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Plan Text---Preliminary 

Plan text: The United States federal government should end cooperation with Japan over ballistic missile defense arms sales

***Inherency/Uniqueness***

Inherency---Cooperation Now---SM-3 Block 2A 

The US and Japan are currently cooperating on new missile defense technology
GSN 10 (Global Security Newswire, 4/23, “Japan, U.S. to Continue Missile Defense Collaboration”, http://gsn.nti.org/gsn/nw_20100422_3615.php, AV) 

 Japan is still dedicated to developing an upgraded version of the Standard Missile 3 interceptor with the United States, Reuters reported Wednesday (see GSN, Dec. 15, 2009). "They have indicated that they are in full support and their commitments are solid," said U.S. Missile Defense Agency chief Lt. Gen. Patrick O'Reilly, who held multiple assessments of the program with Japanese officials since the left-of-center Democratic Party of Japan assumed power last summer. Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's administration reportedly intends to slash the country's overall missile defense spending. Japan has put more than $1 billion into the continuing effort to develop the SM-3 Block IIA interceptor with U.S. defense contractor Raytheon Co., according to MDA spokesman Rick Lehner. The weapon is intended to have improved speed, flight distance and ability to overcome missile defense countermeasures, and to be deployable on land as well as on naval vessels. The United States plans to field the system in Europe by 2018 as a hedge against Iranian missiles. By 2020, the United States plans to field the SM-3 Block IIB interceptor along its East Coast to guard against potential Iranian long-range missiles. The interceptor would be capable of reaching higher speeds than the SM-3 Block IIA. Flight testing of the Block IIA missile is scheduled to begin in 2014, followed by a intercept exercise in 2015. "Within the next year, we will begin our discussions on production arrangements between the United States and Japan," O'Reilly told lawmakers. The Obama administration intends by 2015 to purchase 436 current-model SM-3 interceptors as well as 431 Terminal High-Altitude Area Defense systems, and to have 38 missile defense warships, Reuters reported (Jim Wolf, Reuters, April 21).

Japan is cooperating on research for new BMD with the US now

Toki 8 (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, “Under Fukuda, Japan Accelerates Ballistic Missile Defense Cooperation with the United States”, February, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I22/I22_EA5_JapanAcceleratesBMD.htm, AV) 

Since North Korea’s test of a Taepodong-1 ballistic missile overflew Japan in August 1998, Japan has cooperated with the United States on the research, development, and initial deployment of a ballistic missile defense (BMD) system. The Japanese Cabinet officially endorsed the decision to develop missile defense systems in December 2003, and in 2006, Japan expedited its BMD efforts in response to North Korea’s July 2006 missile tests and October 2006 nuclear test. (For more on the history of Japan-U.S. BMD collaboration see, “Japan Takes Steps to Integrate with U.S. Ballistic Missile Defense,” WMD Insights, July/August 2007.) In December 2007, U.S.-Japan BMD cooperation reached a new milestone when the Japanese Maritime Self- Defense Force (MSDF) successfully conducted its first missile intercept test. The test also indicated that Japan’s new Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda may be as strong a supporter of BMD as his predecessor, Shinzo Abe, who resigned in September 2007. Abe had been vigorously advocating the revision or reinterpretation of Article 9 of Japan’s constitution in order to allow Japan to deploy a more extensive BMD system and to cooperate more fully in collective self-defense with the United States. Fukuda, while not as vocal on these issues, has continued to accelerate the deployment of BMD systems and push for closer security cooperation with Washington. (Most recently, he promoted the Diet’s January 11 passage of a bill to extend the Anti-Terrorism Special Measures Law to allow the Japanese MSDF to continue its refueling mission in the Indian Ocean, as part of the U.S.-led war in Afghanistan.) [1] While Fukuda is continuing Japan’s push toward a more robust BMD system, BMD faces on-going opposition in Japan, based both on its costs and its potential to roil relations with China. 

US and Japan are working on the SM-3 now – implicates Japan’s constitution

Toki 8 (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, “Under Fukuda, Japan Accelerates Ballistic Missile Defense Cooperation with the United States”, February, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I22/I22_EA5_JapanAcceleratesBMD.htm, AV)
However, Fukuda may not be able to avoid more active engagement on the collective self-defense issue for long. Currently, the Japanese and U.S. governments are jointly developing an advanced version of the Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) Block II A missile to improve its defensive capabilities against longer-range missiles, such as the Taepodong. [6] The new SM-3 is scheduled to be available by 2014. If Japan decides to deploy the advanced version of the SM-3, in addition to the current version, theoretically, Japan would also have the capability to intercept a missile heading for the United States. Thus, the decision to deploy the advanced SM-3 version would rekindle the debate over Article 9. [7]

Inherency---Japanese Military Spending 

Japan is at a military spending crossroads – BMD success will be the key determining factor
Kawasaki 10 (Akira, ASIAN PERSPECTIVE, Vol. 33, No. 4, May 10, pp. 129-146, “JAPAN’S MILITARY SPENDING AT A CROSSROADS”, www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads, AV)

It is not easy to predict Japan’s future path. The outlines of Japan’s security policy—the realignment of the U.S. forces in Japan, BMD, space development, and the demands of the business sector—were all established during the Bush-Koizumi era. The Obama and Hatoyama administrations might uphold this new status quo, or they might set off in very different directions. The Hatoyama government is, for now, buying time before making any major decisions on basic security policy. Under the previous government of Aso Taro, a report by an advisory panel to the prime minister on Japan’s future security was presented in June 2008. The key thrust of this panel was to change constitutional interpretation in order to allow the exercise of the right to collective self-defense. This report was essentially the supreme expression of the “defense reform” built by the Bush and Koizumi regimes.25 According to this plan, revision of the National Defense Program Guidelines and the Mid-Term Defense Program were also planned for the end of 2009. However, Prime Minister Hatoyama decided to postpone revision of defense policy by one year. He has also announced the establishment of a new panel of experts. Currently, the United States spends 42 percent of the $1.46 trillion dollars of annual global military expenditures, and East Asia is responsible for 13 percent. Furthermore, military expenditure in East Asia is increasing at a speed which is pronounced even on an international scale. East Asia, home to an enormous U.S. military presence, is becoming the world’s largest weapons market. Japan has considerable latent potential to contribute to the freezing and reduction of regional, and global, military expenditures. Although Japan’s military expenditures remain quite high by global standards, Japan could set an important example for other countries by not increasing this amount and remaining within a standard of less than 1 percent of the GDP. The key issue is whether Japan will continue to develop high- tech military technology relating to BMD or not. The Japanese government and the Japanese public must answer a set of questions connected to these systems. Do they really function? What exactly is this system trying to protect, and from what? Is Japanese industry and technology just being mobilized in order to assume the place of U.S. defense? Is there a calm, efficient, and alternative method to removing the missile threat other than develop- ing intercepting missiles?
Uniqueness---Japanese BMD Push Now

Japan is moving towards missile defense now
Kawasaki & Feffer 10 [Akira, Foreign Policy In Focus writer, John, author of several books and numerous articles. He has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee. He has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul in July 2001 and delivered lectures at a variety of academic institutions including New York University, Hofstra, Union College, Cornell University, and Sofia University, May 10, "Japan's Military Spending At A Crossroads", http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads]
But so far, despite all of these efforts to cut spending, the government continues to treat one sector as “untouchable.” Japan’s military expenditures remain beyond criticism and serious revision. Japan’s Military Budget In 2009, Japan’s military budget was 4.774 trillion yen. This represents 0.94 percent of Japan’s GDP and 9.2 percent of the central government budget. According to the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI), Japan’s military spending in 2008 was $46.3 billion, making it the seventh-largest military spender after the United States, China, France, the United Kingdom, Russia, and Germany. During the past decade, Japan’s military expenditures have largely remained at the same level or even decreased slightly. In 1999, for instance, the total was 4.932 trillion yen, and the budget has remained flat or declined at around one percent or less a year. The expenditure has been within 0.9 percent and 0.99 percent of the GDP, just short of the cap of one percent that has been the informal limit the Japanese government has adhered to since 1967. The ratio of military expenditures to general policy spending (the government budget) has also slightly declined, from 10.5 percent in 1999 to the current 9.2 percent. In the past ten years, military expenditures in the whole East Asia region have increased by more than 55 percent. The major cause for this is the expansion of China’s military spending, which is estimated to have tripled during the past decade. In recent years Japanese military expenditure was sometimes the third or fourth largest in the world, but in comparison to China’s marked increase, Japan’s ranking has dropped. Meanwhile, South Korea’s military expenditures, which ranked eleventh in the world in 2008, have almost doubled in the past ten years. In a breakdown of Japan’s 2009 military budget, Self-Defense Force (SDF) salaries comprised 44 percent; purchase of equipment including weapons, aircraft, and ships made up 17 percent; research and development 2.5 percent; base-related costs (including the burden of maintaining U.S. forces stationed in Japan), 9 percent; and other costs related to the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, 1.5 percent. The breakdown of equipment purchases comes to $1.6 billion for aircraft, $1.9 billion for ships, $1 billion for missiles, $1.1 billion for firearms and vehicles, and $1.2 billion for ammunition. Particular importance has been placed on the modernization of the Air Self-Defense Force’s F-15 fighter planes and the upgrade of warning and surveillance radars. In addition, the government allocated around $1.1 billion for “dealing with ballistic missile attacks” and around $600 million toward “efforts for development and use of space” for the purpose of “enhancing operational infrastructure” of the ballistic missile defense (BMD) system. 
Uniqueness---Japanese BMD Push Now---Political Support

Japan is pushing BMD now - constitutionality is irrelevant and politicians support it
Toki 9 [Reporter @ Bulletin of the atomic scientists, January 16, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/missile-defense-japan]
Despite its avowed pacifist security policy, Japan has cooperated with the United States on missile defense since the 1980s.Some in Japan would like to alter the country's laws further to allow for an even stronger missile defense cooperative with the United States. Naturally, China is watching this alliance carefully, warning that it could lead to regional instability and a renewed arms race in East Asia.

Japanese security policy is at a crossroads, shifting from a traditional pacifist security policy to a more assertive security policy. As part of this shift, Tokyo is steadily moving toward the deployment of a more robust missile defense system, which the Japanese government doesn't think contradicts the country's "exclusively defensive defense" policy anyway. And while the debate about U.S. missile defense installations in Eastern Europe remains contentious, in East Asia, political debate about missile defense installations in Japan seems to be fading away.

Under Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, U.S.-Japanese security ties were enhanced post-9/11. His friendship with President George W. Bush also augmented the two countries' bond. As such, it was under Koizumi that Japan officially decided to deploy missile defense in collaboration with the United States. In fact, Koizumi made missile defense a cornerstone of the country's security policy. He wasn't alone in this thinking; many Japanese government officials perceive missile defense as a more realistic option in responding to regional threats such as North Korea's nuclear and missile programs. In addition, Japan's 2004 National Defense Guidelines, for the first time, stated concerns over China's military modernization. History of missile defense in Japan

U.S.-Japanese cooperation on missile defense dates back to the 1980s and the Reagan administration's Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI). At that time, Japan's participation in SDI was merely symbolic of U.S.-Japanese security cooperation and helpful to mitigate economic and trade disputes with Washington. This changed in August 1998 when North Korea tested its Taepodong-1 ballistic missile. Even for the Japanese people, who are generally considered pacifists post-World War II, the Taepodong-1 flying over their heads was an alarming wake-up call. Immediately afterward, Tokyo joined Washington in cooperative research and development of a ballistic missile defense system. On the basis of seemingly positive results of missile defense tests and the U.S. decision to deploy an initial national missile defense capability in December 2002, the Japanese government determined that ballistic missile defense had high technological feasibility. In addition, the revelation that North Korea had continued its work on nuclear weapons development and Pyongyang's subsequent withdrawal from the NPT in 2003 convinced Tokyo to officially acquire a ballistic missile defense capability. Thus, on December 19, 2003, it issued the cabinet decision "On Introduction of Ballistic Missile Defense System and Other Measure." Ever since, establishing a robust missile defense system has been a top national security priority. To implement its new agenda, Tokyo altered its National Defense Program Guidelines in 2005 to indicate that the country's Three Principles on Arms Export and related provisions could be modified as necessary for the deployment of ballistic missile defense. The "Three Principles," a hallmark of Japan's pacifism policy, long barred Tokyo from jointly developing and producing weapons or transferring weapon parts to foreign countries, including the United States.

Uniqueness---Japanese BMD Push Now---Lobbyists 
Japan is pushing towards constitutional change dealing with arms sale and BMD development - lobbyists are pushing it

Kawasaki & Feffer 10 [Akira, Foreign Policy In Focus writer, John, author of several books and numerous articles. He has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee. He has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul in July 2001 and delivered lectures at a variety of academic institutions including New York University, Hofstra, Union College, Cornell University, and Sofia University, May 10, "Japan's Military Spending At A Crossroads", http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads]
Within this paper, Keidanren proposed amending Article 9 of the Japanese constitution—particularly the second clause that prohibits the maintenance of armed forces—and “clarifying the maintenance of the Self-Defense Forces” as well as “making clear that Japan can cooperate with activities that contribute to international peace, in partnership with the international community.”At the same time, it proposed a change in the current interpretation of the constitution whereby Japan cannot exercise the right to collective self-defense, as this “denies activities to support allies, and is holding back steps towards the realization of Japan as a state which can be trusted and respected by the international community.” These positions of Japan’s business community must be understood within the contemporary context of global developments in the military industry. In this age, integration of the military industry beyond national borders is accelerating. Within the high-tech and information and communication fields, the boundary between military and civil technology is becoming more and more ambiguous. Demands for the amendment of Article 9 of Japan’s constitution led by the business community are not a revival of militaristic rhetoric but rather a strategy to develop a competitive industry within the global economy. The two substantive demands are for the promotion of military-civil integrated space development and an end to the ban on arms exports. Central to these demands is the removal of laws and legal interpretations limiting the Self-Defense Force’s international activities—to be more specific, integrated operations with the U.S. military—and this includes legalizing the right to exercise collective self-defense. Keidanren not only repeatedly lobbied for the legislation of the Basic Law of Outer Space but also, after the law’s enactment, actively lobbied for the formulation of a Basic Plan for Space Policy based on the new law. Subsequently formulated in June 2009, the Basic Plan for Space Policy included the “promotion of new space development uses” in the security field, such as information-gathering and warning and surveillance, positioning the space industry as a “21st Century strategic industry,” and calling for the industry’s strengthened international competitiveness. It also provides an adequate budget for this purpose. However, in its current difficult financial situation, the government has been careful to stress the need for “balance” and “streamlining” with other state policies. Industry Response to the Arms Exports Ban Japan has a unique policy that bans arms exports under the so-called Three Principles on Arms Exports. The Three Principles began as a policy in 1967 that banned the export of arms to communist bloc countries, countries subject to arms exports embargo under UN resolutions, and countries involved in or likely to be involved in international conflicts.  In 1976, the government widened this principle to ban arms exports more generally by announcing that it would also “refrain” from exporting arms to all other countries as well.  This policy is based on the pacifism of the Japanese constitution and the position of not contributing to international conflicts. In 1983, however, based on the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, the Japanese government decided that the provision of arms technology to the U.S. military would be an exception to this principle. Furthermore in 2005, at the commencement of the U.S.-Japan joint development of BMD systems, Tokyo decided that exports in the field of BMD would also be an exception. Major industry figures continue to call for the further easing of the Three Principles on Arms Exports. In the current situation, the destination for equipment developed by Japanese corporations involved in military armaments is limited to the Japanese government.  However, as the government is tending toward containing military expenditures, the amount of purchases is limited, and thus an increase in prices is unavoidable. In other industrialized countries, including the United States and the European Union, the arms industry works toward cost reductions through joint international development, while undertaking a process of large-scale mergers and restructuring. The Japanese business community, trying to keep up with such trends, is aiming for a “strengthening of international competitiveness.” It advocates reconsideration of the Three Principles and reform of arms procurements. Also, the United States is pushing the agenda forward, as seen in Defense Secretary Robert Gates' recent request for Japan to relax the Three Principles to export anti-missile interceptors to Europe.

***Solvency***

Solvency---Ending Cooperation
Obama should stop missile defense cooperation with Japan
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, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, January 16, “Missile defense in Japan”, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/missile-defense-japan, AV) 

The current security environment in East Asia and the Bush administration's interest in missile defense have helped bring the U.S.-Japanese missile defensive cooperative to where it stands today. That said, President-elect Barack Obama has a different view on missile defense; moreover, he has repeatedly stated that strengthening the nonproliferation regime should be a priority. Thus, it's likely that changes in U.S. security priority will alter Japanese missile defense plans somewhat. Nonetheless, Japan's already scheduled system deployment date of 2011 probably will be met. More generally, a robust Japanese missile defense capability isn't conducive to sustainable peace in East Asia. That's why it's particularly important that Japan and the United States avoid building a structure that looks confrontational to China, which would obviously decrease stability in the region. Therefore, President-elect Obama should shift U.S.-Japanese security cooperation to matters of arms control and nonproliferation while inviting other countries in the region such as China to join in this endeavor.

The US should end cooperation with Japan on BMD in order to meet MTCR regulations

Tong and Bin 8 (Zhao, research staff member of the Foreign Affairs Office and Li, Professor of International Relations and Deputy Dean of the Department of International Relations at Tsinghua University, The Chinese Journal of International Politics 2008 2(1):5-38, “Is the United States Complying with MTCR Rules?”, http://cjip.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/full/2/1/5, AV) 

The United States’ attitude in regard to the MTCR imbues the following implications: First, it reduces the credibility of the MTCR. As one of the founders and main supporters of the MTCR, the United States’ lack of intent to engage in its strict implementation reduces confidence in the regime. Consequently, in the event of other members, or even non-members, of the MTCR engaging in export behaviour that violates the MTCR, the regime lacks the public credibility and confidence necessary to block or punish such behaviour. Second, the said attitude on the part of United States has a negative effect on efforts to stem missile proliferation in the international community. The United States’ export and technology transfer behaviour, manifest in its above mentioned actions, inhibits efforts to prevent other countries from engaging in similar MTCR infringements. This, in turn, hinders the MTCR in its intended function of stemming the proliferation of missiles, and has negative impact on its overall effectiveness. A notable example is the current proposal by members of the US-led MTCR of an International Code of Conduct (ICOC) in the interests of combating ballistic missile proliferation. This is regarded as a pioneering effort in the area of international missile non-proliferation. But the United States’ own behaviour as regards violating MTCR regulations undoubtedly causes misgivings in other nations, which casts a shadow on the effectiveness of the ICOC programme, and indeed all efforts towards missile non-proliferation. Third, the US attitude constitutes a threat to China's security environment. The United States should not cooperate with Japan in the research and development of ballistic missile defence systems, much less deploy such systems on Japanese territory, according to MTCR regulations. The joint research, development and deployment of missile defence systems so far conducted by the United States is detrimental to regional strategic stability and has a negative impact on China's national security. Finally, the United States has for the past few years sought to gain China's entry into the MTCR, and China has expressed willingness to become a MTCR member. The United States’ negative conduct and attitude, however, potentially weakens the Chinese government's confidence in the MTCR, influencing China's missile non-proliferation policies.

