not been made clear. A number of alternative intentions have also been offered up, for example, it was a clumsy maneuver to force the United States to the negotiating table for a space arms control treaty. Or, with a turbulent year expected in the run up to Taiwan elections, it was a grave reminder of Beijing’s resolve to defend the nation’s sovereignty at all cost. Or, that it was a raw show of force, a flexing of its growing military muscle. It is possible that all these motivations played a part in China’s decision to test an ASAT. But behind the test was a simpler message and arguably one more benign to international space security than this spectacular test and the orbital debris cloud it created would suggest. In fact, the test is consistent with both China’s notion of active defense and its deterrence doctrine, and should not have been a surprise in light of the growing threats that China perceives in space. While the fundamental aim of the test may have been relatively straightforward the process and conflict within China’s political and military system associated with deciding to conduct the test are far less clear. That process has been marked by 1) diverging domestic influence over China’s space program and its direction and 2) the differing responses by constituencies within China to the nations’ perceived security threats in space. Understanding the domestic actors and their objectives does not alter the danger this test poses to the security of space. It can, however, illuminate the critical defects in the present strategic architecture in space and may point a way forward to avoid an arms race in space. ASAT Test as a Response In the past decade, China has derived a number of key conclusions from its observations of U.S. military activities in space that have fundamentally shaped China’s own strategic posture. The first is the profound implications of space for information and high-tech wars. China witnessed with awe and alarm the power of the U.S. military using satellite communication, reconnaissance, geo-positioning and integration capabilities for an impressive show of force beginning first with the Gulf war in 1991 to the recent campaign in Afghanistan and Iraq.1 The U.S. military’s almost complete dependence on space assets has also not escaped the close examination of Chinese analysts.2 Coupled with a number of key U.S. policy and military documents that call for control in space and the development of space weapons as well as the U.S. refusal to enter into any restrictive space arms control treaty, China has concluded that America is determined to dominate and control space.3 This perceived U.S. intent leads Beijing to assume the inevitable weaponization of space.4 Even more worrisome for China is the direct impact of these developments on China’s core national interests. The accelerated development of the U.S. ballistic missile system, especially as it is being developed in close cooperation with Japan, has been cited as threatening China’s homeland and nuclear deterrent.5 The ‘Shriever’ space war games conducted by the U.S. Air Force in 2001, 2003 and 20056 strongly reinforced the conclusion that U.S. space control sets China as a target.7 Most central to China’s concerns, however, is the direct affect U.S. space dominance will have on China’s ability to prevail in a conflict in the Taiwan Straits.8 As U.S. military space developments have evolved, China’s observations and subsequent conclusions have engendered a fundamental response: we cannot accept this state of affairs. For reasons of defense of national sovereignty as well as China’s broader interests in space – civilian, commercial and military – America’s pursuit of space control and dominance and its pursuit to develop ASATs and space weapons pose an intolerable risk to China’s national security.9 China’s own ASAT test embodied this message. Attempting to redress what China perceives as a critically imbalanced strategic environment that increasingly endangers its interests, China demonstrated a deterrent to defend against that threat. Its willingness to risk international opprobrium through such a test conveys China’s grim resolve to send that message. 

Block IIA capabilities allow increased potential anti-satellite functionality – even if we don’t use it, China will be forced to respond

Weeden 9 [Brian, 9/28, Technical advisor for the Secure World Foundation and former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, “The space security implications of missile defense”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1474/1]
The same dual-use argument can be made for several technologies being used for BMD. The same kinetic-kill interceptors that can destroy a missile in-flight could also be capable of destroying a satellite in low Earth orbit (and in doing so, effectively become anti-satellite weapons, or ASATs). This was unequivocally demonstrated by the previously mentioned Operation Burnt Frost, which only required minor modifications, reportedly just software, to an existing Aegis SM-3 interceptor to destroy a satellite (USA-193), albeit one that was in the initial stages of atmospheric re-entry. There are limits on the utility of BMD systems as ASATs: the maximum speed of the interceptor limits the maximum altitude at which it can attack satellites. In the case of the SM-3 Block 1A, its maximum velocity is reportedly around 3 km/s. This gives it a maximum ballistic flight range of about 1000 kilometers and a maximum theoretical ASAT altitude of about 500 kilometers, about twice the altitude of 240 kilometers at which it destroyed USA-193. However, the newer Block 1B and 2A of the SM-3 will have a much greater burnout velocity and thus increased ASAT engagement altitude, reportedly around 4.5 km/s for Block 2A. This would allow it to reach satellites throughout low Earth orbit, up to a theoretical altitude of around 2000 kilometers. From this it is clear that as BMD interceptors increase their maximum velocity to be able to intercept ICBMs, they also increase in potential ASAT capability. Capability-based analysis The core of the space security concerns with regard to BMD, and in particular Aegis, is summed up in this question posed to General James Cartwright during the pre-mission press brief for Operation Burnt Frost: QUESTION: General, if this shot is successful, would it be fair for the international community to regard the standard missile now as an anti-satellite-capable weapon? And have you dealt with that issue in the international community already? GEN. CARTWRIGHT: A fair question and a good question. One, this is a modification to the SM-3. In other words, this modification can't coexist with the current configuration. So it's a one-time deal. Does it have the kinetic capability? That's why we picked it. But you'd have to go in and do modifications to ships, to missiles, to CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Chinese ASAT Scenario 

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

sensors and they would be significant. This is an extreme measure for this problem. It would not be transferable to a fleet configuration, so to speak. As an ex-military officer who worked under General Cartwright (admittedly, several levels below) I believe he is sincere in his belief that this was a “one-time” deal. However, if I was another sovereign state and potential adversary of the United States, I do not think I would have that same luxury. Many military planners would argue that the appropriate way to establish threats is to base it off what potential adversaries are capable of doing, and not on what they are likely to do. And in this case, I think it is logical to argue that potential US adversaries with space capabilities, such as Russia and China, would have to assume that the US could reconstitute the sea-based ASAT capability should it want to. More critically, there is no way for any outside entity to independently verify that the US has or has not modified any of the operational SM-3 interceptors for ASAT capability, since there are no external tell-tales or inspections. Lacking such verification, it would be imprudent for these potential adversaries to assume such capability does not exist, and therefore it is logical that they would develop measures to counter such a capability. Interestingly, this same argument could be applied to China’s SC-19 ballistic missile. Based on a modified version of the CSS-5 MRBM, the SC-19 was used as the booster for the anti-satellite kill vehicle that destroyed a Chinese weather satellite in 2007. Some reports (which have not been fully substantiated) have claimed that the SC-19 is actually part of a Chinese ABM system. Even if untrue, it is clear that the Chinese direct-ascent ASAT program and the US ground- and sea-based missile defense programs are two halves of the same capability, separated only by perspective and policy. 

Chinese ASAT Scenario

China will build up its weapons defenses – includes ASATs

American Academy of Arts and Sciences 7, independent policy research center that conducts multidisciplinary studies of complex and emerging problems, “China’s Nuclear Arms Posture Examined in New Book from the American Academy of Arts and Sciences,” May 16, http://www.amacad.org/news/nuclear_china.aspx
Yet United States military policy to develop and deploy space-based missile defense systems threatens China’s confidence in its ability to deter a nuclear attack, argues arms control expert Jeffrey Lewis in a new book from the American Academy of Arts and Sciences. The Minimum Means of Reprisal: China’s Search for Security in the Nuclear Age documents the history, development and principles behind China’s nuclear policy, and discusses China’s concerns about U.S. defense policy. Although internal factors continue to drive China’s decisions about its nuclear forces, Lewis suggests that the United States is passing up an opportunity to reassure Chinese leaders in favor of preparations for the preemptive use of nuclear weapons that Chinese leaders will find increasingly difficult to ignore. Lewis reasons that while a major buildup of strategic forces in China is possible, China is more likely to acquire asymmetric means of hampering U.S. preemptive capabilities. These means may include countermeasures to defeat U.S. missile defenses, such as anti-satellite weapons, which China successfully tested earlier this year. Lewis argues that China’s longstanding policy of maintaining the minimum nuclear force necessary to deter attack is “fundamentally in the interest of the United States,” and that U.S. policymakers should, among other measures, commit to a bilateral no-first-use pledge rather than to space-based weapons and defense systems that undermine China’s security. 

That leads to a US-China space race – it’ll escalate to global nuclear war

Carroll 3 (James, former Shorenstein Fellow at the Kennedy School of Gov't at Harvard U, Distinguished Scholar-in-Residence at Suffolk U, "Bush's battle to dominate in space," October 28, Boston Globe, http://www.mail-archive.com/ctrl@listserv.aol.com/msg108822.html)

Two weeks ago China put a man in space, a signal of China's arrival -and of the arrival of this grave question. Beijing has invested heavily in commercial development of space and will become a significant economic competitor in that sphere. But such peaceful competition presumes a framework of stability, and it is inconceivable that China can pursue a mainly nonmilitary space program while feeling vulnerable to American military dominance. China has constructed a minimal deterrent force with a few dozen nuclear-armed ICBMs, but US "global engagement" based on a missile defense, will quickly undercut the deterrence value of such a force. The Chinese nuclear arsenal will have to be hugely expanded. Meanwhile, America's "high frontier" weapons capacity will put Chinese commercial space investments at risk. No nation with the ability to alter it would tolerate such imbalance, and over the coming decades there is no doubt that China will have that capacity. Washington's refusal to negotiate rules while seeking permanent dominance and asserting the right of preemption is forcing China into an arms race it does not want. Here, potentially, is the beginning of a next cold war, with a nightmare repeat of open-ended nuclear escalation.
China Advantage – US key

China is rethinking its minimal deterrence doctrine – the US is the key driver of Chinese strategy 

Chase, ‘9  [Michael, Andrew & Christopher, assistant professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the US Naval War College, Assistant Professor China Maritime Studies Institute (CMSI), “Chinese Theater and Strategic Missile Force Modernization and its Implications for the United States” The Journal of Strategic Studies, 32:1, February 2009] 

The People’s Liberation Army (PLA), once widely dismissed as a bloated, poorly trained military with an enormous, but largely antiquated collection of weapons and equipment, is becoming a leaner, more professional, and increasingly operationally capable fighting force.Major increases in Chinese defense spending over the past decade have enabled an accelerating military modernization program. As part of this ongoing transformation, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has clearly prioritized the improvement of its missile capabilities. Although much attention has been focused on China’s rapidly growing arsenal of short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs), its theater and strategic conventional and nuclear missile forces are undergoing equally important changes. Many analysts have portrayed Chinese longer range missile and nuclear forces as modernizing very slowly, but recent developments, including advances in technology, increasingly realistic. The People’s Liberation Army (PLA), once widely dismissed as a bloated, poorly trained military with an enormous, but largely antiquated collection of weapons and equipment, is becoming a leaner, more professional, and increasingly operationally capable fighting force. Major increases in Chinese defense spending over the past decade have enabled an accelerating military modernization program. As part of this ongoing transformation, the People’s Republic of China (PRC) has clearly prioritized the improvement of its missile capabilities. Although much attention has been focused on China’s rapidly growing arsenal of short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs), its theater and strategic conventional and nuclear missile forces are undergoing equally important changes. Many analysts have portrayed Chinese longer range missile and nuclear forces as modernizing very slowly, but recent developments, including advances in technology, increasingly realistic.  Where the groundwork is possibly being prepared for making substantive modifications to historical PRC nuclear doctrine and nuclear use policy is in the areas of tactical and theater nuclear warfare and the provisos being proposed against NFU. In his recent, extensive treatment of the subject, Zhao Xijun states, much in agreement with established doctrine, that the goal of China’s deterrent missile force is to ‘shake the enemy psychologically, vacillate the enemy’s war volition, weaken the enemy commander’s operational determination, disturb the enemy psyche and public psyche, and achieve [the objective of] ‘‘conquering without fighting’’’.125 Additionally, however, Zhao states, ‘the goal of wartime deterrence is to prevent conventional war from escalating into nuclear war, and to prevent low-intensity nuclear war from further escalating’.126 Thus conceived, credible deterrence imposes stringent requirements on the Chinese nuclear posture, including an adequate force size and composition, survivability, plausible targeting, and highly reliable (and survivable) nuclear command and control. Moreover, Zhao states that a ‘flexible application’ of deterrence across all levels of war, from the strategic down to the tactical, is ‘indispensable [for] effective and credible deterrence’.127 Similarly, another Chinese doctrinal publication makes a deliberate distinction between a large-scale nuclear and a small-scale nuclear counterattack campaign.128 Such a view approaches a limited view of nuclear warfighting (not minimum deterrence),129 particularly since low-intensity nuclear war and de-escalatory measures are mentioned. Indeed, recent articles in Chinese military journals have discussed a wide variety of nuclear deterrence strategies, with some authors using the term ‘ ’ [effective counter-nuclear deterrent] to describe the more capable posture required to make nuclear deterrence effective in a missile defense environment.130 In conceiving of warfighting with nuclear assets, a principal impediment for the PLA would be a strict adherence to its oft-repeatedpledge not to use nuclear weapons first at any time, under any circumstances, and not to use nuclear weapons on non-nuclear nations and regions.131 However, not only are certain exceptions to this pledge made from time to time in unofficial remarks, but there is currently an intellectual debate in China as to the damage a policy of NFU inflicts on the credibility and effectiveness of deterrence. Some strategists appear to view the NFU policy as an unnecessary self-imposed strategic constraint: ‘China should learn how to maintain necessary flexibility without being fettered by responsibilities and obligations at the level of strategic deterrence.’132 Certainly, the debate within China on ‘no first use’ is real, with the later generation of officers, diplomats, and scholars leaning significantly farther forward toward modifying or jettisoning such a declaratory policy.133
China Advantage – Brink now

Doctrine change in China is on the brink and leaning towards a shift to nuclear war fighting. 
Chase, ‘9 [Michael, Andrew & Christopher, assistant professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the US Naval War College, Assistant Professor China Maritime Studies Institute (CMSI), “Chinese Theater and Strategic Missile Force Modernization and its Implications for the United States” The Journal of Strategic Studies, 32:1, February 2009] 

Where the groundwork is possibly being prepared for making substantive modifications to historical PRC nuclear doctrine and nuclear use policy is in the areas of tactical and theater nuclear warfare and the provisos being proposed against NFU. In his recent, extensive treatment of the subject, Zhao Xijun states, much in agreement with established doctrine, that the goal of China’s deterrent missile force is to ‘shake the enemy psychologically, vacillate the enemy’s war volition, weaken the enemy commander’s operational determination, disturb the enemy psyche and public psyche, and achieve [the objective of] ‘‘conquering without fighting’’’.125 Additionally, however, Zhao states, ‘the goal of wartime deterrence is to prevent conventional war from escalating into nuclear war, and to prevent low-intensity nuclear war from further escalating’.126 Thus conceived, credible deterrence imposes stringent requirements on the Chinese nuclear posture, including an adequate force size and composition, survivability, plausible targeting, and highly reliable (and survivable) nuclear command and control. Moreover, Zhao states that a ‘flexible application’ of deterrence across all levels of war, from the strategic down to the tactical, is ‘indispensable [for] effective and credible deterrence’.127 Similarly, another Chinese doctrinal publication makes a deliberate distinction between a large-scale nuclear and a small-scale nuclear counterattack campaign.128 Such a view approaches a limited view of nuclear warfighting (not minimum deterrence),129 particularly since low-intensity nuclear war and de-escalatory measures are mentioned. Indeed, recent articles in Chinese military journals have discussed a wide variety of nuclear deterrence strategies, with some authors using the term ‘ ’ [effective counter-nuclear deterrent] to describe the more capable posture required to make nuclear deterrence effective in a missile defense environment.130 In conceiving of warfighting with nuclear assets, a principal impediment for the PLA would be a strict adherence to its oft-repeated pledge not to use nuclear weapons first at any time, under any circumstances, and not to use nuclear weapons on non-nuclear nations and regions.131 However, not only are certain exceptions to this pledge made from time to time in unofficial remarks, but there is currently an intellectual debate in China as to the damage a policy of NFU inflicts on the credibility and effectiveness of deterrence. Some strategists appear to view the NFU policy as an unnecessary self-imposed strategic constraint: ‘China should learn how to maintain necessary flexibility without being fettered by responsibilities and obligations at the level of strategic deterrence.’132 Certainly, the debate within China on ‘no first use’ is real, with the later generation of officers, diplomats, and scholars leaning significantly farther forward toward modifying or jettisoning such a declaratory policy.133

China Advantage - Solvency

Our internal link is reverse causal – reducing the threat of US threat will reduce encourage China to limit its doctrine 

Lewis, ‘9 [Jeffrey, director of the Nuclear Strategy and Nonproliferation Initiative at the New America Foundation and publishes the leading blog on nuclear arms control and nonproliferation, Arms Control Wonk.com “Engaging China on Nuclear Disarmament” Hansell & Potter, Eds. Center for Nonproliferation Studies, March, 2009, http://cns.miis.edu/opapers/op15/index.htm] 

This posture, which emphasized possession of modern military capabilities, was well-suited to the ideological and bureaucratic structure of Mao Zedong’s China. As a result, China deployed only small number of nuclear weapons based largely on a single mode of delivery, kept off alert and under the most restrictive declaratory posture—a categorical no-fi rst-use pledge. China’s development of new ballistic and cruise missiles, as well as other technologies such as lasers, appears to be driven by a desire to “match” the same capabilities as the United States and other nuclear powers, rather than derived organically from operational or strategic requirements. The emphasis on possessing the same capabilities as other nuclear weapon states, if not in the same quantity, is deeply rooted in the historical development of the program, shaped by bureaucratic and ideological factors. As a result, Chinese leaders have probably not fully considered the implications of the broad technological modernization under way. Although Chinese leaders appear willing to fund the development of a new class of ballistic missile submarine and solid-fueled missile, for example, there is relatively little to suggest that they have made corresponding investments in communications infrastructure that would allow the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) Navy to operate a sea-based deterrent. Th e ongoing modernization has profound implications for strategic stability. Over the past few decades, scholars have broadened conceptions of strategic stability from simple rational actor models that emphasize the off ense-defense balance to encompass concerns about how leaders and organizations act under times of great stress. Th e large, alert forces deployed by the United States and the Soviet Union precluded any rational decision to initiate a nuclear war but raised the prospect of accidents, miscalculation, or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons. On one hand, the failure of Chinese and U.S. political leaders to think through the interaction of new strategic capabilities—for example, mobile ballistic missiles and antisatellite capabilities in China; missile defenses and conventional strike options in the United States—raises the prospect of unintended consequences and perverse interactions in the event of a serious crisis over the status of Taiwan. On the other hand, if China’s leaders are still driven by a “possession” mentality, then prudent U.S. diplomatic eff orts might result in China limiting the scope of its current modernization to preserve the general confi nes of its current limited posture—a posture manifestly in the national security interest of the United States. Since China seems to keep its nuclear arsenal off alert, it is possible, for example, to imagine Chinese leaders accepting proposals to maintain nuclear weapons under various proposals for de-alerting, including in various states of disassembly that would be broadly compatible with notions of nuclear zero. At the same time, Chinese leaders continue to believe that China’s small nuclear deterrent protects China against open-ended U.S. strategic modernization that includes the development of precision conventional strike capabilities and missile defenses, particularly relying on assets based in space.

China Advantage - AT: No Modernization now

Despite modernization, China is not deploying new weapons but it is in a position it quickly ramp up 
Sokolski, ‘8 [Henry, Executive Director The Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, “China and Nuclear Proliferation: Rethinking the Link” Testimony before the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission "China's Proliferation Practices, and the Development of its Cyber and Space Warfare Capabilities," May 20, 2008, http://www.uscc.gov/hearings/2008hearings/written_testimonies/08_05_20_wrts/08_05_20_sokolski_statement.pdf] 
As already noted, it is unclear if China is intent on ramping up its nuclear weapons program or not. It is investing more to modernize its nuclear weapons systems and is modernizing every branch of its strategic nuclear forces. So far, however, China has seems not to have dramatically increased the numbers of weapons it deploys. What’s worrisome is that China is positioning itself technologically and logistically so it can ramp up its strategic weapons deployments rapidly if it chose to do so. China now has between 200 and 400 nuclear weapons, and is also stockpiling as much as 20 metric tons of highly enriched urarnium and 4 metric tons of separated plutonium in its military stockpile. This is enough material conservatively to make one to two thousand additional advanced nuclear weapons.

China Advantage – Miscalc

Our miscalc scenarios are unique – tense conflicts with China are inevitable
Kagan 9 (Robert, PhD American, “Ambition and Anxiety,” in The Rise Of China, ed. Schmitt, p. 2-3)

The struggle between China and the United States will dominate the 21st century is about both power and belief. Two rising, ambitious are contesting for leadership for East Asia. As the world’s strongest democracy and the world’s strongest autocracy, however, they are also engaged in a contest about ideas, about definitions of justice, morality, and legitimacy, about order and liberalism. Today, neither China nor the United States wants war, and wise statesmanship on both sides may avoid for years and even decades to come, perhaps long enough for circumstances to change and the confrontation to dissipate. Neither Americans nor Chinese should delude themselves, however. All the classic conditions for conflict are already in place; they merely await the right sequence of events to provide a spark. Nor is this Sino-American confrontation a product of misunderstandings or errors that just need to be cleared up. It is not an anomaly. It is normal, the unavoidable consequence of two powerful nations with clashing ambitions and colliding worldviews, and also with much in common. It is on the subject of power that America and China have the most in common. Both seek power and believe power is necessary to defend and promote their interests and beliefs. Both deny this, of course, because the 21st century world recoils at discussions of power. Yet the United States spent more on its military than the next dozen powers combined even before September 11, 2001. Nor has it been shy about using it, with ten military interventions in the past two decades alone. In the same two decades, China has been increasing military spending by more than ten percent per year. It will soon spend as much on defense as all the nations of the European Union combined. Power changes nations. It expands their weants and desires, increases their sense of entitlement, their need for deference and respect. It also makes them more ambitious. It lessens their tolerance to obstacles, their willingness to take no for an answer.

Weaponization – Space Debris

Weaponizing space would lead to a cloud of space debris

Hui 6 (Zhang, Research associate at the Project on Managing the Atom of the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government. “Space Weaponization and Space Security: A Chinese Perspective”) 

Weaponizing space would further exacerbate current problems with space debris.17 Even worse, some scientists warn that if a number of satellites are destroyed in the course of a war, the Earth would be encased in a cloud of debris that would prevent future satellite stationing and space access.18 Given concerns over the space debris issue, senior scientists in China have emphasized that preventing environmental pollution should not only apply on Earth, but should also apply in outer space. As Xiangwan recently noted, “prevention ofpollution in space should be put on an agenda and as time goes by, this problem will become increasingly obvious.” He further states: “In preventing space pollution, the following two issues are worth noticing: space garbage and weaponization of space.” “[W]eaponization of space is more dangerous than ordinary space garbage,” since “it will seriously pollute space” and “it will threaten peace and stability on the Earth.”19
Weaponization – Space Debris - Exploration
And this makes space exploration impossible
O’Neill ‘8, Postgraduate Researcher at University and Webmaster at the Mars Foundation (Ian, March 24, “A Space War would be a Seriously Messy Business”, Universe Today, Google)

What if there was a Pearl Harbour-like, pre-emptive strike against orbiting satellites ? What if our quarrels on the ground spill into space? This is no longer a storyline for the next sci-fi movie, early warning systems are currently being developed to defend satellites, low Earth orbitsatellites are being quickly and accurately shot down by the US and China, plus satellite technology is becoming more and more valuable as a strategic target. Like all wars there is a losing side, but in the event of a war in space, we'll all be losers. Its one thing watching a space battle in a sci-fi movie, it's quite another to see it happen in reality. The critical thing about blowing stuff up in space is it produces a lot of mess and will leave a nasty legacy for future generations. Space debris is becoming a serious problem and should there be some form of orbital war, the debris produced may render space impassable. 1. Genetic Manipulation - A good possibility that peaceful research now taking place will evolve uncontrollable 100% lethal epidemics from man-made organisms. 2. Mass Vaccination - of populations with vaccines that were insufficiently researched and tested, or improperly prepared, either accidentally or deliberately. Mass sterility, death, or genetic destruction, now or later, could result. 3. Ecological "Flip" - The establishment of a very different, but stable, environmental equilibrium by man's exceeding an unknown pollution threshold level. a. Atmospheric pollution, affecting earth's thermal balance, from auto, industry, or SST effluents. b. Atmospheric pollution, affecting the ozone layer, from aerosol sprays, SST's, and nitrogen oxides from a limited nuclear war. c. Ocean pollution, from industrial wastes and human sewage. The manner of man's demise, soon, by important authorities. d. Weather (or climate) manipulation, but with no knowledge of short and long term effects, or threshold levels. The effect of reactor effluent Krypton-85. 4. World War III - Third World nuclear capability plus irresponsible, impulsive, actions of incompetents, or a great nuclear holocaust due to large quantities of superweapons: B-52's, B-l's, Minuteman III, Polaris, Trident, etc. , and their Russian counterparts, resulting in man's extinction due to excessive worldwide radiation level or by inducing an ecological flip. 5. Chemical, Bacteriological, Biological, or Germ Warfare, resulting in uncontrolled epidemics, long term genetic effects, or an ecological flip, eliminating human life. 6. Nuclear Reactors - The present controversy centers around major accidents, leakage, transport of fuel and waste, sabotage, release of extremely carcinogenic plutonium, waste disposal, theft of fuel or waste by individuals or terrorist groups. 7. Advanced Experimentation - Furious competition in all fields of research, possibly initiating some catastrophe which man had no reasonable possibility of predicting. Modern lasers, particle accelerators, etc., are creating effects unknown in the universe until now. Also, a research breakthrough could tempt a country to undertake world conquest, accidentally ending all human life. 8. Short or Long-Term Genetic Effects - due to: a. Irresponsible mass vaccination or fluoridation. b. Mass ingestion of vast quantities of large numbers of untested food additives. c. Massive irradiation from television sets, medical X-rays, and industry. d. Accidental or deliberate leakage from many nuclear reactors now extant or planned. e. Deterioration, leakage, theft, or sabotage of underground or underwater radioactive waste disposal sites. Above have been listed many different ways in which man can be wiped out. Further study should uncover many, many more. And surely no amount of study will be able to ferret out the vast number of very subtle, and thus very unpredictable ways of ending our fragile human existence. We should marvel at how the aerosol problem was predicted before there was any indication of a problem. Many thanks are due chemists Molina and Rowland, for they just may have given mankind a few more important years on Earth. Examining the above list, both known and unknown, one must be impressed with its quantity, variety, and subtlety. Hopefully these deleterious effects will only add, and not multiply. We might allay our fears by applying some sort of "Environmental Superposition Theorem" and thus justify addition instead of multiplication, but again, we just don't know. In our ignorance we should take urgent steps to protect man's future and proceed with the colonization of space immediately.
Weaponization – Space Debris - Impact
Extinction is inevitable in the short term absent space colonization
Monga Bay ‘6, environmental science and conservation news site, 2006 (November 30. “To avoid extinction humans must colonize space says Hawking.”http://news.mongabay.com/2006/1130-hawking.html)

As he was awarded the most prestigious prize in science, British theoretical physicist Stephen Hawking said that humans need to colonize outer space in order avoid extinction. Hawking, who was presented Thursday with the Copley medal from Britain's Royal Society, told BBC Radio that humanity faces extinction if it confines itself to Earth. "The long-term survival of the human race is at risk as long as it is confined to a single planet," Hawking said. "Sooner or later disasters such as an asteroid collision or a nuclear war could wipe us all out. But once we spread out into space and establish independent colonies, our future should be safe." Hawking said that improvements in technology could make space travel for feasible in the future. "Science fiction has developed the idea of warp drive, which takes you instantly to your destination. Unfortunately, this would violate the scientific law which says that nothing can travel faster than light," he added "but matter/antimatter annihilation" could make it possible to travel at speeds just below the speed of light. "My next goal is to go into space," he said. Hawking, who has long pushed for space exploration and has performed groundbreaking research on black holes and the origins of the universe, believes that we could have a permanent base on the moon in 20 years and a colony on Mars in the next 40 years. "Life on Earth is at the ever-increasing risk of being wiped out by a disaster, such as sudden global warming, nuclear war, a genetically engineered virus or other dangers we have not yet thought of," he said this summer at a news conference in Hong Kong. 

AT: Space Bad

Space exploration gives us new tech to solve diseases 

Hutchinson 7 (Senator, Kay Bailey, (R—TX), “All the way to the moon, mars and beyond”, 1-3, http://www.citizensforspaceexploration.org/docs/2007-01-03_Sen_Hutchison.pdf, Jan 3) 
We are entering an exciting time for our space program. The enactment of the NASA Authorization Act of 2005, which I drafted, allows for the initial testing of the launch systems to replace the space shuttle as the principal means of sending humans and cargo into space. Over the next three years, we will see the completion of the ISS and its transition to a fully functional national laboratory. We will also see the development of a host of privately financed commercial ventures to explore and utilize the region of space closest to the earth, including some intended to help support the use of the ISS. By the middle of the next decade, we will witness the early landings of probes and sampling missions as we finalize our preparations to return humans to the moon's surface by 2020. The drive to explore and discover has resulted in constant human progress. Our space exploration has yielded enormous, specific benefits to us on Earth. We have seen important, life-saving medical breakthroughs in diagnostic tools and treatments for disease. Through the unique weightless environment of the shuttle and the ISS, we are acquiring a new understanding of the structure of cells and proteins that will be key to developing new drugs and cures for diseases. The development of new technologies and manufacturing techniques has created entire new industries on Earth. By expanding human civilization into the solar system, we may discover new sources for fuel and energy. Our work in space is truly an investment in mankind's future and in the improvement of the quality of life on Earth. The achievements of the next half-century promise to be even more astounding than the revolutionary advances we have witnessed since NASA's creation in 1958.

Space exploration solves disease spread – R&D and surveillence 

Dreschel, No date (Tom, NASA exploration systems mission directorate education outreach, “Attacking from Above & Below - Space-Based Fight Against Disease”, http://weboflife.nasa.gov/currentResearch/currentResearchGeneralArchives/attackFromAbove.htm) 

Penicillin, one of the most important discoveries in medical history, was found purely by accident. Today, with the furious scramble to treat and cure diseases ranging from malaria to AIDS, drugs are engineered rather than stumbled upon. As important as treatment is to the victims of disease, the ability to track and predict outbreaks can help prevent entire populations from ever succumbing to a given illness. Surprisingly enough, space exploration has resulted in new ways to fight disease at both the drug development and epidemiological levels. A Green Thumb for Space Crystals For the most part, drugs are not so much "discovered" anymore. They are designed. Scientists can now target a specific protein of a pathogen–be it bacterial or viral– to maximize a drug’s effectiveness while at the same time minimizing possible side effects. This method, known as rational drug design, has one major downside. The exact structure of the target protein must be determined, down to the last molecule. To uncover this molecular structure, scientists use x-ray crystallography. A crystal of the protein is bombarded with x-rays to produce a pattern which, much like a fingerprint, reveals the identity of the protein’s atomic structure. But to get an accurate pattern, the crystal must be as free of imperfections as possible. Growing such crystals can be extremely difficult, even impossible, on Earth because gravity causes the crystals to settle on top of one another resulting in structural flaws. So, how do you grow crystals without gravity getting in the way? This is where NASA has been able to help out. In the microgravity of space, the 3-dimensional structures of crystals can form flawlessly and achieve larger sizes. Protein crystals grown on Space Shuttle missions provide scientists with up to 40% more information than crystals grown on Earth. In fact, NASA missions have led to the discovery of 30 protein structures and several novel drugs that are in various stages of clinical trials. Close to completion is a treatment for T-cell lymphoma, an aggressive form of cancer. Drugs to treat psoriasis and rheumatoid arthritis are also on the way. Potential treatments or cures for diseases ranging from influenza to diabetes are being developed based on protein structures. Many of these target protein structures could not have been determined without the help of crystals grown in space. Stalking a Tropical Killer By the early 1990’s, Costa Rican researchers and their Latin American collaborators had isolated extracts from the native rain forest plants that block key enzymes in the parasite. Still, they needed to know the structure of the target enzyme in order to determine exactly what substance in the plants was interacting with it. All previous attempts to grow crystals of the target enzyme had failed, until a Costa Rican astronaut suggested asking NASA for help. Since 1996, Chagas crystals have been flown on three Shuttle missions, and efforts at finding a cure for Chagas have doubled. Project ChagaSpace is an international cooperative effort with seven countries working full-time to find a much-needed cure. Tracking Disease From Space Many diseases, such as lung cancer or heart disease, can develop as the result of genetic predisposition or personal lifestyle choices. Others tend to be spread by external agents, or vectors, such as insects or rodents. Malaria, cholera, hantavirus, and Chagas disease are all examples of vector-borne diseases. The ability to track these vectors and other risk indicators helps public health officials prevent or reduce the impact of potentially devastating disease outbreaks. The remote sensing technologies NASA uses to study other planets and monitor the Earth’s environment are very good at tracking these indicators that are associated with disease outbreaks. Populations of disease-carrying mosquitoes increase as the result of certain weather patterns. Deer ticks–the carriers of Lyme disease–are more prevalent in areas with certain types of vegetation. The insect that carries the Chagas parasite is linked to high levels of deforestation, as well as seasonal warm weather. Satellite imagery can be used to track these indicators in the air, on land, or in the sea. Maps indicating areas of high risk can then be developed. Shifts in high risk areas can easily be tracked with remote sensing data, and preventative measures such as pesticide application can be taken as needed. In an effort to facilitate the use of remote sensing in public health efforts, NASA sponsors the Third World Foundation. The organization trains scientists from developing nations to use the technology in tracking diseases specific to their countries. The space agency makes the technology and data sets available for use by these researchers worldwide. In the future, NASA’s role in disease-related research will continue to grow. The International Space Station will offer a platform for microgravity crystal growth experiments. The agency’s arsenal of Earth-observing technologies is expanding as well. More and higher resolution data will be available to public health organizations and epidemiologists. By putting on the squeeze from above and below, NASA is making a contribution in the fight against disease planet-wide.

North Korea Impact

US-Japan missile defense forces North Korean nuclear buildup

Wooksik 7 (Cheong, representative of the Civil Network for Peaceful Korea, 12/24, “Missile Defense Acts as a Trojan Horse”, http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=432927)

What is of more concern is that the development of the US-Japan Missile Defense system is fueling an arms race in northeast Asia. The military budget of the US, Japan, China, Russia and the two Koreas together accounts for 70 percent of the global total. These nations, which happen to be the participants of the six-party talks, are heavily concentrating with their own military buildup. One of the primary concerns in this situation at the moment is the possible negative impact on resolving North Korea's nuclear issues. Pyongyang may begin to harbor misgivings about the intention of Washington and Tokyo, which are rushing to establish the Missile Defense system amid continuing progress in resolving its nuclear problem. The two allies' military alliance only makes it harder for Kim Jong-il's regime to abandon its nuclear ambition for strategic reasons. 
Japan Rearm Add-On

BMD causes Japanese rearm and modernization.

Swaine et. al. 1 (Michael D. Swaine, 12/7, Ph.D., Harvard University, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Rachel M. Swanger and Takashi Kawakami @ Rand, “Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/MR1374.ch1.pdf)

Third, an extensive Japanese BMD system would also most likely compel the modernization and integration of Japan’s self-defense forces in critical areas, especially regarding C3 infrastructure. The construction of a multilayered system with components managed by all three services would arguably require major conceptual, organizational, and procedural revisions to facilitate greater interservice compatibility between Japan’s air, ground, and maritime self-defense forces. It would also likely augment the roles and capabilities of specific services, and could serve to enhance the relatively low prestige currently accorded the military within Japanese society. Fourth, a Japanese BMD system might also facilitate the acquisition of sophisticated technologies and industrial capabilities, such as software and systems integration and missile technology, that would be of significant use to both the self-defense forces and private industry. The indigenous development or acquisition of these and other technologies and development processes could strengthen Japan’s ability to adopt a more independent defense posture, should the need arise. Such technologies and processes might also strengthen Japan’s overall defense industrial base, benefit ailing defense industry corporations, or generate significant spin-off advantages to Japan’s commercial sector. The cooperative development and technology sharing required could also benefit both the Japanese self-defense forces and the private sector by leading to the relaxation of Japan’s stringent arms export controls, thereby expanding the market and reducing the costs of defense-related technologies.

Japanese nuclearization leads to regional prolif and nuclear war

Cirincione 2k director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 2000 [Joseph, Foreign Policy, March 22, p. lexis] 

 The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble.  Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development.

Japan Rearm Impact – North Korea

Missile defense cooperation legitimates Japanese militarization

Twining 7 (Daniel, the Fulbright/Oxford scholar at Oxford University and a transatlantic fellow of the German Marshall Fund of the United States, Summer, “America’s Grand Design in Asia”, http://www.gees.org/documentos/Documen-02445.pdf)

Washington legitimizes new Japanese military roles abroad by helping to make Japan a mutual stakeholder in and enforcer of the global balance in a time of rising new challenges. After strong U.S. lobbying, Japan became a founding member of the Proliferation Security Initiative, “a global initiative with global reach,” and hosted armed interdiction exercises with navies from three continents. 8 Successive U.S. administrations have also successfully lobbied Japan to jointly develop a theater missile defense (TMD) system with the United States. This cooperation has put political and technological pressures on Japan to abandon old norms of military restraint, as TMD development requires Japan to plan for a range of regional and international contingencies unrelated to the defense of Japanese territory. To meet its TMD and ever-expanding security responsibilities within the alliance, Japan possesses, is producing, or is acquiring from the United States weapons systems that give it significant offensive power-projection capabilities, undercutting its postwar pledge never to become a military great power. Tokyo also may have to abandon the principle of limiting defense spending to 1 percent of its gross domestic product. 9 Japan has called its regional security role within the U.S.-Japanese alliance a “public good” for all the countries of Asia. 10 Prime Minister Shinzo Abe has called strengthening public support for Japan’s “responsibility” to maintain stability and security across Asia “the unfinished business of my generation.”11 Within the context of Japanese domestic politics, Japan’s expanded regional, global, and theater defense missions legitimize the expansion of Japan’s military capabilities and responsibilities in ways that reduce the political costs of future militarization. 12

That will take the form of nuclearization

Monten and Provost 5 (Jonathan is currently a PhD candidate in the Department of Government at Georgetown University, Mark is a graduate of the Elliott School of International Affairs at the George Washington University and is a consultant with Booz, Allen, Hamilton. September, “Theater Missile Defense and Japanese Nuclear Weapons”, Asian Security, Volume 1, Issue 3, pages 285 – 303)

The development of a joint US-Japan theater missile defense system could have significant ramifications beyond the defense of Japan and of American forces in the region. A growing debate within Japan on its international security position, the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and questions about the role of the United States in the region conspire to create conditions for significant changes in Japan's conception of its security status and its long-term political-military calculations. By upgrading Japan's strategic responsibilities, theater missile defense could inadvertently induce a reassessment of many of its national security policies, perhaps even the decision to forego nuclear weapons.

North Korea will respond by initiating an all out war

GSN 10 (6/4, Global Security Newswire, “War Possible at Any Time, North Korea Says,” http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20100604_1842.php)

A high-ranking North Korean diplomat said Wednesday that tensions on the Korean Peninsula are so high that "all-out war" could break out at any time, the Associated Press reported (see GSN, June 3). "The present situation of the Korean Peninsula is so grave that a war may break out any moment," Ri Jang Gon, deputy envoy to the United Nations in Geneva, told the 65-nation Conference on Disarmament. South Korea accused the North late last month of attacking and sinking one of its warships on March 26, an action that killed 46 sailors. Pyongyang has denied any involvement in the incident, refuting the findings issued by a multinational probe of the incident. Ri blamed the present state of tensions on South Korea and the United States and said a retaliatory military strike or additional U.N. Security Council sanctions in response to the sinking of the Cheonan would lead Pyongyang to take "tough measures including all-out war." Pyongyang has repeatedly used that language as a threat aimed at staving off punishment for the incident.

Extinction

Doyle 9 (Clare, Committee for a Workers' International, Nuclear sabre-rattling, http://socialistworld.net/eng/2009/06/0701.html)

In the past couple of weeks, three 'events' in the peninsula have hit the headlines. There was the renewed nuclear bomb and missile testing in the north, accompanied by threats of resuming a war that is more than half a century old. At about the same time there was the suicide of a former president in the south, followed by mass demonstrations of grief and protest at the present right-wing government. Thirdly, came news that the ailing North Korean leader, Kim Jong-il, had named his successor. These events coming together have underlined the instability of the situation on the peninsula. In particular, the question is raised of whether a war will take place – one that could develop into a nuclear war threatening the very survival of the planet.

Japan Rearm – East Asia Impact

Rearm causes East Asian Nuclear War 

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

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

Japan Rearm – Arms Race Impact

Japanese re-arm causes regional arms race

Matthews 4 (Council on Foreign Relations, 2004, Foreign Affairs, Ebsco) 

Washington must persuade Tokyo not to acquire nuclear weapons. A nuclear Japan would make' Asia a more dangerous place, starting an arms race unlike any the region has ever seen. China would increase its nuclear stockpile and seek more military resources, particularly nuclear submarines. Asia would suddenly have five nuclear powers--China, India, Japan, Pakistan, and North Korea--and South Korea would quickly follow, raising the potential for disastrous conflict.

Regional arms race leads to East-Asia war

Hartfiel and Job 7 (Robert, Program Officer at the Human Security Centre at the University of British Columbia, (Vancouver) Brian L. Professor of Political Science and Director of the Centre of International Relations at UBC “Raising the risks of war: defense spending trends and competitive arms processes in East Asia,” The Pacific Review Vol. 20 No.1 p. 1-22 can be accessed at: http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a772383504&fulltext=713240928) 

Defence analysts are calling for attention to the level and pattern of defence expenditure by Asian states. They echo concerns raised in the early 1990s about competitive arms processes (if not arms races), accumulation of destabilizing weaponry by potential rivals, and wasteful expenditure of resources on 'high-tech' weapons in the interests of prestige (Jayasankaran 2002: 20). The 1997 Asian Economic Crisis (AEC) and subsequent political upheaval and reform in many Asian states precipitated the cancellation of big-ticket items and a downturn in defence budgets. However, with certain exceptions, these effects appear to have been short lived, as prescient analysts had warned (Umbach 2001). East Asian states continue to spend more on weapons than any other region in the developing world (Reuters 2004c; SIPRI 2004). Renewed 'modernization' efforts on the part of economically recovering states account for a surge in weapons orders. Since the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001 on the United States, Asian governments have been focused ostensibly on 'war on terrorism' responses (including 'anti-terrorist' legislation and the strengthening of regional and international police and intelligence cooperation). These events have served to mobilize support for defence initiatives and have resulted in the escalation of the regional role taken by the United States. However, these developments are overshadowed by spending on military modernization programmes, enhanced training programmes, and weapons systems purchase plans already underway prior to 11 September. Of particular concern is the dramatic accumulation of potentially destabilizing weapons systems - fighter aircraft, surface ships (naval surface combatants), submarines, and missiles - by traditional rivals in East Asia. The troubling combination of volatile political conditions and destabilizing weapons increases the risks of both the accidental and deliberate outbreak of war.
East Asian Arms race is the biggest risk of extinction

Landy 2K [Jonathon, National Security and International Correspondent, Knight Ridder, 3/10]

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or lndia and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy, and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan, and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations, and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. "Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile," said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. "We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster. In an effort to cool the region's tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia's capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either lndia or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime.

Japan Rearm Impact – China Relations

Military Build-up tanks Sino-Japanese Relations 

Buszynski 9 (Leszek is a Professor of the Graduate Program in International Relations at the International University of Japan (Niigata, Japan) “Sino-Japanese Relations: Interdependence, Rivalry and Regional Security,” Contemporary Southeast Asia: A Journal of International and Strategic Affairs Vol. 31 No. 1 p. 143-146 can be accessed at: http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v031/31.1.buszynski.html#back)  

Sino-Japanese interdependence has developed rapidly over the past decade. China, including Hong Kong, displaced the United States as Japan’s major trading partner in 2004, while China, excluding Hong Kong, became Japan’s largest trading partner in 2007. In 1996, Japan’s trade with China excluding Hong Kong was US$62.2 billion while trade with the US was US$193 billion; in 2007 trade with China reached US$236.6 billion while trade with the US dropped to US$208.2 billion.44 Japanese companies have relocated labour intensive industries in China and their products have been imported into Japan or exported to other markets. China’s comparatively lower wages and its willingness to serve as a production base for Japanese companies have been important factors in the maintenance of Japan’s global competitiveness, particularly in the electronics and telecommunications industries.45 Important as China has become to Japan the US is still the first priority; exports to China in 2007 were 15 per cent of total exports while the US is Japan’s first export market taking 20 per cent of Japan’s total exports. The US remains Japan’s first destination for FDI; Japan’s accumulated FDI in China at the end of 2007 was US$38 billion, below the $42 billion recorded for the ASEAN-4 (Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia and the Philippines), and dwarfed by total FDI in the US at US$174 billion.46 It is notable that Sino-Japanese rivalry has been accentuated at a time when both countries have become increasingly interdependent, a new development in their relationship for which they were politically unprepared.47 Closer contact with Japan has made many Chinese and Koreans realize that Japan has not come to terms with its militaristic past, and that its society suppresses information about the crimes committed when the Japanese military occupied their countries.48 Chinese and Koreans were angered by Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s annual visits to the Yasukuni Shrine which honours the spirits of Japan’s war dead, among which are included 1,068 convicted war criminals and 14 convicted Class A war criminals.49 Koizumi’s action and his unusual obstinacy over this issue placed Japan-China relations on hold for the duration of his term of office.50 In March 2005, extensive anti-Japanese riots erupted in China which were triggered by a revival of the textbook issue which has habitually soured Sino-Japanese relations. Internet reports and text messages were circulated in relation to the Japanese Education Ministry’s approval of school history textbooks which had been drafted by nationalist writers. These textbooks glossed over [End Page 153] Japan’s wartime atrocities and provided a misleading and sanitized version of the invasion of China, the Korean comfort women issue and the annexation of Korea.51 This was not a new issue as the Japan Society for History Textbook Reform has been publishing revised textbooks for several decades provoking controversy with China in 1982, 1988 and 2000. The Japanese Education Ministry allows various school textbooks to be published but their selection for actual use is left to the local boards of education or the schools themselves.52 Under this system, as a People’s Daily report noted, only 0.04 per cent of Japanese school boards and schools actually adopted the first edition of the revisionist textbook in question.53 The intensity of the 2005 Chinese protests therefore was unexpected but it was also alarming for Chinese leaders since attacking Japan was a legitimate patriotic action which could allow opposition to the CCP to coalesce.54 Some have argued that as the Party’s ideological underpinnings disintegrate, and as nationalism takes its place it reveals an anti-Japanese direction which can be troubling for the party.55 The CCP has an important stake in the economic relationship with Japan and yet if anti-Japanese protests erupt again it may not be able to suppress them without damaging itself.56 Some Chinese ideologues such as Lin Zhibo, Deputy Director of the commentary department of the People’s Daily, have openly called for the strengthening of nationalism declaring that China should prepare for conflict with Japan, which he claimed opposes China’s rise to Great Power status.57 Reports note that China has spawned its own neoconservatives who demand that the East Asian Community should minimize Japan’s role and exclude America.58 Negative influences in the Sino-Japanese relationship may be contained by pragmatic and firm leadership which, however, is less in evidence on both sides. The fragmenting authority of the CCP gives some reason to doubt that Beijing’s leaders would be able to contain powerful domestic protests in the future, especially if they invoke patriotism in the defence of the motherland. Moreover, firm leadership has been lacking in Japan since Koizumi stepped down in 2006 and two prime ministers, Shinzo Abe and Yasuo Fukuda, resigned after only one year in office each. Simultaneously, China and Japan have been developing their naval capabilities which could exacerbate the already conflict-prone relationship. Japanese naval capabilities have expanded in response to several factors. One is pressure from the US for Japan to assume a greater burden for sealane defence and regional security, a second reason is the need for sea-based ballistic missile defence against North Korean missiles. Within Japan’s security [End Page 154] community, as well as in the US, this expansion of capabilities is considered normal and much delayed. Chinese leaders have similarly stressed that the development of China’s military strength and the steady increase in its military spending is normal, and that China seeks a military capability commensurate with its economic power. As both countries develop their military capabilities to achieve what they both consider to be a normal defence posture for their security, an action-reaction effect is accentuated. The action of one becomes a reason and a justification for the further expansion of capabilities by the other.59 Japan has been disturbed by China’s efforts to modernize and expand its military power. In 2007 the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) noted that China was Asia’s biggest military spender with a defence budget of US$49.5 billion in 2006; Japan’s defence budget was listed as US$43.7 billion; China was number four in terms of military spending after the US, Britain and France.60 The concern about China’s emerging military power is widespread in Japan and cuts across party lines. At a press conference on 22 December 2005, Foreign Minister Taro Aso noted that China’s military budget had been “growing by double digits for 17 consecutive years”; he added that “as a consequence my feeling is that it is on the course to constitute a considerable threat”.61 The then leader of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), Seiji Maehara, on 16 December 2005 warned that China’s military modernization programme posed a “realistic threat” to Japan.62 Maehara’s remarks were not accepted by everyone within the fractious DPJ as Party Secretary Yukio Hatoyama and former party leader Katsuya Okada thought the term “threat” was inappropriate, and out of line with the government view.63 Nonetheless, they could agree upon the absence of transparency surrounding China’s defence modernization plans and the uncertainty surrounding its intentions. Japan’s third Defence Minister since the Ministry was created in January 2007 was Masahiko Komura who urged his Chinese counterpart General Cao Gangchuan to be more transparent about China’s defence modernization. He called for clarification of China’s defence spending, troop deployments, equipment purchases and training.64 Japan’s new Defence Ministry in its publication the Defense of Japan 2008 noted that “with clarity on neither the present condition nor the future image, Japan is apprehensive about how the military power of China will influence the regional state of affairs and the security of Japan”.65