Solvency---U.S. Key to Japanese BMD

Plan eliminates Japan’s BMD capabilities – the US is essential for future development
Toki 8 (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, “Under Fukuda, Japan Accelerates Ballistic Missile Defense Cooperation with the United States”, February, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I22/I22_EA5_JapanAcceleratesBMD.htm, AV)
The successful December 2007 SM-3 test provided some encouragement to the Japanese Ministry of Defense at a time when it is suffering from major bribery scandals involving defense contractors and from the leak of classified data related to the BMD system. On November 28, former Administrative Vice Defense Minister Takamasa Moriya, the most influential figure in the Defense Ministry’s procurement branch, was arrested on suspicion of taking bribes from defense contractor, Yamada Corporation. This incident exposed the lack of transparency in the equipment-procurement process at the Ministry of Defense. [30] In a more damaging development for BMD cooperation, on December 28, MSDF Lieutenant Commander Sumitaka Matsuuchi was indicted for distributing classified information on the Aegis system. Matsuuchi allegedly received a CD containing confidential Aegis data from his superior; he allegedly sent the information to the First Service School in Etajima, Hiroshima Prefecture, where it was circulated to various MSDF members. [31] The leakage of Aegis system data came to light when police investigators found a hard disk containing the confidential data at the home of an MSDF member during a January 2007 search in connection with his Chinese wife, who was alleged to have overstayed her visa. The highly classified information related to the Aegis system could directly affect the U.S.-Japan joint development of missile defense systems. Based on the U.S.-Japan Mutual Defense Assistance Agreement signed in 1954, Japan’s Secret Protection Law prohibits release of such sensitive information. The arrested MSDF lieutenant commander was alleged to have violated this stricture. This is the first time the law has been invoked since its adoption in 1954. [32] Due to the potentially serious damage caused by this leak, the United States has conditioned further BMD cooperation on the Japanese Ministry of Defense establishing a more effective system to protect highly sensitive information. Japan has procured much of its BMD equipment from the United States, including the Aegis and PAC-3 systems, and is dependent on U.S. early warning satellites to obtain vital information on when and where a ballistic missile is launched. [33] This makes it essential for the Japanese government to retain Washington’s trust.
Solvency---Regional Stability/Arms Racing

Now is key - countries in Asia are backlashing against Japanese BMD but reduction creates new regional stability

Kawasaki & Feffer 10 [Akira, Foreign Policy In Focus writer, John, author of several books and numerous articles. He has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee. He has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul in July 2001 and delivered lectures at a variety of academic institutions including New York University, Hofstra, Union College, Cornell University, and Sofia University, May 10, "Japan's Military Spending At A Crossroads", http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads]

It is not easy to predict Japan’s future path. The outlines of Japan’s security policy—the realignment of the U.S. forces in Japan, BMD, space development, and the demands of the business sector—were all established during the Bush-Koizumi era. The Obama and Hatoyama administrations might uphold this new status quo, or they might set off in very different directions. The Hatoyama government is, for now, buying time before making any major decisions on basic security policy. Under the previous government of Aso Taro, a report by an advisory panel to the prime minister on Japan’s future security was presented in June 2008. The key thrust of this panel was to change constitutional interpretation in order to allow the exercise of the right to collective self-defense. This report was essentially the supreme expression of the “defense reform” built by the Bush and Koizumi regimes. According to this plan, revision of the National Defense Program Guidelines and the Mid-Term Defense Program were also planned for the end of 2009. However, Prime Minister Hatoyama decided to postpone revision of defense policy by one year. He has also announced the establishment of a new panel of experts. Currently, the United States spends 42 percent of the $1.46 trillion dollars of annual global military expenditures, and East Asia is responsible for 13 percent. Furthermore, military expenditure in East Asia is increasing at a speed, which is pronounced even on an international scale. East Asia, home to an enormous U.S. military presence, is becoming the world’s largest weapons market. Japan has considerable latent potential to contribute to the freezing and reduction of regional, and global, military expenditures. Although Japan’s military expenditures remain quite high by global standards, Japan could set an important example for other countries by not increasing this amount and remaining within a standard of less than 1 percent of the GDP. The key issue is whether Japan will continue to develop high-tech military technology relating to BMD or not. The Japanese government and the Japanese public must answer a set of questions connected to these systems. Do they really function? What exactly is this system trying to protect, and from what? Is Japanese industry and technology just being mobilized in order to assume the place of U.S. defense? Is there a calm, efficient, and alternative method to removing the missile threat other than developing intercepting missiles? Toward Innovative Disarmament Cooperation Japanese and U.S. development of missile defense and related technology is clearly stimulating a backlash from China. This, in turn, helps China justify the modernization of its nuclear missile forces, leading to the promotion of a regional arms race and a worsening of the regional security environment. It is possible, through coordinated regional diplomacy and strengthened transparency and verification measures, to remove the nuclear and missile threats in a cooperative manner. Such an approach would increase confidence within the region, improve the security environment, ensure that regional resources are not being wastefully invested in military purposes, and bring us closer to building a sustainable peace in East Asia. To the extent that the realignment of U.S. forces reinforces U.S. regional and global power projection capabilities—rather than functioning as a cost-saving mechanism or as a means to enhance collective security—the backlash in Northeast Asia will be strengthened. If North Korea were to view the realignment of U.S. bases in Japan and South Korea as a threat, it will be less likely to follow through on denuclearization. If the relocation of U.S. bases leads to the construction of new bases within Japan or elsewhere, and increases expenses to that end, a key opportunity will have been lost. In order to serve the purpose of regional peace, the realignment of U.S. bases must be used to close redundant bases and promote their withdrawal. The new Hatoyama government is re-examining and trying to readjust the alliance with the United States in the name of “equal partnership” while also calling for the creation of an East Asia Community. Japan must not be misunderstood as reviving its early 20th-century ambitions for military hegemony in the region. The military spending issue can be a breakthrough for Japan, a way to show its commitment to peace while contributing to the construction of a new regional order. Japan should initiate negotiations with China and Korea toward a mutually coordinated freeze and reduction in military expenditure. Rather than abandoning its ties with the U.S. military industry, Japan should use the arms-export ban principle to negotiate and establish a regional framework to curb the arms trade and weapons proliferation. In 1967, Prime Minister Sato Eisaku introduced Japan’s Three Non-Nuclear Principles: not possessing, producing, or permitting the introduction of nuclear weapons. The Diet established these principles as national policy through a resolution in 1971. However, despite the “non-introduction” provision, considerable evidence indicates the existence of secret deals between the U.S. and Japanese government to allow the transit and port-calls of nuclear-weapons-equipped vessels, even since 1960. The Hatoyama government has established a commission to look into these secret deals. It is important to legalize these three principles to prevent a reintroduction of nuclear weapons into Japan. Legalizing the Non-Nuclear Principles will also create momentum for a nuclear weapon free zone in Northeast Asia that would, in turn, strengthen the nonproliferation regime in the region. Despite the advocacy of Keidanren, a concentrated investment in high-tech, military-civilian integrated technology would not lead to overall benefits for the Japanese economy. Such investments would have little economic effect for the vast majority of the Japanese labor force working in small or mid-size business. If Japan were to throw away its reputation as a “peaceful nation,” which it has maintained throughout the post-war era, the Japanese economy, so dependent on trade with Asia and the Middle East, would necessarily suffer. Instead of viewing the Self-Defense Forces as a way to boost employment, the Japanese government should establish an independent organization with straightforward humanitarian purposes such as disaster relief. Through exchange and humanitarian activities with and in neighboring countries, such an organization could reduce military expenditures and build regional confidence. The development of innovative cooperation for disarmament is now needed. At this critical juncture in history, only a cooperative-security approach can lead the way to the creation of a new order of peace.
Solvency---No Independent Japanese BMD
Multiple factors would prevent Japan from independently developing BMDs

CNS 2003
[Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) in Northeast Asia: An Annotated Chronology, 1990-Present, Monterey Institute of International Studies, 3-13-2003, http://www.uga.edu/cits/STC/China/OtherNGO/BMD%20Chronology.pdf]

Japan is currently conducting a join research program on advanced BMD technologies with the United States. Japan has not yet committed to develop or deploy an advanced BMD system, but such an outcome appears increasingly likely. Japan is also considering buying PAC-3 systems to defend U.S. bases and critical infrastructure facilities. However, a number of official and unofficial concerns exist in Japan which will influence the levels of Japan's participation in U.S. BMD programs. These include: 

The likely cost of BMD development and deployment, and its impact on the Japanese government budget deficit.

The impact of BMD on Chinese attitudes and policies towards Japan

The extent to which North Korean and/or Chinese missiles are perceived as a sufficient threat to justify BMD deployment

The global arms control implications of BMD deployment

The unsatisfactory results of previous joint development programs with the United States (for example, the joint development of FSX jet fighters)

BMD's potential incompatibility with preexisting Japanese laws that ban participation in collective defense

***China Advantage***

China Advantage---1AC
Japan’s BMD and PAC-3 deployments non-unique disads but further cooperation will spur even more threatening BMD
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, June 4, “Japan's Evolving Security Policies: Along Came North Korea's Threats”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_japan_north_korea_threats.html, AV)

It was North Korea's Taepodong-1 ballistic missile test in August 1998 that persuaded Tokyo to join with Washington in cooperative research and development of a ballistic missile defense system and subsequent deployment. Responding to the test, Japan and the United States agreed to begin a joint technology study of the Navy Theater Wide Defense in September 1998. In the past 8 years, U.S. — Japan missile defense cooperation has been significantly enhanced given increasing North Korea's nuclear and missile threats and the Bush administration's support for missile defense. Tokyo accelerated deployment of missile defense, integrating it with the U.S. missile defense system. Many Japanese government officials believe that establishing a robust missile defense system is the best course of action to protect the country from missiles that might be launched by North Korea. Tokyo considers that the defensive nature of such a system does not contradict Japan's "exclusively defensive defense" policy. Under Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, Japan officially decided to deploy missile defenses in collaboration with the United States. Coinciding with the Bush Administration's tenure, the Koizumi administration (2001 - 2006), followed the same direction as the U.S. administration that made missile defense a cornerstone of its national security. While concerns and controversies remain both inside and outside Japan, deploying a missile defense system has come to be perceived as a more realistic option than more overtly offensive ones in responding to regional threats, particularly North Korea's nuclear and missile programs. The Japanese government officially decided to acquire ballistic missile defense capabilities on 19 December 2003, issuing the cabinet decision "On Introduction of Ballistic Missile Defense System and other measures".[1] To implement the new agenda laid out in this Cabinet decision, the Japanese government approved the National Defense Program Guidelines in and after JFY 2005 and Mid-Term Defense Program (JFY 2005-2009) in December 2004. The Guidelines endorsed the development of missile defense, and implied that the Three Principles on Arms Export and provisions related thereto could be further modified as necessary for the BMD deployment. The Three Principles had previously barred the Japanese government from jointly developing and producing weapons as well as transferring weapons parts to any foreign countries, including the United States. On 24 December 2005, the Japanese cabinet decided that Japan would jointly develop more advanced next-generation missile interceptors with the United States. Then Chief Cabinet Secretary Shinzo Abe reiterated that the Three Principles would not apply to U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation.[2] The Japanese government steadily adopted these decisions in order to be ready for the actual deployment of BMD systems. In response to North Korea's missile launches in July 2006 and its nuclear test in October the same year, Japan accelerated its missile defense deployment schedule and the first Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC) 3 ballistic missile interceptors were deployed at Iruma Airbase in Saitama Prefecture, near Tokyo, in March 2007.[3] Current Capabilities Japan has deployed a multi-layered missile defense system consisting of sea-based mid-course missile defense (the Aegis BMD system) and ground-based terminal phase systems (PAC-3). With the accelerated process, PAC-3 installment in the Tokyo Metropolitan area was completed in March 2008. By March 2011, PAC-3 missiles will be deployed with 16 fire units around Japan's major cities. So far, PAC-3 systems have been deployed in 7 sites. [4] Moreover, Japan conducted its first test-firing of the PAC-3 interceptor at White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico on 17 September 2008. At the test, Japan's Air Self-Defense Force successfully shot down a mock ballistic missile.[5] Aegis BMD features the Standard Missile 3 (SM-3), a three-stage missile with a range of 1000 km that is said to be capable of intercepting missiles up to an altitude of 200 km or higher. The SM-3 block I-A missile is designed to intercept ballistic missiles in outer space during mid-course flight, and with Aegis BMD, it can intercept a short to intermediate range ballistic missile. A milestone in U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation occurred when Japan became the first country other than the United States to succeed in intercepting a mock missile with the Aegis system. On 18 December 2007, a Japanese Aegis guided missile destroyer, Kongo, intercepted and destroyed a ballistic missile target in space for the first time. The flight test was conducted in cooperation with the United States Missile Defense agency.[6] After the series of successful tests, the failure of the second Aegis missile defense test off Kauai, Hawaii in November 2008, however, disappointed both U.S. and Japanese missile defense proponents.[7] Despite the mixed results, Japan's Ministry of Defense plans to deploy four Aegis-equipped destroyers armed with SM-3s by March 2011. The current Japanese missile defense system is designed to shoot down medium range missiles such as the Nodong within the range of 1000 km with the SM-3. Japan does not yet have the capability to intercept a Taepodong type missile of which the range is more than 6000 km. However, currently, the Japanese and U.S. governments are jointly developing an advanced version of the SM-3 Block II-A missile to improve its defensive capabilities against longer-range missiles, such as the Taepodong. The new SM-3 is scheduled to be available by 2014.[8] Japan and the United States have been also discussing deployment of Terminal High Altitude Air Defense (THAAD) since 2005. Deployment of this system, however, is unlikely to happen before 2011-2012 due to financial constraints.
China Advantage---1AC

The Block IIA is a bigger and more powerful missile – allows Japan to strike ICBMs

Hicks 7 (Rear Admiral Alan B., appointed Program Director in November 2005, relieving RADM Kathleen Paige. Previously, RADM Hicks served as Deputy Commander, Warfare Systems Engineering, in the Naval Sea Systems Command and Commander, Naval Surface Warfare Center; commanding officer of the Aegis cruiser USS CAPE ST GEORGE (CG-71); Deputy Director for Combat Systems and Weapons in the Surface Warfare Directorate of the Office of the Chief of Naval Operations; and requirements and programmatic action officer in support of the Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC). 11/28, “Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense System - Status and Upgrades”, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/573.pdf, THE)

Let’s talk about the Block IIA missile (Figure 17). The bigger missile adds a 21” second and third stage that gives it more power, speed and reach versus the deployed SM-3 Block IA and programmed Block IB. That buys us a much faster missile that can go a lot further. I can’t divulge the stats, but this missile allows you to go after some number of ICBM threats and a lot of the IRBM threat set. But more importantly, the defended area that one ship can cover is greatly expanded, and we also hold a lot more countries at risk for denied area they can launch from. We are very excited about this; this is a co-development program with the government of Japan. It is a very critical program, it is a very complex program, and it marries up U.S. and Japanese industries. I have to tell you, I keep people on the road between Japan and here and vice versa all the time to pull this off. This is a very aggressive schedule to be flying this missile in the 2014 timeframe, to go into production in 2015.

Five Internal Links to Chinese Conflict: 
First is Taiwan

China perceives the expansion in coop with Japan over BMD as a threat to Taiwan reunification and its safety from the US – it will devastate relations and stability.

Zhang 5 (Hui, Research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University’s John F. Kennedy School of Government., December, “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1943, THE)

A Loss of Strategic Nuclear Deterrent Capability Many Chinese officials assume that China is the real target for U.S. missile defense and space planning. From Beijing’s perspective, it is inconceivable that Washington would expend such massive resources on a system that would be purely defensive and aimed only at “rogue” states. As seen by Chinese leaders, China’s own small strategic nuclear arsenal appears to be a much more plausible target for U.S. missile defenses.[11] Chinese experts are concerned that even a limited missile defense system could neutralize China’s fewer than two dozen single-warhead ICBMs that are capable of reaching the United States. “It is evident that the U.S. [national missile defense] will seriously undermine the effectiveness of China’s limited nuclear capability from the first day of its deployment,” said Ambassador Sha Zukang, the former director-general of the Department of Arms Control and Disarmament at the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. “This cannot but cause grave concerns to China,” he said.[12] Some Chinese fear that, whether or not the U.S. missile defenses are as effective as planned, U.S. decision-makers could act rashly and risk a disarming first strike once the system is operational. Beijing is particularly concerned about the refusal of the United States, unlike China, to declare a no-first-use nuclear policy. The Bush administration’s 2001 Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) feeds these anxieties. The NPR specifically mentions the possibility of using nuclear weapons during a conflict in the Taiwan Strait and the possible use of tactical nuclear weapons. The Pentagon’s draft Doctrine on Joint Nuclear Operations would maintain an aggressive nuclear posture including the possible use of nuclear weapons to pre-empt an adversary’s attack with weapons of mass destruction and increasing the role of such weapons in regional (theater) nuclear operations.[13] Thus, some experts fret that the U.S. policy of possible first use of nuclear weapons, in combination with its missiles defenses and a lowered nuclear threshold, could encourage Washington to resort to the threat or use of nuclear weapons against China over Taiwan. U.S. plans for global force projection would pose another threat to China. Some proposed space weapons such as common aero vehicles would be used to target hard and deeply buried as well as mobile targets. Such weapons would pose a major threat to the nuclear arsenal of mobile ICBMs that China is in the process of developing. Consequently, China worries that the combination of future U.S. space weapons and its missile defense system could subject China to political or strategic blackmail. Such systems would give the United States much more freedom to intervene in China’s affairs, including undermining China’s efforts at reunification with Taiwan. This concern is enhanced by U.S. moves in recent years to boost cooperation in research and development of advanced theater missile defense with Japan and potentially with Taiwan. 

China Advantage---1AC
That’s China’s most pressing military concern.

Gates 9 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US – Head of the DOD, “ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS Military Power of the People’s Republic of China 2009 Office”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/China_Military_Power_Report_2009.pdf, THE)

Despite a reduction in tensions following the March 2008 election and May 2008 inauguration of Taiwan President Ma Ying-jeou, a potential military confrontation with Taiwan and the prospect of U.S. military intervention remain the PLA’s most immediate military concerns. China’s current strategy toward Taiwan appears to be one of preventing any moves by Taipei toward de jure independence, rather than seeking near-term resolution. A perceived shift in military capabilities or political will on either side, or a change in the internal political landscape on Mainland China or Taiwan, could cause Beijing to calculate its interests, and its preferred course of action differently.

Second is Japanese Militarism

BMD co-op freaks out China – perception of Japanese militarism – independently causes Korean conflict. 

Roberts 3 (Brad, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses., September, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf, THE)

China also intensified its attacks on possible Japanese participation in BMD. Through joint development of theater missile defense with the United States, Japan would acquire significant offensive as well as defensive capabilities, argued some Chinese.101 Of particular concern to several Chinese military analysts was the potential for Japan to apply missile defense technology to the development of offensive ballistic missiles.102 Others warned that the development and deployment of TMD would lead to a resurgence of Japanese militarism.103 Ambassador Sha, for example, asserted that “US-Japan cooperation on TMD could become a stepping stone for Japan’s return to the track of militarism…Recently, some politicians in Japan again and again called for changes of Japan’s military strategy from “exclusive defense” to “preemptive strategy” in order to “contain aggression.” This reminds people of Japan’s “preemptive activities” in 1931, 1937 and 1941, which cannot but alert many countries in Asia, including China.”104 There were further arguments. Missile defense also offered Japanese leaders a long-sought opportunity to break out of the constraints imposed by the constitution and pursue world power status, one that they would be quick to exploit.105 Japanese participation in TMD would aggravate tensions on the Korean peninsula and increase the likelihood of Japanese intervention in time of crisis.106 By strengthening Japanese military capabilities and fueling Japanese ambitions, BMD could thus have severe consequences for regional security. As one writer warned in Jiefangjun Bao, “in USJapanese cooperation in developing TMD, the United States is under suspicion of rearing a tiger to court calamity.”107 Ambassador Sha argued predicted that U.S.-Japanese cooperation on BMD would upgrade the alliance in two ways: “1. The one-way provision of protection by the US to Japan will turn into two-way mutual assistance between the two countries. 2. The bilateral military arrangement will become [a] regional arrangement.”108

Korea war goes nuclear

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

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." Continues…The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
China Advantage---1AC
Third is Space Militarization
China perceives that BMD has ASAT first strike capabilities – causes a US-China-Russia arms race.

Gagnon 10 (Bruce, Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons & Nuclear Power in Space., 2/5, “The Sword and the Shield: Surround Russia and China with Mobile "Missile Defense" Systems”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17422, THE)

The Standard Missile-3 (SM-3), already in the Persian Gulf and soon to be permanently based on Navy Aegis destroyers in the Baltic, South China, Mediterranean and Black Seas, has a range of 500 kilometers but can be enhanced for longer distances. The missile was used by the U.S. Navy to destroy a satellite 130 miles above the Pacific Ocean in February of 2008 in a test viewed by Admiral Michael Mullen, chairman of the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff. "The satellite was unlike any target the system was designed to go after....The satellite was in orbit rather than on a ballistic trajectory. Also, the satellite was traveling at incredible speeds," Mullen said. Aegis destroyers launching SM-3 "missile defense" systems Translation: the SM-3 also has "anti-satellite" (ASAT) weapons capability. That means the Pentagon can use the Aegis-based missile to knock out Russian or Chinese satellites as part of a first-strike attack. News that the U.S. is about to deploy a PAC-3 missile battery in Poland led Russia's ambassador to NATO, Dmitry Rogozin, to recently state: "Do they really think that we will calmly watch the location of a rocket system, at a distance of 60 km from Kaliningrad?" The deployment of SM-3, with several times the reach of the Patriot, on land and sea in the same neighborhood will only makes matters more dangerous. The official authorization of Patriot transfers to Taiwan - the missiles are produced by Raytheon Company headquartered in Massachusetts, whose former vice president of Government Operations and Strategy William Lynn is now Obama's Deputy Secretary of Defense - resulted in China's vice foreign minister, He Yafei, saying "We believe this move endangers China's national security." Luo Yuan, senior researcher with the Chinese Academy of Military Science, added "The U.S. action gives China a justified cause to increase its national defense expenditure, to enhance the development and purchase of weapons, and to accelerate its modernization process in national defense....China did nothing to threaten the U.S., why should the US challenge our core strategic interests?" William Lynn delivered a speech in Washington, DC on January 21, where he demanded that Congress "put the Defense Department on a permanent footing to fight both low-intensity conflicts to maintaining air dominance and the ability to strike any target on Earth at any time....The next air warfare priority for the Pentagon is developing a next-generation, deep-penetrating strike capability that can overcome advanced air defenses." The new Prompt Global Strike system is designed to accomplish just those objectives. So the strategy is clear. Surround Russia and China with mobile "missile defense" systems whose job is to take out their retaliatory capability after a U.S. first-strike against their nuclear weapons. Russia and China then build counter-measures to the U.S. missile defense systems and then the Pentagon in return counters with the new "global strike" systems that are today under development. All this means one thing - an extended arms race with Russia and China which will mean huge profits for the weapons industry and the very likely reality that no effective arms control treaties will be negotiated during this administration. Why would Russia and China negotiate to seriously reduce their nuclear arsenals when the U.S. is surrounding them with missile defense and building new global strike systems? The U.S. war state (supported and funded by Democrats and Republicans) has become a pariah on this planet. You can dress it up nice with a smiling Obama but in the end one has to judge the U.S. by its deeds.
Fourth is Chinese Modernization

US-Japan BMD causes China to develop ballistic missiles—results in vertical and horizontal escalation, destabilizing relations and escalation control 

Yoshihara ’10 (Toshi, associate professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the Naval War College, PhD in international relations, “CHINESE MISSILE STRATEGY AND THE U.S. NAVAL PRESENCE IN JAPAN,” http://www.andrewerickson.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Chinese-Missile-Strategy_Yoshihara_Toshi_NWCR_2010-Summer.pdf)