Japan Rearm Impact – China Relations

Sino-Japanese relations key to regional stability

Buszynski 9 (Leszek is a Professor of the Graduate Program in International Relations at the International University of Japan (Niigata, Japan) “Sino-Japanese Relations: Interdependence, Rivalry and Regional Security,” Contemporary Southeast Asia: A Journal of International and Strategic Affairs Vol. 31 No. 1 p. 143-146 can be accessed at: http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v031/31.1.buszynski.html#back)  

Chalmers Johnson once claimed that East Asian regional security could be based on interdependence between East Asian actors, and between Japan and China in particular.1 Interdependence has indeed been popularized as a means to bring peace and security to troubled regions based on the view that increased trade and economic ties would create disincentives for conflict. It is possible, however, to have interdependence and rivalry between major actors for a variety of reasons which could, under certain circumstances, degenerate into conflict. Interdependence is an ambiguous term which conceals many [End Page 144] complex issues and difficulties; it has been used synonymously with openness, integration and mutual sensitivity.2 According to Richard Rosecrance and Arthur Stein there are at least three main definitions of interdependence; first, interdependence can be a relationship of interests so that if one state’s position changes another would be affected; second, interdependence can increase national sensitivity to external economic developments; third, there is Kenneth Waltz’s definition of interdependence in terms of a relationship which is costly to break.3 Baldwin identified interdependence in terms of both sensitivity and vulnerability; sensitivity interdependence means responsiveness to developments or policies and the creation of “mutual effects”.4 If sensitivity is understood in terms of its effects it may exist without high levels of trade as political sensitivity is possible without economic interdependence. The Islamic world, for example, is extremely sensitive to America’s support for Israel and popular protests and demonstrations can be triggered by perceived shifts in the American position in relation to the Palestinian issue. Vulnerability interdependence, however, stresses the opportunity costs and the benefits that would be lost if a relationship were disrupted. In this sense interdependence can be understood as mutual vulnerability where two states find themselves in a relationship which would entail significant costs to break.5 Sensitivity is possible without a significant degree of vulnerability in a relationship, but vulnerability assumes sensitivity.  Interdependent relationships are rarely in equilibrium as one side is usually more dependent on the relationship than the other, resulting in asymmetrical interdependence. Political economists since Albert O. Hirschman have extensively debated the notion of asymmetrical interdependence and its impact upon relations between states.6 Drawing upon Hirschman’s work, Keohane and Nye noted that trade asymmetries would allow the less dependent side an opportunity to wield power over the more dependent.7 This move from trade asymmetry to power and bargaining strategies is itself contentious.8 Some have agreed that symmetrical trade relationships may create incentives for accommodation while asymmetrical relationships may actually increase tensions and the prospect for conflict.9 Others have argued that the bargaining opportunity created by asymmetrical interdependence may not necessarily be utilized or translated into power.10 Many interdependent relationships may be asymmetrical but there is no question of a power advantage, or of a deliberate attempt to gain power over the more dependent side. The notion of asymmetrical interdependence is a deduction [End Page 145] from trade inequality which may or may not be relevant to the political relationship. What is missing is the intermediary factor of political agency. Sensitivity interdependence identifies the effects produced in two countries which are closely linked by trade or other ties but it cannot predict their responses to any particular event. Vulnerability interdependence identifies the costs associated with any attempt to disrupt a close trade relationship but it cannot predict how a political leadership will assess those costs. In a majority of cases the political relationship functions normally irrespective of trade asymmetries and disputes are resolved without the threat of trade disruption. Trade and investment patterns have expanded considerably in the era of globalization and asymmetries have been created which usually are not translated into power advantages.

Japan Rearm Impact – Laundry List (Regional War, Heg)

Japanese nuclearization leads to regional nuclear war – kills U.S. heg

Robinson 10 (Dr. David Robinson, Lecturer of World History at Edith Cowan University (Australia), 2010 “Why the West should Discourage Japanese Military Expansion,” Journal of Asia Pacific Studies, Volume 1, Number 2, Available Online at http://www.japss.org/upload/10.robinson.pdf, p. 317 -318)
Japan’s Self-Defense Force is already considered a powerful  regional force, and Japan’s previous decisions not to acquire  nuclear weapons have been, “on purely strategic grounds,  unrelated to antimilitarism or pacifism” [Bukh, 2010, pp7-8].  As Japan has a stockpile of plutonium and extremely  sophisticated rocket technology, the possibility remains that  Japan could become a major nuclear power within a decade  if sufficiently provoked by regional competitors like North  Korea [Matthews, 2003, p78], and neo-realist Kenneth Waltz  has argued that Asia’s security environment will eventually  compel Japan to nuclearise [Mirashita, 2001, p5]. China and  Japan are each dominant in the others’ strategic thinking  regarding economic, political and military issues, and the  enhancement of Japanese military power must influence  China’s own strategic vision [Pyle, 2007, p312-315]. China  and Korea also remain “convinced that Japanese militarism,  supported by an invigorated nationalist right wing, lurks just  beneath the surface” [Samuels, 2007, p2]. At the very least Japan’s new foreign policy could escalate into a regional  arms race, with the potential for both Japan and South  Korea to nuclearise. Issues like control of the Senkaku  Islands, the division of Korea, and Chinese claims on Taiwan  provide continuing fault-lines around which conflict might  develop [Matthews, 2003, p81].     China also has the potential for internal instability, as its  social and political tensions threaten economic slump and  social unrest, perhaps even leading to territorial  disintegration. In a situation of political factionalism or civil  conflict in China, Japan would be unlikely to remain a  neutral onlooker, and might become a ‘king-maker’ on the  mainland [Pyle, 2007, p337]. Japan’s willingness to influence smaller Asia-Pacific nations, in opposition to Western goals, manifests today in forums dealing with whaling and endangered species protection [Phillips, 2010]. Meanwhile, issues of biased histories in Japanese schoolbooks, and high-profile ceremonies at Japan’s Yasukuni Shrine prompt observers to fear that new generations of Japanese may forget the horrors of war, and how easily nationalism may  turn into imperialism [Matthews, 2003, pp79-80]. On the other hand, hostility between China and Japan is not predestined, and they are two economies that already engage in the largest volume of bilateral trade in history. They are intertwined with investment, production and consumption, and 10 million Chinese work in Japanese firms [Samuels,  2007, p136]. In a situation of rising Japanese and Chinese power and cooperation, it is likely that Western influence in  Asia could decline, and attempts by the US to retain such  influence could lead to resentment and conflict [Matthews,  2003, pp88-89].

Japan Rearm Impact – NPT

Japanese nuclearization tanks the NPT

Avery and Nitkin 10 (Emma Chanlette, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth, Analyst of Non-proliferation, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and US Interests” Published Febuary 19 Available online at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Any reconsideration of Japan’s policy of nuclear weapons abstention would have significant implications for U.S. policy in East Asia. Globally, Japan’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT) could damage the most durable international non-proliferation regime. Regionally, Japan “going nuclear” could set off a nuclear arms race with China, South Korea, and Taiwan and, in turn, India, and Pakistan may feel compelled to further strengthen their own nuclear weapons capability. Bilaterally, assuming that Japan made the decision without U.S. support, the move could indicate Tokyo’s lack of trust in the American commitment to defend Japan. An erosion in the U.S.-Japan alliance could upset the geopolitical balance in East Asia, a shift that could indicate a further strengthening of China’s position as an emerging hegemonic power. These ramifications would likely be deeply destabilizing for the security of the Asia Pacific region and beyond. 

NPT prevents runaway global proliferation
Dunn 9 – Senior vice president of Science Applications International Corp [Lewis A, Former assistant director of the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and ambassador for the nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty in the Reagan administration), “THE NPT: Assessing the Past, Building the Future,” Nonproliferation Review, Vol. 16, No. 2, July 2009]

Metric: Does NPT adherence provide a leverage point for outside influence and action to prevent proliferation? NPT adherence clearly provides a point of leverage, although the nature of that leverage* and its likely effectiveness*could vary depending on the country. In Iran’s case, its adherence to the NPT has been most useful as a rallying point for outside efforts to pressure Iranian leaders to think anew about their goals. UN Security Council Resolutions 1737 (2006), 1747 (2007), 1803 (2008), and 1835 (2008) all reaffirmed the council’s support for the NPT, while Resolutions 1747 and 1803 both emphasized ‘‘the need for all States Parties to that Treaty to comply fully with all their obligations.’’ Moreover, some key European countries’ support for actions to stop Iran’s uranium enrichment activities has been linked to a belief*accurate or not*that Iranian acquisition of nuclear weapons would put at risk the overall NPT structure.19 Amid continuing tensions between the George W. Bush administration and other countries, Iran’s NPT obligations provided a ready basis to argue that the issue was not simply one of the United States versus Iran. To use a hypothetical example, let us imagine that due to some combination of the most recent North Korean volte-face on giving up its nuclear weapons, tensions with China, and uncertainty about the U.S. security link, pressures grow in Japan to pursue nuclear weapons. In this case, outside powers could use Japan’s NPT adherence as a leverage point to urge the Japanese leadership to think carefully about whether to take that step. Japan’s NPT adherence*and the need for it to go through procedures to withdraw from the NPT*would also help buy time for new initiatives to deal with future Japanese security concerns. Still another example of the leverage provided by NPT membership concerns possible action to be taken after a country has violated its obligations and broken out of the NPT. Iran may yet be a future case in point. Should Iran acquire nuclear weapons, the international community will need to take many actions to contain the regional and global spillovers.20 Those actions could well include measures to make Iran pay a price for violating the NPT*to signal resolve to Iran, to its threatened neighbors, and to the wider NPT community. The fact that Iran would have violated its legal obligations under the NPT would provide a stronger foundation for any such international punitive actions. Metric: Did widespread NPT adherence help reverse the perception that runaway proliferation was unavoidable? In the early 1960s, there was a growing fear that widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons was possibly unavoidable. President John F. Kennedy warned in 1963 that a world with many dozens of nuclear weapon states might emerge. This fear of runaway proliferation gave urgency to the negotiation of a nonproliferation treaty, not least because of the belief that growing worldwide use of nuclear power would place access to nuclear weapons material in the hands of many countries.21 Such warnings of runaway proliferation, however, could well have become a self-fulfilling prophecy. Fearful of a world of nuclear powers, many countries might have sought nuclear weapons lest they be left behind. Responding to such fears, the United States took actions to enhance the nuclear security of its European non-nuclear allies. In parallel, the United States, the Soviet Union, and many other countries joined together to create what became the nonproliferation regime. The NPT was and remains a key part of that regime. Steadily growing membership in the NPT after its opening for signature in 1968*including critical countries in Europe and Asia*provided a valuable symbol that demonstrated to many countries that runaway proliferation was not the wave of the future. So did the prospect of an international system of nuclear safeguards*run by a then-new International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA)*to prevent diversion of nuclear weapon materials from peaceful nuclear uses. In effect, partly because of more traditional security mechanisms and partly due to the growing NPT membership, early fears of a world of runaway global proliferation became a self-denying prophecy. Today, fears have again emerged that runaway proliferation could develop. It is often argued that the spread of nuclear weapons is at a ‘‘tipping point,’’ that there is a danger of ‘‘cascading’’ proliferation, and that we could be entering a ‘‘new nuclear age.’’22 In this context, however, widespread adherence to the NPT alone will not suffice to counter fears of nuclear weapon proliferation. Rather, the NPT’s contribution to countering fears of runaway proliferation will depend heavily on whether there is a widespread perception that countries are complying fully with their NPT obligations. Article II Net Assessment. The direct impact of Article II in preventing proliferation is mixed. Negotiation of the NPT with its ‘‘no manufacture, no acquisition’’ obligation forced a number of countries to decide whether or not to pursue nuclear weapons. Faced with that decision, important countries chose to renounce nuclear weapons. In deciding, states were motivated by a mix of considerations, and the NPT helped crystallize their decisions. By contrast, some prominent NPT parties have stayed in the NPT while pursuing nuclear weapons: North Korea, Iraq, and Libya*and quite possibly Iran. The indirect impact of Article II may be more compelling. The ‘‘no acquisition, no manufacture’’ obligation provides a nonproliferation leverage point for rallying outsiders, for engaging in dialogue with countries rethinking their nonproliferation commitment, and for taking action after NPT breakout. Successful negotiation of the NPT and Article II contributed significantly to reversing earlier fears of runaway worldwide proliferation. Today, adherence to Article II still provides a potentially valuable means to counter renewed fears of such a world*assuming there is compliance with NPT obligations.
Japan Rearm Impact – NPT
Nuclear war

Utgoff 2 (Victor A, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer, Survival, p. 87-90) 

Widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand.  Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s.  With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear "six-shooters" on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations
Ext. Kills the NPT

Japanese nuclearization kills the NPT

Hughes 7 (Llewen, doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at MIT, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet) International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan,” International Security Vol. 31 No. 4 p. 67-68 can be found at http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.4hughes.html)  

Japan's status as a nonnuclear weapons state remains of ongoing interest to policy analysts and scholars of international relations. For some, Japanese nuclearization is a question not of whether but of when; Japan has significant economic power and a sophisticated technological base, including a large civilian nuclear program with reprocessing facilities.1 For others, Japan's reticence in security policy, of which its declaration not to manufacture, possess, or introduce nuclear weapons is a component, demonstrates the importance of normative variables in determining policy outcomes.2 This article reassesses the state of the evidence on the nuclearization of Japan. There are at least three reasons for doing so. First, changes in the regional and international security environment add credence to arguments that Japanese nuclearization will occur sooner rather than later. Most notably, the emergence of North Korea as a nuclear weapons state increases the threat to Japan, while the salience of the two central components of its strategy to defend against nuclear threats—multilateral regimes and the United States' extension of its nuclear deterrent to Japan—have been undermined.3 Second, a decision by Japan to pursue an independent nuclear deterrent would undermine the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) regime, which is already viewed by some as "teetering on the brink of irrelevancy."4 Such a decision would also worsen regional security relations, possibly leading China to bolster its nuclear weapons force and South Korea to reconsider its nuclear weapons policy. Third, recent deployments of Japan's Self-Defense Forces suggest that normative constraints on Japanese security policy are loosening. Despite ongoing constitutional limits on the application of military force, Japan has expanded the scope of Self-Defense Forces operations to include the Indian Ocean and Iraq; it has also acquired military equipment suggestive of a desire to increase its power projection capabilities.5 Additionally, electoral reform has weakened Japanese political parties that have been strongly opposed to a more active role for Japan's military. Further, centralization of authority in the prime minister and Cabinet Office has increased the institutional freedom of action of Japanese leaders, enabling them to overcome political opposition to changes in security policy to a degree not possible in the past.

Russia War Scenario

Independently, European BMD would spark conflict with Russia – perceived as fencing them in

Sieff 7 (Martin, UPI Senior News Analyst, Feb 15, “Why Russia Fears Ballistic Missile Defense”, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Why_Russia_Fears_Ballistic_Missile_Defense_999.html) 

Why does Russia oppose so fiercely the deployment of U.S. ballistic missile defenses in Central Europe to protect NATO allies from any Iranian threat? A lengthy article published Tuesday in the Moscow newspaper Kommersant by Mikhail Barabanov, editor of Arms Export magazine, gives an important insight into Russian thinking. First, Barabanov expressed skepticism that the Iranian threat is the real reason the new BMD system is going to be deployed with frontline radar bases in Poland and the Czech Republic. Like the late Henry Ford, Barabanov argued that people have two reasons for doing what they do: a good reason and the real reason. In the case of BMD, a determination to fence Russia in is, he argued, the real reason. "It is highly likely that the missile threat from 'problem' states is not the genuine reason for the creation of the missile defense system by the Americans," Barabanov wrote. "The real motivation of the multibillion-dollar undertaking is the desire to expand U.S. military and strategic capacities and constrict those of other states that have nuclear missiles, Russia and China most of all." As we have repeatedly noted in these columns, the U.S. anti-ballistic missile defense system currently being developed at enormous cost is not designed to defend the Untied States against a full-scale launch of ICBMs by Russia's Strategic Missile Forces with their multiple independently targeted re-entry vehicle, or MIRV, warheads. And it could not do so. Nevertheless, Barabanov argued that "even a limited missile defense system injects a high degree of indeterminacy into the strategic plans of other countries and undermines the principle of mutual nuclear deterrence. With Russia continuing to reduce its nuclear arsenal significantly and China maintaining a low missile potential, the Americans' ability to down even a few dozen warheads could deprive the other side of guaranteed ability to cause the U.S. unacceptable damage in a nuclear war." Although Russian President Vladimir Putin is pouring unprecedented funds from a treasury bursting with energy-export profits into modernizing Russia's strategic nuclear arsenal, Barabanov struck an uncharacteristically pessimistic, or frank, note about Russia's long-term strategic prospects. "If current tendencies continue, Russia will be unlikely to have the capacity to maintain more than 400-500 nuclear warheads by 2020. Russian experts have estimated that the U.S. could down half of that quantity with its missile defense system. That would be an especially heavy blow if the Americans delivered a disarming nuclear missile first-strike and the remaining Russian missiles could be eliminated almost completely. "The first 10 U.S. interceptor missiles in Poland will not make a serious dent in Russian nuclear potential for the first few years," Barabanov acknowledged. But, he continued, "The Russian Army is buying six or seven Topol-M ballistic missiles per year. The destruction of just one of two of them by the American missile defense system would have a high price for Russia. And the placement of a strategic weapons system in Poland, even a defensive one, is a challenge to Moscow by Washington.

US-Russia war would lead to extinction

Helfand and Pastore 9 [Ira Helfand, M.D., and John O. Pastore, M.D., are past presidents of Physicians for Social Responsibility, March 31, “U.S.-Russia nuclear war still a threat”, http://www.projo.com/opinion/contributors/content/CT_pastoreline_03-31-09_EODSCAO_v15.bbdf23.html]

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

Europe Internal Link

Japan’s policy of not exporting arms will be shatter by the Block II-A – it will be sent to Europe.

Japan Today 10 (7/25, “Japan set to approve exporting new SM3 interceptors”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/japan-set-to-approve-exporting-new-sm3-interceptors)

TOKYO — The Japanese government is set to give the green light to exporting to third countries a new type of ship-based missile interceptor being developed jointly by Tokyo and Washington, sources close to Japan-U.S. relations said Saturday. Europe is considered a likely destination for the Standard Missile-3 Block 2A missile, an advanced version of the SM-3 series, if it is allowed to be shipped to third countries in a relaxation of Japan’s decades-long arms embargo, the sources said. In a meeting with Japanese Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa last October, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked Tokyo to consider exporting SM-3 Block 2A missiles after President Barack Obama announced in September that Washington was abandoning plans for a missile defense shield in Eastern Europe. The United States subsequently shifted to SM-3 interceptors at the core of its missile defense agenda, notably for response to threats from Iranian missiles. SM-3 interceptors are designed to be launched from warships equipped with the sophisticated Aegis air defense system against intermediate ballistic missiles. The United States recently notified Japan of plans to begin shipping SM-3 Block 2A missiles in 2018 and start preparation shortly for striking deals on deployment with third countries. The U.S. request also concerns the export of advanced versions of the new interceptors, which can also be deployed on the ground, according to the sources. The U.S. side wants Japan to respond by the end of the year—a demand which a senior defense ministry official says is hard to reject when considering the future of the joint missile development project. Japan has a policy of not exporting weapons or arms technology in principle. The policy dates back to 1967, when then Prime Minister Eisaku Sato declared a ban on weapons exports to communist states, countries to which the United Nations bans such exports and parties to international conflicts. But Japan excluded exports of arms technology to the United States, with which it has a bilateral security pact, from the ban in 1983. In signing an agreement with Washington for bilateral cooperation on a ballistic missile defense system, Tokyo in 2005 exempted U.S.-bound exports of missile interceptors to be deployed by the two countries from its arms embargo rules. In exporting SM-3 Block 2A missiles to third countries, the government plans to follow the policy adopted when it reached the accord with the United States, under which exceptions to arms embargo rules are acceptable from a national security standpoint on the premise that strict control of weapons should be taken.

Russia Perception Internal – Block IIA Key

Russia is only concerned with Block IIA capability – means that Japan is the critical factor for backlash

Collina 10 (Tom Z, Research Director at the Arms Control Association, has over 20 years of Washington DC experience in arms control and global security issues. He has held senior leadership positions such as Executive Director of the Institute for Science and International Security, Director of Global Security at the Union of Concerned Scientists, and Senior Research Analyst at the Federation of American Scientists. March, “U.S. Taps Romania for Missile Defense”, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_03/MissileDefense)

By 2015, about 20 land-based SM-3 Block IB interceptors, known as “Aegis-Ashore,” would be deployed in Romania with an improved “kill vehicle,” which is carried by the missile and seeks and collides with the target. By 2018 a second land-based site would be added in Poland with larger and faster (4.5 kilometers per second) SM-3 Block IIA missiles, which are in development and would also be deployed in Romania. The fourth phase, in 2020, would deploy at both sites another SM-3 upgrade, Block IIB, with an improved kill vehicle, which, according to the BMD Review, would have “some early-intercept capability against a long-range missile.” “We are starting the four-phased approach to fielding a capability in Europe against the emerging Iranian threat, initially against the short- and medium-range threat that exists, and hence our initial emphasis will be on southeastern Europe,” David Altwegg, executive director of the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), told Pentagon reporters Feb. 1. The initial SM-3 Block IA and IB deployments at sea and in Romania are not likely by themselves to cause Russia serious concern, according to experts, because these interceptors would not be effective against long-range missiles and, as a result, would not likely derail the ongoing START follow-on talks (see page 40). However, the 2018 and 2020 phases of the Obama administration’s plans, during which Block IIA and IIB SM-3 missiles would be deployed at sea and in Romania and Poland, do appear to give Russian leaders reason to worry and could create problems for the current and future U.S.-Russian nuclear arms reductions talks, sources say. Lavrov told Russia Today TV in October that the revised U.S. plans “would not create problems in its first phase, but we would like more details on further stages.”

Russia desires cooperation with the US but the missile defense issue poisons relations

Gevorgyan 10,( Lilit, Russia and CIS, Europe Analyst at IHS Global Insight, February 10, “Russia Describes NATO, U.S. Anti-Missile Defence Plans in Eastern Europe as Security Threats”, Lexis)

On 9 February, the Chief of the Russian National Security Council and former director of the FSB intelligence service, Nikolai Patrushev, stated that NATO represents a serious threat for Russia, a concept also set out in the country's recently released national security doctrine. Patrushev went to say that Russian authorities deeply doubt that the extension of the NATO enlargement will anyway improve Russia's security. His comments were preceded by a statement from the chief of staff of the Russian armed forces, General Nikolai Makarov, who called the emerging missile defence systems in Eastern Europe directed against Russia as aimed to weaken its nuclear deterrence capabilities. Makarov described the U.S. and NATO claims that the missile defence sites are only to counter the threat from Iran as disingenuous. The two comments incited a quick response from NATO Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen and U.S. State Department spokesperson Philip Crowley. The former expressed his surprise at naming NATO as Russia's main security threat, while Crowley tried to reassure the Russian government that the anti-missile system is not directed against Russia and that the United States will continue co-operating with Russia on the issue. Significance: While the Russian reaction may come as a surprise to NATO and the United States, Moscow's discontent has been in the making for some time now. Following the new U.S. presidential administration's attempts to reset the strained relations with Russia in 2009, Barack Obama together with his allies in NATO took steps to dispel Moscow's mistrust with the West and reassure that the West saw their future in co-operating with Russia, rather than confronting it. The process gained momentum when the United States announced the abandonment of its previous plans to deploy an anti-missile defence shield in Czech Republic and Poland. This step was followed by a launch of high-level Russia-NATO dialogue which resulted in Russia's greater involvement in supporting the military alliance's campaign in Afghanistan. Russia, for its part, tabled a new Euro-Atlantic security pact to provide a united security framework for NATO and Russia. However soon the first disappointment came as the United States announced the deployment of missile defence shield elements in Eastern Europe, followed by NATO's discarding the Russian security pact proposal. This Russian frustration has been further fuelled by the U.S. refusal to include the issues of the defence missile shields in the ongoing bilateral talks on a new treaty set to replace the expired Strategic Arms Reductions Treaty (START). Russia would prefer to have pragmatic military co-operation with the West but it remains suspicious of the sincerity of Western friendship offers, and the recent developments do not help to quell this feeling of mistrust.

Japan Competitiveness Bad - Heg Adv

Further SM-3 development means Japan lifts the arms export ban

Johnson 7 (Tim, Beijing bureau chief for Knight Ridder and McClatch, July 13, “U.S. helps Japan deploy missile-defense system”, Lexis)

The SM-3 and the PAC-3 missile systems signal a ramping up of cooperative defense spending between Japan and the United States. Mitsubishi Heavy Industries in Japan has begun licensed production of the PAC-3 missiles from Lockheed Martin, and also produces the trailer rocket-launching system. Japan also is providing key technological cooperation for the SM-3, including designs for the sensor, a kinetic warhead, the propulsion system and a lightweight nose cone with explosive bolts. One U.S. aerospace consultant, noting the heavy investment by Mitsubishi, said Japan was likely to revise policies that prohibited weapons exports. Washington wants to provide the SM-3s to allies such as Australia and Italy but can't do so without Japanese consent because technology from both nations is going into the weapon system. "It's going to give the Japanese impetus to change the `three principles' to allow the export of military hardware," said Lance Gatling, an aerospace consultant who's been based in Tokyo for more than 20 years. Japan halted most weapons exports after the announcement in 1967 of "three principles" prohibiting sales of military equipment to communist states, nations under U.N.-imposed arms embargoes and countries likely to be involved in international conflicts. That policy broadened in the 1970s into a near-blanket ban on arms exports.

Lifting the ban would make Japan an instant titan in the global defense industry, directly challenging US firms 

Lewis 9 (Leo, Asia Business Correspondent for The Times, May 25, “Japan's big guns prepare to rejoin global arms industry”, Lexis)

The huge engineering and technological might of Japan may be poised for a new lease of life as the country prepares to ditch a self-imposed ban on arms exports that was introduced in the mid-1970s. The controversial decision, which is likely to encounter bitter opposition from the country's mainly pacifist middle classes, could deliver significant economic benefits to Japan and lead to a realignment in the global defence industry. A ruling party MP said that the greatest significance would be the conversion of Japan's robotics industry from civilian to military use as the world's defence spending is directed to remote-control hardware, such as drone aircraft. Lifting or toning-down the 33-year old embargo would unleash some of the world's most advanced heavy engineering companies into the international weapons market, one of the few areas of manufacturing where Japan's immense technical resources have, for purely political reasons, not produced a dominant global player. The expected move, which government insiders said may be announced by Taro Aso, the Prime Minister, before the summer, is likely to begin by relaxing the ban to allow Japanese companies to work on joint projects with American and European defence manufacturers, whose products could then be sold internationally. To date, the single exception to the ban came as a dispensation in 2005 that allowed Japan to work with US companies on a missile defence system viewed as critical while North Korea continues to flex its military muscles. Japan sees itself as a logical target for the nuclear-armed Pyongyang regime and has spent about £5 billion on the missile defence shield jointly developed with the United States. Joint production and the scope to profit from a share of international sales could draw more Japanese companies into the defence industry and, the Government hopes, bring procurement costs down. Yet as the ban loosens further, government defence insiders say that Japan could be propelled into the top ranks of arms manufacturers. Even with their sales limited strictly to the domestic market, several of the country's biggest engineering conglomerates, such as Mitsubishi Heavy Industries (MHI), already feature among the world's top 30 biggest military hardware suppliers. MHI already produces a fighter jet and a broad range of naval hardware. Despite being rigidly observed, Japan's 1976 ban on arms exports was never passed as a law. It can, therefore, be reversed or amended by the sitting prime minister, without requiring passage through parliament. Such a process would almost certainly have seen the move blocked by the Democratic Party of Japan, the centre-left opposition. The wording of the new statement is expected to ensure that exports do not end up in the hands of countries that support or sponsor terrorism. The decision to relax the ban is understood to have been under consideration for several years and comes as Japan's mainstay export industries - electronics and automotive - buckle under the pressure of the worldwide spending slump. Mr Aso's Government, meanwhile, is struggling to reverse an unprecedented shrinkage of the economy while the strong yen has made Japanese goods even less price-competitive against South Korean and Chinese products. Defence analysts have long maintained that Japanese industry, once freed from its ban, could quickly rival British, American and European players. Japan's prowess in miniaturised motors, robotics and control systems would be especially competitive.

Japan Competitiveness Bad - Heg Adv

A strong US defense industry is vital to hegemony

Eaglen and Sayers 9 (Mackenzie M, is Senior Policy Analyst for National Security and Eric, is a Research Assistant in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation, May 22, “Maintaining the Superiority of America's Defense Industrial Base”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/05/Maintaining-the-Superiority-of-Americas-Defense-Industrial-Base)
America's military strength remains vital to preserving the nation's interests and sustaining international stability. While much of this strength is derived from the professionalism and skills of America's armed forces, the technologically superior military platforms that the U.S. has developed and fielded since World War II are also vital to ensuring a superior fighting force. In both peace and war, America's defense manufacturing industrial base has allowed the United States to design and build an advanced array of weapons systems and platforms to meet the full spectrum of potential missions the military may be called upon to fulfill. Securing America's military dominance for the decades ahead will require: An industrial base that can retain a highly skilled workforce with critical skill sets and Sustained investment in platforms that offer future commanders and civilian leaders a vital set of core military capabilities and equipment to respond to any threat. America's military may also benefit from a more open international defense market. A 2005 Heritage Foundation study examined the effect of globalization on the defense market and concluded that access to foreign suppliers would play a significant and positive role in helping the Pentagon to access a broader industrial base and meet immediate defense needs more efficiently.[1] These findings still hold true today. While remaining focused on the critical technologies, industries, and skills that are not readily available in the global market, Congress should also support increased foreign military sales to help complement America's domestic defense industrial base. Following the sweeping procurement changes proposed by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates in President Barack Obama's fiscal year (FY) 2010 defense budget, the decisions awaiting congressional review will directly affect America's defense industrial base for years to come. These funding decisions about what the military will and will not buy are a primary factor in determining whether America will retain its military primacy a decade from now. The critical workforce ingredients in sustaining an industrial base capable of building next-generation systems are specialized design, engineering, and manufacturing skills. The consolidation of the defense industry during the 1990s has placed an increased burden on a small collection of defense companies, and the consolidation of major defense contractors has led to a general reduction in the number of available workers. Already at a turning point, the potential closure of major defense manufacturing lines in the next five years with no additional scheduled production could shrink this national asset even further. While the manufacturing workforce alone should not dictate congressional defense acquisition decisions, the potential defense "brain drain" must be considered when Congress determines whether or not to permanently shut down major production lines--particularly shipbuilding and aerospace. More often than not, once these highly skilled workers exit the federal workforce, they are difficult to recruit back and more expensive to retrain with significant project gaps. Given the inherently unpredictable nature of the international security system, Congress must take a long-term perspective for defense planning. More specifically, Congress should closely examine the national security implications of the pending closure of several major production lines, including the F-22 Raptor, C-17 Globemaster III, F/A-18E/F, F-15E Strike Eagle, High Mobility Artillery Rocket System, Airborne Laser, and various rotary-wing programs when crafting the annual defense bills for FY 2010. The Foundation of American Military Strength Since World War II, the United States has benefited from the skills of a robust defense industrial and manufacturing workforce. Over six decades, various U.S. defense strategies have emphasized the benefits of a technologically superior military to help deter and win wars. This "technical overmatch" has been pursued by the U.S. military for decades in an attempt to deter potential enemies from engaging the U.S. in conflict and to reduce risk and the loss of life on the battlefield. The ability to maintain America's military technological edge reflects the superior efficiency of America's defense industry. America's capital-intensive Air Force and Navy operate the world's best fighter aircraft, long-range bombers, aircraft carriers, destroyers, cruisers, and submarines. Similarly, the Army is building a host of next-generation platforms, including tanks and attack helicopters, that will allow it to complete its missions. This is also the case in platform systems and areas such as low-observable and very-low-observable technologies, submarine quieting, acoustic detection, digital-signal processing for a range of applications, active electronically scanned arrays, near-real-time sensor-to-shooter targeting connectivity, and all-weather guided munitions.[2] technology alone has not assured American military superiority, the defense industry has nevertheless been a potent enabler of American military might. The base of this power can be found in a series of core capabilities that the U.S. has been able to maintain and continue to modernize over recent decades. These include, among others, air dominance, strategic lift, the ability to project power throughout and beyond the world's oceans, counterinsurgency proficiency, and the ability to seize and control land. Maintaining these capabilities has enabled the soldier, sailor, airman, and Marine to remain adequately prepared for a full spectrum of potential operations.

Japan Competitiveness Bad - Heg Adv

Heg prevents multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict

Kagan 7 (Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace [Robert “End of Dreams, Return of History” Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10])
Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not only on the goodwill of peoples but also on American power. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

Chinese NFU Scenario

China’s nuclear No First Use is on the brink – missile defense pushes it toward the elimination of its declaratory policy.

Chase 9 (Michael S., Assistant Professor in the Strategy and Policy Department, Andrew S. Erickson, Associate Professor in the Strategic Research Department, and Christopher Yeaw, Associate Professor and Senior Strategic Researcher, U.S. Naval War College, "Chinese Theater and Strategic Missile Force Modernization and its Implications for the United States," February, in Journal of Strategic Studies, Vol 32, Iss 1, pp. 67-114 

As significant as the wholesale changes in force structure and training are, indications that PRC nuclear doctrine and weapon employment policy may also be changing are potentially even more important. While much remains similar to what is known of historical Chinese nuclear doctrine, particularly as this relates to assured second-strike operations, there seems to be an evolution in thinking regarding the use of tactical nuclear weapons, particularly in a non-retaliatory manner. In doctrinal discussions of the nuclear counterstrike campaign, the prerequisites, elements, goals, and targets all seem quite in accord with historical doctrine. The principal prerequisite, of course, derives from the no-first-use (NFU) policy: 'According to China's principled position of “no-first-use of nuclear weapons”, the nuclear counterattack campaign of the Second Artillery will be conducted under the circumstances when an enemy has launched a nuclear attack on us.'122 The campaign elements of centralized command at the highest level, rapid response, dedicated protection of strategic assets, and key point targeting all also fit well into China's legacy doctrine.123 While the element of 'rapid response' has the appearance of being a newer feature of the PRC's assured second-strike doctrine, in reality it only reflects the qualitative change in the composition of the force, which itself is a response to enhance survivability in the face of modern precision warfare. Additionally, the goals and targets of the nuclear counterattack campaign do not seem to have deviated much from historical values, driven by the guiding objective 'to implement a nuclear counterattack on the enemy's important strategic and campaign objectives, set back the enemy's strategic intention, shake the enemy's willpower of war, paralyze the enemy's command system, delay the combat movement of the enemy, weaken the enemy's war potential, and contain the escalation of nuclear war'.124 Thus, while most of the doctrinal details that have recently come to light may not have been well understood by Western analysts, nothing in the assured second-strike doctrine has the flavor of representing a novel discontinuity with past doctrine. Assured second-strike retaliation, as a doctrine, seems to have followed a logical evolution along the lines required in going from a small, silo-based, relatively static intercontinental force to a larger, more survivable mobile one. Where the groundwork is possibly being prepared for making substantive modifications to historical PRC nuclear doctrine and nuclear use policy is in the areas of tactical and theater nuclear warfare and the provisos being proposed against NFU. In his recent, extensive treatment of the subject, Zhao Xijun states, much in agreement with established doctrine, that the goal of China's deterrent missile force is to 'shake the enemy psychologically, vacillate the enemy's war volition, weaken the enemy commander's operational determination, disturb the enemy psyche and public psyche, and achieve [the objective of]“conquering without fighting”'.125 Additionally, however, Zhao states, 'the goal of wartime deterrence is to prevent conventional war from escalating into nuclear war, and to prevent low-intensity nuclear war from further escalating'.126 Thus conceived, credible deterrence imposes stringent requirements on the Chinese nuclear posture, including an adequate force size and composition, survivability, plausible targeting, and highly reliable (and survivable) nuclear command and control. Moreover, Zhao states that a 'flexible application' of deterrence across all levels of war, from the strategic down to the tactical, is 'indispensable [for] effective and credible deterrence'.127 Similarly, another Chinese doctrinal publication makes a deliberate distinction between a large-scale nuclear and a small-scale nuclear counterattack campaign.128 Such a view approaches a limited view of nuclear warfighting (not minimum deterrence),129 particularly since low-intensity nuclear war and de-escalatory measures are mentioned. Indeed, recent articles in Chinese military journals have discussed a wide variety of nuclear deterrence strategies, with some authors using the term 'effective counter-nuclear deterrent’ to describe the more capable posture required to make nuclear deterrence effective in a missile defense environment.130 In conceiving of warfighting with nuclear assets, a principal impediment for the PLA would be a strict adherence to its oft-repeated pledge not to use nuclear weapons first at any time, under any circumstances, and not to use nuclear weapons on non-nuclear nations and regions.131 However, not only are certain exceptions to this pledge made from time to time in unofficial remarks, but there is currently an intellectual debate in China as to the damage a policy of NFU inflicts on the credibility and effectiveness of deterrence. Some strategists appear to view the NFU policy as an unnecessary self-imposed strategic constraint: 'China should learn how to maintain necessary flexibility without being fettered by responsibilities and obligations at the level of strategic deterrence.'132 Certainly, the debate within China on 'no first use' is real, with the later generation of officers, diplomats, and scholars leaning significantly farther forward toward modifying or jettisoning such a declaratory policy.133

Chinese NFU Scenario

U.S. BMD encirclement strategy makes doctrinal switch probable.

Beljac 10, (Marko, PhD - Monash U, former Prof. @ U of Melbourne, focus on science and global security, currently writing a book on nuclear terrorism, "Will China Boost its Nuclear Deterrent in Response to a US Ballistic Missile Defence “Ring of Fire” in the Pacific?" February 26, 2010, Nuclear Security and Strategic Analyses, http://scisec.net/?p=238)

Now the NTI Global Security Newswire has a potentially most significant small report on the matter...The United States' expanding missile defense activities might lead China to boost its nuclear arsenal, a former senior Russian military official said yesterday. "At present, China has a very limited nuclear potential, but my recent contacts with Chinese military representatives indicate that if the United States deploys a global missile defense system, in particular in the Far East, China will build up its offensive capability," said former Russian Defense Ministry deputy chief Lt. Gen. Yevgeny Buzhinsky in a RIA Novosti report... These comments follow reports that Beijing feels as if the US is extending a Ballistic Missile Defence "ring of fire" across the Pacific. A number of comments by Chinese strategic analysts, cited by China Daily, caught my eye ...Washington appears determined to surround China with US-built anti-missile systems, military scholars have observed. According to US-based Defense News, Taiwan became the fifth global buyer of the Patriot missile defense system last year following Japan, the Republic of Korea, the United Arab Emirates and Germany. Quite a few military experts have noted that Washington's latest proposed weapon deal with Taiwan is the key part of a US strategic encirclement of China in the East Asian region, and that the missiles could soon have a footprint that extends from Japan to the Republic of Korea and Taiwan. Air force colonel Dai Xu, a renowned military strategist, wrote in an article released this month that "China is in a crescent-shaped ring of encirclement. The ring begins in Japan, stretches through nations in the South China Sea to India, and ends in Afghanistan. Washington's deployment of anti-missile systems around China's periphery forms a crescent-shaped encirclement". Ni Lexiong, an expert on military affairs with the Shanghai Institute of Political Science and Law, told the Guanghzou Daily yesterday, "The US anti-missile system in China's neighborhood is a replica of its strategy in Eastern Europe against Russia. The Obama administration began to plan for such a system around China after its project in Eastern Europe got suspended"... The headline of the NTI GSN report is; "China Might Boost Nuclear Deterrent, Russian Expert Says". We must be careful to keep the above distinction in mind. Boosting nuclear deterrence implies moving a step beyond minimum deterrence, but that does not necessarily follow. China's angry response to the Taiwan arms deal, which included a PAC3 deal, should be seen in this wider context. Now Patriots and the like are not the same as the other more strategic components of BMD. But these comments from the China Daily report are worth citing ...Tang Xiaosong, director of the Center of International Security and Strategy Studies with Guangdong University of Foreign Studies noted that the ring encircling China can also be expanded at any time in other directions. He said that Washington is hoping to sell India and other Southeast Asian countries the Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC)-3 missile defense system... Tang Xiaosong makes a very important point. He is referring to the open architecture provisions of US BMD policy, first enunciated by the Bush administration and now accepted by the Obama administration. He is right of course. Notice that under the framework of "dissuasion" Beijing should now be dissuaded from investing in further enhancing its MRBM and SRBM potential. Somehow I doubt whether this will come to pass. The thing to worry about here is that any US boost, both to the qualitative capacity of its offensive and defensive strategic potential, I think is not necessarily qualitative Chinese modernisation or even a boost in its deterrence construct, but rather a shift towards a strategic posture consistent with Launch on Warning. The interesting link here is growing Chinese space capability. As Beijing develops a mature space program this will give PLA strategic planners the option of creating a space based early warning system, enabling the adoption of something akin to Launch on Warning. That would be bad for strategic stability, and would have the affect of decreasing US national security. Notice that this is the opposite of the pronounced objective of Ballistic Missile Defence. 

<<Insert Impacts from the first Aff File>>

Lieber and Press Indict

Lieber and Press’ studies on counterforce are flawed – several incidents create a high risk of failure 

Yarynich and Starr 7. (Col. Valery E. Yarynich, Ret. is a Candidate of Military Sci., Professor of the Academy for Military Sciences. “Nuclear Primacy" is a Fallacy,” Global Research, 3-4, http://www.Intelligent.ru.)

For example, they write, “The Russian early warning system would PROBABLY not give Russia 's leaders the time they need to retaliate; in fact it is questionable WHETHER it would give them any warning at all. Stealthy B-2 bombers COULD LIKELY penetrate Russian air defenses without detection. Furthermore, low-flying B-52 bombers COULD fire stealthy nuclear-armed cruise missiles from outside Russian airspace; these missiles — small, radar-absorbing, and flying at very low altitude — would LIKELY provide no warning before detonation.” We think this isn't the language of serious proofs, especially on such an important theme. Lieber and Press state that, “Our model does not prove that a U.S. disarming attack against Russia would necessarily succeed. Nor does the model assume that the United States is likely to launch a nuclear first strike. Even if U.S. leaders were highly confident of success, a counterforce strike would entail enormous risks and costs.” We must ask: if this is so, then how can they predict that “a surprise attack at peacetime alert levels would have a reasonable chance of success”? As for our own assessment of the model, which is described in detail in International Security, it is as follows: The authors have used an analytical type of model, in which a studied process is imitated with the help of formulas. However, it is well known among experts that creating a more or less correct description of a nuclear war through an analytical model is a hopeless task. It is necessary to take into account an enormous number of different factors. Even if someone is able to offer a formula (or set of formulas) for each of these factors, it will be impossible to combine them as a whole within the framework of such a complex process. In any case, such an “analytical conglomeration” will be incredibly difficult to accurately evaluate. We believe a statistical imitation model (SIM) is the preferable medium for such studies. Apparently, Lieber and Press understood this difficulty very well, for there are only two simple formulas in their calculations: one formula to determine a “lethal range” against a given Russian target, and a second formula to calculate a “single-shot probability of kill” for the selected American warhead. They model only an immediate process of destroying Russian targets, and only for concrete types of “warhead-target” pairs. The authors offer an artificial picture such as the following: American warheads “lie” near Russian targets, and at “X” moment all of them are detonated simultaneously. It isn't clear from their explanations how individual assessments are combined to tables of results for all Russian nuclear forces. Therefore, one can say that the authors tried to imitate only the small, final part of the huge process of a nuclear war. Many other serious elements also remained beyond the scope of their research. One should not assume that there will be a 100% probability of such events as: a) the strict implementation of launch order by all American duty crews in full accordance to the selected structure of a nuclear first strike (and this structure itself also isn't clear in the given case); i.e., a human factor may be decisive for the real size of an American first strike. Will ALL American duty crews be able to push the button against Russia on one of the cloudless days of peacetime? b) the inability of the Russian side to use either a LoW or LuA response. Each of many possible variations of a first strike must take this likelihood into account. For example, if all American warheads are launched simultaneously, then they reach targets at different times, andRussia can use information about nuclear explosions for its response. On the contrary, if the structure of the first strike provides a synchronous arrival at Russian targets, then the total flight time required for the American strike is sufficiently large enough to allow Russia a better possibility to detect the initial U.S. launches; c) the somnolence of all Russian nuclear forces. As we have noted, the slightest sign of a U.S. preparation for a first strike will immediately lead to an increase of combat readiness of at least some part of Russian strategic nuclear forces. Thus, the probability of their survival will be far greater than in case of the variant offered by Lieber and Press; d) the destruction of the Russian nuclear command and control system (C3). The authors believe that this system will be completely neutralized. However, some portion of the Russian C3 could survive to launch all remaining missiles even after absorbing a U.S. first strike. It is extremely important to note that the method of “fixed” assessment of results used by Leiber and Press is essentially incorrect. They contradict themselves. On the one hand, they discuss a “95 percent confidence interval” for all these calculations. On the other hand, they say nothing about “non-typical” results within the remaining 5%. However, these “non-typical” results are far more important for a correct assessment of a risk of a first strike than all others listed in Table 4 (Model Results) and in Figures 1-3. Usually, for ordinary studies of a process with an accidental nature, it is correct to utilize the most probable results for assessment, and ignore the non-typical ones. Lieber and Press transmit this correct rule to their modeling of a nuclear war. This is a serious methodological mistake.
AT: Nuclear Primacy
Counterforce targeting fuels and locks in nuclear primacy, inspiring Russian and Chinese moves toward parity 
Lieber and Press, ‘6. Keir A. Lieber is an assistant professor of political science at the University of Notre Dame and author of War and the Engineers: The Primacy of Politics Over Technology. Daryl G. Press has worked as a consultant on military analysis projects for the U.S. Department of Defense far 13 years, and is associate professor of government at Dartmouth College. “The End of MAD?; The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy,” International Security, Spring. Lexis