Several intervening factors are likely to infl uence the future size of the DF-21 inventory. First, China needs to build an arsenal large enough to overwhelm the ballistic-missile defenses fi elded by the U.S.-Japanese alliance. As noted above, some Chinese analysts forecast a capable sea-based BMD system that could intercept theater ballistic missiles. Chinese strategists would almost certainly have to take into account some level of attrition arising from successful missile interceptions. Second, some of the more destructive coercive options could trigger U.S. horizontal escalation, including conventional counterforce strikes against Chinese missile brigades on the mainland. Thus, strategists in Beijing must anticipate potentially severe losses should the United States expand its target set. These numerical factors suggest that the Second Artillery Corps will almost certainly need a much larger DF-21 missile force to engage in the types of high-intensity operations outlined in the doctrinal writings. Observers may object that capabilities do not refl ect intent. In other words, missile range, accuracy, payload, and force size by themselves constitute insuffi cient evidence of exactly what Beijing plans to hit. Some may even fi nd it implausible that China would attack a staunchly anti-nuclear-weapons state bound by a pacifi st constitution, even if some of its real estate is occupied by a foreign military power. Nevertheless, the historical pattern of Chinese missile deployments since the Cold War suggests that U.S. bases in Japan have always been primary targets for nuclear strikes. In the 1960s the PLA extended the range of its fi rst operational nuclear-tipped ballistic missile, the DF-2, to ensure that it could reach all American bases in Japan. Beijing deployed the follow-on missile, the DF- 3, near the North Korean border to cover targets on the Japanese home islands and Okinawa. If China had always intended to violate its negative security assurances— that is, pledges not to attack nonnuclear third parties—with city-busting warheads, it should not be surprising that Beijing would fi eld conventional missiles for use against Japanese territory. Indeed, the DF-21 may represent a far less “blunt” instrument than its predecessors did and offer a somewhat “surgical” option to Chinese defense planners. CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF CHINESE MISSILE DOCTRINE There are compelling reasons for the Chinese to consider vertical and horizontal escalation in coercive campaigns against regional bases in Asia. At the same time, the PLA’s missile force appears poised to extend its reach far beyond China’s immediate periphery. The alignment of Chinese aspirations and capabilities will complicate crisis management and stability, escalation control, and war termination in the event of conflict. The gaps in Chinese doctrinal writings offer reasons to worry about these complications. 
China Advantage---1AC
Destabilizing escalation guarantees miscalculation 
Yoshihara ’10 (Toshi, associate professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the Naval War College, PhD in international relations, “CHINESE MISSILE STRATEGY AND THE U.S. NAVAL PRESENCE IN JAPAN,” http://www.andrewerickson.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Chinese-Missile-Strategy_Yoshihara_Toshi_NWCR_2010-Summer.pdf)

Zhao acknowledges that accidents or miscalculations that cross the bounds of intimidation could transform the nature of the confl ict, to China’s detriment. Suffering direct harm could harden an enemy’s resolve substantially, immunizing him against subsequent attempts at intimidation. Concurring, The Science of Second Artillery Campaigns cautions, “Commanders should cautiously make decisions, choose the appropriate opportunities, select high-precision missiles for precision strikes against key targets, and prevent missile fi repower from deviating from the targets and giving others the excuse to permit the third country’s participation in the military intervention.”61 An errant ballistic missile destined for the Yokosuka naval base could very well plummet into densely populated civilian areas surrounding the base or a major city along its fl ight path. It is conceivable that an aggrieved Japan would punish China by refusing to limit (or even agreeing to expand) U.S. access to military bases on the home islands. Indeed, continued Japanese acquiescence to American use of military facilities might be enough to foil China’s strategy. But Beijing faces even more daunting challenges than the writings let on. Chinese defense planners seem to assume that the Japanese leadership and the public would make a clear, objective distinction between targeted attacks against strictly military installations and wanton strikes against civilian population centers. Missile launches against Yokosuka would be an act of foreign aggression against the homeland unprecedented since the Second World War. It is hard to imagine the Japanese quibbling about the nature and intent of Chinese missile strikes under such circumstances; the strident Japanese response to North Korea’s Taepodong missile launch over the home islands in 1998 is a case in point. In other words, the escalatory pressures are far stronger than the Chinese writings assume. Intimidation warfare will be neither clean nor straightforward. Indeed, it could unleash the forces of passion intrinsic to any war far beyond China’s control. More broadly, PLA planners seem excessively confi dent that certain missile tactics would accurately telegraph Beijing’s intentions. They assume that the precise application of fi repower could send clear, discrete signals to the adversary in times of crisis or war. A small dose of well-placed missiles, they seem to believe, might persuade the enemy to back down or to cease and desist. This line of reasoning in part explains the counterintuitive logic that China could engage in escalation in order to compel its opponent to de-escalate. The logic is as beguiling as it is potentially misleading. Missiles are not fi nely tuned weapons for those on the receiving end. The adversary may perceive what is intended as a warning shot or demonstration of resolve as a prelude to an all-out attack and then overreact rather than pausing or acting with caution. The result for the Chinese could be unanticipated vertical or horizontal escalation, or both. Equally worrisome, operational interactions between Chinese and American forces could prove highly escalatory and destabilizing. As Evan Medeiros and coauthors astutely observe, the operational doctrines on both sides share a proclivity for seizing the initiative at the outset of a confl ict through surprise, speed, and attacks against enemy rear echelons. Medeiros further argues: Neither body of doctrine appears to consider how an adversary might react to such operations in a limited war—indeed, each seems to assume that it will suppress enemy escalation by dominating the confl ict. Consequently a Sino-American confrontation would entail risks of inadvertent escalation if military forces were permitted to operate in keeping with their doctrinal tenets without regard for escalation thresholds.62 It is clear, then, that an attack against regional bases is neither a trump card nor a substantially risk-free option. If plans go awry, as they always do in war, China could fi nd itself in a protracted confl ict against more than one implacable, well resourced enemy as intent as the Chinese upon achieving escalation dominance. Whether Beijing would fi nd the stakes over Taiwan or over another dispute suffi ciently high to run such a risk is unclear. 
China Advantage---1AC
Fifth is Chinese Sovereignty

TMD threatens Chinese sovereignty – US first strike capabilities leads to dominance over China.

Chase 10 (Michael, Assistant Professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the United States Naval War College, 4/29, “The U.S.-China Strategic Security Relationship and the Nuclear Posture Review Report”, http://www.trumanproject.org/posts/2010/05/us-china-strategic-security-relationship-and-nuclear-posture-review-report, THE)

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.
Even if the missile defense fails – China still fears US coercive ability.

Chase 10 (Michael, Assistant Professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the United States Naval War College, 4/29, “The U.S.-China Strategic Security Relationship and the Nuclear Posture Review Report”, http://www.trumanproject.org/posts/2010/05/us-china-strategic-security-relationship-and-nuclear-posture-review-report, THE)

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.

China Advantage---1AC
Impacts: 
China war leads to extinction

Strait Times 2k (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N)
The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.
MAD doesn’t apply – BMD creates a perception of natural advantages that eviscerates the theory and causes arms races. Their evidence is optimistic nonsense that doesn’t assume dynamic security dilemmas

Kumar 10 (A Vinod, Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi. “The Dragon’s Shield: Intricacies of China’s BMD Capability”, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_ChinasBMDCapability.pdf, THE)
Missile defences were initially seen as an ideal way out of the Mutually Assured Destruction trap. While threats of assured destruction and massive retaliation have primarily guided deterrence equations between nuclear powers, the propriety of leaving space for mutual vulnerability is now finding few takers. A nuclear weapon state, backed by a BMD shield, is perceived to have a natural advantage through its ability to offset first-strike from the enemy through its defences, while also ensuring  survivability of its assured destruction/massive retaliation capability through a second strike. As a result, instead of creating stability, the shift from offensive to defensive postures through BMDs has produced a contrarian effect, one which postulates competition for interception capabilities that could consequently trigger arms races rather than containment of proliferation. The need for multiple strategies to manage potential arms race and formulate a new BMD-driven deterrence equation is hence imperative – a la the ABM Treaty. There could be scope for stability among nuclear weapon states with an offensive-defensive balancing equation – through a balanced co-existence of BMD capabilities alongside nuclear forces. This could potentially lead to a zero-sum equation as BMDs would plug mutual vulnerabilities while limiting scope for massive retaliation or even first-use. If executed in a bilateral framework, this could mean a (mutual) defensive deterrence arrangement. Even in the scenario of a nuclear forces reduction, BMDs could act as a stabilizer when such movements are executed. In the long run, balancing of missile defence capabilities might devalue the gains of nuclear deterrence and encourage their timely reduction, potentially leading to total elimination. However, such optimistic scenarios presently seem to have limited possibilities considering that security dilemmas are dynamic, uncontrollable processes being created and influenced by offensive (or even defensive) postures of each other.
*Advantage Mechanics*

China Advantage---Uniqueness---AT: Existing BMD 

Squo BMD won’t trigger Chinese threat perception because it can’t be used to protect Taiwan.

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE) 

Growing technological cooperation between the two nations means inevitable Japanese help with development and eventual deployment of TMD. At a minimum, lower-tier TMD deployments in Japan will be continually upgraded to protect U.S. troops and military assets. The Chinese have expressed a willingness to accept lower-tier TMD deployment that protects U.S. bases. But China opposes the development and deployment of upper-tier TMD systems, especially sea-based versions, which could be employed to protect Taiwan.4 Shu Zukang, Director General of the Chinese Foreign Ministry’s Department of Arms Control, best expresses the Chinese position: We do not envisage a dispute concerning development of what we would call genuine TMD. Here I am referring to those anti-theater missile systems used solely in a limited area. What China is opposed to is the development, deployment and proliferation of antimissile systems with potential strategic defense capabilities in the name of TMD that violate the letter and spirit of ABM and go beyond the legitimate self-defense of relevant countries.
China Advantage---Internal Link---Perception Key 
Actual motivation for BMD is irrelevant – China and Russia believe that the US is out to get them.

Tertrais 1 (Dr. Bruno, Senior Research Fellow at the Foundation for Strategic Research (Foundation pour la Recherche Strategique), Special Assistant to the Director of Strategic Affairs, Ministry of Defense (1993-2001); Visiting Fellow, RAND Corporation (1995-1996); Director of the Civilian Affairs Committee, NATO Assembly (1990-1992) ; Research Assistant, NATO Assembly (1989): Member of the editorial board, The Washington Quarterly; Contributing editor, Survival; Member, International Institute for Strategic Studies ; Member, Global Agenda Council on International Security, World Economic Forum (WEF). April, “US MISSILE DEFENCE Strategically sound, politically questionable”, http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/cerwp11.pdf, THE)
Is China the real “target” of US strategic defences? It is hard to assess whether there is a broader purpose behind missile defence than the one that US officials use in public. The possibility that there is indeed a hidden agenda is something that few of those Westerners who know the open nature of US society will readily accept. Nevertheless some Chinese (and Russians, for that matter) believe this notion. And it is true that the technical characteristics of most strategic defence schemes, being designed to cope with the threat of a strike from North Korea, would be able to intercept a missile from China, because of their geographical proximity. Therefore, some analysts were right to raise questions about the avowed goal of Clinton’s NMD plans, since the number of warheads it was capable of intercepting sounded suspiciously close to the current number of Chinese ICBM warheads (about two dozen).
China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Perception 
China will backlash against expansion of BMD cooperation with Japan – NFU and fear of space weapons magnify threat perception that deterrence will evaporate.

Kumar 10 (A Vinod, Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi. “The Dragon’s Shield: Intricacies of China’s BMD Capability”, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_ChinasBMDCapability.pdf, THE)
The Chinese ASAT, when viewed in this context, is an asymmetric response to the US plans in space, with Beijing treating even the American BMD, especially systems like the GBMDS, as a space weapon capability.18 This logic explains the Chinese urge to graduate from air defence systems to an exo-atmospheric capability which can countervail US supremacy in this spectrum. Beyond the space competition, Beijing’s concerns on the devaluation of its nuclear deterrent by the US BMD also stems from the fact that China’s no-first-use (NFU) policy places a disadvantage on its nuclear deterrent even when US gains a force multiplication through its missile defences, which will strengthen or ensure survival of its first and second strike systems. Further, a direct mitigation effect of US BMDs could be on China’s long-range strike capability, like its ICBMs which supposedly has the range to reach US shores. For, China believes even a limited US BMD can neutralize its limited strength of ICBMs capable of hitting US territory.19 The TMD presence in East Asia, and a potential BMD deployment in Europe, adds to this neutralising effect on its strategic deterrence and regional supremacy as its response options are heavily constrained in the event of a conflict. Missile defences surrounding its hinterland restrict China to two strategic options: (a) launch on warning of threat as a first strike or (b) negate the intensity of such threats through missile defences even while preparing its offensive forces for a second strike. With its pledge of a NFU doctrine, China now has its stakes on the second option as an equitable balance that can mitigate the potential of (or restrain from) a forced first strike. Missile defences thus becomes imperative for China’s strategic dominance. The accumulating fear of subjection had forced Beijing to not just invest on countermeasures development and space engagements, but also expand its range of options across a wide array of defensive systems for a multi-tier architecture to complement its offensive forces. In effect, this could be a replica of the US and Russian defensive models. Much like the Pentagon lingo, China too calls this its ‘active defence’ strategy, which it has reiterated in all its Defence White Papers since 2000. While noting that “China adheres to its military strategy of active defense,” the 2004 White Paper directly attacks the US BMD efforts and its permeation in China’s neighbourhood, including Japan and Taiwan. The 2008 White Paper again reiterates reliance on active defence, and asserts that “strategically, China adheres to the principle of featuring defensive operations, self-defence and striking and getting the better of the enemy only after the enemy has started an attack. In response to the new global trends in military developments and the requirements of the national security strategy, China has formulated a military strategic guideline of active defence for the new period.” This is a clear indication of the pursuit of offensive-defensive models (a format BMDs have now metamorphosed into), with the rationale that this is only to negate the advantage to a first striking enemy – a logic propounded by all BMD-pursuing countries.

TMD Erodes China’s nuclear deterrence threatening their national security

Yoshihara ’10 (Toshi, associate professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the Naval War College, PhD in international relations, “CHINESE MISSILE STRATEGY AND THE U.S. NAVAL PRESENCE IN JAPAN,” http://www.andrewerickson.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Chinese-Missile-Strategy_Yoshihara_Toshi_NWCR_2010-Summer.pdf)
Intriguingly, some Chinese commentators view Yokosuka as the front line of the U.S.-Japanese defense cooperation on missile defense. They worry that Aegisequipped destroyers armed with ballistic-missile-defense (BMD) systems based in Yokosuka could erode China’s nuclear deterrent. Indeed, analysts see concentrations of sea-based BMD capabilities falling roughly along the three island chains described above. Ren Dexin describes Yokosuka as the fi rst line of defense against ballistic missiles, while Pearl Harbor and San Diego provide additional layers.21 Yokosuka is evocatively portrayed as the “forward battlefi eld position” (前沿阵地), the indispensable vanguard for the sea-based BMD architecture.22 For some Chinese, these concentric rings or picket lines of sea power appear tailored specifi cally to bring down ballistic missiles fi red across the Pacifi c from locations as diverse as the Korean Peninsula, mainland China, India, or even Iran.23 Specifi cally, Aegis ships in Yokosuka, Pearl Harbor, and San Diego would be positioned to shoot down missiles in their boost, midcourse, and terminal phases, respectively.24 Chinese observers pay special attention to Aegis deployments along the fi rst island chain. Some believe that Aegis ships operating in the Yellow, East, and South China seas would be able to monitor the launch of any long-range ballistic missile deployed in China’s interior and perhaps to intercept the vehicle in its boost phase. Dai Yanli warns, “Clearly, if Aegis systems are successfully deployed around China’s periphery, then there is the possibility that China’s ballistic missiles would be destroyed over their launch points.”25 Ji Yanli, of the Beijing Aerospace Long March Scientifi c and Technical Information Institute, concurs: “If such [seabased BMD] systems begin deployment in areas such as Japan or Taiwan, the effectiveness of China’s strategic power and theater ballistic-missile capabilities would weaken tremendously, severely threatening national security.”26 Somewhat problematically, the authors seemingly assume that Beijing would risk its strategic forces by deploying them closer to shore, and they forecast a far more capable Aegis fl eet than is technically possible in the near term. 
China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Perception 
TMD undermines Chinese Nuclear deterrent – that’s the Central Issue in relations.

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)
TMD Undermines China’s Nuclear Deterrent. This is the central issue to the U.S.–China missile defense debate. The United States relies on both offensive forces (the strategic nuclear triad of land-based missiles, sea-based missiles, and bombers) and defensive forces (ballistic missile defenses), with the latter providing reinforcement to the stabilizing influence of deterrence. China derives its deterrence solely from an offensive land based missile force. These differences are stark. China’s reliance on only one form of nuclear deterrence makes any attempt to restrain it destabilizing. China consistently maintains TMD undermines its offensive nuclear deterrence. China’s declared no-first use (NFU) of nuclear weapons contradicts this argument, however, unless its declared policy is false and China, in fact, targets Japan (active targeting is considered a violation of NFU protocols). So China’s objections to TMD reveal a significant inconsistency in Chinese doctrine.43

US BMD in Japan destroys Relations with China – removes the nuclear deterrent.

Roberts 3 (Brad, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses., September, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf, THE)

As a result, China began a full court political attack on all elements of the U.S. BMD program. Ambassador Sha Zukang led the charge, from his roost as director general of the newly created department of arms control and disarmament in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. He and his team elaborated every possible argument in defense of China’s position. But there were four central arguments around which the rest of the assault was organized, as summarized below.85 The first was that BMD poses a direct threat to the viability of China’s nuclear deterrent. Chinese government officials, military analysts, and others remained unconvinced by U.S. assurances about the limited scope of national missile defense. Instead, they maintained that NMD, no matter how limited, would undermine China’s retaliatory capability. Zhu Mingquan of Fudan University, for example, wrote that “with the deployment of an NMD system in the United States…China will lose the very limited capability to deter the U.S. from inflicting a first strike on it.” Another Chinese academic, Li Bin of Tsinghua University, asserted that deterrence would be compromised once American policymakers believed that NMD could defend the United States against a Chinese nuclear attack, even if it could not actually do so.”86 Ambassador Sha echoed these sentiments at the official level with repeated statements that NMD would compromise Chinese national security. 
The Chinese fear that TMD will upset the strategic balance of Sino-US relations.

Ding 99 (Dr. Arthur, Research Fellow at the Institute of International Relations of National Chengchi University in Taipei. Dr. Ding received a doctoral degree in Government and International Studies from the University of Notre Dame in 1987. His research covers Chinese military and security policy, US-China relations, and international relations in East Asia., Fall, “Viewpoint: China’s Concerns About Theater Missile Defense: A Critique”, http://cnswmd.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/ding64.pdf,) 

Strategic Balance The two upper-tier missile defense systems that are being developed, the Theater High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD) and the Navy Theater Wide Defense (NTWD), are the focus of China’s international security concerns. Despite US claims that these systems are designed solely to intercept theater missiles, China believes that the two systems have the capability to intercept strategic ballistic missiles. This concern persists despite the September 26, 1997, US-Russian agreement delineating theater and strategic missiles. This agreement defines theater missile defense using three criteria: (a) the velocity of the interceptor missile must not exceed three km/ sec over any part of its flight trajectory; (b) the velocity of the target missile cannot exceed five km/sec over any part of its flight trajectory; and (c) the range of the target missile cannot exceed 3,500 km.4 China fears that the United States might overdesign the capability of the TMD interceptor so that it can fly at greater speed. A high-speed TMD interceptor, in combination with the US-proposed National Missile Defense (NMD) system and powerful space-based surveillance and tracking systems,5 could substantially increase the footprint of the missile defense system and enable it to intercept strategic ballistic missiles. China has mobilized analysts to conduct simulations on the impact of TMD on China’s limited strategic missile capability. Their analyses all indicate that the capability of TMD systems under the US-Russia demarcation agreement extends to strategic ballistic missiles, although they emphasize that simulation is different from a real-world situation.6 The Chinese government and Chinese security analysts are worried about three security impacts of TMD. First, they fear that persistent US efforts to develop a high-speed interceptor system despite Russia’s protests7 may jeopardize the stability of strategic missile forces between the United States and Russia, a structure that has been in place for over 20 years (since the 1972 Anti- Ballistic Missile [ABM] Treaty). They expect that a new arms race or potential military conflict between the two former Cold War adversaries would endanger China’s security. Second, they worry that strategic force reduction talks between the United States and Russia may be put on hold. NATO’s eastward expansion, persistent US efforts to develop missile defenses, and NATO’s recent attack on Serbia may prompt the Duma not to ratify the START II treaty, which would reduce strategic force size to 3,500 warheads for each side. This would not help alleviate China’s security concerns over the “strategic missile gap” between its arsenal and those of the leading nuclear powers. Third, China is concerned that a successfully developed and deployed TMD system may constitute a threat to its strategic security. China has a small number of strategic ballistic missiles, which they fear could be wiped out by a US first strike, thus eliminating China’s second strike retaliation capability. Even if some of China’s strategic missiles escaped a US first strike, its second strike capability could be neutralized by an effective TMD system, thereby discrediting China’s minimum deterrence strategy.8 The Chinese leadership thus sees the TMD system as enhancing the capability of the US strategic missile force. Despite US reiteration that TMD is of a purely defensive nature, Chinese analysts see defensive capability as an integral part of an overall offensive design. In this view, TMD cannot be treated independently. This is particularly the case for the United States because of its massive offensive capability, which is further enhanced by the TMD system.9 
China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Perception 
China is building up its missiles since BMD neutralizes much of their arsenal

Andrew 6 (Martin, Retired from the Australian Defense Force after 28 years of service and holds a Ph.D. in Political Science from Bond University., “Theater Ballistic Missiles and China’s Doctrine of ‘Active Defense’”, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=3937&tx_ttnews[backPid]=196&no_cache=1, THE)

The Taiwanese Ministry of Defense recently announced that China has accelerated its build-up of theater ballistic missiles facing the island and that by 2010 nearly 1,800 missiles will be poised for launch across the Strait (China Post, February 8). Due to the build-up of theater ballistic missiles by both China and North Korea, other military powers in the region are investing in ballistic missile defense (BMD) sensors and weapons systems. These investments in BMD are, in turn, reducing China’s strategic missile deterrence force, as some could intercept long-range missiles over Chinese airspace and thus negate their ability to deter. As these systems come to fruition, China will have to invest heavily to counter these BMD systems or lose its primary means of strategic deterrence. 

BMD forces reaction from China – overwhelms deterrence and causes China to lash out.

Andrew 6 (Martin, Retired from the Australian Defense Force after 28 years of service and holds a Ph.D. in Political Science from Bond University., “Theater Ballistic Missiles and China’s Doctrine of ‘Active Defense’”, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=3937&tx_ttnews[backPid]=196&no_cache=1, THE)

Pre-emptive operations or spoiling attacks have been part of the PLA’s doctrine since its beginning as the Red Army. Thus, in the event of problems in the South China Sea, or over Taiwan, the PLA could attack a third-party if the Chinese leadership thought it might intervene and upset its operations. Alternatively, it might initiate the attack early, even if not fully prepared to forestall intervention by taking over the areas earlier. This would occur if its strategic deterrence systems were seen to be under threat. China certainly feels threatened by any ballistic missile defense systems in North East Asia that threaten its ballistic missile land-based deterrence system. U.S. President Richard Nixon identified China as a “rogue nation” in 1969 to justify the deployment of the Sentinel BMD system and the proposed deployment and acquisition of BMDs by Taiwan and Japan in 1996 made sections of the in the Chinese government feel that these were parts of a United States containment strategy [8]. If China felt threatened it might launch its nuclear-armed missiles “on warning of threat,” believing that if it waited to “launch on warning” (of a launch) or wait until “launch under attack” its missiles would be intercepted before they could be used. China believes the latter scenarios destroy the basis of its strategic deterrence.
China views the weapons as offensive – keeps down nuclear capabilities

Andrew 6 (Martin, Retired from the Australian Defense Force after 28 years of service and holds a Ph.D. in Political Science from Bond University., “Theater Ballistic Missiles and China’s Doctrine of ‘Active Defense’”, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=3937&tx_ttnews[backPid]=196&no_cache=1, THE)

Ballistic missile defense systems pose a problem for China’s theater ballistic missiles, if deployed in Taiwan or off the Chinese coast. The ranges of THAAD and Standard IV would enable missile interception over China, with warheads exploding over or falling onto its soil. This is why Chinese military strategists see the deployment of BMD sensors and weapons systems in Northeast Asia as inherently offensive. Chinese defense magazines have talked about this, as well as countermeasures that could be deployed on the missile [5]. Yet all options nearly lead to a reduction of range or warhead size, including variable trajectories to light and heavy decoys (Ibid.). The active defense doctrine method would be to destroy the systems with a pre-emptive strike, or stop their being supplied to Taiwan and other states by economic pressure. The latter has already been applied. 

China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Perception 
Missile Defense allows the US to first strike China and raises the likelihood of conflict – devastates Chinese Sovereignty

Zhang 8 (Hui, research associate at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/militarySpace.pdf, THE)
It is reported that China has about twenty ICBMs with a range of 13,000 km, capable of reaching the United States. Unlike the warheads of other nuclear powers, as reported, China’s nuclear warheads are not on launch-on warning status because China does not have an effective early-warning system. Thus, China’s nuclear deterrence is based on the retaliatory capability it retains after absorbing a nuclear attack. Unless it could confidently eliminate China’s twenty ICBMs in an initial strike, the United States would in theory be deterred from initiating a nuclear attack. If the United States were to deploy missile defense systems, this situation would change completely. A spacebased, boost-phase defense would be particularly threatening. Within China, it is widely believed that U.S. missile defense and space planning targets China. Many Chinese are skeptical of U.S. statements that the purpose of missile defense is to protect against “rogue” states. Even if North Korea successfully deployed a small number of nuclear-tipped ICBMs— a principal U.S. concern—it is highly unlikely that it would use them. What leader would risk national suicide by launching a nuclear attack on the United States? From China’s perspective, it seems untenable that the United States would expend massive resources on a system that has only “rogue” states in mind.45 Some missile defense advocates in the United States have not minced their words about the utility of the system for addressing Chinese capabilities. For example, Peter Brookes, advisor on East Asian affairs to the international relations committee of the U.S. Congress, said that the major motive that drives the United States to develop and deploy missile defense systems is China’s missile capability.46 Recently, Lieutenant General Henry A. Obering III of the U.S. Air Force, director of the MDA, expressed clearly that the United States is expanding its preliminary missile defense system to address potential threats from China and others. He told defense reporters, “What…we have to do is, in our development program, be able to address the Chinese capabilities, because that’s prudent.”47 Chinese government officials are more inclined to believe these comments than stated U.S. purposes. As Ambassador Sha Zukang said, “Though the U.S. government has publicly denied that China is a major target of its NMD program, the history of missile defense programs and the acknowledged design capabilities of NMD show that the proposed system can be directed against China and can seriously affect China’s limited nuclear capability.”48 Even a limited missile defense system could in principle neutralize China’s twenty single-warhead ICBMs capable of reaching the United States.49 Chinese officials realize this danger. “It is evident,” said Ambassador Sha Zukang, who until recently was the director general of the Department of Arms Control and Disarmament at the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, “that the U.S. NMD will seriously undermine the effectiveness of China’s limited nuclear capability from the first day of its [NMD] deployment. This can not but cause grave concerns to China.”50 Many Chinese fear that whether or not U. S. missile defenses are as effective as planned, decision-makers could become incautious in their actions, willing to risk a disarming first strike because they believe they have the capability to intercept any surviving Chinese missiles.51 Some Chinese analysts argue that deployment of U.S. missile defenses will also support offensive operations.52 China is concerned about the U.S. refusal to declare a no-first-use policy, and the 2002 NPR has fed these anxieties. The NPR specifically described conditions for the use of nuclear weapons in the event of conflict in the Taiwan Strait, and the possible use of tactical nuclear weapons.53 The United States’ lack of a no-first-use policy, in combination with a deployed BMD system, would lower the nuclear threshold and increase the reliance on nuclear weapons, making nuclear conflict with China more likely. According to John Steinbruner, China and other countries have good cause for concern: “A defensive missile deployment operating in conjunction with a preemptive attack would pose a formidable threat to the deterrent capability of any military establishment operating outside of the United States alliance system.”54 There is also concern in China about U.S. plans for global force projection. Current Chinese nuclear modernization plans call for the development of mobile ICBMs. Some proposed space weapons (such as common aero vehicles) would be used against hard and deeply buried land targets and mobile targets, and would pose a huge threat to mobile ICBMs. The NPR recognizes the value of enhancing U.S. capacity to target mobile missiles. As the report says, “A U.S. demonstration of the linkage between long-range precision strike weapons and real-time intelligence systems may dissuade a potential adversary from investing heavily in mobile ballistic missiles.”55 Consequently, China worries that U.S. space weapons and its missile defense system could subject China to political or strategic blackmail and infringe on China’s sovereignty. These capabilities would free the United States to intervene much more in China’s affairs, including efforts at reunification with Taiwan. This concern has been underscored in recent years by U.S. efforts to boost cooperation with Japan, and potentially with Taiwan, in research and development of advanced theatre missile defense. 

China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Perception 
Causes diplomatic and political havoc in China

Johnson-Freese and Nichols ’10 (Joan Johnson-Freese, PhD, Chair, Department of National Security Studies, at the Naval War College; Thomas Nichols, Professor of National Security Affairs and a former chairman of the Strategy Department at the United States Naval War College, China Security Vol. 6 No. 2, “Space, Stability and  Nuclear Strategy:  Rethinking Missile Defense,” http://www.chinasecurity.us/images/stories/Johnson-Freese%20and%20Nichols%282%29.pdf)
Even the new Obama plan, however, presents the potential for a future night​mare. Over the next decade the intent is to equip Aegis ships with the much larger, faster exo-atmospheric interceptors currently being developed with Japan. Accord​ing to Defense Secretary Robert Gates and General James Cartwright, the former head of Strategic Command, the long-range goal is to deploy a global network of mo​bile interceptors and sensors. General Cartwright stated in late 2009 that the United States intends to build “a sufficient number of ships to allow us to have a global deployment of this capability on a constant basis, with a surge capacity to any one theater at a time.”32 If the Chinese were the Russians, they would be able to brush off Cartwright’s statement, because Russian missiles are so numerous (and so far deeply buried in Eurasia) that no US naval component could even begin to stop them. But the small size and location of the Chinese arsenal means that a mobile, sea-based missile defense could create the same kind of concerns about the Chinese deterrent that Moscow has about the threat to the Russian deterrent posed by space-based weapons. None of this is to argue that the United States should spend undue effort reassuring Russia (which claims to be a friendly democracy) and China (which is still technically a revolutionary, anti-liberal power) about the security of their nuclear 16 Rethinking Missile Defense China Security Vol. 6 No. 2  forces. Rather, the point is that the pursuit of national missile defenses will serve only to wreak diplomatic and political havoc for the sake of a technology unable to provide real security.
*East Asia Impact*

China Advantage---Internal Link---Taiwan 
China is opposed to cooperation on BMD – perceives opposition to an attack on Taiwan

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)

Regionally, China has been disturbed by the accelerated progress of the U.S.-Japanese missile defense cooperative. Specifically, China is worried that U.S.-Japanese missile defense could thwart Beijing's limited nuclear deterrent, encourage Japanese militarization, protect Taiwan, and trigger a regional arms race. Chinese opposition to the U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation isn't as vehement as that of Russia to the U.S. missile defense deployment in Eastern Europe, but if China perceives that the missile shield will shift the balance of power in the region, its opposition will intensify.

TMD jacks China’s ability to threaten Taiwan – that’s the most important issue in their strategic calculus and they will respond to any attempt to stop them – overwhelms deterrence and the security dilemma.

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)
TMD Transfers to Taiwan: “Umbrella over Taiwan.” The issue that arouses the most Chinese passion is Taiwan. Chinese nationalists vehemently claim Taiwan. They deflect any outside influence with charges of “interference in internal Chinese affairs” and “an affront to Chinese sovereignty.” The rulers of the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) will address the Taiwan issue in terms of an “internal affair” and rebuff all attempts to legitimize other states’ contact with Taipei. This approach serves, in turn, to uphold the legitimacy of the mainland regime and further isolate Taiwan from vital sources of economic, political, and military support. China worries that if it wavers the slightest on Taiwan and the territory achieves viable independence, then other regions of China seeking autonomy, such as Tibet and perhaps Xinjiang, would be encouraged in their struggles. The specter of internal disruption always looms large in the CCP’s leadership calculus. The possibility of Japanese TMD equipment or technology being sold or transferred to Taiwan elicits a visceral, menacing reaction from the Chinese. China maintains that TMD technology and equipment transferred to Taiwan would exacerbate missile proliferation, violate the spirit and intent of the MTCR, and encourage Taiwanese ambitions for independence. Further, a sea-based Japanese TMD might also be used to protect Taiwan in the event of a military confrontation between Taiwan and mainland China, despite China’s ability to overwhelm Taiwan with sheer numbers of missiles. The inclusion of Japan, and by extension the United States, in any cross-strait conflict dramatically raises the strategic stakes. This political issue, along with the potential for quick escalation to crisis proportions, causes the greatest concern for the Chinese, not actual TMD missile performance. The importance of Taiwan in Chinese calculations about TMD cannot be overstated. The nature of the cross-strait conflict defies the usual arguments about the offensedefense balance and the “security dilemma.” In sum, the arguments that the buildup of defensive weapons and adoption of defensive doctrine should not be destabilizing fall on deaf Chinese ears. According to conventional wisdom, defensive weapons destabilize because they shore up the territorial status quo by deterring or physically preventing aggressors from achieving revisionist goals, whereas offensive weapons destabilize because they threaten the status quo. 34 China, however, retains as its primary policy objective the prevention of Taiwan declaring permanent independence from the Chinese nation. A cross-strait relationship that would legalize and freeze the territorial status quo re mains the main threat to Chinese policy. China employs military and economic coercion as her primary means of countering that threat. Beijing considers traditionally defensive weapons in the hands of Taiwan and any potential political allies (the United States and Japan) as dangerous, because they give Taiwan officials additional confidence in their efforts to legitimize the territorial status quo. 35 TMD in Japan would reduce China’s ability to threaten Taiwan with ballistic missiles, her primary means of coercion. Significantly, the ship-based system under development causes acute worry because of its large “footprint” and easy deployability. Effectiveness of the system aside, China agonizes about the psychological and political effect the system would have on Taipei’s attitudes about seeking diplomatic latitude, as well as U.S. and Japanese attitudes about cross-strait relations. 36

China perceives BMD will be used to protect Taipei

Toki 8 (Masako, 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, THE)
Nevertheless, China has been wary of the U.S.-Japan joint development of a BMD system in the region, fearing that it might erode China’s limited nuclear deterrent. China’s main concern is that the U.S.-Japan system might be used to protect Taiwan in case of a conflict between Beijing and Taipei – in part by protecting the United States against a possible Chinese nuclear attack should the conflict escalate. However, China’s response to the December 2007 missile defense test was relatively mild. China’s Foreign Ministry spokesperson Qin Gang told reporters that China hopes that the actions of Japan are beneficial to the peace and stability of the region and conducive to mutual trust between countries in the region. [29] The test was conducted immediately before Prime Minister Fukuda’s first visit to Beijing, which took place from December 28 to December 31, 2007, at a time when both Japan and China are trying to improve relations.
China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Offensive Reaction

China will react to US deployment – ASAT test proves

Kumar 10 (A Vinod, Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi. “The Dragon’s Shield: Intricacies of China’s BMD Capability”, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_ChinasBMDCapability.pdf, THE)

On the political side, the January 11th intercept unravelled yet another instance of Chinese hypocrisy on major security issues including space weaponisation and ballistic missile defence. Like the manner in which China conducted the ASAT test in January 2007 after years of activism against weaponisation and military uses of outer space, the BMD intercept also contradicted China’s long-standing opposition to ballistic missile defences and concerns over their potential to trigger regional arms races and instability. Yet, a sense of déjà vu prevails as the Chinese demonstration of a BMD capability was long overdue given its innate ambitions to counter the US-backed theatre missile defence (TMD) deployments in East Asia and the potential implications of the Eastern European BMD deployment on its nuclear deterrent. Though Beijing ostensibly used the US transfer of theatre defence systems to Taiwan as a red herring for the BMD capability demonstration, this could in fact be attributed as a natural chain-reaction.

China will try to overwhelm US defensive capabilities – it will invest in more powerful weapons technology.

Kumar 10 (A Vinod, Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi. “The Dragon’s Shield: Intricacies of China’s BMD Capability”, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_ChinasBMDCapability.pdf, THE)

Despite its vehement opposition to space weaponisation and missile defences, it was clear that China would initiate commensurate actions to strengthen its deterrent capability by improvising alternate or secondary response systems to the US missile defence. As a natural consequence, western observers felt, China would build more warheads and incrementally augment its offensive missile forces in an attempt to overwhelm the US missile defences. A parallel expected measure was development of passive counter-measures, including penetration aids, anti-simulation (disguise the warhead with a camouflage) and decoy technologies, among others. In fact, China was known to have integrated penetration aids during the flight test of the DF-31 ICBM in August 1999.12 Another key strategy on which the PLA was expected to heavily rely on is the concerted integration of Multiple Independent Re-entry Vehicle (MIRV) technology in its longer-range ICBMs, against which ABMs are deemed to be largely impotent. Such efforts notwithstanding, the Chinese interest in tit-for-tat responses to the US BMD through similar systems was never underestimated even before the ASAT test. In fact, Beijing hinted about its intentions to develop a ballistic missile defence capability at the Zhuhai Air Show in November 2006 where the China Aerospace Science and Industry Corporation displayed a conceptual ballistic missile defence system.13 Months later, through the ASAT test, China implicitly proved its capability for exo-atmospheric targeting and interception. The technical features of the ASAT missile test including the use of phased array radar and kinetic-kill vehicle are similar to the templates of a ballistic missile intercept, though the challenge of precision targeting and hitting would be higher for BMD systems. Hence, from the technology demonstration perspective, the January BMD test could be seen as a consequential progression from the ASAT technological template. With its ballistic missile defence intentions (as well as capability) being unequivocally pronounced, the next major breakthrough could be on kill vehicle technology – especially kinetic and directed energy weapons. In fact, China’s kinetic kill-vehicle (KKV) capability has already been demonstrated through the January 2010 test. In its improvisation efforts, China might focus on smaller KKVs for ASAT application and on exo-atmospheric high-velocity KKVs for its longerrange BMD systems. However, the domain where China would attempt to challenge the US would be directed energy interceptors (DEI) or high-energy laser weapons (HEL), though not exactly following US models like the Airborne Laser (ABL). China is known to have initiated research in HEL since 1980s, probably as a response to the US Strategic Defence Initiative (SDI).14 As part of the ‘National 863’ programme for high-technology development, Beijing was known to have sanctioned R&D efforts on HEL medium including deuterium fluoride chemical lasers, free-electron lasers (FEL), hydrogen fluoride chemical lasers and x-ray lasers, among others.15 The unique nature of this exploration is the correlation between aspirations and actual development capabilities. Despite struggling for decades on rudimentary air defence, China had sought to make inroads into advanced and futuristic technologies like DEI or exo-atmospheric KKV. That it pursues these technologies with perseverance reflects well on its power aspirations. Consequently, it is obvious that China would now emerge as the primary competitor on BMD and ASAT technologies to the US in coming decades. Considering that it would be a strongly-contested race for ascendancy in futuristic technologies, this competition will have major political ramifications..
China Advantage---Internal Link---Perception of Japanese Rearm
TMD coop triggers Chinese perception that Japan will rearm – threatens its standing in East Asia.

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)
TMD Cooperation Will Lead to Japan’s Eventual Remilitarization. The Chinese perceive a shift in the U.S.-Japan alliance dating back to the mid-1980s. They maintain that de facto licensed coproduction programs such as the F-15J and Patriot PAC 2+, coupled with changes in alliance structure precipitated by the Nye Initiative and the subsequently revised Defense Guidelines, show a willingness, perhaps even an eagerness, by the United States and Japan to “normalize” Japan’s security. TMD heightens this concern when viewed in the aggregate with other U.S.-Japan alliance developments. These include the new Japanese LST (landing ship, tank), a ship capable of launching and recovering aircraft; the family of Japanese space launch vehicles (SLV) regarded as potential dual-use platforms; and the Japanese purchase of Patriot PAC-3 missiles with their limited lower-tier capability.37China views such developments as precursors to the relaxing of Japanese law. 38 Indeed, U.S. pressures on Japan to accept a greater share of the burden of its own national defense in effect encourages Japan to become self-sufficient. Further, in the 56 years since the end of World War II, it has become inevitable that the post-war U.S.-Japan security relationship will change, especially in view of Japan’s growth as a global economic power. Wealth begets the imminent potential for military power. TMD and the prospect of meshing national command and control systems, both for regional defense and as an “early warning” for proposed U.S. NMD, mean that Japan will develop capabilities beyond what its present constitution allows.39Complementary to TMD is a spacebased sensor system to aid in early warning and detection of incoming missiles. Japanese law prohibits the militarization of outer space. Satellite sensors to warn of a hostile missile launch and perhaps to help guide an intercept constitute a necessary part of a TMD system. China recognized these overt harbingers of change. It also recognized the implications of the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs future diplomatic blueprint, Challenge 2001.40Accordingly, the Chinese assert that TMD represents another, albeit significant, step by Japan to take its national security into its own hands. The implications for China of a militarized, self-sufficient Japan defy description. Japan’s technical ability, industrial potential, and geographic position would inhibit the Chinese desire to remain militarily preeminent in Northeast Asia. The most discussed development of any “remilitarization” of Japan and the TMD implications of that action concern an independent Japanese ability to build and deliver offensive ballistic missiles. China maintains that the technology transfers of TMD components are directly applicable to offensive systems. Hence, China views U.S. cooperation with Japan on TMD as nothing less than U.S. support for emergent Japanese military power. In response, the United States reassures that all MTCR regimes would be followed. The United States contends that, in fact, Japan’s indigenous space program and its family of SLVs exhibit more compatibility for this type of technology transfer than TMD.41

China Advantage---Internal Link---Miscalc 
Potential for miscalc with China is likely

Gates 9 (Robert, Secretary of Defense of the US – Head of the DOD, “ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS Military Power of the People’s Republic of China 2009 Office”, http://www.defense.gov/pubs/pdfs/China_Military_Power_Report_2009.pdf, THE)
Potential for Miscalculation As the PLA modernizes, three misperceptions could lead to miscalculation or crisis. First, other countries could underestimate the extent to which PLA forces have improved. Second, China’s leaders could overestimate the proficiency of their forces by assuming new systems are fully operational, adeptly operated, adequately maintained, and well integrated with existing or other new capabilities. Third, China’s leaders may fail to appreciate the effects of their decisions on the security perceptions and responses of other regional actors.
China Advantage---Impact---East Asian Stability 
Deployment of missile defense destabilizes East Asia – change in US policy key to stability.