For nearly half a century, the world’s most powerful nuclear-armed countries have been locked in a military stalemate known as mutual assured destruction (MAD). By the early 1960s, the United States and the Soviet Union possessed such large, welldispersed nuclear arsenals that neither state could entirely destroy the other’s nuclear forces in a ªrst strike. Whether the scenario was a preemptive strike during a crisis, or a bolt-from-the-blue surprise attack, the victim would always be able to retaliate and destroy the aggressor. Nuclear war was therefore tantamount to mutual suicide. Many scholars believe that the nuclear stalemate helped prevent conºict between the superpowers during the Cold War, and that it remains a powerful force for great power peace today.1 The age of MAD, however, is waning. Today the United States stands on the verge of attaining nuclear primacy vis-à-vis its plausible great power adversaries. For the first time in decades, it could conceivably disarm the long-rangenuclear arsenals of Russia or China with a nuclear first strike. A preemptive strike on an alerted Russian arsenal would still likely fail, but a surprise attack at peacetime alert levels would have a reasonable chance of success. Furthermore, the Chinese nuclear force is so vulnerable that it could be destroyed even if it were alerted during a crisis. To the extent that great power peace stems from the pacifying effects of nuclear weapons, it currently rests on a shaky foundation. This article makes three empirical claims. First, the strategic nuclear balance has shifted dramatically since the end of the Cold War, and the United States now stands on the cusp of nuclear primacy.2 Second, the shift in the balance of power has two primary sources: the decline of the Russian nuclear arsenal and the steady growth in U.S. nuclear capabilities. Third, the trajectory of nuclear developments suggests that the nuclear balance will shift further in favor of the United States in the coming years. Russia and China will face tremendous incentives to reestablish mutual assured destruction, but doing so will require substantial sums of money and years of sustained effort. If these states want to reestablish a robust strategic deterrent, they will have to overcome current U.S. capabilities, planned improvements to the U.S. arsenal, and future developments being considered by the United States. U.S. nuclear primacy may last a decade or more. To illustrate the shift in the strategic nuclear balance, we model a U.S. nuclear ªrst strike against Russia. Russia was not chosen because it is the United States’ most likely great power adversary; to the contrary, most analysts expect China to ªll that role. But Russia presents the hardest case for our contention that the United States is on the brink of nuclear primacy. It has about 3,500 nuclear warheads capable of reaching the continental United States; by comparison, China has only 18 single-warhead missiles that can reach the U.S. homeland.3 If the United States can destroy all of Russia’s long-range nuclear systems in a ªrst strike—as we argue it could possibly do today—it suggests that the Chinese strategic nuclear arsenal is far more vulnerable. Our model does not prove that a U.S. disarming attack against Russia would succeed. Nor does the model assume that the United States is likely to launch a nuclear ªrst strike. Even if U.S. leaders were highly confident of success, a counterforce strike would entail enormous risks and costs. Rather, the model demonstrates that Russian (and Chinese) leaders can no longer count on having a survivable nuclear deterrent. This analysis challenges the prevailing optimism among scholars from all three major international relations traditions about the future of great power peace. For realists, optimism rests largely on the strategic stalemate induced by MAD.4 Liberal scholars, on the other hand, ªnd substantial reason for optimism in the pacifying effects of democracy, economic interdependence, and international institutions.5 But nuclear deterrence plays a supporting role for them as well. For example, several prominent liberals note that nuclear deterrence prevents states from seizing wealth and power by conquering their neighbors; trade and broader economic cooperation have become the only foreign policy strategies for amassing economic might.6 Similarly, some leading constructivists contend that nuclear weapons have rendered major power war so futile that the entire enterprise has been socialized out of the international system.7 One scholar argues that the nuclear stalemate dampens states’ security fears and allows them to pursue collective goals, develop shared identities, and create a culture of trust.8 Our analysis, however, pulls away one leg from these arguments.9 Nuclear weapons may no longer produce the peaceinducing stalemate that they did during the Cold War.10

BMD Key to Nuclear Primacy

And, U.S. BMD’s are the key internal link

Michael Chase 10 (April 29th, “The U.S.-China Strategic Security Relationship and the Nuclear Posture Review Report”, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=36325&tx_ttnews[backPid]=25&cHash=685ebb22d5)

From Beijing’s perspective, Chinese strategists have argued that U.S. missile defense systems and proposed conventional global strike programs would have a negative impact on strategic stability by compromising China’s assured second strike capability. Specifically, Chinese scholars have suggested that such capabilities would make it easier for the United States to contemplate a first strike against China. Indeed, Chinese analysts view U.S. pursuit of a missile-defense system as a serious threat to the viability of China’s nuclear deterrent. According to Senior Colonel Wang Zhongchun, a professor at the PLA’s National Defense University, “Once the system is completed, the United States will obtain a strategic deterrent force with both offensive and defensive capabilities, which could pose serious challenges to the limited nuclear deterrent capabilities of medium-sized nuclear countries” [4]. Some Chinese analysts state that ballistic-missile defense (BMD) will make it easier for the United States to consider the first use of nuclear weapons. According to Rong Yu and Peng Guangqian: Should the United States possess the strategic defense capabilities, its first strike would leave only a few nuclear weapons available for the adversary to launch a retaliatory counterattack, which would be within the capacity of its missile defense system to intercept; a second strike would then eliminate the remainder of the adversary’s nuclear force. It is apparent that, with the BMD system, U.S. decision-makers would be greatly emboldened when facing the choice of launching a pre-emptive or even preventative nuclear attack [5]. U.S. proposals to deploy prompt conventional global strike capabilities, which have been mentioned in several recent policy documents including the 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review and the NPR, have also raised concerns among Chinese analysts. The NPR supports development of “non-nuclear prompt global strike capabilities,” but it attempts to address Chinese and Russian concerns by stating that Washington is “examining the appropriate mix of such capabilities needed to improve our ability to address such regional threats, while not negatively affecting the stability of our nuclear relationships with Russia or China” [6]. Nonetheless, Chinese observers are clearly concerned that such capabilities could undermine strategic stability. Indeed, Washington will need to proceed carefully to avoid precipitating counter responses that are contrary to U.S. interests, such as a larger than otherwise planned Chinese nuclear force buildup, further development of counter-space capabilities, or potentially destabilizing higher alert levels.   Recently, some Chinese scholars have expressed concerns that even if U.S. missile defense and conventional global strike systems have little or no real impact on China’s assured second strike capability, they may still give U.S. planners and decision-makers a false sense of superiority, potentially leading to U.S. attempts to coerce China with nuclear threats in a crisis. For example, according to Li Bin and Nie Hongyi, “even though the missile defense system cannot be relied upon in actual warfare it may lead American decision-makers to misjudge by causing them to imagine they already have a more powerful strategic advantage, thus leading them to blindly adopt a nuclear coercion policy” [7]. Similarly, they raise the possibility that even the illusion of “nuclear primacy” could lead to more aggressive behavior on the part of the United States: “some American scholars believe the United States can already rely on a preemptive nuclear strike to completely destroy China’s long-range nuclear weapons, and therefore they maintain that the United States already has the capital to carry out nuclear coercion against China” [8]. The 2010 NPR should help to alleviate some of these concerns.  

AT: Nuclear Primacy
Link only goes one way – primacy adds nothing to US coercive power, but it negatively impacts escalatory stability
Bin 6 – Prof @ Tsinghua,  China Security, Iss (Li, 4, “Paper Tiger with Whitened Teeth,” http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=213&Itemid=8&lang=zh), 

Lieber and Press seem to suggest that the United States has some new kind of coercive power, but they do not specify what that new power is. The paper correctly asserts that the U.S. disarming capability of surprise nuclear attack in peacetime may worsen the dynamic of nuclear escalation. As noted above, raising alert levels of China’s (or Russia’s) nuclear force would be decisive for its survivability and so the incentive to do so under the conditions of nuclear primacy would be strong. Consequently, U.S. nuclear primacy has a strong negative effect on controlling nuclear escalation.   There are two kinds of coercive power that might be new and relevant to China. The first is an extended deterrent power that aims to dissuade China from punishing separatists in Taiwan and/or stop China from heavily beating U.S. conventional forces involved in the war. If the United States has any coercive power over China on the Taiwan issue it comes from U.S. economic and conventional superiority over China rather than nuclear dominance. U.S. nuclear superiority has never and will never stop China from defending its security interests. The United States once sent coercive signals to China during the Korean War threatening the use of nuclear weapons. China’s leader at the time, Mao Zedong, simply treated the threatening signals as a paper tiger, believing nuclear weapons could not be used. 8 America’s nuclear primacy at that time did not, either through the physical effects of nuclear weapons or their influence, stop China from sending military forces to the Korean Peninsula to resist the advance of the U.S. military. If the United States expects that its nuclear primacy would deter China from responding to the separation of Taiwan from China or from fighting against foreign military interference, it will be making a grave mistake. In addition, U.S. leaders will find that the nuclear taboo, in the sense of opposition to nuclear war from American people and the rest of the world, will bind them from acting on their nuclear threats in such a conventional conflict.   The second possible new form of coercive power is nuclear compellence, which in this scenario would presumably force China to accept an arrangement over Taiwan favorable to the United States. However, it is far more difficult to achieve a goal by nuclear compellence than nuclear deterrence. 9 As noted above, the United States has little ability through nuclear deterrent power to dissuade China from militarily responding to an act of separation in Taiwan. It would have even less coercive power for compellence over China’s interests and behavior with regard to the Taiwan issue.   Press and Lieber expect that U.S. nuclear primacy would provide it a new coercive power. As the paper does not provide convincing arguments that the United States would be more determined to a launch nuclear attack when and if its new forms of coercions fail (as described above), there is little evidence to conclude that the United States would have any new effective coercive power over China on the Taiwan issue.    The power pattern in the world has significantly changed since the end of the cold war. The United States is indeed in a new period of power expansion. However, nuclear weapons of the United States provide little contribution to its fast growing power. Lieber and Press are therefore wrong to predict that the United States would gain new coercive power. First, the United States cannot develop a fully disarming nuclear strike capability against Russia and China given its intelligence deficiency; second, a disarming capability of surprise attack in peacetime cannot generate coercive power in crisis given the difficulty of signaling; third, the United States cannot gain new nuclear coercive power as its new methods of using nuclear weapons are constrained by the nuclear taboo. In this new era, nuclear weapons essentially remain a paper tiger. U.S. nuclear modernization toward greater strike capability is just a whitening of the paper tiger’s teeth. If more people in the world today understood that this fundamental nature of nuclear weapons will remain unchanged, even with the rise of American nuclear strike capabilities, we might still avoid the re-emergence of the Cold War’s worst nightmare scenarios. 

China Impact
China is willing to use nuclear weapons over Taiwan, but it’s not inevitable – moderating the potential for accidents and miscalc is the key internal link to stopping nuclear war 

Roberts  et al. 5 – PhD, Inst (Brad, January 26, “The Nuclear Dimension of a Taiwan Crisis,” For Defense Analysis, Ashley J. Tellis, senior associate @ Carnegie, and Michael Swaine, China expert @ Carnegie, ,  Carnegie Endowment,

http://www.carnegieendowment.org/events/?fa=eventDetail&id=740)

Dr. Roberts began his presentation by noting that a discussion over the possible use of nuclear weapons over a Taiwan crisis remains a tentative endeavor. Indeed, the current focus of policy research and analysis is largely on the potential for such a crisis to happen, not on what could follow. Moreover, few specialists of China in the United States have examined potential Chinese nuclear behavior in crisis situations, and few U.S. analysts of nuclear behavior have expertise on China, which is often treated as an afterthought. As a result, little attention has been devoted to the question of whether nuclear weapons would be used in a Taiwan crisis and, if so, how. There remains a dearth of debate both between and within China and the United States on this subject. An initial, but crucial difference in Sino-American perceptions emerges readily, however, in conversations with Chinese analysts. Indeed, while there is the widespread notion in the United States that the Chinese nuclear arsenal is minimal in comparison to that of the U.S. and thus potentially negligible, Chinese military and strategic thinkers largely believe that Beijing has a sufficient arsenal for its purposes. The key question, then, is – what is the Chinese picture of a nuclear confrontation? How do they envision a confrontation for which their force posture is adequate? In Roberts' assessment, there are at least five elements in this picture. While there is no official Chinese description of a possible nuclear confrontation, these elements seem to inform the thinking of Chinese experts both inside and outside their government. The first is the assumption that the burden of crisis escalation would fall on the U.S. The Chinese believe that they would largely hold the initiative in a crisis and would be able to choose the time and manner of engagement. In other words, it would be left to the United States to react to a losing situation by choosing whether or not to escalate. The second element is a belief that that because of the asymmetry of interests, it is unlikely that the United States would be willing to use nuclear weapons in a Taiwan crisis. Whereas Taiwan is vital to Beijing’s sense of national sovereignty and territorial integrity, as well as its regime survival, the U.S. interest in Taiwan is seen as less than vital. Thus, they believe that the United States would be unwilling to “trade Los Angeles for Taipei.” Third, the Chinese believe that the threshold for U.S. nuclear retaliation is high. As a consequence, they debate the possibility that there might be ways that China could use nuclear weapons without facing U.S. retaliation. Fourth, Chinese analysts tend to believe that any unwanted escalation would be manageable on their part. This has something to do with Chinese strategic culture and their belief in China’s skill in creating, exploiting, and if necessary prolonging crisis. Moreover, some Chinese analysts cite the experience of 1968 when China confronted the Soviet Union as proof of China’s nuclear crisis management ability. In particular, Beijing could seek to counter U.S. nuclear deterrence by demonstrating its resolve through its own nuclear attacks. The essence of such a tactic would be to exert escalation control by instilling escalation uncertainty. Fifth, and finally, Chinese analysts seem to believe that the final outcome of a worst case scenario in a nuclear Taiwan crisis would be the reversion to the status quo ante. Beijing, thus, would be no worse off than what it started with. Altogether, these notions seem to inform Chinese confidence in the viability of their nuclear deterrent and their ability to escape or even win a nuclear confrontation with the United States, despite the huge disparity in force size and capability. How does, however, the problem look from the U.S. side? The difference in Chinese and American views is striking. Indeed, a diametrically opposite set of assumptions seems to underpin U.S. thinking. Dr. Roberts noted that these assumptions are to be found in the thinking and commentary of analysts and are harder to trace in official statements, which seem not to have come directly to this topic. First, American analysts tend to believe that because of America’s military superiority, the burden of escalation falls not on the U.S., but on China. Second, there is a widely held conviction that the Chinese would never use nuclear weapons in a Taiwan crisis, for doing so would cause China to incur significant costs and severe punishment from the United States. Third, there is deep skepticism that Beijing would ever strike preemptively. Fourth, American analysts tend to believe that unwanted escalation would prove controllable—largely through U.S. escalation dominance. Strategic culture again plays a role, as American analysts tend to greatly credit the U.S.’s ability to manage and swiftly terminate crises on terms favorable to the U.S. Fifth, and finally, most American experts seem to hold completely different assumptions from their Chinese counterparts about the long-term consequences of nuclear confrontation over Taiwan. Few believe that the U.S. would allow a return to the status quo ante, as efforts would be undertaken to prevent the re-occurrence of nuclear confrontation . The extent to which these conflicting lines of thinking are actually reflected in war plans, or would inform the decisions of key leaders in times of crisis, cannot of course be known. But they point to the possibility of significant misperception and miscalculation in times of crisis over Taiwan. Many of these ideas seem to be the result of wishful thinking and “Groupthink.” They appear largely untested in the way that most of the key strategic concepts of the Cold War were tested through continuous investigation and debate. Cumulatively, they point to a significant potential for surprise and miscalculation by one or both sides in any future military confrontation over Taiwan. On the Chinese side, Beijing may underestimate the manageability of a nuclear Taiwan crisis and overestimate its ability to exert escalation control. Indeed, even if there exists an asymmetry of interests vis-à-vis Taiwan, an attack on Taiwan may alter that asymmetry. With U.S. credibility as a security guarantor on the line and with potentially strong domestic pressure for the U.S. to retaliate, the willingness of U.S. leadership to counter a Chinese nuclear attack could be higher than what Beijing might expect. But the surprises and miscalculations might not all be on China’s side. The United States may be surprised by China’s willingness to demonstrate its resolve and pay a high price by prolonging and exploiting the crisis situation. The United States might also be caught off-guard by China’s likely perception of an American attack on its command-control capacity as an assault on the regime itself. Finally, the U.S. may also miscalculate by discounting Taiwan as an independent actor, which could undertake its own acts of escalation or even choose to quit the conflict even as the U.S. seeks to continue. Roberts concluded his remarks by noting that the actual risks of a war across the Taiwan Strait, the risks of a nuclear escalation in such a war, and the risks of tit-for-tat nuclear exchange in such a war may all, as conventional wisdom holds, be low. But Taiwan remains one of the very few flashpoints between two important powers that may have a potential nuclear dimension. Ultimately, this fact, along with the very real possibilities of miscalculations and unexpected behavior, underscores the importance of further systematic research and analysis, as well as substantive dialogue between China and the United States, on this important subject.

First Strike on China Bad

US first strike on China would fail – their second strike is already survivable and would kill millions
Aby 7, The Liberal, 7-14-2007, “China’s MAD Nuclear Deterrence Against USA,” http://www.abytheliberal.com/world-politics/chinas-mad-nuclear-deterrance-usa
China’s nuclear force is based on a ‘No First Use‘ policy formulated by its erstwhile President Mao Zedong. This makes sense as China could not launch a first strike against US without facing obliteration in a strike-back by US. The small quantity of nuclear warheads and strategic missiles that China possesses, would make a Chinese attack on US nuclear facilities futile, as China has neither the accuracy of missiles nor the number of warheads required to destroy the all the US facilities. On the other hand United States, with its improvised and highly accurate strategic missiles (Trident and Minuteman) could strike and destroy over 75% of China’s nuclear facilities with just about 2-4% of its nuclear and missile arsenal spent. But even in the event of a war; a successful destruction of 75-80% of China’s nuclear facilities leaves at least 20-25% surviving, which can be used as a retaliatory attack against the United States. A 100% destruction of China’s nuclear facilities would be highly unlikely considering the logistical impossibility of targeting and destroying all of China’s mobile and SILO launched nuclear ICBMs. Since China can’t destroy US nuclear facilities, as a retaliatory resort it would strike what hurts USA most - its people. This is primarily the reason why US cities have been targets of Chinese ICBMs for the last few decades. A DF 5A (Dong Feng) missile launched from hardened or mobile SILOs in China’s Hunan province will have most of West and Central US in its reach. A 12000 km DF 5 Mod 2 goes even further, including east coast cities like New York and Atlanta in its range if a polar trajectory is followed. A DF 5A ICBM can carry a 3.5 MT (Megaton) thermonuclear warhead. The 3.5 MT warhead detonated at a height of 2500 meters would have a blast radius of 7 km, exposing 154 km2 of the ground surface to a blast overpressure of 10 psi or higher. In addition to the immediate energy shockwaves of the blast, such a high yield H-Bomb would also cause widespread radiation fallouts and heated firestorms due to the rapid changes in the atmospheric pressure which follow such an explosion. If a single such warhead is detonated over a busy megapolis like New York, Chicago or Los Angeles, at least 1.5 million people would be eliminated immediately during the explosion and a further million within another 72 hours due to radiation burns, sickness and firestorms. If only 5 of the DF 5As are launched against 5 US cities and 4 of them successfully strike the US mainland, more than 10 million people would face extermination. According to US DoD Reports to the Congress in 2006, a DF5A Mod2 can be MIRVed with 6 warheads of 250 KT each. In such a case, if each warhead detonates 1500 metres above the ground, the total blast radius (@10 psi) of all the six warheads would exceed 21 kms bringing over 1386 km2 under coverage. The fatalities from a single such strike on a city like New York or Chicago would exceed 5 million at the bare minimum. In such a scenario, if 4 of these missiles with 24 warheads strike 4-10 US cities with an accuracy of 83%, at least 14 million people would be annihilated in these cities. This still leaves out the DF 31A ICBMs and JL-1 SLBMs which could strike US targets and further the damage. From both the cases it can be understood than even a retaliatory second strike by China can inflict severe devastation on the continental US. These are just bare conservative estimates, reality could be much more deadly and devastating with 40-100 million casualties. Chinese military strategists can easily do this calculation themselves and as such it becomes apparent why China is so sure that its relatively small number of ICBMs act as an adequate deterrent against the United States or even India and Russia for that matter. The threat of even a few surviving nuclear missiles hitting the United States serves as a robust deterrent for the United States. China would not consider a first strike either, as it would face total annihilation due to the massive US nuclear and missile stockpile. Thus the MAD balance is maintained between these two countries, one wary of the other despite their significant disparity in nuclear weapons stockpile and delivery systems. 

Also shatters the nuclear taboo – makes global use of nuclear weapons inevitable
T.V. Paul 9, IR Prof @ Mcgill, 2009, The Tradition of Non-Use of Nuclear Weapons, p. amazon

Emulation risk states tend to emulate the defense policies of others, especially if they find that the leading actors are consistently pursuing a particular path. There is considerable fear that if the United States lowers the threshold of nuclear use, it may encourage other nuclear states, including the new ones, Israel, India, Pakistan, North Korea, and possibly Iran, to lower their threshold of use as well. “Until now the United States has reserved nuclear weapons for retaliation against nuclear attacks or immediate threats to national survival, a standard tacitly but widely accepted around the world. If the United States engages in nuclear saber rattling, especially on the basis of dubious intelligence (has happened in the case on Iraq’s WMD capabilities), it may have a hard time convincing other states to exercise nuclear restraint, especially if they perceive an immediate strategic advantage in not doing so. The U.S. strategic doctrine of deterrence was emulated by the Soviet Union, and, to a less extent by the other NWS.  The new U.S. policy of using nuclear weapons against chemical and biological weapons use has already been emulated by Russia, Britain, France, and India. A similar emulation could occur in the area of nuclear use as well.