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)
The current security environment in East Asia and the Bush administration's interest in missile defense have helped bring the U.S.-Japanese missile defensive cooperative to where it stands today. That said, President-elect Barack Obama has a different view on missile defense; moreover, he has repeatedly stated that strengthening the nonproliferation regime should be a priority. Thus, it's likely that changes in U.S. security priority will alter Japanese missile defense plans somewhat. Nonetheless, Japan's already scheduled system deployment date of 2011 probably will be met. More generally, a robust Japanese missile defense capability isn't conducive to sustainable peace in East Asia. That's why it's particularly important that Japan and the United States avoid building a structure that looks confrontational to China, which would obviously decrease stability in the region. Therefore, President-elect Obama should shift U.S.-Japanese security cooperation to matters of arms control and nonproliferation while inviting other countries in the region such as China to join in this endeavor.
BMD causes Chinese backlash and East Asian instability

Toki and Diehl 7 (Masako and Sarah, Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, July/August, “JAPAN TAKES STEPS TO INTEGRATE WITH U.S. BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE”, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I17/I17_EA3_JapanTakesSteps.htm, THE)

Japan’s move toward collective self-defense and a BMD system more integrated with the United States has been criticized on the grounds that it could aggravate relations with China. Taku Yamazaki, former Liberal Democratic Party secretary general, criticized the advisory panel studying Japan’s right to collective defense because it could intensify Japan-China disputes, especially over the Taiwan Strait issue. China has been increasingly disturbed by the accelerated progress of U.S.-Japan missile defense systems, which would also provide protection against Chinese missiles, as well as by Japan’s reviewing the scope of its right to collective self-defense. [37] In June 2007, at the Annual Asian Security Forum organized by the International Institute for Strategic Studies in Singapore, Mr. Zhang Qinsheng, Deputy Chief of the General Staff of the People’s Liberation Army, in response to a statement by Japan’s Defense Minister, highlighted China’s concern over the intentions of the United States and Japan. He asserted that the deployment of a missile defense system would destabilize Asia and create uncertainty in terms of regional stability and peace. Moreover, he insisted that any bilateral military cooperation “should not target a third party or infringe the interest of a third party.” [38] Furthermore, on June 5, 2007, China’s Foreign Ministry emphasized its “grave concerns” about U.S. and Japanese plans. A Foreign Ministry spokeswoman commented that the intensifying U.S.-Japan cooperation in missile defense systems will impact stability and the strategic balance and may also cause new proliferation problems. [39]
China Advantage---Impact---East Asian Stability 
TMD freaks out China and destabilizes East Asia – spills over globally

Zukang 99 (Sha, Director-General, Department of Arms Control and Disarmament Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the P.R.China, 4/28 "Can BMD Really Enhance Security?", http://www.nti.org/db/china/engdocs/shabmd.htm, THE)

II. US-Japan joint development of TMD will make the security situation in Asia-Pacific unpredictable. US-Japan joint development of TMD does not contribute to peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. China is firmly against such program. First of all, advanced TMD is technically intertwined with NMD. US-Japan joint research of advanced TMD will provide technical and financial support to US NMD program. Once it is deployed in North-East Asia, this region will become the forefront of the US NMD system. China certainly opposes this. Secondly, US-Japan cooperation on TMD will bring substantive changes to the nature of their military alliance: 1. The one-way provision of protection by US to Japan will turn into two-way mutual assistance between the two countries. 2. The bilateral military arrangement will become regional arrangement. This will upgrade the integrated capabilities of offense and defense of the US-Japan military alliance to a level higher than that in the Cold War. Against the backdrop of NATO enlargement, its new strategy and frequent use or threat of use of force, countries in North-East Asia, including China and Russia, are surely concerned about the steps taken by the US and Japan to upgrade their military alliance. Thirdly, US-Japan cooperation on TMD could become a stepping stone for Japan's return to the track of militarism. In light of its military spending level, armament and technological capabilities, Japan is already a de facto military power. TMD might become the finishing touches for Japan's military industry to move towards perfection. Recently, some politicians in Japan again and again called for changes of Japan's military strategy from "exclusive defense" to "preemptive strategy" in order to "contain aggression". This reminds people of Japan's "preemptive activities" in 1931, 1937 and 1941, which cannot but alert many countries in Asia, including China. Some Americans advocate for arming Japan to check China. Let me take this opportunity to advise those friends not to play with fire. It is extremely risky and does not necessarily benefit the United States. There is no need to recall in great detail the lessons from World War II. Just look at some examples around us. Some people in the US believe that it is a good way to contain China by appeasing India. The result is nuclear and missile proliferation in South Asia. Please be aware, India's economic and technologic capabilities are far below those of Japan. If the US adopts the same policy of connivance towards Japan, the jeopardy will not be limited to Asian countries alone. The US itself might also suffer ultimately. Fourthly, US-Japan cooperation on TMD will exacerbate the tensions in the Korean Peninsular. The Korean nuclear and missile issues can only be resolved through political dialogues. Military maneuver, missile test and TMD deployment can only aggravate differences, instead of helping to resolve them. This is in the interests of no one, except those who want to seek self-interests through causing greater troubles. Both China and the United States are major powers in the Asia-Pacific region and share common responsibilities in safeguarding security and stability in North-East Asia. We hope the US will be prudent in selecting Japan for the joint development of TMD. 
China perceives BMD to undermine the stability of the region, their security and reduction of global arms control

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)

Chinese policy seeks to further the development of China into the preeminent Western Pacific/Northeast Asian regional power. 21Broadly stated, China believes missile defense programs will undermine strategic stability by weakening its one viable deterrent capability and precipitate a new arms race. Specifically, the Chinese worry that Japanese TMD programs will obviate their ballistic missile force; undermine their regional security; lead to Japan’s eventual remilitarization; aid in the defense of Taiwan; and retard current global arms control efforts that reduce or check stronger powers such as the United States.

China perceives that development of BMD destabilizes Asia
Minnick 8 (Wendell, 11/17, “China Adopts Russian Anti-BMD Rhetoric”, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3823111, THE)

At a regular press conference the following day, China's Foreign Ministry spokesperson Qin Gang said China "always believes that setting up a global missile defense system, including deploying such a system in some regions of the world or conducting cooperation in this field, is detrimental to global strategic balance and stability, undermines mutual trust among countries and affects regional stability." "The recent development of the situation makes it evident that relevant countries should take other countries' concerns seriously," Qin said. 

China Advantage---Impact---East Asian Stability 
TMD causes Chinese backlash – perception of destabilization of East Asia, Japanese power projection and protection of Taiwan.

Ding 99 (Dr. Arthur, Research Fellow at the Institute of International Relations of National Chengchi University in Taipei. Dr. Ding received a doctoral degree in Government and International Studies from the University of Notre Dame in 1987. His research covers Chinese military and security policy, US-China relations, and international relations in East Asia., Fall, “Viewpoint: China’s Concerns About Theater Missile Defense: A Critique”, http://cnswmd.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/ding64.pdf, THE)
Beijing is also concerned that deployment of TMD would make the Asia-Pacific region unstable. Japan is the first factor of this concern. Beijing worries that the joint research and technology-sharing arrangements between the United States and Japan might prompt Japan to take a more aggressive approach towards its neighbors. 18 The Chinese argue that Japan already has the strongest military force and the most advanced weapon systems in Asia. Japan’s annual defense budget is ranked as the second largest in the world, and it has switched its strategic focus from the north to the west since the end of the Cold War.19 If Japan deploys the TMD system, China fears, an illusory feeling of security may boost militarist forces within Japan. China is worried that the joint development of TMD with the United States will provide Japan sufficient potential to become a nuclear power.20 After decades of hard work, Japan has developed a whole range of rocket industry capabilities, including material, propellant, guidance, remote control, and nozzle technologies. Japan has also launched many space investigation rockets. Despite the fact that Japan’s development of the rocket industry is for commercial and civilian purposes, China has been concerned that Japan’s experience and capabilities could be converted into manufacturing long-range and even inter-continental missiles. Japan has also stored large quantities of plutonium, and with this raw nuclear material, Japan could easily build nuclear weapons. Under these circumstances, Chinese analysts are concerned about Japan’s joining the TMD program.21 They believe that the procurement of the land-based Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC)-2/3 system, sea-based Aegis destroyers, and AWACS aircraft has allowed Japan sufficient capability to defend against the possibility of a North Korean ballistic missile attack. They therefore suspect that Japan’s intention to deploy TMD is aimed at China rather than North Korea. Chinese analysts argue that Japanese criticism of the North Korean test launches of Nodong and Taepodong missiles was but an excuse for Japan’s expansion of its military forces. In commenting on the TMD system, Chinese government spokesman Zhu Bangzao said that China opposed any group taking advantage of the August 1998 North Korean launch of a Taepodong missile to seek its own military interests, thereby destabilizing the region. Relevant parties, he said, should refrain from doing anything that would lead to regional tension and another round of arms racing in the region.22 Some Chinese analysts claim that Japan’s joining the TMD program has an additional political purpose. They reason that Japan relies heavily upon sea-line communication from the South China Sea to meet its energy needs. Taiwan is located at a very important position for this sea-line communication, controlling the choke point from the Bering Sea in the north to the South China Sea in the south. These analysts thus argue that the main purpose for Japan’s military expansion is control of Taiwan23 and the South China Sea, protecting Japan’s economic security.24 In brief, in the Chinese view, Japan’s joining the TMD program goes far beyond Japan’s legitimate self-defense needs. If Japan were equipped with a missile defense capability, along with potential nuclear capability, Japan would be more confident in itself, and would be able to transform its military power into political power. Moreover, China feels that Japan is taking advantage of its importance in US defense strategy in the Asia-Pacific region to get US help in expanding its influence southward, enabling Japan to play a more influential role in the region.25 

China Advantage---Impact---East Asian Stability---Likelihood
Conflict in East Asia is likely – TMD triggers an action reaction cycle creates tensions from regional volatility.

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)
East Asia in general, and Northeast Asia in particular, appears to be in a dangerous strategic setting. The regional characteristics include major shifts in the balance of power, skewed distributions of economic and political power within and between countries, political and cultural diversity, an anemic security apparatus, and widespread territorial disputes over natural resource issues. 16 Chances for escalation of tension in the area seem great, especially without a U.S. military presence in the region. The 20th century history of East Asia proves that mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can lead each side to take precautionary and defensively-motivated measures that are perceived as offensive threats. 17 These perceptions can lead to countermeasures in kind, begetting an actionreaction cycle that increases regional tensions and creates a self-fulfilling prophecy about the region’s volatility. 18In view of all these variables that might fuel insecurities, East Asia appears quite dangerous. Not only could dramatic and unpredictable changes in the distribution of military capabilities increase uncertainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea-lanes and secure energy supplies to almost all regional actors could encourage a destabilizing competition to develop power-projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Because of the perception as offensive threats, power-projection forces heighten spiraling tensions as opposed to weapons that can only defend a nation’s homeland. Perhaps even more important in East Asia than these variables are psychological factors (such as the historical mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography issues relating to the Taiwan question, which make defensive systems (such as TMD) in the region appear threatening to other nations’ security. 19
*Modernization Impact*

China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Modernization
Forces Chinese modernization – triggering an action-reaction cycle that spirals out of control.

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)
Japan is also very worried over Chinese reaction to its pursuit of TMD. Chinese officials encourage some of Japan’s fears by maintaining that TMD in Japan would trigger a regional arms race. First, they argue TMD would require China to build up its own missiles to overcome the missile defense system; they warn that this “action-reaction” cycle could spin out of control.24 Second, they claim Japan could use TMD technologies to manufacture offensive missiles. The Chinese would consider this very provocative, requiring a military response, most likely in the form of increased inventories of Chinese missiles.

TMD will force China to modernize its nuclear doctrine – forces a change to limited nuclear deterrence

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)
TMD Will Provoke Changes in Chinese Nuclear Doctrine. Chinese responses to Japanese TMD suggest support for the evolution of Chinese nuclear doctrine from one of “minimum deterrence” to one of “limited deterrence.” Minimum deterrence, according to China, means possession of a small number of nuclear warheads sufficient to inflict unacceptable damage on a handful of enemy cities. 44In truth, Chinese missiles can presently do little else. As the potential of Chinese weapons systems increases, however, there exist indications that the Chinese are building a more robust limited nuclear deterrent. Limited nuclear deterrence (in concert with the technological and economic capability of the Chinese state) originally envisioned the ability to inflict unacceptable damage with several warheads aimed at enemy cities. It since matured into a more sharply defined concept that now promises limited counterforce warfighting capabilities. Limited deterrence now means having enough capability to deter conventional theater and strategic nuclear war and to control and suppress escalation during a nuclear conflict. 45 This shift invites several questions. Has the Chinese nuclear stockpile expanded beyond the commonly accepted 75-100 warheads available for targeting against Taiwan (and Japan) to a force that is more consistent with a limited deterrence capability (250-300 warheads)? We do not know, but remain convinced it has. The exceptional circumspection of the Chinese about the size and capability of their ballistic missile force breeds mistrust. But doesn’t this shift to greater capability justify TMD? Japan remains unconvinced of benign Chinese intentions, while China insists its declared NFU policy and strictly defensive nuclear weapons offer indications of peaceful intent that should be accepted at face value. China’s threat of building to “limited” nuclear deterrence is a thinly veiled suggestion that Japanese TMD may provoke an even greater increase in the number of Chinese missiles, the method by which they are deployed, and the technical capabilities of the missiles (addition of Multiple Independent Re-entry Vehicles [MIRV], decoys, penetration aids, etc.). China developed and deployed its first generation of missiles in 11 years. 46The second generation will take somewhat longer. Forecasted with an initial operating capability during the year 2000, China’s move to modernize occurred well before TMD became a significant issue. 

BMD is a catalyst that would trigger present Chinese modernization capabilities

Kumar 10 (A Vinod, Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi. “The Dragon’s Shield: Intricacies of China’s BMD Capability”, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_ChinasBMDCapability.pdf, THE)
When the Eastern European BMD plan was announced by the Bush administration, both Russia and China staunchly opposed it citing a negation of their nuclear deterrence. China had felt the heat on both flanks, with its minimum deterrence also violated by the East Asian theatre defence deployments in Japan, South Korea and Taiwan. The challenge to its missile inventory from Taiwanese defences could disarray Chinese calculations. A majority of the reports after the January 2010 demonstration cited the recent arms transfers to Taiwan as a rationale for the BMD test. However, what was puzzling about this assertion was the question whether a country would spontaneously project a military capability merely as a riposte to a political event. By doing so, will such technology demonstration not confirm that the capability actually pre-existed and that the event was only a catalyst? In China’s case, it was obvious that the capability existed since the ASAT demonstration in January 2007 and intentions pronounced months before through the concept display in November 2006

China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Modernization
BMD causes Chinese modernization.

Roberts 3 (Brad, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses., September, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf, THE)

And what if the United States rejected these arguments and revised or withdrew from the ABM Treaty and proceeded with national missile defense? Ambassador Sha alluded to potential Chinese responses in a series of statements during this period. In 1999 and again in 2000, he explicitly warned that China would reexamine its policies on arms control, disarmament, and nonproliferation.114 However, Sha was more ambiguous at two Foreign Ministry briefings on missile defense in March 2001. On March 14, he stated only that “of course China will not allow its legitimate means of self-defense to be weakened or even taken away by anyone.”115 Then on March 23 he was asked whether China would link its participation in the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) to U.S. ABM withdrawal. In response, Sha indicated that he opposed drawing such a linkage, that the Chinese government had never connected its adherence to the CTBT to missile defense, and that it was premature to make such a connection.116 This modest shift in rhetoric suggests that the Chinese position on missile defense may have softened slightly over time. As China pressed these arguments on the international community, it continued to invest in military counters to U.S. BMD. Broad-based modernization of the short-, medium-, and long-range missile forces continued during this period, with significant new capabilities reaching the field, including especially the first successful tests of the new ICBM, the DF-31.117 The U.S. Department of Defense noted also that “China has made significant efforts to modernize and improve its command, control, communications, computers, and intelligence infrastructure.”118 Evidence of a shift in the doctrine of the Second Artillery also began to emerge, with Mark Stokes arguing that there was “a doctrinal shift toward offensive preemption, surprise, and deep strikes against strategic and operational targets.”119 This seemed to be driven in large measure by the growing emphasis on conventional (i.e., non-nuclear) missiles and efforts to integrate them into regional war plans. Another analyst argues that during this period China’s leadership made a decision to dramatically increase the percentage of its deployed nuclear force capable of reaching the United States (from 14 to 70 percent).120 There also was a notable increase in the unclassified discussion in China of countermeasures to ballistic missile defense,121 and apparently a close monitoring of the U.S. BMD test program.122 In August 1999, the Central Committee of the Chinese Community Party reportedly approved a Project 998 aimed at stepping up research and manufacture of capabilities necessary to cope with BMD.123 

BMD causes Chinese defense modernization – changes their war fighting strategy.

Roberts 3 (Brad, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses., September, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf, THE)

But political acquiescence by Beijing to the inevitability of U.S. ballistic missile defense does not necessarily equate with passivity in its response. Indeed, adjustments to China’s military posture and foreign policy were often threatened in the period of full court press under Ambassador Sha. But which ones seem likely? And to what extent might gaps in our knowledge mislead our thinking on this matter? This historical review suggests a number of answers to these questions. First and most obviously, there will be responses in China’s posture of strategic forces. This prediction follows directly from the decades of concern among China’s leaders about building and maintaining a viable deterrent as a way to protect itself from the coercion of other major powers. It is also follows from the apparently central role of ballistic missiles in China’s emerging concepts of how to fight and win regional wars under high-tech conditions.132 There is no gap on these matters—Chinese views have been clear and consistent. But what responses specifically should be expected? And how might they differ from what might have occurred regardless of U.S. BMD and as a result of ongoing Chinese modernization? It is useful to distinguish between quantitative and qualitative adjustments. Quantitatively, the possibility exists that China could respond to U.S. BMD with a very dramatic increase in its deployed forces. The CIA predicts an increase over the next decade to between 75 and 100 nuclear warheads deployed atop missiles able to reach the United States.133 China is also able to increase the number of warheads deployed on individual missiles (for many years it has had the capability to deploy multiple reentry vehicles (MRVs) atop its larger missiles). Its ability to deploy multiple lighter warheads that are also independently targetable (MIRVs) is somewhat contested, given uncertainty about the impact of the nuclear test moratorium and Chinese adherence to the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty on its warhead development and certification effort. A quantitative build-up of deployed forces could rely on an increase in missiles and/or of launchers and/or of warheads. Such a robust build-up might possibly be accomplished within an overall doctrine that continues to eschew nuclear counterforce war-fighting strategies. Indeed, the debate between the adherents of minimalism and limited deterrence does not seem to foreshadow a dramatic shift in Chinese nuclear strategy. On the other hand, it is conceivable that a debate has been going on behind closed doors, although there has been no hint of one in the doctrinal debates well and thoroughly revealed in the Chinese military journals.134

China Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Modernization 
China will develop new weapons to compensate for the US BMD.

Lin and Griffin 7 (Joseph E. Former Associate Editor of China Brief at The Jamestown Foundation. He is the co-founder of the Johns Hopkins University East Asian Forum & Review and currently serves as a member of its Board of Advisors. and Christopher, Research associate in Asian studies at the American Enterprise Institute in Washington, DC, and a contributing editor to Armed Forces Journal. 7/11, “Cold War Redux: China responds to the Russo-American BMD dispute”, http://www.asiamedia.ucla.edu/article.asp?parentid=73677, THE)
As Chinese commentators criticize U.S. defense officials for their "Cold War mentality," one need merely read the headlines to feel trapped in a bad rerun of the 1960s. Washington's attempts to meet asymmetric challenges at both ends of the conflict spectrum have kept its hands full. At the "low intensity" end, the U.S. military is enmeshed in a long, bloody insurgency in Iraq. Meanwhile, Washington and Moscow are engaged in a heated row over U.S. attempts to deploy a ballistic missile defense (BMD) system in Europe as each side demonstrates its prowess at "high intensity" warfare. China's growing fears that such a feat, if successfully accomplished in Europe, might be replicated in the Asia-Pacific, have resulted in a crescendo of criticism from Beijing. While certainly not the first time that China has condemned the deployment of a U.S. BMD system -- as seen during the dispute prior to Washington's withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty in 2002 -- China is now backing its words with deeds. Indeed, the January anti-satellite (ASAT) test and the expected deployment of the DF-31 road-mobile intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) are indicative of a Chinese strategy to develop capabilities that would permit it to negate any military advantage the U.S. might obtain by deploying a similar BMD system in the Asia-Pacific.

BMD will cause Chinese modernization.

Godwin 2 (Paul HB, Professor of International Affairs at the National War College, Washington, DC, where his research focuses on Chinese security policy and defense modernization., 1/17, “Potential Chinese Responses to US Ballistic Missile Defense” http://216.197.111.238/china/pdf/godwin.pdf, THE)
Nonetheless, it is certain that US BMD programs will result in Beijing deploying a more robust nuclear deterrent and preparing for an even more capable force structure. The family of new strategic weapons coming on line was designed to ensure that China’s minimum deterrence posture remained viable. BMD has enhanced concern among Chinese strategists that this posture built around a small number of strategic weapons is no longer adequate. Future force structures will add penetrating defenses to the survivability criterion initially sought. Thus, it is reasonable to anticipate a significantly larger force of more sophisticated weapons than Beijing had originally planned.

China Advnatage---Impact---Chinese Modernization

US-Japan BMD causes China to develop ballistic missiles—results in vertical and horizontal escalation, destabilizing relations and escalation control 
Yoshihara ‘10

(Toshi, associate professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the Naval War College, PhD in international relations, “CHINESE MISSILE STRATEGY AND THE U.S. NAVAL PRESENCE IN JAPAN,” http://www.andrewerickson.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Chinese-Missile-Strategy_Yoshihara_Toshi_NWCR_2010-Summer.pdf)
Several intervening factors are likely to infl uence the future size of the DF-21 inventory. First, China needs to build an arsenal large enough to overwhelm the ballistic-missile defenses fi elded by the U.S.-Japanese alliance. As noted above, some Chinese analysts forecast a capable sea-based BMD system that could intercept theater ballistic missiles. Chinese strategists would almost certainly have to take into account some level of attrition arising from successful missile interceptions. Second, some of the more destructive coercive options could trigger U.S. horizontal escalation, including conventional counterforce strikes against Chinese missile brigades on the mainland. Thus, strategists in Beijing must anticipate potentially severe losses should the United States expand its target set. These numerical factors suggest that the Second Artillery Corps will almost certainly need a much larger DF-21 missile force to engage in the types of high-intensity operations outlined in the doctrinal writings. Observers may object that capabilities do not refl ect intent. In other words, missile range, accuracy, payload, and force size by themselves constitute insuffi cient evidence of exactly what Beijing plans to hit. Some may even fi nd it implausible that China would attack a staunchly anti-nuclear-weapons state bound by a pacifi st constitution, even if some of its real estate is occupied by a foreign military power. Nevertheless, the historical pattern of Chinese missile deployments since the Cold War suggests that U.S. bases in Japan have always been primary targets for nuclear strikes. In the 1960s the PLA extended the range of its fi rst operational nuclear-tipped ballistic missile, the DF-2, to ensure that it could reach all American bases in Japan. Beijing deployed the follow-on missile, the DF- 3, near the North Korean border to cover targets on the Japanese home islands and Okinawa. If China had always intended to violate its negative security assurances— that is, pledges not to attack nonnuclear third parties—with city-busting warheads, it should not be surprising that Beijing would fi eld conventional missiles for use against Japanese territory. Indeed, the DF-21 may represent a far less “blunt” instrument than its predecessors did and offer a somewhat “surgical” option to Chinese defense planners. CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF CHINESE MISSILE DOCTRINE There are compelling reasons for the Chinese to consider vertical and horizontal escalation in coercive campaigns against regional bases in Asia. At the same time, the PLA’s missile force appears poised to extend its reach far beyond China’s immediate periphery. The alignment of Chinese aspirations and capabilities will complicate crisis management and stability, escalation control, and war termination in the event of confl ict. The gaps in Chinese doctrinal writings offer reasons to worry about these complications. 
Destabilizing escalation guarantees miscalculation
Yoshihara ‘10

(Toshi, associate professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the Naval War College, PhD in international relations, “CHINESE MISSILE STRATEGY AND THE U.S. NAVAL PRESENCE IN JAPAN,” http://www.andrewerickson.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Chinese-Missile-Strategy_Yoshihara_Toshi_NWCR_2010-Summer.pdf)
Zhao acknowledges that accidents or miscalculations that cross the bounds of intimidation could transform the nature of the confl ict, to China’s detriment. Suffering direct harm could harden an enemy’s resolve substantially, immunizing him against subsequent attempts at intimidation. Concurring, The Science of Second Artillery Campaigns cautions, “Commanders should cautiously make decisions, choose the appropriate opportunities, select high-precision missiles for precision strikes against key targets, and prevent missile fi repower from deviating from the targets and giving others the excuse to permit the third country’s participation in the military intervention.”61 An errant ballistic missile destined for the Yokosuka naval base could very well plummet into densely populated civilian areas surrounding the base or a major city along its fl ight path. It is conceivable that an aggrieved Japan would punish China by refusing to limit (or even agreeing to expand) U.S. access to military bases on the home islands. Indeed, continued Japanese acquiescence to American use of military facilities might be enough to foil China’s strategy. But Beijing faces even more daunting challenges than the writings let on. Chinese defense planners seem to assume that the Japanese leadership and the public would make a clear, objective distinction between targeted attacks against strictly military installations and wanton strikes against civilian population centers. Missile launches against Yokosuka would be an act of foreign aggression against the homeland unprecedented since the Second World War. It is hard to imagine the Japanese quibbling about the nature and intent of Chinese missile strikes under such circumstances; the strident Japanese response to North Korea’s Taepodong missile launch over the home islands in 1998 is a case in point. In other words, the escalatory pressures are far stronger than the Chinese writings assume. Intimidation warfare will be neither clean nor straightforward. Indeed, it could unleash the forces of passion intrinsic to any war far beyond China’s control. More broadly, PLA planners seem excessively confi dent that certain missile tactics would accurately telegraph Beijing’s intentions. They assume that the precise application of fi repower could send clear, discrete signals to the adversary in times of crisis or war. A small dose of well-placed missiles, they seem to believe, might persuade the enemy to back down or to cease and desist. This line of reasoning in part explains the counterintuitive logic that China could engage in escalation in order to compel its opponent to de-escalate. The logic is as beguiling as it is potentially misleading. Missiles are not fi nely tuned weapons for those on the receiving end. The adversary may perceive what is intended as a warning shot or demonstration of resolve as a prelude to an all-out attack and then overreact rather than pausing or acting with caution. The result for the Chinese could be unanticipated vertical or horizontal escalation, or both. Equally worrisome, operational interactions between Chinese and American forces could prove highly escalatory and destabilizing. As Evan Medeiros and coauthors astutely observe, the operational doctrines on both sides share a proclivity for seizing the initiative at the outset of a confl ict through surprise, speed, and attacks against enemy rear echelons. Medeiros further argues: Neither body of doctrine appears to consider how an adversary might react to such operations in a limited war—indeed, each seems to assume that it will suppress enemy escalation by dominating the confl ict. Consequently a Sino-American confrontation would entail risks of inadvertent escalation if military forces were permitted to operate in keeping with their doctrinal tenets without regard for escalation thresholds.62 It is clear, then, that an attack against regional bases is neither a trump card nor a substantially risk-free option. If plans go awry, as they always do in war, China could fi nd itself in a protracted confl ict against more than one implacable, well resourced enemy as intent as the Chinese upon achieving escalation dominance. Whether Beijing would fi nd the stakes over Taiwan or over another dispute suffi ciently high to run such a risk is unclear. 
China Advantage---Impact---Modernization Bad---India-Pakistan
BMD forces reactionary politics – Chinese modernization spills over to the rest of Asia causing Indo-Pak war.

Kumar 10 (A Vinod, Associate Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, New Delhi. “The Dragon’s Shield: Intricacies of China’s BMD Capability”, http://www.idsa.in/system/files/IB_ChinasBMDCapability.pdf, THE)

The greater intricacies of missile defences – of creating a domino competitive effect - come into play at this juncture. With the US BMD triggering tit-for-tat responses from Russia, and subsequently China, a surge towards missile defence capability by China will have reverberations throughout the Asian region. Beyond the domino effect, a plausible explanation would be the existence of a security dilemma in this region. For example, Taiwan had suggested the increasing presence of Chinese tactical missiles in its coastline, entwined with its space postures, as a factor for demanding US arms supplies including Patriot systems.20 The Chinese build-up, along with North Korean nuclearisation, had convinced its East Asia neighbours to deploy US BMD systems. On the other hand, China seeks to augment its options in outer space and exo-atmospheric defence citing influx of US BMD in the region – thus prompting a “which is the chicken and which is the egg” question. Both sides justify their security deficits and dilemmas created by the rival’s actions, thus adding to an inequitable and unstable equation. Thence, the Chinese actions and postures, and the strategic arms competition in East Asia, has a domino effect on South Asia as well. For example, the Indian BMD venture is seen as a means to counter Chinese MRBMs supposedly deployed in Tibet, along with the inherent threat from Pakistan’s fledging ballistic missile capability. India thus ends up in a situation like China with nuclear armed rivals posing a challenge to its nuclear deterrent, thus encouraging it to creating a defensive layer that mitigates a nuclear first strike from its rivals. This sets off a chain reaction in South Asia as Pakistan now feels its nuclear deterrence against India will be ineffective if India develops a counter to its delivery vehicles. Though Pakistan is not known to pursue technological development or acquisition beyond air defence systems, the day is not far when it would seek longer-range and higher-velocity ballistic missile defence systems from its ‘allweather friend’ China or from other sources.

Indopak conflict leads to extinction

Fai 1 (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)
The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.
China Advantage---Impact---Modernization Bad 
Build up threatens the US and East Asia

Godwin 2 (Paul HB, Professor of International Affairs at the National War College, Washington, DC, where his research focuses on Chinese security policy and defense modernization., 1/17, “Potential Chinese Responses to US Ballistic Missile Defense” http://216.197.111.238/china/pdf/godwin.pdf, THE)

If implemented with an appropriate force structure, a doctrine of limited deterrence could provide China greater confidence in its nuclear deterrent. Nonetheless, Beijing has to consider several liabilities inherent in the doctrine. First, the major build-up of weapons required to implement a limited deterrence doctrine would do more than alarm the United States. It is doubtful Asian states would view such a buildup as solely a response to US BMD. It is more likely that such an increase would be viewed as indicating a major change in China’s defense policy to a more aggressive stance, suggesting Beijing’s intent to supplant the United States and militarily dominate the region. It would certainly be difficult for Beijing to argue as in the past that its nuclear forces were strictly defensive.

Modernization necessitates Space Mil

Godwin 2 (Paul HB, Professor of International Affairs at the National War College, Washington, DC, where his research focuses on Chinese security policy and defense modernization., 1/17, “Potential Chinese Responses to US Ballistic Missile Defense” http://216.197.111.238/china/pdf/godwin.pdf, THE)
With its new family of weapons capable of being maintained on high alert, China could consider changing its nuclear posture from one of absorbing a first strike to launch on warning. This option would be especially attractive if the SSBN program was unsuccessful or was cancelled because of costs. Beijing would argue that LOW is not a violation of its NFU principle because it would be a defensive response to a confirmed attack. LOW also has a distinct doctrinal attraction for Chinese analysts who closely follow Mao’s tenets in that it eliminates the “passive” connotations of a doctrinal commitment to absorbing a first strike before retaliating. LOW could be defined as an “active defense” (jiji fangyu) measure taken only after the adversary has attacked but before his weapons have wreaked destruction on China and particularly on its retaliatory forces. LOW would complement a BMD capability by providing a swift retaliatory salvo even as some of China’s weapons and C2 were protected by missile defenses for followon responses. No matter how Chinese strategists strive to incorporate LOW into their nuclear posture as necessary and/or conforming to Mao’s doctrinal tenets, it does require early warning of an attack. This in turn requires space-based reconnaissance systems to identify the source and dimensions of a nuclear attack in near-real time in order to provide sufficient warning to launch a retaliatory strike. Again, China’s interest in and research programs dedicated to space-based reconnaissance satellites are known.15 When they will mature into operational systems is not known.

*Doctrine Shift Impact*

China Advantage---Impact---Doctrine Shift
Japan BMD causes a shift in China’s posture to limited deterrence - destroys the cred of our deterrent, China’s NFU policy, Japanese Rearm, causes China to pull out from non prolif negotiations and causes regional arms races
Yuan 2K (Jing-dong, Center for Nonproliferation Studies Monterey Institute of International Studies, July, “China’s Strategic Force Modernization: Issues and Implications”, http://www.emergingfromconflict.org/readings/saunders.pdf, THE)
A doctrinal shift from minimum to limited deterrence could also trigger a major increase in China’s strategic nuclear forces. Some Chinese strategists have suggested adopting limited deterrence to develop a nuclear war-fighting capability as well as a retaliatory capability. A credible limited nuclear deterrent must be survivable and able to control and suppress nuclear escalation in the event of a nuclear conflict. There is a clear gap between China’s current nuclear forces and the requisites of a limited-deterrence posture. Limited deterrence might cover potential regional rivals such as India and Russia as well as the United States. America’s advantage in conventional forces and Russia's increasing reliance on tactical nuclear weapons may create incentives for China to develop a tactical nuclear war-fighting capability, resulting in significant increases in ICBMs, MRBMs, and tactical nuclear weapons. China’s current modernization program will produce many of the systems needed to support limited deterrence, including advanced mobile ICBMs, MRV/MIRV capability, and submarines capable of launching long-range SLBMs. A shift to limited deterrence would require greater numbers of each of these systems, which would require additional time. China would also need to move well beyond its current modernization program to develop advanced early warning satellites and radars, effective C3I systems, anti-satellite weapons, and ballistic missile defenses of its own. China’s industrial and technological infrastructure is currently incapable of meeting these requirements, but sufficient development time and additional commitment of resources would eventually permit a shift to a limited deterrence doctrine. A more modest doctrinal shift would be toward a launch-on-warning posture. China’s new generation of DF-31 and DF-41 ICBMs are assessed to have relatively short launch-preparation times. China would also need to develop advanced satellite and radar early warning capabilities and to improve its command and control system. Launch-on warning would not require large increases in the numbers of strategic forces, and could be completed in a shorter period of time. It would increase the chance of accidental or unauthorized launches. Launch-on-warning might also be part of China’s response to U.S. NMD systems, especially if only a few DF-31 and DF-41 systems were available. Factors Influencing China’s Strategic Modernization The pace and scope of China’s strategic modernization will be affected by a host of internal and external factors. Internal factors include financial resources, technological capability, the weight of the military in strategic policymaking, the balance between economic development and military modernization, strategic perceptions, and nuclear doctrine. External factors include NMD deployment, China’s arms control commitments, major-power relationships, foreign assistance, international strategic trends, decisions by other major nuclear weapon states, and the state of the global arms control regime. Scenario one is likely to occur regardless of the external environment, although the pace of modernization will be affected by available resources, technical problems encountered during development, and the perceived urgency of potential threats. Technical assistance from Russia could significantly speed up China’s modernization, but Russia has been reluctant to share nuclear weapons and strategic missile technology. Scenario two (U.S. NMD deployment) would significantly increase the ultimate size of China’s strategic force, accelerate the pace of modernization, ensure deployment of MRVs/MIRVs and penetration aids, and possibly lead to adoption of launch-on-warning. The U.S. NMD architecture and the state of Sino-U.S. relations would directly shape the Chinese response. If the United States accepts a modest increase in Chinese forces as a rational response to NMD deployment, the impact on relations would be minimized. This would be more likely if China explicitly defines a cap on its nuclear forces keyed to a specific U.S. NMD architecture. If the U.S. NMD system is explicitly aimed at removing China’s nuclear deterrent, as some missile defense supporters advocate, China would expand the scope and accelerate the pace of its strategic modernization and bilateral relations would deteriorate. Scenario three (shift to limited deterrence) is possible but not predetermined. Some Chinese strategists call for developing the capabilities necessary to support a limited deterrence doctrine. Others feel that an ambitious strategic modernization program is an unnecessary waste of resources. A major change in Chinese perceptions of the strategic environment would probably be a precondition for adoption of a limited deterrent doctrine. The ability of the Chinese military and the defense industry to justify a doctrinal shift and to claim resources for significant increases in nuclear forces will be critical. Civil-military relations, domestic politics, and strategic perceptions will all shape the Chinese debate. External factors will also influence Chinese decision-making. A stable strategic environment, a functioning arms control regime, and international political pressure opposing a Chinese buildup would be moderating forces. Conversely, Sino-U.S. strategic rivalry, a breakdown in international arms control efforts, and an Indian strategic buildup that diverts international pressure would encourage a more ambitious modernization program. Several technological and political constraints will limit the pace and scope of China’s strategic modernization. China’s nuclear and missile programs compete with other government programs and priorities. Resource constraints could slow modernization and make limited deterrence more difficult. Technological obstacles will delay some current modernization efforts and raise the cost of other options. China has sought foreign assistance (overtly and through espionage) to improve its strategic forces, but most of the work must be done through indigenous research and engineering efforts. Finally, China has historically been reluctant to be isolated internationally. The fact that China will be building up its arsenal while other countries are building down means that international political pressure might restrain Chinese decisions about strategic force structure. Implications of a Chinese Strategic Buildup The first scenario (credible minimum deterrence) would have a fairly limited international impact. It would involve a relatively modest increase in deployed Chinese weapons (assuming older systems are retired). However, development of a small but modern strategic missile force would position China to significantly expand the size of its force in the future. Given China’s lack of transparency on strategic issues, this potential would fuel suspicion about China’s intentions among its neighbors and in the United States, complicating regional security and arms control efforts. If 
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

China Advantage---Impact---Doctrine Shift

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

U.S. NMD deployment drives Chinese force modernization (the second scenario), China’s commitment to the current arms control and nonproliferation regimes might weaken. China would attempt to use international arms control negotiations to restrain the expansion of U.S. NMD systems (for example, by linking restrictions on outer-space weapons to other arms control treaties). China would refuse to negotiate a fissile-material cutoff treaty (FMCT) that would prohibit future production and possibly require reductions in existing stockpiles. The heightened importance of developing a MRV/MIRV capability might prompt China to withdraw from the CTBT if additional tests of miniaturized nuclear warheads were necessary. Beijing might also re-evaluate its nuclear and missile nonproliferation commitments in order to increase pressure on the United States to limit missile defense deployments. U.S. TMD deployments to Japan or especially Taiwan would probably eliminate China’s willingness to expand its international nonproliferation commitments or to adhere to bilateral commitments. Because this scenario involves a significant expansion of China’s strategic nuclear force, it would have a broad negative impact on international arms control and nonproliferation regimes. In the worst case, the United States might interpret China’s buildup in response to a U.S. NMD deployment as evidence of hostile Chinese intentions, stimulating an arms race and an end to cooperation on regional security, nonproliferation, and arms control issues. A doctrinal shift from minimal deterrence to limited deterrence would call China’s NFU pledge into question. The associated build-up of Chinese nuclear missile forces, coupled with a U.S.-Russian START III build-down, would move China closer to numerical parity. This could have two contradictory consequences. China’s two-decade free ride on superpower nuclear weapons reductions might end, as international pressure mounted for China to participate in the global nuclear disarmament process. However the United States and Russia might reconsider further reductions in their strategic nuclear arsenals, especially if China refused to make reductions in its arsenal. A shift in Chinese nuclear doctrine would probably be interpreted by the United States as evidence of Chinese hostility, worsening relations and undermining regional stability. Any significant expansion of China’s nuclear force would have important implications for regional security dynamics. Some Japanese analysts would interpret China’s strategic modernization as a threat, especially if it includes a shift to limited deterrence and an expansion in the number of MRBMs. The closing of the gap between Chinese nuclear missile forces and U.S. military capabilities and the potential for nuclear exchanges in the western Pacific could cause Tokyo to question the credibility of extended deterrence and the U.S. nuclear umbrella. This might lead Japan to make a greater commitment to theater missile defense and to reconsider its nuclear and ballistic missile options. This reassessment might also be triggered by an easing of tensions on the Korean peninsula, which might undercut the rationale for a forward-based U.S. presence in Northeast Asia. India would also be directly affected by China’s nuclear modernization programs. India would point to Chinese modernization as justification for its own strategic buildup, impeding international efforts to pressure India to cap its nuclear and missile programs. However, China would continue efforts to use the international arms control regime to pressure India, fueling bilateral tensions. As China’s strategic forces become more capable and move toward a higher-alert status, India might feel the need to enhance the credibility of its own nuclear and missile forces. The resulting arms competition would further erode the nuclear nonproliferation regime and damage the fragile consensus among the nuclear weapons states.
China Advantage---Impact---Doctrine Shift
Changes to the PRC NFU pledge results in nuclear war and destroys cooperation in the interim
Pan 5 - Professor of International Relations @ National Defence University of the People's Liberation Army of China, Beijing [Pan Zhenqiang (Retired Major General of the People's Liberation Army) “China Insistence on No-First-Use of Nuclear Weapons,” China Security, 2005, Issue 1, pg. http://www.irchina.org/en/news/view.asp?id=403., THE]

Second, if the NFU rationale is to be changed or even vaguely modified as Zhu Chenghu suggests, then the first resultant victim will be the future strategic stability between China and the United States. Zhu’s reasoning for first-use is understandable as he argued that China must build a credible nuclear deterrent in order to compensate for the imbalance of conventional force with the United States. In that way, he seemed to be saying, China will gain the effect of nuclear deterrence against the United States based on mutual assured destruction (MAD). But this theory is not new. The U.S.S.R.-U.S. type of mutual deterrence in the Cold War is exactly the incarnation of such a nuclear relationship. Zhu’s suggestion, in essence, advocates that China should indeed follow the old course of the two former superpowers. If this were to occur, the immediate implications would be: 1) bilateral relations between China and the U.S. would likely become confrontational; quickly ending the mutual political trust and confidence that they badly need in order to expand their cooperation; 2) an almost inevitable nuclear arms race between China and the United States; 3) crisis management would become highly difficult, if not impossible, should the two countries head toward a confrontation. In particular, before China and the United States are able to reach such a mutual deterrence status, which may take many decades, there will be a long period of dangerous uncertainty. In such a scenario, a nuclear exchange may truly be imaginable as either side would be under great pressure to preemptively strike either in a major military conflict or even in a minor military incident, thereby creating an extremely chaotic and ambiguous situation; 4) Chances of a nuclear war could also be triggered as a result of accidental, inadvertent or unauthorized launches on either side. Clearly, none of these are in the best interest of China.

. 
China Advantage---Impact---Doctrine Shift---Relations 

BMD and Nuclear tensions will destabilize broader US-China relations
Saunders 9 - Senior research professor @ National Defense University's Institute for National Strategic Studies [Phillip C. Saunders, “Managing Strategic Competition with China,” Strategic Forum, No. 242, July 2009, THE]
The dynamics of U.S.-China strategic competition in areas such as nuclear modernization, ballistic missile defense, space and counterspace capabilities, and cyber warfare will inevitably have some impact on the broader bilateral relationship. Given ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan and competing demands on scarce defense resources, many in the U.S. nuclear, missile defense, space, cyber, and conventional force communities are likely to be frustrated at resource, technology, and policy limitations that restrict development and procurement of some advanced U.S. capabilities. These military communities will focus intently on Chinese research and development, procurement, and deployments in their respective areas, and seek to mobilize leadership attention and resources on their missions and concerns. Their Chinese counterparts will do the same. If U.S. efforts do not produce clear continued dominance (the likely outcome, given political and budget constraints), political controversy will soon follow. At the very least, the likelihood of continuing U.S.-China strategic competition suggests that nuclear, missile defense, space, and cyber issues will be irritants (and potentially destabilizing factors) in bilateral relations for some time to come. The extent of the impact on bilateral relations and the U.S. ability to implement a China policy focused on expanding cooperation depends on whether these strategic issues come to dominate the relationship. Those with responsibilities for specific strategic domains are likely to seek to link their issues to broader bilateral issues in order to increase U.S. leverage in their particular area. Such attempts have the potential to undercut broader U.S. efforts to expand cooperation with Beijing and to encourage China to take on more responsibility in sustaining and supporting the international system. We cannot expect those with responsibilities for important but narrow strategic areas to have a dispassionate view of the right tradeoffs. Because different elements of the government have different responsibilities and perspectives, striking the right balance between expanding cooperation with China and competing in particular strategic domains is likely to be an enduring policy tension.