Nuclear Primacy - Modernization
Possibility of US first strike is the largest driver of overall modernization
Oelrich 9 (Ivan, vice president for Strategic Security Programs at the Federation of American Scientists, “Ending Nuclear Counterforce,” 4-13,http://www.fas.org/blog/ssp/ 2009/04/ending-nuclear- counterforce.php)


Even so, if the benefits could be potentially huge, then even if they are very unlikely, there perhaps is some overall advantage.  But benefits always have to be compared to costs.  And there are costs.  Countering this latent, potential, hypothetical benefit, the United States and the world run risks every day.  The Russians, and the Chinese, know that their forces are vulnerable.  The Russians can try to counter this with tactical measures, such as launching on warning of a U.S. attack, which substantially increases the likelihood of launching upon a false alarm.  They might also predelegate launch authority to lower levels of authority during a crisis.  And US capability affects their forces structures.  U.S. military and intelligence leaders have stated in Congressional testimony that they believe a major motivation for Chinese modernization and their moving to mobile systems is their sense of vulnerability to U.S. first strike.  If the Russians believe they need X weapons for an effective deterrent and believe that a U.S. first strike will be, say, 90% effective, then they need to start with 10 times X weapons to have the deterrent force survive that they think they need.  So every day, by maintaining this capability that will probably never be used, creates new dangers that go on, day-by-day and, now, decade-after-decade.  Finally, now that negotiations with the Russians are back on the table, it will far easier to negotiate limits on Russian weapons if the United States gives up the ability to carry out a first strike.  If the Russians think they need X weapons as a deterrent force and have 10 times X because United States is targeting them, then giving up the ability to target the weapons and getting a 90% negotiated reduction in Russian weapons clearly works to the U.S. security advantage.  By giving up a first strike capability the United States will increase the likelihood that it can negotiate down to a level that it would have otherwise hoped to get to through a first strike. 
AT: Nuclear Primacy Good

Lieber and Press are wrong – US can’t blow up mobile missiles
Acton 10, (James M., Carnegie, March/April, “Managing Vulnerability,” Foreign Affairs, v. 89, no. 2, http://www.carnegieendowment. org/publications/index.cfm?fa= view&id=40264)


The main problem with Lieber and Press’ argument is that no state actually has a small arsenal consisting solely of silo-based missiles. China, Iran, and North Korea are all focusing on the development of road-mobile missiles (in fact, the latter two do not appear to have any silo-based weapons at all). Although China has very few road-mobile missiles that could reach U.S. soil, and Iran and North Korea have none, each country has plenty that could reach the territory of key U.S. friends and allies. The challenge with destroying road-mobile weapons is locating them. If their location is known, conventional munitions will suffice. If their location is not known, even nuclear weapons are useless (discounting the possibility of wide-area nuclear bombardment, which Lieber and Press would presumably not advocate). Locating mobile ballistic missiles is exceptionally hard. According to the Gulf War Air Power Survey (an official analysis of U.S. Air Force operations during the Persian Gulf War), the United States launched about 1,500 sorties against Scud launchers in Iraq during the 1991 war; not a single mobile launcher was confirmed destroyed. Granted, U.S. capabilities and doctrine have improved markedly since then. Nonetheless, it is still fiendishly diffcult to locate mobile missiles hidden by a well-prepared enemy. The bottom line is that because the bulk of China’s, Iran’s, and North Korea’s missile forces are mobile, the United States could not eliminate their entire arsenals with a high probability. Increasing the United States’ ability to eliminate only silo-based weapons would add very little to deterrence.

Can’t target mobile missiles
Lodal 10 (Jan, former Pres. Of Atlantic Council and senior defense official, Mar/Apr, “Second Strike,” Foreign Affairs, p. pq)
Lieber and Press provide a detailed analysis of how such an attack would have a more than 95 percent chance of destroying all of China's fixed silo-based intercontinental missiles, with less than 700 fatalities. (Much of this analysis is identical to the arguments made by the George W. Bush administration for its program to develop a low-yield nuclear bunker buster - a program ultimately blocked by Congress.) Yet there is no chance whatsoever that any U.S. president would launch such an attack - certainly not against China, nor even against a much less capable nuclear power. The challenge in modern warfare is not hitting a target at a known and fixed location; the challenge is to know the target's location. China's capabilities are not limited to the 20 landbased silos Lieber and Press confidently predict could be destroyed in a single attack - China also has mobile missiles, bombers, ships, and submarines. Do the Chinese believe the United States could destroy these mobile systems Until recently, the United States overlooked an entire nuclear material processing facility in Iran. Washington does not know where North Korea stores its crude devices, nor for that matter where India, Israel, or Pakistan keeps its weapons. A nuclear weapon could even be hidden on a pleasure boat, tens of thousands of which traverse U.S. waterways each day. Nuclear armed pleasure boats could never defeat the United States or prevent the ultimate defeat of an enemy that has them, but the possibility of their existence does make the idea of a totally disarming attack against an adversary's nuclear forces nonsense. Fortunately, there is no plausible scenario for a conventional war with China that might trigger a Chinese nuclear attack against the United States, given the United States' enormous conventional and nuclear superiority and the lack of any geopolitical motive for such a confrontation. Other powers would also be deterred from threatening or using nuclear weapons by the United States' highly accurate and flexible conventional and nuclear forces. Lieber and Press' concept for nuclear war fighting, like all the many others before it, collapses under even the most superficial examination. It does not even address the most immediate threat: that a terrorist organization will acquire a nuclear weapon. By proposing yet another unworkable nuclear strategy, their article emphasizes that only by eliminating nuclear weapons can the world be protected from the existential threat they pose.

First Strike Fails

No chance of a successful first strike – Lieber and Press don’t assume intelligence failures
Bin 6 (Li, Dir. Arms Control and Prof @ Tsinghua, “Paper Tiger with Whitened Teeth,” China Security, Iss. 4, http://www.chinasecurity.us/ index.php?option=com_content& view=article&id=213&Itemid=8& lang=zh
The authors’ calculations are not surprising. Basic arithmetic alone will certify that thousands of nuclear missiles should be able to destroy a couple dozen immobile intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). But this calculus has existed for a long time. The authors would have done better to question why they are the first to discuss China’s vulnerability to zero target survivability. The Chinese leaders do not feel a sense of panic about the scarcity of Chinese immobile ICBMs and do not rush to increase their number when in fact they have the capability and the means to do so. Why, the authors might have asked themselves, does China remain comfortable with its small and low-alert nuclear arsenal? As Lieber and Press state in their paper: “…[China’s] strategic arsenal is growing at a glacial pace. China has only 18 ICBMs, a number that has remained essentially unchanged for more than a decade. In addition, these missiles are kept un-fueled, and their warheads are stored separately.” Rather than exploring why China chooses to do so, Lieber and Press use this fact as evidence to support their point on U.S. nuclear primacy.3 If the authors paid more heed to China’s choice of a small and low-alert nuclear arsenal they would find their deductions faulty, including technical problems in their calculations. All the calculations in their paper, including the sensitivity analyses, focus on the hardness of the targets as well as strike capabilities, which are determined by the lethal distance, accuracy, and reliability of U.S. nuclear weapons. However, the calculations in the paper are based on a fundamentally unrealistic assumption: that is, the United States can detect and locate all Russian and Chinese long-range nuclear weapons. The authors never state this assumption in their paper – perhaps unknowingly so, as most former calculations do not discuss the issue of target detection. In other previous studies, where the numbers of surviving nuclear weapons in a calculation are much larger than zero, it may be alright to ignore the factor of intelligence. But, if such a calculation gives a result of almost zero surviving targets in a nuclear exchange, the intelligence factor becomes highly salient and therefore cannot be ignored. The authors understand that “… one surviving mobile ICBM might destroy a U.S. city …” So their sensitivity analysis tries to prove that no single Russian longrange nuclear weapon can survive even if the U.S. nuclear weapons are not as effective as assumed. However, the real problem is that if the United States does not know where some nuclear weapons are in Russia or China, the United States cannot destroy them even with superior numbers and performance of nuclear weapons. It is instructive to know that once the Soviet Union (and later, Russia) felt that it had a sufficient number of nuclear weapons to survive a first U.S. nuclear strike, it chose to sign the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaties (START) I and II that entail on-site inspections to verify the numbers and locations of the Russian long-range nuclear weapons. If Russia feels that not a single one of its nuclear weapons can survive a first strike by the United States, it may consider not revealing all its nuclear weapons to the United States. In fact, unlike the START treaties, the new Moscow Treaty does not require similar on-site inspections. It is evident, even more so in China’s case, that it has never declared the number or location of its nuclear weapons. Naturally, the United States relies on its intelligence to identify and locate China’s nuclear weapons and then uses this information to decipher which objects and how many objects appear to be nuclear weapons and where they are located. The calculations in their paper do prove that the United States can destroy all the objects that have been identified by U.S. intelligence as nuclear weapons. However, the paper misses the central point of whether the entirety of Chinese long-range nuclear weapons have been identified and located by U.S. intelligence or whether all the objects that are identified in China are real nuclear weapons. The paper simply omits possible deficiencies of intelligence. Furthermore, the performance of U.S. intelligence in the first Iraq war and the Kosovo war suggests that the United States may miss more than just a few large military targets. Technically speaking, it is a relatively simple countermeasure for China to conceal a few actual ICBMs and to deploy decoy missiles – given the large size of the Chinese territory. No matter how the United States increases the number, accuracy, and reliability of its nuclear weapons, even if used in a surprise attack, it has no means of destroying those Chinese ICBMs that its intelligence has not found. Thus, there is no method or model by which Lieber and Press can determine with any certainty that the number of surviving Chinese ICBMs after a surprise U.S. strike (equal to the number of undetected Chinese ICBMs) will be zero, and it seems far more likely survivability would be greater than zero. The definitive conclusion that the surviving Chinese ICBMs must be zero is technically wrong as it omits the intelligence deficiency. The uncertainties of the calculations in the paper are much greater and much more serious than indicated by the authors, and certainly goes beyond their single scenario of an enemy target surviving because a U.S. submarine commander does not believe his launch order. However, the greatest concern is that U.S. leaders actually believe that zero retaliation from China is possible, as predicted by Lieber and Press, and behave incautiously. Zero retaliation is an illusion, and if taken seriously it would bring dire risks to the United States.

**AT: DAs

AT: Iran Turn

BMD deployment in Europe means Russia won’t negotiate to halt Iranian nuclearization

Japan Economic Newswire 8 (August 23, , “Japanese editorial excerpts -3-“, Lexis)

Iran has been repeatedly conducting missile tests and enriching uranium in defiance of a United Nations Security Council resolution. It is understandable that Washington is concerned about the security of Europe, which is within range of Iranian missiles. Still, there are many problems concerning the hasty deployment of the missile defense system. First, Russia strongly objects. The United States says the number of interceptor missiles to be deployed is around 10 and stresses they are not targeted at Russia. But Russia worries that if a missile defense network keeps expanding, it could affect its own deterrence capability. Anticipating the deployment, Russia agreed with Belarus, which shares a border with Poland, to build a joint air defense system. If things go awry, the move could trigger an arms race in Europe. Unlike during the Cold War, the United States and Russia today need each other for international security. Russia, together with the United States and Europe, is participating in diplomatic negotiations to press Iran to stop its uranium enrichment. If the rift between Washington and Moscow deepens because of the missile defense system targeting Iran, the diplomatic initiative toward Tehran would be undermined, making it harder to stop that country's nuclear development. This vicious circle would threaten not only the security of Europe but also that of the whole world.

Iran won’t and can’t develop missiles to hit Europe.

Nicoll 9 (Alexander, Director of Editorial at the International Institute for Strategic Studies. He is Editor of the IISS publication, Writer for IISS Strategic, “Obama's new missile-defence strategy”, Volume 15 Issue 08, www.iiss.org/stratcom)

More importantly, the IISS study finds no indications to date that Tehran is working to develop intermediate-range missiles capable of hitting targets in western Europe. Iran does not have the technical know-how to develop a new, more powerful liquid-propellant engine, and the country has not attempted to cluster its existing Shahab-3 engines to build a more powerful first-stage booster, as was done by North Korea when it unsuccessfully test fired the Unha-2 space launcher earlier this year. Nor is there any evidence that Iranian missile engineers are developing a larger-diameter, solid-propellant motor capable of lifting one tonne payloads to distances beyond 3,000km. This does not mean that Iran will not pursue longerrange missiles in the future. But it is many years away from establishing an ability to threaten Germany, France or the United Kingdom. It has improved upon the original design of the Shahab-3, increasing its range from about 800km to 1,500km by replacing the steel air frame with lighter-weight aluminium, lengthening the fuel tanks and reducing the warhead mass to approximately 700kg. These enhancements have reached their practical limits, however. Future efforts to build longer-range missiles will require solid-propellant technologies. Iranian engineers are beginning to master the technologies for the design, production and testing of large solid-propellant motors, as demonstrated by the test launches of the Sajjil missile. However, efforts to double the Sajjil’s range to about 4,000km, will take many years and require flight tests that Western intelligence agencies will be able to monitor.

AT: Iran Turn

Iran doesn’t have nuclear weapons – their evidence is propaganda from the Pentagon and Iran will only attack if the US initiates.

Nimmo 10 (Kurt, 6/10, “Def. Sec. Gates Exaggerates Iranian Missile Capacity as Attack Looms”, http://www.infowars.com/def-sec-gates-exaggerates-iranian-missile-capacity-as-attack-looms/)

Bush era Secretary of Defense retread Robert Gates said on Friday Iran has the capacity to “shower” Europe with nuclear missiles. “One of the elements of the intelligence that contributed to the decision on the phased adaptive array (approach) was the realization that if Iran were actually to launch a missile attack on Europe, it wouldn’t be just one or two missiles, or a handful,” Gates told a Senate committee hearing. “It would more likely be a salvo kind of attack, where you would be dealing potentially with scores or even hundreds of missiles.” Gates said the supposed Iranian threat can be averted by “upgraded missile interceptors” that “would give us the ability to protect our troops, our bases, our facilities and our allies in Europe.” “The Islamic Republic of Iran’s missile capability has been designed and created for defending the country against military aggressions and not threatening any other country,” Iran’s Defense Minister Ahmad Vahidi said on Saturday. Vahidi said Gates’ comments are part of a propaganda effort to expand its dominance over Europe and find an excuse to avoid the dismantlement of nuclear arms stationed in the continent, according to The Hindu newspaper. It also serves as part of the ongoing effort to demonize Iran as the U.S. and Israel prepare for an attack on the country. On Saturday, Iran’s Press TV and news sources in Israel reported on the passage of U.S. and Israeli warships through the Suez Canal, ostensibly headed for the Persian Gulf and Iran. Iranian National Security Council Secretary Larijani reportedly described the U.S. missile-defense shield for Europe as “the joke of the year,” saying Iranian missiles do not have the range to reach Europe. Despite the fact tests of the long-range interceptor program have failed over the years due to software and radar problems, the Pentagon in league with the military-industrial complex continue to push the billion dollar boondoggle. In February, the U.S. attempted to shoot down a ballistic missile mimicking an attack from Iran but failed after a malfunction in a radar built by Raytheon, Reuters reported. The Pentagon claims Iran will develop missiles capable of hitting the U.S. by 2015. “With sufficient foreign assistance, Iran could probably develop and test an intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) capable of reaching the United States by 2015,” a report issued by the U.S. Department of Defense states. Iran’s missile do not have the capacity to reach Brussels where EU leaders are plotting sanctions against Iran (considered by many to be a tacit declaration of war). Iran claims its missiles can reach a distance of 2,000 kilometers. The range would put Athens, southern Italy and the Black Sea coast of new EU members Romania and Bulgaria in range but not central and western Europe. Many consider the claim part of a propaganda effort in the re-election campaign of Mahmoud Ahmadinejad last year. In December of 2009 Iran tested another missile. The new missile, the Sajjil-2, has a range of about 1,200 miles and does not threaten Germany, France, Britain, or EU world government headquarters in Brussels. Iran has no reason to attack Greece, Italy, Romania and Bulgaria. Iran claims it will, however, attack Israel if the country teams up with the U.S. in an attack on Iran. “They know that, if they try their luck and lob a single missile towards Iran, before the dust clears here, the dust of our missiles will rise from the heart of Tel Aviv,” Mojtaba Zolnour, the acting representative of the Leader in the Islamic Revolution’s Guards Corps., said in April. In 2008, Iranian Defense Minister Mostafa Mohammad Najjar warned Israel of a “very painful” response if it launched a military strike. “Our armed forces are at the height of their readiness and if anyone should want to undertake such a foolish job the response would be very painful.” 

BMD’s not key to deter Iran – review indicates shorter-range systems solve

BBC News 9 (“Q&A U.S. Missile Defense,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/6720153.stm)

President Obama now says that any threat from Iran can be countered by shorter-range systems. What was the US proposing to do? The US has been developing a missile defence system intended to destroy incoming ballistic missiles potentially coming from North Korea and Iran. This involves using radars in Alaska and California in the US and at Fylingdales in the UK. Another radar is planned for Greenland. Anti-missile missiles, or interceptors, are being based in Alaska (40 of them) and California (four). There would also be 130 interceptors based on ships. The interceptors work by physically hitting the ballistic missile in mid-flight. There would also be missiles to try to destroy incoming rockets in the final stages. However, the US also planned to install 10 more interceptors in silos in Poland, and build a radar station in the Czech Republic. It envisaged that construction of the Czech facility - using a radar currently located at Kwajalein Atoll in the Marshall Islands - could begin next year, with the first interceptors in place in Poland by 2011 and the system fully operational by 2012. Why in Eastern Europe? The US says there was a gap in its anti-missile defences. A threat from North Korea could be countered with the US and sea-based systems. But European allies or US forces in Europe could be threatened by Iran one day, Washington said, or indeed some other country, so there needed to be a system based in Europe as well. So why has President Obama abandoned the European project? As soon as he came into office in January, he launched a review and he is now acting on the recommendations of that review. He says that US intelligence assesses that Iran has not concentrated on long-range ballistic missiles as much as had been expected but on shorter-range ones instead. Therefore, the argument is, there is now no need for the European deployment. Instead, different ship and land-based systems closer to Iran will be used instead to counter any potential threat to Europe.

AT: Japan Alliance DA (Offense)

Failure of the system crushes the alliance

Swaine et. al. 1 (Michael D. Swaine, 12/7, Ph.D., Harvard University, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Rachel M. Swanger and Takashi Kawakami @ Rand, “Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/MR1374.ch1.pdf)

At the same time, the development and deployment of a BMD system in Japan poses certain significant potential military, political, and economic problems or dangers. If mishandled, it could severely weaken the U.S.-Japan alliance by undermining Japanese confidence in the United States’ political credibility or in the reliability of the U.S. military deterrent, and by creating division and dissent between the two countries over such issues as cost-, technology-, and intelligence sharing; the interoperability of U.S. and Japanese forces and command and control facilities; and the conditions under which a Japan-based BMD system might be activated.

BMD kills US-Japanese relations

Hughes 6 (Christopher W., Principal Research Fellow & Acting Co-Director at the Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation at the University of Warwick, December, “Ballistic Missile Defence and US-Japan and US-UK Alliances Compared”, http://www.garnet-eu.org/fileadmin/documents/working_papers/1106.pdf)

Japan’s involvement in BMD is thus to set to project major changes in its own national defence policy, and has been intertwined with and occupies an increasingly central position in the evolution of US-Japan alliance cooperation. Japan in fact is perhaps the most advanced of any of the US’s formal or informal alliance partners in its commitment to developing a full range of BMD systems: other bilateral partners such as Germany and Italy (Medium Extended Air Defence System, MEADS), and Israel (Arrow), engaged only in cooperation with the US for terminal phase systems; or the UK, Denmark and Australia, only hosting sensor components of US Missile Defence (MD); and the multilateral North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO) still investigating the feasibility of both terminal and mid-course systems. Given Japan’s relatively advanced status in BMD and its increasing centrality to the future shape of the US-Japan alliance, the objective of this paper is to examine what type of dynamic BMD exerts on Japan’s traditional design of its security policy and managing alliance ties. In particular it seeks to ask how BMD, when inserted into the context of US-Japan alliance, impacts upon Japan’s various devices for attempting to strengthen alliance ties whilst simultaneously hedging against the alliance dilemmas of abandonment and entrapment. In turn, the paper seeks to ask what type of impact BMD as a new weapons system, accompanied by range of technological imperatives and impending political-military decisions, is likely to have on the overall trajectory of Japan’s security policy and how it may pull the US-Japan alliance in potentially radically new directions. The paper’s essential argument is that BMD poses challenges to Japan’s standard practices for managing the US that are unique in the history of post-war Japanese security policy and of the alliance, and that may in the final calculation prove insurmountable. The introduction of BMD, first off, exacerbates Japan’s existing strategic alliance dilemmas of abandonment and most especially entrapment, However, BMD’s challenge is made especially intense because the technological demands of the system establish political-military parameters for alliance cooperation that make it difficult for Japan to exercise, or shut down entirely, its traditional hedging options. The final outcome is that, despite the most ingenious efforts of Japan’s defence policy-making community to find means to maintain strategic leeway, Japan’s perceived strategic vulnerabilities and the non-efficacy of its usual hedging options, mean that BMD is working to corral Japanese security policy onto a trajectory that points to ever enhanced and exclusive dependence on the US.

AT: Japan Alliance DA (Defense)

Japan doesn’t care about BMD

Monterey Institute 10, (James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, March, “BMD and Japan”, http://www.nti.org/f_wmd411/f2d3_4.html)

Despite these efforts in missile defense, the issue of missile defense in Japan continues to be controversial. Many Japanese are reluctant to embrace U.S. BMD plans fully because of concerns about costs, technological effectiveness, and the negative regional security and arms control implications of such a system. In December 2009 the Japanese government decided to "de-fund" the deployment of its PAC-3 interceptors based on land, and moved the expected date for re-deployment to 2011. The decision was reportedly influenced by contingents in the Japanese government critical of missile defense.

Japan dislikes BMD – costs

Toki 8 (Masako, Fellow at the Monterey Institute James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, February, “Under Fukuda, Japan Accelerates Ballistic Missile Defense Cooperation with the United States”, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I22/I22_EA5_JapanAcceleratesBMD.htm)

Opposition to BMD in Japan remains significant, based primarily on the considerable cost of the system. [8] According to the Ministry of Defense, the missile defense program is estimated to cost between 800 billion yen ($7.4 billion) and one trillion yen ($8.9 billion) through 2012. However, since Japan plans to continue to pursue still more advanced technologies, costs are likely to increase well beyond this amount. [9] According to the Ministry of Defense, fiscal year 2007, because it was the first year of actual deployment, is expected to mark the greatest annual expenditure for missile defense to date – 186.3 billion yen ($1.7 billion). [10] The total budget allocated for missile defense for fiscal year 2008 is 171.4 billion yen ($1.6 billion), only slightly lower than 2007. [11] Some Japanese defense industry officials assert that the domestic defense industry does not benefit from the government’s spending on BMD, because U.S.-developed and built SM-3s are used for flight tests. [12] In response to such criticism, Defense Minister Shigeru Ishiba has insisted, “We can’t talk about how much money should be spent when human lives are at stake.” [13] 

Japan dislikes BMD – fears diplomatic entrapment

Hughes 6, (Christopher W., Principal Research Fellow & Acting Co-Director at the Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation at the University of Warwick, December, “Ballistic Missile Defence and US-Japan and US-UK Alliances Compared”, http://www.garnet-eu.org/fileadmin/documents/working_papers/1106.pdf)

Japan’s principal fear, though, as always, has been the risks of entrapment resulting from close bilateral cooperation with the US on BMD, especially due to the fashion in which BMD closes down many of its traditional hedging strategies against this eventuality. In turn, Japan’s alliance dilemmas vis-à-vis the US generated by BMD, are themselves compounded by BMD’s generation of security dilemmas in East Asia which force ever greater reliance on the US-Japan alliance. Japan’s existing security dilemma vis-à-vis North Korea is well known. Japan’s participation in BMD, although not likely to stimulate the North’s already on-going missile programme which is so vital to its diplomatic and military campaign to break out of its international isolation, is also unlikely to curb the North’s build-up of its missile forces, and this is despite opinions which see BMD as a means to convince the North of the futility of threatening Japan and the US. 
AT: Japan Alliance - Uniqueness – Relations Low 

Relations low now – larger issues and Kan is focused on domestic policies

Robin 10 (Josh, June 16th, “Will Obama hit the ‘reset’ button on U.S.-Japan relations?”, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations, )

That struck many in Washington as a sign that the Democratic Party of Japan, which took power last year for the first time, is still hedging against what party leaders see as an Obama administration that just isn't giving Japan the respect and attention it feels it deserves. As for the recent cooling in relations, "I don't think it's over, but a change in leadership is a chance to reset," said Randall Schriver, former deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia. The U.S. problem with Hatoyama was personal, based on his style and inability to meet his own deadlines, resulting in a lack of trust, Schriver said. "Japan's a democracy and Hatoyama brought himself down," said Devin Stewart, senior fellow at the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs. So is everything OK now that Kan is in charge? Not exactly. The new prime minister's comments on China suggest that Washington and Tokyo aren't yet on the same page regarding larger issues of security, economics, and diplomacy. "The relationship is bigger than Futenma, but that's all we talked about," Schriver said. "So somebody has to raise this to the next level and start to talk about the broader regional issues and that's got to be us." Kan's not likely to take the lead on trying to revamp the alliance, mainly because he has to focus on Japan's economy and keeping his party's control of the parliament.