China Advantage---Impact---Doctrine Shift---Warming/Economy
Changes to nuclear strategy cause us/china conflict – even absent escalation, hostility crushes global econ and solutions to warming.
Pollack 9 (Joshua, Consultant to the U.S. government on arms control, proliferation, and deterrence issues., July/August, “Emerging strategic dilemmas in U.S.-Chinese relations”, http://thebulletin.metapress.com/content/24783518wg6304j7/fulltext.pdf, THE)
But the present calm is not guaranteed to last. Two waves of confrontation between the United States and China took place in the strait, in the 1950s and in the 1990s. Serious tensions have come and gone, depending on developments in China, Taiwan, and beyond. Moreover, in the decade since the U.S. Air Force accidentally bombed China’s embassy in Belgrade in March 1999, military developments on both sides of the Pacific have drifted into unfamiliar and potentially dangerous waters. What political scientist Christopher Twomey aptly calls an “interlocking pattern” of new or upgraded strategic forces increases tensions and risks for both sides.1 In future war scenarios, the interactions of strategic forces may encourage preemptive moves that risk even more serious forms of escalation. Current risks—already a source of discomfort—are only liable to grow as China and the United States continue to modernize their strategic forces. Each side tends to draw ominous inferences about the other’s intentions for new weapons developments, which justifies countermoves and, most of all, injects considerable suspicion and antagonism into a centrally important international relationship. The particular crisis, war, and escalation scenarios that animate this security dilemma are outweighed in significance by their potential to confound cooperation on crucial global challenges: financial stabilization, trade relations, economic recovery, and climate change. But this outcome can be avoided. China and the United States should seize on the current lull in cross-strait tensions to quell the prospect of a trans-Pacific strategic arms race before it becomes self-fulfilling.

Extinction

Tickell 8 – Environmental Researcher (Oliver, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange) 
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson [PhD in Chemistry, Award for Scientific Freedom and Responsibility from the American Association for the Advacement of Science] told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction.  The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die.  Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King [Director of the Smith School of Enterprise and the Environment at the University of Oxford], who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way.  To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
China Advantage---Impact---Doctrine Shift---Warming/Economy
Economic collapse causes World War 3

Mead 09 (Walter Russell, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2/4, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
***Other Impacts and Misc***

China Advantage---Internal Link---Sino-Russian Arms Race
TMD causes Chinese backlash – perception of Space Mil.

Ding 99 (Dr. Arthur, Research Fellow at the Institute of International Relations of National Chengchi University in Taipei. Dr. Ding received a doctoral degree in Government and International Studies from the University of Notre Dame in 1987. His research covers Chinese military and security policy, US-China relations, and international relations in East Asia., Fall, “Viewpoint: China’s Concerns About Theater Missile Defense: A Critique”, http://cnswmd.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/ding64.pdf, THE)

The Chinese leadership is also concerned that TMD will inevitably intensify competition in outer space. Their argument is, first, that TMD will lead to an arms race among major countries. In order to counter this trend and increase anti-ballistic missile capability, military equipment, such as surveillance devices, anti-satellite weapons, and even space-based interceptors, are likely to be deployed in outer space. If one country takes the lead in doing this, other countries will follow suit, leading to space weaponization. Chinese analysts also argue that ballistic missile and anti-ballistic missile technology is convertible, leading to the proliferation of anti-satellite technology. A Chinese analyst with a missile technology background indicated this possibility: “development of the ballistic missile defense system can pave the technological basis for [an] anti-satellite system. When technology for ballistic missile defense is successfully upgraded, the antisatellite system can also be easily developed.”12 Or as Chinese arms control official Fu Zhigang said at the UN First Committee on November 12, 1997: China is concerned with the use of advanced technology for the development of weapons of mass destruction. An even greater concern to China is the use of advanced technology for the development of outer space weapons (such as anti-satellite weapons) and so-called theater missile defense (TMD) systems. From this perspective, the military use of science and technology is as significant in terms of conventional weapons as it is in terms of weapons of mass destruction.13

Missile Defense will trigger a space arms race with China and Russia – devastates any positive use of space.

Zhang 8 (Hui, research associate at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/militarySpace.pdf, THE)
Chinese officials have expressed a growing concern that U.S. missile defense and “space control” plans, particularly the development of space weapons, will stimulate a costly and destabilizing arms race. In April of 2002, Vice ForeignMinister Qiao Zonghuai summarized the official Chinese view of U.S. plans: Considerable progress has been made in outer space-related weapons research and military technology. It will not take long before drawings of space weapons and weapon systems [are] turned into lethal combat instruments in outer space. Meanwhile, military doctrines and [concepts] such as “control of space” and “ensuring space superiority” have been unveiled successively, and space operation [command] headquarters and combatant troops are in the making. If we should remain indifferent to the above-mentioned developments, an arms race would very likely emerge in outer space in the foreseeable future. Outer space would eventually become the fourth battlefield besides land, sea and air. If such a scenario should become reality it would be virtually impossible for mankind to continue their anticipated exploration, development and utilization of outer space, and all economic, cultural and social activities in connection with the utilization of outer space would be severely interrupted.1 Although those in the Chinese scientific community have more nuanced perceptions than many officials, particularly regarding the feasibility and ultimate result of U.S. space plans, they share in the widespread concern over U.S. ambitions. The prevailing view in China is that U.S. space weaponization plans will have disastrous consequences for international security and the peaceful use of outer space.
China Advantage---Internal Link---Sino-Russia Arms Race
BMD ASAT capability causes Sino-Russian arms race
Gagnon ‘10 (Bruce, Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, Global Research, Februrary 5, “The Sword and the Shield: Surround Russia and China with Mobile "Missile Defense" Systems”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17422)

Translation: the SM-3 also has "anti-satellite" (ASAT) weapons capability. That means the Pentagon can use the Aegis-based missile to knock out Russian or Chinese satellites as part of a first-strike attack. News that the U.S. is about to deploy a PAC-3 missile battery in Poland led Russia's ambassador to NATO, Dmitry Rogozin, to recently state: "Do they really think that we will calmly watch the location of a rocket system, at a distance of 60 km from Kaliningrad?" The deployment of SM-3, with several times the reach of the Patriot, on land and sea in the same neighborhood will only makes matters more dangerous. The official authorization of Patriot transfers to Taiwan - the missiles are produced by Raytheon Company headquartered in Massachusetts, whose former vice president of Government Operations and Strategy William Lynn is now Obama's Deputy Secretary of Defense - resulted in China's vice foreign minister, He Yafei, saying "We believe this move endangers China's national security." Luo Yuan, senior researcher with the Chinese Academy of Military Science, added "The U.S. action gives China a justified cause to increase its national defense expenditure, to enhance the development and purchase of weapons, and to accelerate its modernization process in national defense....China did nothing to threaten the U.S., why should the US challenge our core strategic interests?" William Lynn delivered a speech in Washington, DC on January 21, where he demanded that Congress "put the Defense Department on a permanent footing to fight both low-intensity conflicts to maintaining air dominance and the ability to strike any target on Earth at any time....The next air warfare priority for the Pentagon is developing a next-generation, deep-penetrating strike capability that can overcome advanced air defenses."  The new Prompt Global Strike system is designed to accomplish just those objectives.  So the strategy is clear. Surround Russia and China with mobile "missile defense" systems whose job is to take out their retaliatory capability after a U.S. first-strike against their nuclear weapons. Russia and China then build counter-measures to the U.S. missile defense systems and then the Pentagon in return counters with the new "global strike" systems that are today under development. All this means one thing - an extended arms race with Russia and China which will mean huge profits for the weapons industry and the very likely reality that no effective arms control treaties will be negotiated during this administration. Why would Russia and China negotiate to seriously reduce their nuclear arsenals when the U.S. is surrounding them with missile defense and building new global strike systems?   

China Advantage---Impact---Arms Control Negotiations

Beijing is unwilling to negotiate arms control with the US until we denuclearize

Chase 10 (Michael, Assistant Professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the United States Naval War College, 4/29, “The U.S.-China Strategic Security Relationship and the Nuclear Posture Review Report”, http://www.trumanproject.org/posts/2010/05/us-china-strategic-security-relationship-and-nuclear-posture-review-report, THE)

The NPR also identifies China as an important partner in pursuit of nonproliferation and arms control goals in the short- and long-term, stating that strategic stability will facilitate pursuit of these broader policy objectives [9]. Nonproliferation and preventing nuclear terrorism were high on the agenda when Chinese President Hu Jintao arrived at the Nuclear Security Summit in Washington last week, but the time is not yet ripe for arms control talks with China, especially given Beijing’s unwillingness to engage in the process at least until U.S. and Russian forces reach lower levels.

China Advantage---Impact---Sino-Japanese Conflict 
Escalation of Sino-Japanese conflict likely – Modernization, Taiwan and energy concerns

Cornelis 10 (Elena Atanassova, Post-doctoral fellow, Catholic University of Leuven, 4/1 “Political and Security Dynamics of Japan-China Relations: Strategic Mistrust, Fragile Stability and the US Factor”, THE)
China's view of Japan's changing security posture since the 1990s has mirrored Tokyo's mistrust toward Beijing. China has repeatedly expressed worries regarding Japan's alleged re- emergence as a major military power, by emphasizing Tokyo's drive to acquire new military capabilities, notably BMD systems, and its expansion of the SDF's missions. The developments in Japanese security policy have been described as one of the "complicating security factors" in the region (Chinese Government's Official Web Portal. 2004). Especially under Koizumi's so-called security "normalisation" course. Japan was seen as "fabricating" threats, notably coming from the PRC's military build-up. and abandoning "its post-war path of peaceful development to pursue political and military- power" (Xinhua. 2005b). For example, in 2005, in response to then Foreign Minister Aso Taro's remarks about China's growing military budget, Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Qin Gang reportedly said that it was Japan's expanded military profile that was a cause of serious concern and hence "Japan should interpret its military- tendencies to the world" (Chinese Government's Official Web PortaL 2005). Indeed. Japan and China have no appreciation of one another's respective security concerns (Yahuda. 20<W). viewing each other's steps in the security area with great suspicion. It is the Taiwan question that has arguably led Beijing to see Tokyo's adjustments in its security- policy largely through the lens of cross-Strait relations; from a Japanese perspective, the perceived North Korean military- threat is a legitimate reason to strengthen its defence posture and alliance with the US. China has been worried that the revised m 1997 US-Japan Defence Guidelines could be applied to a Taiwan contingency, as Tokyo and Washington have refused to explicitly rule Taiwan in or out, adopting a situational rather than geographical definition of the region, instead (Green. 2003). Likewise. Beijing has been concerned that a mobile, sea-based US-Japan BMD system could be used for the defence of Taiwan and thereby, neutralize the mainland's ability to coerce the island into re-unification. According to some Chinese analysts, the alleged inclusion of Taiwan in the US-Japan security- cooperation "serves to embolden the separatist forces in Taiwan" by creating perceptions that Washington and Tokyo would help Taipei "no matter which side provoked a war" in the Strait (Wu. 2005: 126). The 2004 Chinese White Paper on Defence stressed that the PRC would "never allow anyone to split Taiwan" and that if Taipei decided to seek independence China would "resolutely and thoroughly crush it at any cost"' (Chinese Government's Official Web Portal 2004). Given that the Taiwan issue constitutes a core national security- interest for the PRC, it should not be surprising that Beijing's fears were exacerbated in 2005 when a joint US-Japan statement indicated the -peaceful resolution" of the Taiwan Strait issue as one of their "common strategic objectives" in the Asia-Pacific region. In this regard Chinese Foreign Minister Li Zhaoxing sharply criticized the joint statement underscoring that the Taiwan issue was China's domestic affair and "should by no means be deliberated in the framework of the security alliance" (JGnhua, 2005c). China responded by enacting the Anti-Secession Law, which expressed the PRC's intention to employ non-peaceful means in order to prevent Taiwanese independence. Finally, the structural vulnerabilities of Japan and China additionally complicate the security- dimension of Sino-Japanese relations Japan is a resource-poor country-, which depends on energy imports for almost all of its oil and natural gas consumption: China's demand for energy- imports is increasing fast. Both countries" dependence on secure access to energy- supplies for ensuring economic growth fuels energy- competition and generates mutual distrust. In this context. China's expansion of its naval and an military- capabilities has raised concerns in Tokyo, as this would allow Beijing to project power into the East and South China Seas where Japan's vital for its economy sea lanes of communication (SLOC) stretch. The ongoing territorial dispute over the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands is representative of a mounting Sino-Japanese energy rivalry, as there are prospects for large oil and gas reserves in the surrounding waters. The dispute escalated in 2004 amid revelations of China's development of a natural gas project very close to the Japan-drawn demarcation line of the contested exclusive economic zone (EEZ) boarder in the East China Sea. Beijing's actions led to worries in Tokyo that the sources from the Japanese side could be drained.

China Advantage---Impact---CCP Collapse/Taiwan
Missile Defense blocks Chinese ability to coerce Taiwan – triggers wider independence movement which threatens the legitimacy of the CCP and causes cross strait conflict which draws in the US.

Huntley 1 (Wade L., September, “Missile Defense: More May be Better for China”, http://www.uspid.org/sections/03_Conferences_Seminars/past_activities/none_cast01/pdf/cast2001%20-%20pr08%20-%20Huntley.pdf, THE)

Many in Beijing believe that only China’s threat to use of force deters an overt declaration of independence by Taiwan. Many analysts doubt China could successfully invade Taiwan to suppress independence. The United States Government official view is that China’s numerical superiority in military aircraft is matched for the foreseeable future by the Taiwan air force’s qualitative advantages, and China’s amphibious assault capabilities are very limited. Thus, the United States sees either a blockade or an invasion to be highly risky options that the PRC would pursue only as a last resort when faced with complete loss of the island. However, China does maintain one clear capability that Taiwan cannot defend: its shortrange missile force. The United States views China’s expanding arsenal of short-range ballistic missiles and cruise missiles as intended for attacking critical Taiwanese facilities to undermine Taiwan's ability to conduct military operations.. Recent reports indicate that China may now have up to 300 improved-accuracy short-range missiles deployed against Taiwan, which would mark a significant improvement even since 1996. Beijing’s distinction that its missile forces deployed against Taiwan are necessary to deter Taiwanese independence but not intended to compel reunification is not convincing to many US analysts. Deployment of TMD in Taiwan would be intended to neutralize the Chinese short-range missile threat in two ways. First, by reducing the likely destructiveness of a Chinese missile attack, TMD deployment in or near Taiwan would render the threat of a Chinese missile attack less intimidating politically to Taiwan's leaders. US defense planners acknowledge this Chinese concern; Second, any US role in such deployment would signal (to both Taipei and Beijing) greater likelihood of US military support of Taiwan in the event of overt conflict. China’s rising concern is driven by its perception that Taiwanese independence sentiments have increased dramatically in recent years. Social and political changes in Taiwan, including generational transition and democratization, have diminished popular identification with China, replaced by the growth of indigenous Taiwanese nationalism. Some in Beijing perceive that these trends in Taiwan are producing flagging desires for reunification and inducing growing sentiments for formal independence. Such perceptions cause increasing concern that time is no longer the mainland’s ally with respect to reunification. The Taiwanese national election on March 18, 2000, in which the victory of Chen Shui-bian cast the KMT out of power for the first time since 1949, particularly alarmed Beijing, reinforcing concern that sentiments in Taiwan favoring independence continue to grow. The subsequent flagging popularity of the Chen government eased Beijing’s concerns. Taiwan’s recent economic woes, which have produced negative growth rates for the first time in decades, have also served to induce Beijing to perceive Taiwan’s domestic difficulties to be pushing aside separatist sentiments. Indeed, increasing economic interaction between Taiwan and the mainland also both sides’ stakes in preventing a precipitous decline in relations. However, if the circumstances have for the time being muted the expression of the underlying political tensions between Taiwan and the mainland, those tensions themselves have not been resolve and could easily flare up again as conditions continue to evolve. A critical aspect of Beijing’s concern over the prospect of eventual Taiwanese independence is the potential repercussions it could trigger in the rest of China. Populations in Chinese regions such as Tibet and Xinjiang harbor irredentist ambitions that Beijing worries would be unleashed by actual Taiwanese independence. The Beijing leadership has made Chinese territorial integrity a core principle of its own legitimacy. The fate of Taiwan is therefore embedded in the Beijing leadership’s perceptions of its prospects for sustaining its legitimacy to rule China at all. Unfortunately, the Taiwan issue is typically thought of in Washington simply as a USChina matter, obscuring the Chinese domestic factors girding the Beijing government’s commitment to preserving China’s sovereign title to Taiwan. Military support for Taiwan aimed at deterring Chinese military action must take into account this resolve. A decision in Beijing to use force to prevent Taiwanese independence might be based not on the practical prospects for reclaiming Taiwan militarily, but rather on the core prerequisite of regime survival. In this mindset, Beijing would be undeterred by the improbability of reclaiming Taiwan militarily or by the level of US support Beijing expects Taiwan to receive. If TMD deployment neutralized perceptions of the Chinese missile threat and so catalyzed Taiwanese movement toward independence, while leaving China prone to react to such a move militarily regardless of the prospects for success of that reaction, then TMD deployment in Taiwan would have no deterrent value and would increase the likelihood of military conflict in the Taiwan Strait. In the event of such deterrence failure, US leaders would feel compulsion to make good on US commitments to support Taiwan. Thus, US deployment of a TMD system applicable to Taiwan could both heighten the risks of a war in the Taiwan Strait and commit the United States to a reaction that would bring China and the United States into direct conflict.

CCP collapse causes extinction.

Renxing 5, (San, staff writer, 8/5, “The CCP’s Last-ditch Gamble: Biological and Nuclear War,” Epoch Times, p. http://english.epochtimes.com/news/5-8-5/30931.html

Since the Party’s life is “above all else,” it would not be surprising if the CCP resorts to the use of biological, chemical, and nuclear weapons in its attempt to extend its life. The CCP, which disregards human life, would not hesitate to kill two hundred million Americans, along with seven or eight hundred million Chinese, to achieve its ends. These speeches let the public see the CCP for what it really is. With evil filling its every cell the CCP intends to wage a war against humankind in its desperate attempt to cling to life. That is the main theme of the speeches.
China Advantage---AT: NPR Solves Relations

The NPR didn’t solve relations – China is still afraid that the US could attack them.

Chase 10 (Michael, Assistant Professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the United States Naval War College, 4/29, “The U.S.-China Strategic Security Relationship and the Nuclear Posture Review Report”, http://www.trumanproject.org/posts/2010/05/us-china-strategic-security-relationship-and-nuclear-posture-review-report, THE)
At the same time, however, the comments of some Chinese analysts appear to reflect lingering suspicion about U.S. motives and intentions. For example, Teng Jianqun, an arms control expert at CICIR, praises the 2010 NPR as a “positive factor for the promotion of international nuclear security,” but cautions that America’s thinking about global hegemony has not changed (Xinhua News Agency, April 8). Similarly, some Chinese arms control experts have asserted that the U.S. nuclear posture remains largely the same despite the new NPR. Moreover, according to Li Hong, Secretary General of the China Arms Control and Disarmament Association, Beijing “still faces some threat from the U.S.” because “China is not among the countries the U.S. has said it will not attack” (NPR, April 9). Some Chinese arms control experts were also disappointed that the NPR did not adopt an unconditional no first use policy. In addition, the author of one recent article opines that the United States is pressing other countries for disarmament to ensure its nuclear superiority (Global Times, April 16).

China Advantage---AT: MAD Solves
BMD destroys MAD – means the US can contain any second strike capabilities.

Yu and Guangqian 9 (Rong, Ph. D. candidate at the Institute of International Strategy and Development, School of Public Policy and Management, Tsinghua University. and Peng, editor-in-chief of Strategic Sciences and has long been engaged in research on military strategy and international affairs. “Nuclear No-First-Use Revisited”, http://www.chinasecurity.us/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=225&Itemid=8#rp10, THE)

In addition, the US Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) system also makes it easier for the United States to use nuclear weapons first. In 2001, as a prelude to deploying the BMD system, Washington backed out of the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty. This ironically reminded us of President Richard Nixon’s words in 1972. When justifying the need to sign the ABM treaty, Nixon said that “If you have a shield, it is easier to use the sword.”13 Back then, in order to secure “mutually assured destruction” and establish a “balance of terror,” the Soviet Union and the United States agreed to refrain from building a “shield” so that neither side could easily “use the sword.” Today, with the gradual shaping of the American shield, offensive action is far easier. The rationale is simple. If the United States does not have foolproof confidence to erase the adversary’s nuclear arsenal in a first strike, it will have to deliberate on the possibility of a counterattack. However, 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, US decision-makers would be greatly emboldened when facing the choice of launching a pre-emptive or even preventative nuclear attack. 

China Advantage---AT China Deterrence

Deterrence doesn’t check China 

Yoshihara 10 (Toshi, associate professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the Naval War College, PhD in international relations, “CHINESE MISSILE STRATEGY AND THE U.S. NAVAL PRESENCE IN JAPAN,” http://www.andrewerickson.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Chinese-Missile-Strategy_Yoshihara_Toshi_NWCR_2010-Summer.pdf)
Washington and Tokyo will encounter a more complex geometry of deterrence with the emergence of a robust Chinese theater-strike capability. The actionreaction dynamic in the United States–Japan–China triangle will be far less straightforward than that of the alliance’s deterrent posture toward North Korea. The existential threat that U.S. conventional and nuclear superiority poses to Pyongyang is often presumed to be suffi cient to deter the North’s adventurism. Such is not the case with China. Boasting an increasingly survivable retaliatory nuclear strike complex, including a growing road-mobile strategic missile force and a nascent undersea deterrent, Beijing may be confi dent enough to conduct theater-level conventional missile operations under its protective nuclear umbrella. The war scares in the South Asian subcontinent over the past decade suggest that nuclear-armed regional powers, less inhibited by fears of enemy nuclear coercion or punishment, may feel emboldened to escalate a conventional confl ict. Japan and its many lucrative basing targets could well become a conventional, theater-level battlefi eld trapped between two nuclear-armed powers. Assuming that vertical escalation toward nuclear use can be contained, the alliance must still consider efforts at denying attempts to punish Japan. Allied missile defenses, as they are currently confi gured, will have great diffi culty coping with theater ballistic missiles like the DF-21. In the context of a cross-strait scenario, retired rear admiral Eric McVadon observes, “Being an MRBM with a much higher reentry velocity than SRBMs, the DF-21C is virtually invulnerable to any missile defenses Taiwan might contemplate.”66 While the alliance possesses a far more sophisticated, multilayered missile defense architecture than does Taipei, longer-range missiles pose similar stresses to the defense of Japan. If the missiles were fi red from launch sites in northeastern China, allied response times would be very compressed. Inexpensive techniques and countermeasures by the PLA, such as saturation tactics and decoys, could be employed to overwhelm or defeat missile defenses, which are designed for less sophisticated regional threats from North Korea and Iran. If the Second Artillery Corps launched successive missile salvos against the same strategic site, the alliance could quickly exhaust its ammunition, constraining its ability to defend other targets.
***Proliferation Advantage***
Proliferation Advantage---1AC
Contention ___ is Proliferation
Three Internal Links: 
First is Japan – they’re at a cross roads in their nuclear policy – abandonment of missile defense is uniquely key to achieving successful non-proliferation.