Kan loves the plan and wants to shift to better relations with China

Melchior 10 (Jillian, “Naoto Kan’s Foreign Policy”, June 4th 2010,  http://www.commentarymagazine.com/blogs/index.php/jillian-melchior/306656) 

Finally, Kan has consistently advocated for stronger relations with alternative allies besides the United States. That constitutes a significant shift in Japanese foreign policy, which has considered the United States its primary ally since the aftermath of WWII. In 2003, he said, “Our ties with the United States are vital, but our relations with Asian countries are equally important.” In 2006, he criticized Japanese foreign policy for “lean[ing] too much toward the U.S,” as the Japan Times reported. Kan said: “Our relations with the United States are definitely important. But at the same time, we also have to build relations with Asian countries and resume top-level dialogue with them.” It is encouraging that today he said: “I believe the Japan-U.S. relationship is the foundation of Japan’s diplomacy. … The course we need to take is to maintain a trusting relationship with the United States and at the same time to consider China as equally important. I think that’s the right course for Japan’s future as well.” Japan has every right to pursue the policies that best fit its interests. And Naoto Kan the prime minister might be much more measured in his statements and actions than Naoto Kan the opposition leader. But many of the statements Kan has made in the past suggest more contention between the United States and Japan regarding security and defense issues. Hatoyama left many defense and security issues unresolved, although his concession to the United States was one of his last acts as prime minister. Among broader Asian security concerns, Kan will have to work with the United States immediately to determine many details about U.S. military placement in Okinawa; yet to be determined is the configuration of the base, the exact location of its placement, and how to mitigate its possible environmental impacts, to name a few. Kan would do well to learn from Hatoyama’s failure, acknowledging the controversial nature of these discussions but establishing a consistent and moderate foreign policy before addressing them. He will have to clarify his position on the issues he has in the past made statements about. Otherwise, he risks disapproval both in Washington and among his people.

AT: Japan Relations – Plan Popular

Popular support within the Japanese government to reduce missile defense

Sakamaki and Hirokawa 09 (Sachiko, September, , and Takashi, “Japan Should Cut ‘Useless’ Missile Defense, DPJ Official Says, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=aruidIvvQ2bc)
Japan’s new government will likely cut missile defense spending because it isn’t effective in thwarting attacks from countries such as North Korea, a seniorDemocratic Party of Japan official said. “Missile defense is almost totally useless,” said Tsuyoshi Yamaguchi, a Lower House lawmaker who served as the party’s deputy defense spokesman prior to its Aug. 30 election victory. “Only one or two out of 100 are ever effective,” he said yesterday in an interview in his Tokyo office. Reducing missile defense would come as North Korea, Japan’s closest military threat, boosts its nuclear and missile capability. Yamaguchi, the author of a book on the U.S.-Japan defense alliance, said trimming military expenditures is necessary to offset Prime Minister-designate Yukio Hatoyama’splans to increase social welfare spending and tuition aid. Japan is developing a missile shield using the land-based Patriot PAC-3 system and the Standard Missile-3 used on Aegis- equipped destroyers, both built by Raytheon Co., the world’s largest missile maker. The defense ministry requested a 58 percent increase on missile defense to 176.1 billion yen ($1.9 billion ) next year, as part of 4.85 trillion yen budget, up three percent from this year. ‘No Number’ “Regardless of the threat from North Korea, defense specialists must know that no number of SM3s or PAC3s can directly protect us,” Yamaguchi, 54, said. North Korea, which in May tested a second nuclear device, last week said it’s in the final stages of weaponizing plutonium and can either engage in negotiations or accelerate its program. The communist country has also tested several short and medium- range missiles this year, and in April walked out of disarmament talks involving the U.S., China, Russia, South Korea and Japan. Any reduction in missile defense development would contrast with the outgoing administration of the Liberal Democratic Party, which has governed Japan for all but 10 months since 1955. The party in June suggested Japan consider possessing the capability to attack enemy bases after North Korea fired a ballistic missile that flew over Japan in April. 
AT: BMD Good

Japan BMD is useless

Sakamaki and Hirokawa 9 citing Yamaguchi ( Sachiko and Takashi, staff writers for Bloomberg, Tsuyoshi, former deputy defense spokesman for the DPJ, Ph.D. in international politics from Johns Hopkins University, 9/11, “Japan’s New Government to Seek Missile Defense Budget Cut, Yamaguchi Says”, http://www.hedgehogs.net/pg/newsfeeds/keny/item/845616/japans-new-government-to-seek-missile-defense-budget-cut-yamaguchi-says

Japan’s new government will likely cut missile defense spending because it isn’t effective in thwarting attacks from countries such as North Korea, a senior Democratic Party of Japan official said. “Missile defense is almost totally useless,” said Tsuyoshi Yamaguchi , a Lower House lawmaker who served as the party’s deputy defense spokesman prior to its Aug. 30 election victory. “Only one or two out of 100 are ever effective. Even in shooting down a normal bomber, the odds are maybe 20 or 30 percent,” he said yesterday in an interview in his Tokyo office. Reducing missile defense would come as North Korea, Japan’s closest military threat, boosts its nuclear and missile capability. Yamaguchi, the author of a book on the U.S.-Japan defense alliance, said trimming military expenditures is necessary to offset prime minister-designate Yukio Hatoyama’s plans to increase social welfare spending and tuition aid. “We’ll probably cut” the defense budget, said Yamaguchi, who holds a Ph.D. in international politics from Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore. “There’s so much else we have to do, such as child-care allowance, education, health care and pensions.” Japan’s defense ministry is requesting a 58 percent increase to 176.1 billion yen ($1.9 billion) on missile defense in next year’s budget, as part of 4.85 trillion yen in spending, up three percent from this year. The ministry is developing a missile shield using the land-based Patriot PAC-3 system and the Standard Missile-3 used on Aegis-equipped destroyers. LDP Policy Any reduction in missile defense development would contrast with the outgoing administration of the Liberal Democratic Party, which has governed Japan for all but 10 months since 1955. The party in June suggested Japan consider possessing the capability to attack enemy bases after North Korea fired a ballistic missile that flew over Japan in April. North Korea, which in May tested a second nuclear device, last week said it’s in the final stages of weaponizing plutonium and can either engage in negotiations or accelerate its program. The communist country has also tested several short and medium- range missiles this year, and in April walked out of disarmament talks involving the U.S., China, Russia, South Korea and Japan. “Regardless of the threat from North Korea, defense specialists must know that no number of SM3s or PAC3s can directly protect us,” Yamaguchi said.

AT: BMD Deters China

Chinese MIRVs could easily overwhelm BMD

Choong 8 (William, Senior Writer for The Strait Times, July 11, “What China fears: Sword behind samurai”, Lexis)

Japan's growing BMD capability - boosted by so-called ground-based mid-course defence capabilities in Alaska and California - will have a significant impact on China's nuclear arsenal. According to the US-based intelligence consultancy Strategic Forecasting, China has about 100 missiles capable of reaching Tokyo and fewer than 50 able to hit Washington. But Chinese development of its nuclear deterrent will easily overwhelm such nascent BMD capability. For instance, the Chinese are installing multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicles on its long-range missiles which will put three warheads on a long-range missile instead of one. This puts Beijing well ahead of current Japanese-American BMD efforts. (Moreover, some analysts note that China has consistently declared that it has a 'no-first use' nuclear policy; in this case, why should it worry about its nuclear arsenal being nullified when its missiles are 'defensive' and not aimed at anyone? The Chinese could, of course, argue that they plan to employ their nuclear deterrent only - and only after - a first strike by either Japan or the US.) A weightier concern is that Japanese BMD will accelerate arms races in Asia. Analysts call this the 'action-reaction' cycle - that defences spur the build-up of offensive weapons. In a widely quoted speech in 2001, former French president Jacques Chirac said that in the 'struggle between sword and shield, there is no instance in which the shield has won'.
ICBM interception capability is the key difference – Block IIA creates a functional Japan-Taiwan alliance.

Hughes 6, (Christopher W., Principal Research Fellow & Acting Co-Director at the Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation at the University of Warwick, December, “Ballistic Missile Defence and US-Japan and US-UK Alliances Compared”, http://www.garnet-eu.org/fileadmin/documents/working_papers/1106.pdf)

Instead, the principal security dilemma that BMD is likely to exacerbate for Japan is that vis-à-vis China. Chinese policy-makers are concerned that Japan’s development of a BMD system developed in conjunction with the US could lead to the negation of its nuclear deterrent by providing Japan with both a ‘spear’ and ‘shield’. The spear of the US extended nuclear deterrent would be complemented by a BMD shield, allowing Japan deterrence by both punishment and denial vis-à-vis China. Chinese fears might in part be justified as the Aegis BMD system may have some residual or ‘break out’ capabilities to defend against its inter-continental ballistic missiles (ICBMS), and certainly the US regards the Aegis/SMD component of its missile defence as part of a defensive shield against ICBMs.25 China in all likelihood though could overcome the negation of its strategic nuclear arsenal through the employment of countermeasures and development of multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRV) to overwhelm any BMD system. China’s concerns extend also to the Japan’s possible countering of its tactical ballistic missiles and involvement in the Taiwan issue. China’s worst case scenario would be Japan’s deployment either individually or in conjunction with the US of its sea-mobile NTWD system to defend Taiwan in a future crisis situation. In particular, China would fear the formation of a quasi-alliance amongst the US, Japan and Taiwan. For if the US were to sell AWS and BMD technology to Taiwan, this could result in all three powers being equipped with fully interoperable equipment, so smoothing the way for three-way military cooperation. Japan’s reluctance to become embroiled directly in a Taiwan Straits crisis makes this an unlikely scenario except in circumstances of a full scale conflict. Far more likely is that Japan would utilise its BMD system to defend US forces operating in a Taiwan Straits crisis from bases in Japan; an action that would complicate any attempts by China to intimidate US forces in the region short of initiating a war also against Japan. China can ultimately overcome any BMD system through increasing production of its missiles; a process that is relatively cheap and likely to saturate and overcome any defence. Therefore, Japan’s interest in BMD, although not initiating the process, carries the risk of accelerating China’s upgrading of its nuclear and conventional ballistic missile capabilities and generating further momentum for a regional arms race. 

AT: BMDR

Current tech can’t strike down ICBMs and the BMDR is massively exaggerated.

Lewis and Postol 10 (George, Ph.D. in experimental physics and is associate director of the Peace Studies Program at Cornell University and Theodore, professor of science, technology, and national security policy at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a former scientific adviser to the chief of naval operations., May, “A Flawed and Dangerous U.S. Missile Defense Plan”, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2010_05/Lewis-Postol#bio)

Less than five months later, in February, the Obama administration produced an extensive elaboration of the September decision in a document called the Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report. The report asserts that ballistic missile defense technologies have already produced a reliable and robust defense of the United States against limited intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) attacks. According to the report, the technologies now in hand will make it possible for the United States to build a global missile defense system that is so capable, flexible, and reliable that potential adversaries will see that they have no choice but to de-emphasize their efforts to use ballistic missiles as a way to obtain their political goals. However, a review of the actual state of missile defense technologies reveals that this new vision put forth by the report is nothing more than a fiction and that the policy strategy that follows from these technical myths could well lead to a foreign policy disaster. With regard to current missile defense technologies, there are no new material facts to support any of the claims in the report that suggest that the United States is now in a position to defend itself from limited ICBM attacks or that any of the fundamental unsolved problems associated with high-altitude ballistic missile defenses have been solved. In fact, as this article will show, the most recent ballistic missile defense flight-test data released by the Department of Defense and the most recent failed test of the ground-based missile defense system in January show quite the opposite.

**AT: CPs

AT: Consult NATO

NATO loves missile defense – they would say no.

Miller 10 (Dr. James, PRINCIPAL DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY, 4/20,STATEMENT BEFORE THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2010/04%20April/Miller%2004-20-10.pdf)

These bilateral efforts have been paralleled by multilateral efforts within NATO. The Administration is working to ensure the EPAA is implemented in a strong NATO context – meaning it has NATO’s political support, complements current and future NATO efforts, and offers enhanced opportunities for cooperation. • The EPAA closely aligns with NATO political guidance on missile defense, issued unanimously in April 2009 by Allied heads of state and government, which states that “missile threats should be addressed in a prioritized manner that includes consideration of the level of imminence of the threat and the level of acceptable risk.” Accordingly, our NATO allies have responded positively to EPAA. NATO unanimously welcomed the PAA at its December 2009 Foreign Ministerial, a key first step in cooperation with NATO on European missile defense. • NATO is also developing a command and control network that will allow Allies to link their missile defense assets together, called the Active Layered Theater Ballistic Missile Defense (ALTBMD) program, creating a more efficient architecture. The United States is working to ensure U.S. assets will be interoperable with NATO’s ALTBMD program. NATO is also examining the implications and costs of potentially expanding ALTBMD to include command and control for territorial missile defense. ALTBMD and potential expansions for it would facilitate greater interoperability and shared situational awareness among Allied missile defense assets. In combination, these efforts have helped to generate a significant new level of alliance commitment to missile defense. As a result, there is greater potential for cooperation with NATO on a potential Alliance-wide initiative to protect NATO territory from ballistic missiles. It is important to understand that working to ensure protection of all NATO Allies does not give NATO a “veto” over the protection of the United States and our deployed forces. Interoperability with NATO command and control systems will not diminish our ability to defend U.S. deployed forces, our allies, and our partners.

**AT Ks—Public Discourse Good

Public debate over Japanese missile defense is key to force government accountability, nuclear disarmament and challenging technocratic security domination.

Mitchell 1 (Gordon R., Member of the Center for Strategic and International Studies Working Group on Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia-Pacific Region., Winter “Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous”, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/JapanTMD.pdf)

Evangelista’s analysis of the influence exerted by transnational peace movement activists in the U.S. and Russia during the late 1980s provides one concrete illustration of how energetic dissent can loosen the grip of the Cold War language game. Using what Olson and Goodnight call “discursive oppositional arguments,” American and Soviet anti-nuclear movements linked up to create, in Rita Felski’s terminology, a “counter-public sphere” that rejected the self-reinforcing logic of what Herbert York calls an “internal arms race.”78 Bernd W. Kubbig, of the Peace Research Institute at Frankfurt, Germany, notes that scientists and scholars critical of the arms race “functioned as icebreakers during the Cold War,” working as an “epistemic community” with “an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge.”79 According to Evangelista, the successful efforts of transnational movement allies to shift the terms of public debate through “strategic use of norms, ideas, and information,” created conditions where the superpowers were coaxed to step back from the abyss of nuclear annihilation.80 A similar opportunity presents itself today, with the Japan-U.S. TMD research project still in an embryonic stage. Recent official discourse on this project largely reflects Cold War themes and norms of argumentation. In Japan, Funabashi notes that so far, “government responses to questions on TMD” have been “provided at only a cursory level,” and that the TMD issue “is something that has been discussed only within an extremely small circle of security professionals— the so-called security high priests.”81 However, peace movement advocates in Japan and the U.S. could use the TMD issue to galvanize transnational counter-public spheres, opening up spaces for perennially excluded and co-opted voices to gain traction in public debates on security policy. In such spaces, citizens from both nations could draw upon each other’s experience to shape the tenor and substance of public discourse. In this regard, Americans sorting through the missile defense issue have much to learn from Japanese nuclear abolition advocates, whose passionate opposition to nuclear weaponry is informed by the direct experience of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. According to Joseph Gerson, of the American Friends Service Committee, the “spirit and commitment” of the Japanese hibakusha (nuclear war survivors) are inspiring examples of the “will and steadfastness necessary to force governments to disarm and to return the nuclear genie back to its bottle.”82 As the only nation to have ever been subjected to nuclear attack, Japan brings an important perspective to discussions of international security in a world bristling with weapons of mass destruction. Such perspective can help refocus missile defense debates in constructive ways on both sides of the Pacific. For example, as the recent report of the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-Proliferation recommends, whatever the outcome of pending missile defense deployment decisions, nuclear disarmament should be the top priority in security policy: “Missile defenses should not be seen as an alternative to the norm of nuclear non-proliferation and disarmament.” 83 The report further suggests that it is especially important to maintain this emphasis on disarmament even in the event of affirmative BMD deployment decisions, through establishment of clear exit strategies that codify conditions under which missile defenses would be removed: “Nations would be wise to leave open the possibility that defensive deployments could be scaled back, or even eliminated, if the sources of concern were reduced or removed.”84 In the other direction, Japanese citizens pondering the wisdom of spending billions of yen on American missile defense technology might reach more informed decisions by learning from the experience of American citizens, who have witnessed their government’s numerous (and largely futile) attempts to engineer an effective missile shield since 1944, when the U.S. Army initiated Project Thumper, the nation’s first BMD program. The history of U.S. missile defense is a trail littered with false promises, dashed expectations, and fraudulent science. Americans could do a service to their Japanese counterparts by sharing the details of this history, thereby putting missile defense advocates’ shopworn claim that effective defense is “just around the corner” in proper perspective. To the extent that reciprocal dialogue of this sort carves out deliberative spaces for citizens to participate more critically in public debates over missile defense, it has potential to challenge the hegemonic status of technocratic thinking as the basis of security policy. As security studies scholar Simon Dalby explains, the Cold War produced security discourses that “act to reduce the role of political discussion by recasting political issues in terms of technical problems.” Such discourses “depoliticize issues by involving technical expertise in the place of political decision-making.”85 Today’s arguments for missile defense reflect this Cold War pattern of reasoning, with advocates prescribing the technical solution of defensive weapons as an elixir for the political problem of WMD proliferation. In this context, can dialogue and diplomacy really compete with the rhetorically delicious appeal of the missile defense tech-fix? The answer to this question hinges in large part on the efforts of scientists, scholars, and citizens to develop concrete security frameworks that provide credible alternatives to the technocratic model. One promising initiative in this regard is the “Diplomacy First!” proposal recently announced by the Union of German Scientists (VDW). This proposal is remarkable for the way it indicts American calls for NMD and TMD by developing detailed alternatives for dealing politically with the problem of WMD proliferation. Such alternatives are founded on a “policy of prevention” that seeks to control the spread of arms through means of “institutionalized dialogue.”86 Kubbig’s Modernized, Mutually Minimizing Missile Threat Concept (“Quadruple M-TC”) represents one concrete expression of this strategy for achieving post-Cold War security through diplomacy, rather than technological dominance. Kubbig’s security blueprint may be of particular interest to Japanese officials and citizens, since it draws from recent successes in the North Korean case to illustrate the effectiveness of a CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

AT Ks—Public Discourse Good

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

“Diplomacy First!” approach. Contemporary missile defense discussions are freighted with weighty subtexts that often fail to surface in technically oriented debates conducted in official spheres of deliberation. One such subtext can be cast as a question of governance.87 Should hard choices on nuclear weapons policy be left to the security “high priests,”88 who generally make decisions based on secret data churned through recycled Cold War models? If not, is the vision of a post-Cold War democracy dividend on security policy a workable alternative worth pursuing? These questions signal that missile defense deployment decisions not only present important choices regarding military strategy; as moments of collective judgment, they can also be seen as virtual referenda on the relative merits of technocratic versus democratic forms of governance.

AT: Ks – Public Discourse Good

Public dialogue is key to political accountability – empirically proven

Mitchell 1 (Gordon R., Member of the Center for Strategic and International Studies Working Group on Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia-Pacific Region., Winter “Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous”, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/JapanTMD.pdf)

The legacy of strategic deception in U.S. missile defense advocacy also includes episodes where Pentagon officials have misrepresented the actual purposes of BMD programs, in order to insulate them from political criticism. In 1988, the DOD joined a purely civilian research project on nuclear powered rockets, in order to design launch vehicles that could “carry particle beams, lasers, and homing rockets for missile defense purposes” into space.30 Knowing that “public discussion of the dangers of nuclear-powered rockets would create difficult political and public relations problems,” Pentagon officials hid this program (called Timberwind) in the black budget.31 Subsequently, activist Preston J. Truman videotaped Air Force officials lying blatantly to citizens at a 1991 environmental impact hearing in Utah on the rocket program. As Truman recounts, they “outright lied to the public during hearings and to regional media stating that the proposed nuclear rocket was 100 percent civilian and had no military applications and that there was no relationship whatsoever to the SDI program, while knowing full well this was not the case.”32 A similar example of strategic deception involved U.S. treatment of a highresolution X-band radar based in Vardø, Norway. In late 1998, the DOD quietly dismantled the HAVE STARE radar system based in Vandenburg Air Force Base in California, reassembled it in Vardø, and then renamed it Globus II. When Norwegian journalist Inge Sellevåg asked about the purpose of the Globus II radar, military officials from Norway and the U.S. said that it was deployed to track space debris.33 However, John Pike of the Federation of American Scientists calls this space debris tracking mission “a thin cover story,” given that the powerful radar is one of the few X-band radars in the U.S. arsenal able to provide high resolution early warning data for enemy missile launches.34 Postol, who uncovered internal Pentagon documents demonstrating that the Globus II radar is designed to maximize effectiveness of a NMD system against Russian Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles (ICBMs), bolsters Pike’s suspicions.35 A grasp of the historical patterns of strategic deception employed in U.S. missile defense advocacy is useful for making sense of the Japan-U.S. TMD agreement, since the collaborative research authorized by this agreement paves the way for eventual Japanese purchase of American BMD products. Such a purchase would likely result not only in a substantial transfer of capital and technology, but also export of American rhetorical strategies for marketing BMD systems to Japanese consumers in the executive branch, parliament, and general public. In fact, the secret “High Frontier” planning document anticipates such offshore advocacy efforts, directing U.S. Star Wars stalwarts to reach abroad in their BMD promotion campaigns through recommendations that “the strategy proposed should be appealing to U.S. allies,” and that advocates “should spend a great deal of time trying to get an offshore constituency, particularly the governments of major U.S. allies, the more vocal and outspoken the better.”36 The document further suggests that such foreign marketing should cultivate “a broad political constituency” (including allies such as Israel and Japan) that would “make it impossible to turn off” BMD.37

AT: Ks – Public Discourse Good

Public discourse is key to prevent cover up of faulty BMD systems – causes overconfident foreign policy and miscalculation

Mitchell 1 (Gordon R., Member of the Center for Strategic and International Studies Working Group on Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia-Pacific Region., Winter “Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous”, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/JapanTMD.pdf)

Initially, it is worth noting that many of the same political dynamics that drove previous U.S. deception schemes on missile defense are currently present in the context of Japan-U.S. TMD collaboration. Once a decision is reached to deploy a joint missile defense system, the huge momentum that builds up behind such a project makes it difficult to alter the course of its eventual realization. This is particularly true for Japan, where commentators have noted that TMD has the potential to be the “live coal that will jolt Japan’s defense industry…If Japan does decide to introduce TMD, whether or not defense-related firms become involved in TMD will largely affect their destiny as the budget for armaments for direct use in warfare tapers down.”40 Akira Kato, a defense specialist at Obirin University in Tokyo, puts this more bluntly by stating that a Japanese TMD would have the effect “of keeping Japan’s defense industry going.”41 Days after the Japan-U.S. joint research agreement was announced, The Economist reported that, “the Japanese defense industry is now rubbing its hands in glee at the prospect of being handed even more big and lucrative contracts.”42 In the case of the U.S. Star Wars system, a similar hitching of the financial health of defense contractors to the fate of BMD programs created momentum for far-flung strategic deception schemes, designed to keep the idea of missile defense afloat, even when widespread corruption and incompetence undermined the technical soundness of BMD research efforts. The zeal with which American corporations such as Raytheon, Inc. have pushed the concept of Japanese TMD, coupled with the huge financial windfall awaiting Japanese defense contractors in the event of a major government commitment to missile defense, combine to make conditions ripe for strategic deception in the Japanese context. The historical record indicates that such deception could play out on multiple levels. Using Gulf War deception on Patriot missile accuracy as a template, Japanese and U.S. officials might manufacture exaggerated claims of TMD effectiveness to calm Japanese citizens made nervous by Chinese nuclear saber rattling. Japanese scientists could follow in the footsteps of Edward Teller and manipulate scientific data on missile defense feasibility to win budget appropriations. Or Japanese corporations could copy the TRW, Inc. strategy of silencing and retaliating against in-house whistle-blowers who raise technical concerns that might jeopardize lucrative missile defense contracts. In this vein, the case of former TRW, Inc. senior engineer Dr. Nira Schwartz provides a possible precedent for such a “hush to failure” strategy. Schwartz worked for TRW, Inc. from 1995-1996 on computer software enabling NMD interceptors to discriminate between target missiles and decoys. In documents filed in a Los Angeles federal district court, Schwartz alleges that TRW, Inc. “knowingly made false test plans, test procedures, test reports, and presentations to the United States Government,” then retaliated by firing her when she refused to cover up such fraudulent activity.43 Schwartz’s charges were corroborated by Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) defense and arms control scholar Theodore A. Postol, as well as an official Pentagon investigation conducted by the U.S. Defense Criminal Investigative Services (DCIS), an investigative arm of the DOD Office of the Inspector General.44 When assessing the Japan-U.S. TMD project, citizens interested in government accountability and nuclear safety would do well to put stock in the old aphorism: you can’t judge a book by its cover. If historical trends continue, there is good reason to expect that the official discourse on Japanese TMD will cover up technical failure and disguise politically unpopular missions planned for any joint Japan-U.S. system. There are several negative consequences that could result from such deception. One end result of a politically motivated decision to pursue Japanese TMD, based on doctored scientific data, could be deployment of a deeply flawed missile defense system that is technically bankrupt, yet has an illusory veneer of effectiveness. In addition to the fact that such a fraudulent scheme would sacrifice huge amounts of taxpayer funds at the altar of corporate profit, such a development would present profound security risks of its own. Consider that missile defense advocates point to the possibility of “rogue state blackmail” as an emerging threat justifying rapid pursuit of missile defense. This blackmail scenario envisages major powers embroiled in a diplomatic or military dispute where a socalled state of concern (e.g. North Korea, Iran or Iraq—armed with weapons of mass destruction [WMD]) attempts to exact concessions from wealthy states, by threatening their homelands with long-range rocket attack.45 In such a tragic situation, it is suggested that missile defense would preserve “freedom of movement” to call the state of concern’s bluff. To do this, however, leaders of shielded nations would need to have supreme confidence in their missile defense systems. If such confidence was based on faulty or doctored feasibility data, the stage could be set for a miscalculation of tragic proportions. For example, misplaced faith in a leaky missile defense shield could mistakenly embolden a Japanese president to take diplomatic risks that would recklessly expose thousands (perhaps millions) of civilians to nuclear, chemical, or biological attack.46 Perhaps an even more frightening scenario involves a case where missile defense works—but not for its publicly advertised purpose. The frequent argument that BMD is “purely defensive” belies the fact that much missile defense technology can be used for offensive military missions. Consider that the same missile used as an interceptor in the NTW system, the U.S. Navy Standard Missile-3 (SM-3), can also be outfitted with powerful warheads and used in offensive strikes on land and sea targets. “In a strict definition,” explains Yuan Hong of the Chinese Academy of the Social Scientists, “the TMD is a weapon system with both defensive and offensive capabilities.”47 Such insight is reflected in Newsweek International’s observation that “politicians from Seoul to Surabaya view Tokyo’s new defense debate as a smoke screen for rearmament.”48

AT: Ks – Public Discourse Good

Prevention of public debate causes failure in BMD development and catastrophic miscalculation

Mitchell 1 (Gordon R., Member of the Center for Strategic and International Studies Working Group on Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia-Pacific Region., Winter “Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous”, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/JapanTMD.pdf)

Although Japanese leaders greeted American Star Wars-era missile defense overtures with skepticism, the 1998 launch of a Taepodong missile by North Korea over Japan galvanized political support for TMD in Japan and led eventually to the inking of the August 1999 MOU between Japan and the U.S. Unfortunately, the same threatening environment that drives support for missile defense also provides rationales for public officials to ratchet up secrecy and dodge public accountability, with the explanation that full disclosure of the nature of TMD plans and their lack of scientific basis would give comfort to the enemy. However, this preemption of public debate introduces its own set of security concerns. Excessive secrecy locks in Cold War patterns of public discourse, where defense officials and industry representatives monopolize arguments, sealing their positions with the unassailable proof of classified evidence. Threat assessments drift toward worst-case scenarios generated from simulation and speculation, rather than more sober appraisals of foreign military capabilities and intentions. Military officials who see the idea of public debate as a superfluous luxury skirt critical arguments, removing issues of grave national importance from arenas of democratic deliberation. With these patterns of public argument structuring official missile defense discourse in the U.S. during the past two decades, American citizens have been coaxed to spend billions of dollars for doctored scientific experiments that cover up the technical flaws of ill-conceived BMD initiatives. The recent Japan-U.S. MOU on joint missile defense research clears the way for such strategies to be exported to Japanese public spheres. Export of these patterns of public argument to Japan could potentially produce tragic consequences. Profit-hungry aerospace companies, working with government scientists well-schooled in the art of technical deception, could swell political momentum for deployment of a TMD system that appears flawless, yet is riddled with systemic deficiencies that may only come to light in combat situations. This outcome could invite catastrophic miscalculations in Japanese foreign policy. False confidence in a seemingly impenetrable TMD shield could prompt Japan’s leaders to expect their nation to be protected from enemy rockets in future conflicts, when in fact their level of vulnerability to missile strikes would be much greater than believed. One shudders at the prospect that such a discrepancy between actual and perceived effectiveness of a Japanese TMD system would be brought to light by an actual ICBM launch on a Japanese city. Yet this is precisely the scenario that would seem possible if Japanese leaders embrace the American suggestion that missile defense can be a potent tool of diplomacy in scenarios of rogue state blackmail. In such situations, rather than yielding ground in a diplomatic stalemate, shielded nations would dare a rogue state (or state of concern) to follow through on their promise to launch an ICBM. Bluffing poker players who are forced to show their poor cards after a called bet often lose the hand. Presidents bluffing about the capability of their missile defense systems could lose entire cities.

AT: Ks – Public Discourse Good

Public debate is necessary to pressure policy makers into ending conflict – proven by the Cold War

Mitchell 1 (Gordon R., Member of the Center for Strategic and International Studies Working Group on Theater Missile Defenses in the Asia-Pacific Region., Winter “Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous”, http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/JapanTMD.pdf)

Aside from the fact that revival of this Reagan-style “peace through strength” approach to foreign policy is likely to ignite a cold war-style arms race (rather than force China into making bold military concessions),74 there are basic flaws in the historical premises underlying such a comparison. As the Federation of American Scientists’ John Pike argues, “there is no evidence whatsoever that the Soviet Union materially altered any of its military plans or budgets in response to Star Wars. It is ludicrous to even suggest that a system that survived the onslaught of Hitler’s legions would implode in the face of a pile of viewgraphs and a few special effects tricks.”75 There were many other historical currents at work that accounted for the draw down in superpower tensions prior to the fall of the Berlin Wall. Matthew Evangelista, a professor of government at Cornell University, notes that two such factors were peace movement pressure and transnational scientific dialogue. Even with some of the freeze movement’s popular appeal defused by Star Wars, the combination of residual movement pressure and international scientific exchanges combined to create the conditions necessary for the end of superpower hostilities. These insights challenge the veracity of “Reagan victory school” narratives based purely on celebration of brute “peace through strength” logic. In fact, Evangelista’s careful historical analysis reveals that transnational peace movement activism was perhaps the primary factor driving official decisions by both superpowers to back away from the nuclear brink. In addition to coordination of specific policy initiatives, the transnational network of U.S. and Soviet disarmament supporters also worked together to create an overall atmosphere conducive to restraint on each side…The warming of U.S.-Soviet relations would not have been possible had Reagan not been pushed by the U.S. peace movement to address the threat of nuclear war…U.S. and Soviet members of the transnational scientists’ movement all considered Star Wars a dangerous waste of money, but they did not want it to stand in the way of negotiating deep reductions in nuclear forces. The Americans kept their Soviet colleagues apprised of the fate of SDI in congressional deliberations, the astronomical cost estimates, and the technical critiques. They managed to persuade Gorbachev, sometimes in direct discussion, that the Soviet Union should ‘unlink’ the signing of a strategic weapons reduction treaty from U.S. pursuit of SDI.76 Today, the ominous specter of a deliberate nuclear first-strike by the Soviet Union no longer sustains the climate of fear that made Cold War-style “duck and cover” drills part of daily routines in American schools. Yet other features of the Cold War are recycled through contemporary U.S. military initiatives such as BMD, which are buoyed by enemy threat inflation, insulated from scrutiny by secrecy, and function primarily to line the pockets of defense contractors and swell the campaign war chests of hawkish politicians. The interlocking constellation of military, economic, and political interests that sustains Cold War policies in 21st century America is a formidable force. One of the most significant ways that cold warriors maintain control over foreign policy decision-making is by dominating military debates in the official public sphere. Advocates of massive defense spending dictate ground rules for argumentation, control the agenda for discussion, and co-opt critical themes raised by dissenters.

**AT: Politics

Plan Popular - Dems

Democrats love the plan – they hate BMD spending


Sieff 6 (Martin, Nov 20, “US, Japan Boost BMD Cooperation”, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/US_Japan_Boost_BMD_Cooperation_999.html)

The United States and Japan are going to accelerate their BMD cooperation, Japan's foreign minister said. Japanese Foreign Minister Taro Aso told reporters in Hanoi Thursday that he and U.S. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice had agreed to speed up the already close cooperation on ballistic missile defense between their two countries in order to boost regional security in Northeast Asia, the Kyodo news agency reported. Aso and Rice met privately during the annual Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum in the Vietnamese capital, the report said. Aso's statement confirms previous indications that, as previously predicted in UPI's BMD Focus column, new Japanese Prime Minister Shinzo Abe is determined to maintain and even expand the far-reaching agreements on BMD cooperation that his predecessor, Junichiro Koizumi, made with the United States. Abe's statement will be especially welcome news for Boeing, Raytheon, Lockheed Martin and the other main U.S. defense contractors on BMD. With the opposition Democrats taking over control of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives in the Nov. 7 U.S. midterm elections, the Bush administration is expected to face pressure to cut costs and tighten spending on BMD.

Plan Popular - GOP

GOP would support the plan – saves money and reduces deficit

Garofalo 10 (Pat, July 8th, “Conservatives Profess Support For Defense Budget Cuts, But Still Want Weapons The Pentagon Calls Unnecessary”, http://thinkprogress.org/2010/07/08/isakson-palin-defens/)

With the country facing unsustainable long-term structural deficits in the coming years, more and more lawmakers have been willing to broach the once untouchable subject of cutting defense spending to save money. House Majority Leader Steny Hoyer (D-MD) said a few weeks ago that “any conversation about the deficit that leaves out defense spending is seriously flawed before it begins.” Rep. Paul Ryan (R-WI) added that “there are billions of dollars of waste you can get out of the Pentagon, lots of procurement waste. We’re buying some weapons systems I would argue you don’t need anymore.” Sen. Johnny Isakson (R-GA) tried to sing the right notes yesterday, saying with regard to defense spending that “there are savings everywhere. We should be looking, as a Congress, toward finding savings.” However, Isakson that bristled at the notion that a program the Pentagon has repeatedly said it doesn’t want should be cut: One expenditure, the second engine for the F-35 program, did receive Isakson’s support. Secretary of Defense Robert Gates has recommended President Obama veto any defense spending bill that includes funding of the second engine. “The second engine makes sense from a standpoint of having a redundant system to protect the aircraft,” he said. Gates has called the second engine “costly and unnecessary,” while U.S. Air Force Secretary Michael Donley has referred to it as “another rock” on top of the F-35 program. Isakson is hardly alone in paying lip service to cutting defense spending while opposing actual cuts in weapons systems that no one wants. Rep. Mike Pence (R-IN) has said “if we are going to put our fiscal house in order, everything has to be on the table. We have to be willing to look at domestic spending, we have to be able to look at entitlements, and we have to look at defense.” But Pence also supports the second engine.

Plan Popular – Bipartisan

Cuts in missile defense are bipartisan – empirics.

ACT 3 (Arms Control Today, September, “Missile Defense Funding Eases Through Congress”, http://www.armscontrol.org/node/3266)

Legislators agreed upon significant cuts to the Pentagon’s $301 million request to develop, in part, a common interceptor to be launched from a variety of platforms to destroy ballistic missiles minutes after they are fired. The House basically halved the request for this new boost-phase interceptor, and the Senate reduced it by more than two-thirds. Both bodies also reduced funding for researching general missile defense hardware and software. The Senate exacted nearly $87 million in cuts and the House $63 million. A House report justifying the reductions stated that “it is not clear what activities, levels of effort, or deliverables warrant the level of funding proposed.”

Plan Popular – Generic

Plan popular – lawmakers hate excessive costs in the MDA budget 

Grossman 8 (Elaine, Global Security Newswire, 11/4, “Congress chides U.S. Missile Defense management”, http://www.govexec.com/dailyfed/1108/110408gsn1.htm)

Lawmakers scolded the Missile Defense Agency for a number of management problems and trimmed its budget in a recently enacted fiscal 2009 appropriations bill. The appropriations bill criticized several aspects of missile defense operations, including funding priorities in the MDA budget request, flight-test delays and cancellations, and the availability of target missiles for use in testing. Overall, Congress gave $9.02 billion to the Defense Department's missile defense arm for the new fiscal year, a figure that largely satisfied agency advocates. "The reduction was only $320.6 million out of a $9.3 billion request," MDA spokesman Rick Lehner told Global Security Newswire last week. While some missile defense projects saw their annual budgets decreased, "the programs all were funded [at some level] ... so we were pleased," he said. However, others characterized the level of funding as excessive. "It's too much money for missile defense," said John Isaacs, executive director of the Council for a Livable World. He said that despite billions of dollars in annual funding, long-range defense systems that receive the bulk of MDA money have not yet proven technically feasible at intercepting a complex attack. Such attacks could include decoys or other countermeasures aimed at confusing missile defense sensors.

**AT: T
AT: T – Presence (Counter-Interpretation Options)

Military presence consists of training foreign militaries, improving interoperability, visibly demonstrating US commitment, defending allies and positioning capable US military assets – the plan meets it

Thomason et al 2 (Project Leader, Institute for Defense Analysis (James, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD,” July, http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.122.1144&rep=rep1&type=pdf)

WHAT IS OVERSEAS MILITARY PRESENCE? Our working definition of US overseas military presence is that it consists of all the US military assets in overseas areas that are engaged in relatively routine, regular, non-combat activities or functions.1 By this definition, forces that are located overseas may or may not be engaging in presence activities. If they are engaging in combat (such as Operation Enduring Freedom), or are involved in a one-time non-combat action (such as an unscheduled carrier battle group deployment from the United States aimed at calming or stabilizing an emerging crisis situation), then they are not engaging in presence activities. Thus, an asset that is located (or present) overseas may or may not be “engaged in presence activities,” may or may not be “doing presence.” We have thus far defined presence activities chiefly in “negative” terms—what they are not. In more positive terms, what exactly are presence activities, i.e., what do presence activities actually entail doing? Overseas military presence activities are generally viewed as a subset of the overall class of activities that the US government uses in its efforts to promote important military/security objectives [Dismukes, 1994]. A variety of recurrent, overseas military activities are normally placed under the “umbrella” concept of military presence. These include but are not limited to US military efforts overseas to train foreign militaries; to improve inter-operability of US and friendly forces; to peacefully and visibly demonstrate US commitment and/or ability to defend US interests; to gain intelligence and familiarity with a locale; to conduct peacekeeping activities; and to position relevant, capable US military assets such that they are likely to be available sooner rather than later in case an evolving security operation or contingency should call for them.2 

AT: T -  Presence – We Meet

Military presence includes improving allies’ defense capabilities

Department of Defense 95 (http://www.dod.mil/execsec/adr95/appendix_j.html)
Military assistance is a valuable instrument of U.S. national security and foreign policy. It helps friends and allies deter and defend against aggression and contributes to sharing the common defense burden. Military assistance is a range of programs that enable friends and allies to acquire U.S. equipment, services, and training for legitimate self-defense and for participation in multinational security efforts, such as coalition warfare. Military assistance promotes overseas presence and peacetime engagement by improving the defense capabilities of allies and friends, while demonstrating U.S. commitment to defend common interests. Adequate military capability among allies decreases the likelihood that U.S. forces will be necessary if conflict arises and raises the odds that U.S. forces will find a relatively favorable situation should a U.S. response be required. As an integral part of peacetime engagement, military assistance programs contribute to U.S. national security by enhancing deterrence, encouraging defense responsibility sharing among allies and friends, supporting U.S. readiness, and encouraging interoperability among potential coalition partners. Military assistance enhances U.S. national security by sustaining and adapting vital U.S. security relationships that reduce regional tensions and promote regional stability. Programs under military assistance include Foreign Military Sales (FMS), Foreign Military Financing (FMF), International Military Education and Training (IMET), Military-to-Military Contact Programs (MMCP), Voluntary Peacekeeping Operations (PKO), emergency drawdowns of defense inventories, and grants of Excess Defense Articles (EDA). The structure of each program provides the capability to respond to the needs of foreign friends and allies by addressing their security concerns while supporting U.S. armed forces and promoting U.S. foreign policy and national security interests.

Overseas military presence includes arms sales and military to military contacts

National Security Strategy 95 (The White House, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nss/nss-95.pdf)

Overseas Presence The need to deploy U.S. military forces abroad in peacetime is also an important factor in determining our overall force structure. We will maintain robust overseas presence in several forms, such as permanently stationed forces and prepositioned equipment, deployments and combined exercises, port calls and other force visits, as well as military-to military contacts. These activities provide several benefits. Specifically they: 10 o Gave form and substance to our bilateral and multilateral security commitments. o Demonstrate our determination to defend U.S. and allied interests in critical regions, deterring hostile nations from acting contrary to those interests. o Provide forward elements for rapid response in crises as well as the bases, ports and other infrastructure essential for deployment of U.S.-based forces by air, sea and land. o Enhance the effectiveness of coalition operations, including peace operations, by improving our ability to operate with other nations. o Allow the United States to use its position of trust to prevent the development of power vacuums and dangerous arms races, thereby underwriting regional stability by precluding threats to regional security. o Facilitate regional integration, since nations that may not be willing to work together in our absence may be willing to coalesce around us in a crisis. o Promote an international security environment of trust, cooperation, peace and stability, which is fundamental to the vitality of developing democracies and free market economies for America's own economic well-being and security. Through training programs, combined exercises, military contacts, interoperability and shared defense with potential coalition partners, as well as security assistance programs that include judicious foreign military sales, we can strengthen the local self-defense capabilities of our friends and allies. Through active participation in regional security dialogues, we can reduce regional tensions, increase transparency in armaments and improve our bilateral and multilateral cooperation. By improving the defense capabilities of our friends and demonstrating our commitment to defend common interests, these activities enhance deterrence, encourage responsibility-sharing on the part of friends and allies, decrease the likelihood that U.S. forces will be necessary if conflict arises and raise the odds that U.S. forces will find a relatively favorable situation should a U.S. response be required. 

Includes military to military and equipment – this is the most predictable because it’s from the QDR

Weeks and Meconis 99 (National War College, faculty graduate and military professor, Faculty of Strategy and Joint Military Operations (Dec 1988-July 1990) The American University: Ph.D., International Studies (1977) University of Madrid, Spain: Olmsted Scholar, Doctoral courses in Political Science/Post-Master’s in Latin American Studies (1974-1976) The American University: M.A., International Studies (1974) U.S. Naval Academy: B.S., Foreign Affairs (1970). As a member of the National War College Strategy Department faculty, Dr. Weeks developed and led the core course on Strategic Planning and Resource Allocation, and created a new course on the Mediterranean and NATO's Southern Region (including North Africa/Islamic issues). The armed forces of the USA in the Asia-Pacific region, p. 43)

Concerning US defense strategy and force structure, the 1995 national security strategy reaffirmed the conclusions reached by the 1993 Bottom-Up Review. 'Win two nearly simultaneous major regional contingencies' remained the strategy. With regard to force structure the strategy declared that: The President has set forth a defense budget for Fiscal Years 1996-2001 that funds the force structure recommended by the (Bottom-Up) Review, and he repeatedly stressed that he will draw the line against further cuts that would undermine that force structure or erode US military readiness.u An overseas presence of US military forces was strongly sup- ported, but the definition of 'presence' was expanded to include permanently stationed forces and prepositioned equipment, deployments and combined exercises, port calls and other force visits, as well as military-to-military contacts."

Missile Defense = Military Presence

Missile defense is considered formal US military presence – Europe proves

Hildreth and Ek 9 (Steven A, Specialist in Missile Defense and Carl, Specialist in International Relations, September 23, “Long-Range Ballistic Missile Defense in Europe”, Congressional Research Service, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL34051.pdf)

Some proponents of the proposed GMD European capability system asserted that cooperation would have helped consolidate bilateral relations with the United States. In Poland in parhticular there is a sense, based in part on historical experience, that the United States is the only major ally that can be relied upon. Therefore, some Poles argue, it would be beneficial to strengthen the relationship by becoming an important U.S. partner through joining the missile defense system. In addition, some Czechs and Poles believe that the missile defense sites would become a prestigious symbol of the two countries’ enhanced role in defending Europe. Some would argue that the Czechs and the Poles see this formal U.S. military presence as an ultimate security guarantee against Russia; when asked shortly before Poland’s October 21, 2007, parliamentary elections about the missile defense issue, former Prime Minister Kaczynski singled out Russia as a threat.57

BMD is part of our presence realignment strategy.

Kyodo News 6, ("2ND LD: U.S. to deploy PAC-3 missile interceptors in Okinawa from August," July 20, The Free Library – Farlex)

In an agreement reached between Japan and the United States in May on the realignment of the U.S. military presence in Japan, the U.S. government said it would deploy PAC-3 missile interceptors at U.S. military facilities in Japan and make them operational at the earliest possible time. The PAC-3 system is designed to intercept incoming ballistic missiles in their final phase, after they have reentered the Earth's atmosphere and have descended to altitudes of just over a dozen kilometers and before they reach their targets on the ground, the officials said. The interceptors, which are said to have a firing range of around 20 kilometers, would destroy their targets by impact and carry no explosives, they said. As part of efforts to build ballistic missile defense capabilities in Japan with the cooperation of the United States, Japan's Defense Agency also plans to deploy the Self-Defense Forces' first PAC-3 missile interceptors by next March, the officials said. Tokyo and Washington are proceeding with setting up a two-step missile defense system in Japan in which an incoming ballistic missile is dealt with by first firing a Standard Missile-3 interceptor from a destroyer at sea when the missile is still outside the atmosphere, and if that fails, firing the PAC-3 interceptor.

AT: T – Substantial

The plan is a substantial shift in military presence – changes the whole Japanese alliance

Rubinstein 7 (Gregg A, US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects, September 5, This paper was presented to the Center for Pacific Asia Studies (CPAS) at Stockholm University, and will be published in the Stockholm Journal of East Asian Studies, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf)

This is the ‘default’ path to future US-Japan missile defense cooperation. Here, all parties would proceed on established tracks to implement current programs, accomplishment of which would in itself be a substantial achievement. However, political and bureaucratic agendas limit the extent of future integration on BMD activities. Budgetary problems, or resistance to compromising national programs, will make some tasks simply ‘too hard’ to see through. Can missile defense continue to “lead the way” on defense cooperation between the US and Japan? There can be little question that US-Japan interaction on BMD has been critical to transition from a relatively passive security relationship to a more proactive alliance. From the perspective of capabilities development and operational activities, missile defense has energized engagement between US and Japanese defense institutions to the point where it is almost self-sustaining. Only a major shift in alliance relations would derail the process of BMD cooperation now established. Still, the degree of US-Japan interaction – as summarized in the ‘integrated’ and ‘default’ paths described above – remains uncertain as both countries continue to seek their way through untravelled territory.
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