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, June 4, “Japan's Evolving Security Policies: Along Came North Korea's Threats”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_japan_north_korea_threats.html, THE)

U.S. extended deterrence has been the cornerstone of Japan's security, even in the aftermath of the Cold War. The Japanese government is trying to complement extended deterrence with missile defense which is widely viewed consistent to Japan's exclusively defensive defense policy. Now Japan stands at the crossroads that its defense policy might depart from the exclusively defense oriented posture with the increasing discussion over a preemptive strike capability. If this discussion becomes more realistic, it is very likely to undermine regional stability. This will make the regional cooperation to tackle the North Korea's missile and nuclear issues more difficult. Both South Korea and China are adamantly opposing Japan's acquisition of such a capability. If Japan seriously seeks to form a unified front with the regional players, Tokyo must apply more pragmatic and sustainable options. Intensifying missile defense and preemptive option, if not counter-productive, cannot be seen not long term solutions; instead Tokyo should seek out more regional cooperation and strengthen arms control and nonproliferation regimes. Japan is uniquely placed to uphold and promote the principles of nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament as the only country to have been attacked by nuclear weapons. Many survivors of those attacks, referred to as Hibakusha, expressed anger against North Korea's nuclear weapon test. The tests are seen as running contrary to the recent increasing momentum in nuclear disarmament, especially after President Obama's historical speech calling for a world without nuclear weapons in Prague in April. Some Hibakusha also expressed concern that the test could refuel debate on Japan's nuclearization and more hawkish defense policy.[42] Moreover, several disarmament advocate groups in Japan questioned Tokyo's perpetual reliance on the extended nuclear deterrence of the United States. With the global movement toward a world without nuclear weapons led by world leaders including president Obama, Japan still needs to be protected under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. For Japan, the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is an essential condition for Tokyo to get rid of the U.S. nuclear umbrella. The extended nuclear deterrence has been perceived as an essential factor for a strong alliance between the two countries. In fact, in the wake of this nuclear weapon test, both countries confirmed that the extended deterrence needs to be reinforced. But once global nuclear disarmament has become more realistic undertaking after the United Stated and Russia have achieved a significant reduction in nuclear arsenals through their bilateral arms control negotiation, extended deterrence issues need to be more seriously discussed among U.S. allies. Japan is now facing a serious dilemma in deciding between nuclear umbrella and nuclear abolition. Increasing nuclear threats from North Korea force Japan to seriously consider which direction the country should go. At the same time, this could be the opportunity for Japan to conduct more pragmatic debate for nuclear disarmament with its allies and other countries, including China. Neither initiative in creating a more secure and peaceful regional framework nor global nuclear disarmament movement should be less prioritized.

Second is Arms Control - Missile Defense destroys the foundation for all nuclear disarmament – kills deterrence, the FMCT and triggers arms races.

Zhang 8 (Hui, research associate at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/militarySpace.pdf, THE)
Damage to arms control and nuclear proliferation regimes. The inherent offensive and first-strike capabilities offered by space weapons would likely provoke destabilizing military and political responses from other countries. As Ambassador Hu points out, “With lethal weapons flying overhead in orbit and disrupting global strategic stability, why should people eliminate WMD [weapons of mass destruction] or missiles on the ground? This cannot but do harm to global peace, security and stability, hence be detrimental to the fundamental interests of all States.”56 Nuclear experts have warned that deploy-ing even limited missile defenses would increase the difficulty of reducing the numbers of warheads.57 Russia has threatened to respond to any country’s deployment of space weapons.58 The Chinese government holds that a secure international environment and strategic stability are the foundations for advancing the international nuclear disarmament process.59 However, U.S. missile defense and space weaponization plans will destroy these foundations. Ambassador Hu made this point clearly in remarks to the CD: It should be stressed that efforts to prevent an arms race in outer space and those on nuclear disarmament go hand in hand. In this perspective, it is of crucial importance for nuclear disarmament that a missile defense system undermining strategic stability should not be developed, and that no weapons should be deployed in outer space. It is hard to imagine that once a full-fledged missile defense system is put in place or weapons have been introduced into outer space there can be business as usual in nuclear disarmament. At best, such 
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

Proliferation Advantage---1AC

CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

moves would never be conducive to nuclear disarmament.60 If China, or any other nation, felt a need to build new warheads to enhance deterrent capabilities in response to perceived provocation in space, this would increase demand for plutonium and highly enriched uranium to fuel those weapons. The process could harm the chances of negotiating a successful FissileMaterial Cutoff Treaty (FMCT), which has long been seen as a key building block for controlling nuclear weapons proliferation and for eventual disarmament. Failure to proceed with the nuclear disarmament process, to which the nuclear weapon states are committed under the Treaty on the Non-proliferation of NuclearWeapons, would undermine the already fragile nuclear non-proliferation regime. In short, China, as evidenced in Chinese statements at the CD, is concerned that the deployment of space weapons “will disrupt strategic balance and stability, undermine international and national security and do harm to the existing arms control instruments, in particular those related to nuclear weapons and missiles, thus triggering new arms races.”61
Third is China 

China is moving towards arms control but is holding back because of fear of loss of sovereignty.

Chase 10 (Michael, Assistant Professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the United States Naval War College, 4/29, “The U.S.-China Strategic Security Relationship and the Nuclear Posture Review Report”, http://www.trumanproject.org/posts/2010/05/us-china-strategic-security-relationship-and-nuclear-posture-review-report, THE)
These emerging dynamics within the U.S.-China strategic relationship thus underscore the need for further enhancement of U.S.-China dialogue and engagement on strategic stability and nuclear weapons issues. This is especially important as the United States continues to draw down its nuclear forces. According to the NPR: “It is also clear that maintaining strategic stability at reduced force levels will be an enduring and evolving challenge for the United States in the years ahead. Ongoing nuclear and other military modernization efforts by Russia and China compound this challenge, making the need for strategic stability dialogues all the more critical” [13]. The United States thus plans to pursue bilateral dialogues on strategic stability to promote “stable, resilient and transparent strategic relationships” [14]. According to the NPR: “With China, the purpose of a dialogue on strategic stability is to provide a venue and mechanism for each side to communicate its views about the other’s strategies, policies, and programs on nuclear weapons and other strategic capabilities. The goal of such a dialogue is to enhance confidence, improve transparency, and reduce mistrust” [15]. Chinese scholars and military personnel also recognize the potential value of expanding and enhancing dialogue on strategic security issues. As Li and Nie acknowledge, for example, “The establishment of China-U.S. mutual confidence in the area of nuclear weapons can eliminate suspicion and reduce negative interactive side effects of both sides.” At the same time, however, China’s persistent concerns about what it sees as the potential risks of greater transparency may limit its willingness to engage with the United States. China has long worried that revealing too much would expose its vulnerabilities in ways that could undermine the credibility of its strategic deterrent.

Proliferation Advantage---1AC
TMD development means China will block any nonprolif objectives – Kills the NPT, CTBT and FMCT.

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick M., Lieutenant Colonel O’Donogue is a Naval aviator and served in Operations DESERT SHIELD, SOUTHERN WATCH, and SILENT ASSURANCE. He earned an M.A. in National Strategy and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, September, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, THE)

TMD Undermines Arms Control. The most articulate expression of Chinese sentiments comes from Ambassador Shu Zukang, who asserts that “the U.S. development of missile defenses does not contribute to global stability nor will it serve the interests of the U.S. itself.” 47He contends that NMD/TMD violates the 1972 ABM treaty, considered by the Chinese as “the most important arms control protocol being implemented,” and that the loss of this treaty will lead to a disruption of the strategic balance between the United States and Russia.48 This will, in turn, result in a greater instability for all countries. Specifically, Sha asks, “How can you expect progress in arms control and nonproliferation while you yourself are developing NMD at full steam? It is just wishful thinking.”49Shu also hinted that rather than engaging in an arms race, should the United States proceed with its NMD/TMD deployments, “it would be quite possible for China to review its policies on various arms control, disarmament and nonproliferation issues, including FMCT negotiations.”50Chinese officials also assert that TMD deployments will lead to a complete halt in global arms control and nonproliferation, with direct implications for START II, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, Missile Technology Control Regime and Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty. Chinese officials have gone so far as to declare “NMD will also cause many nations to build up their nuclear forces and further retard the disarmament process.” 51 Significantly, China avoids any overtures to participate in multilateral ABM controls and continues to upgrade Soviet designed surface-to-air (SAM) missiles for the ballistic missile defense role. Since the U.S.-Russian agreement on threshold testing of missile defense systems clarified permitted capabilities, Chinese arguments about undermining the ABM Treaty have lost their relevance. 52 China shows deep concern that should TMD/NMD undermine the ABM Treaty, then Russian ratification of START II and participation in START III would be obviated, with negative consequences for Beijing. Specifically, by withdrawing from the START III preliminaries, the Russian threat to the northern Chinese border would return, albeit on a smaller scale than during the 1960s to 1990s rift between the two. This would divert Chinese resources from development and modernization and inhibit the current free flow of technology and capital between them.53 TMD missile legitimacy also received a challenge under the 1987 MTCR. Some states construed TMD development as a form of missile proliferation. The United States maintains that TMD development protocols do not constitute a violation of the MTCR and will not contribute to missile proliferation.54
Proliferation Advantage---Internal Link---Chinese Backlash  
China will backlash – perceived violation of non prolif

O’Donogue 2K (Colonel Patrick, September “Theater Missile Defense in Japan: Implications for the U.S.-China-Japan Strategic Relationship”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/summary.cfm?q=66, THE)
U.S. nuclear deterrent strategy relies on both the U.S. strategic nuclear triad and U.S. ballistic missile defenses, with the latter reinforcing the stabilizing effects of deterrence. Unlike the United States, China relies exclusively on land-based missiles as deterrents. So China perceives a strengthened U.S. defense against her land-based missiles as destabilizing, because such defenses deprive China of her power to deter. However, U.S. officials perceive a growing missile threat from ?rogue nations,? while the threats of accidental and unauthorized launches remain. The United States also has an inherent obligation to protect forward-based and forward-deployed forces against the threat of ballistic missile attacks. The 1998 North Korean Taepo Dong-1 launch gave credibility to such threats.1 Chine`se officials argue, however, that these threats are not serious enough to justify NMD and TMD development. 2They insist NMD and TMD pose serious negative implications for global arms control and nonproliferation efforts, specifically the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) II, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT), the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), and the Fissile Material Cut-off Treaty (FM CT). U.S. officials counter that arms control and nonproliferation are in the interests of the community of nations, and are not threatened by NMD and TMD.3

TMD causes Chinese Backlash – Violation of Non Prolif

Ding 99 (Dr. Arthur, Research Fellow at the Institute of International Relations of National Chengchi University in Taipei. Dr. Ding received a doctoral degree in Government and International Studies from the University of Notre Dame in 1987. His research covers Chinese military and security policy, US-China relations, and international relations in East Asia., Fall, “Viewpoint: China’s Concerns About Theater Missile Defense: A Critique”, http://cnswmd.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/ding64.pdf, THE)
China also argues that the TMD system violates nonproliferation regulations. Chinese analysts reason that TMD contravenes the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). The MTCR places all components, production equipment, and technology of ballistic missiles, cruise missiles, or unmanned aerial vehicles capable of flying over 300 km with a warhead payload of above 500 kg under strict export control in order to avoid proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD). The operational capability of the TMD system is far beyond that allowed by the MTCR. This is particularly the case for the high altitude interceptor of the missile defense system. Taking the land-based THAAD as an example, a Chinese expert indicated, “the speed of the interceptor can reach over 2.6 km/sec, and this speed is equivalent to a flying range of 600 km or longer.”14 China thus argues that if the United States sells the TMD system to Japan, South Korea, or Taiwan, or transfers relevant technologies, MTCR regulations will be violated, leading to WMD proliferation.15 The Chinese also argue that joint development programs, such as those between the United States and Japan, Israel, and Germany, will inevitably lead to proliferation of missile technology. Therefore, China opposes these programs.16 

BMD undermines the international arms control regime – triggering an arms race and destroying nonprolif.

Roberts 3 (Brad, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses., September, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf, THE)

The second main argument was that BMD would undermine the international arms control regime and strategic stability. As a start, the Chinese government rejected the claim that U.S. efforts to develop and deploy missile defense were permitted under the ABM Treaty. Ambassador Sha repeatedly stated that missile defense violated both the intent and core provisions of the Treaty.87 These charges were echoed by President Jiang Zemin in a July 2000 joint statement with Russian President Vladimir Putin and by Premier Zhu Rhongji at a March 2001 press conference. Chinese officials argued further that the ABM Treaty was essential to maintaining strategic stability and that modifying the Treaty would be highly destabilizing. For example, in a June 1999 article President Jiang warned that “…revision of, or even withdrawal from, the existing disarmament treaties, would inevitably exert a negative impact on international security and stability, triggering new arms races and obstructing disarmament and nonproliferation efforts.”88 She later reiterated this position, asserting that “if individual countries insist on making substantive revision to the ‘AntiBallistic Missile Treaty’ in order to make deployment of an anti-missile system legal, then the precondition for strategic stability will be gone and [the] security environment will greatly change.”89 By violating the ABM Treaty, missile defense would undermine the global arms control regime and threaten international security.
Proliferation Advantage---Internal Link---Japan Key
Japan is uniquely key to achieving successful non-proliferation
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, June 4, “Japan's Evolving Security Policies: Along Came North Korea's Threats”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_japan_north_korea_threats.html, AV)

U.S. extended deterrence has been the cornerstone of Japan's security, even in the aftermath of the Cold War. The Japanese government is trying to complement extended deterrence with missile defense which is widely viewed consistent to Japan's exclusively defensive defense policy. Now Japan stands at the crossroads that its defense policy might depart from the exclusively defense oriented posture with the increasing discussion over a preemptive strike capability. If this discussion becomes more realistic, it is very likely to undermine regional stability. This will make the regional cooperation to tackle the North Korea's missile and nuclear issues more difficult. Both South Korea and China are adamantly opposing Japan's acquisition of such a capability. If Japan seriously seeks to form a unified front with the regional players, Tokyo must apply more pragmatic and sustainable options. Intensifying missile defense and preemptive option, if not counter-productive, cannot be seen not long term solutions; instead Tokyo should seek out more regional cooperation and strengthen arms control and nonproliferation regimes. Japan is uniquely placed to uphold and promote the principles of nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament as the only country to have been attacked by nuclear weapons. Many survivors of those attacks, referred to as Hibakusha, expressed anger against North Korea's nuclear weapon test. The tests are seen as running contrary to the recent increasing momentum in nuclear disarmament, especially after President Obama's historical speech calling for a world without nuclear weapons in Prague in April. Some Hibakusha also expressed concern that the test could refuel debate on Japan's nuclearization and more hawkish defense policy.[42] Moreover, several disarmament advocate groups in Japan questioned Tokyo's perpetual reliance on the extended nuclear deterrence of the United States. With the global movement toward a world without nuclear weapons led by world leaders including president Obama, Japan still needs to be protected under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. For Japan, the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is an essential condition for Tokyo to get rid of the U.S. nuclear umbrella. The extended nuclear deterrence has been perceived as an essential factor for a strong alliance between the two countries. In fact, in the wake of this nuclear weapon test, both countries confirmed that the extended deterrence needs to be reinforced. But once global nuclear disarmament has become more realistic undertaking after the United Stated and Russia have achieved a significant reduction in nuclear arsenals through their bilateral arms control negotiation, extended deterrence issues need to be more seriously discussed among U.S. allies. Japan is now facing a serious dilemma in deciding between nuclear umbrella and nuclear abolition. Increasing nuclear threats from North Korea force Japan to seriously consider which direction the country should go. At the same time, this could be the opportunity for Japan to conduct more pragmatic debate for nuclear disarmament with its allies and other countries, including China. Neither initiative in creating a more secure and peaceful regional framework nor global nuclear disarmament movement should be less prioritized.
Proliferation Advantage---Internal Link---East Asia
BMD causes an Asian Arms Race and prolif

Mingquan 5 (Zhu Mingquan, Chinese IR Scholar at the Academy of International Studies and Department of International Relations, Nankai University., “U.S. BMD Program under Bush Administration: Its influence on Arms Race and Proliferation in East Asia”, http://irchina.org/en/xueren/china/view.asp?id=654, THE)

East Asia is a region consisting of nuclear-weapon states and non-nuclear weapon states with important nuclear potentials. Yet, a nuclear stability has existed for a long time with both nuclear arms race among nuclear-weapon states and nuclear proliferation in non-nuclear-weapon states restrained. The US BMD program particularly under the Bush administration, even still confronting various ?above all, technological ?difficulties, will violate such nuclear stability, giving incentives to a new round of nuclear arms race and proliferation. Believing their security are undermined by US BMD program for real or mis-perceived reasons, and encouraged by US behavior of annulling the ABM treaty, the relevant countries in East Asia will try to readdress the unfavorable situation by expanding and improving its nuclear capabilities or acquiring nuclear-missile weapons. Therefore, it is the best if the Bush administration can abandon the BMD program, or at least slow down the program. For all the above reasons, this will be a real blessing to the global as well as East Asia stability and peace.

TMD triggers an East Asian nuclear arms race and prolif

Mingquan 5 (Zhu Mingquan, Chinese IR Scholar at the Academy of International Studies and Department of International Relations, Nankai University., “U.S. BMD Program under Bush Administration: Its influence on Arms Race and Proliferation in East Asia”, http://irchina.org/en/xueren/china/view.asp?id=654, THE)
Even though nearly all of the states in East Asia are either declared or potential nuclear-weapon states, a kind of nuclear stability has existed in the region since the early 1970s, with both nuclear arms race and nuclear proliferation restrained. Nuclear arms race can only occur among nuclear weapon states. Fortunately, this risk was controlled in East Asia mainly for two reasons. 1. A special game rule of MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) was established when the ABM treaty of 1972 was signed by the United States and Russia. Since then, the two nuclear superpowers have continued negotiations on limitation and reduction of their nuclear weapons, including warheads and vehicles. Consequently their nuclear arms race was curbed by some mutual agreements. 2. China declared a No-First-Use policy in the early 1960s and has factually followed a doctrine of minimal nuclear deterrence. It has neither capability nor intention to participate in any nuclear arms race. As Mao Zedong stated in 1961: nuclear weapons are something for frightening others and will not be used ?such a weapon will not be used, and the more they are produced, the more nuclear wars can not be initiated.?(3) While nuclear proliferation depends on both non-nuclear-weapon states and nuclear-weapon states, some positive factors can also be found to prevent its occurrence in East Asia. 1. The three nuclear-weapon states have not promoted nuclear proliferation in this region. Furthermore, they have discouraged it. For example, US pressure on Seoul led the latter to abandon its efforts of developing nuclear weapons and to sign the NPT in 1975 although the country commitment to the treaty was still a question until the end of 1970s. (4) Likewise, the other two nuclear-weapon states in the region have adopted responsible attitudes towards the issue. 2. The three non-nuclear-weapon states in the region have not intended to pursue or have stopped pursuing active nuclear weapons programs. As allies of the United States, Japan and South Korea have been placed beneath the nuclear umbrella of the United States and its pressure of nonproliferation. This means that they dont need to develop their own nuclear weapons on the one hand and will be opposed by the United States if they plan to do so. As for North Korea, under the terms of the US-North Korean agreed Framework? concluded in October 1994, it has pledged to freeze operations at most of its facilities at the Yongbyon Nuclear Research Center, which is believed to be involved in its secret nuclear weapons program. (5) In sum, a kind of nuclear stability has existed in East Asia even during the latter stage of the Cold War. It is advanced and supported by the United States. However, such stability has been challenged by US plans of developing and deploying TMD and NMD, especially under the Bush administration.

Peace through strength is wrong – Japan BMD will cause an arms race

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)

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 
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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

TMD provokes China and Russia causing an Asia-Pacific Arms Race.

Roberts 3 (Brad, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses., September, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf, THE)

An enhanced U.S.-Japan alliance would provoke concern not only in China but also in Russia and other countries in the region, it was argued.109 Presidents Jiang and Putin articulated such concern in their July 2000 joint statement on missile defense: “Nonstrategic missile defense that is not prohibited by the ABM Treaty, and international cooperation in this field, should not harm the security interests of other countries, should not lead to the establishment or strengthening of closed-type military or political blocs, and should not undermine global or regional stability and security. Based on this position, China and Russia are seriously worried about, and firmly oppose, a certain country’s plan to develop in the Asia-Pacific region a nonstrategic missile defense system that might have the aforesaid negative impacts.”110 According to Chinese analysts, cooperation between the United States and Japan and the enhanced alliance it seemed to promise would endanger regional security in several ways. The two countries, it was argued, would seek to establish military superiority in East Asia and launch preemptive wars against various countries in the region.111 The United States would attempt to dominate Asia as it did Europe through NATO.112 Finally, BMD and an upgraded alliance would fuel tension and precipitate a new arms race among countries in the region.113
Proliferation Advantage---Internal Link---East Asia, Russia, North Korea
BMD causes an arms race in East Asia, freaks out Russia and discourages North Korean abandonment nuclear weapons

Wooksik 7 (Cheong, 12/24, “Missile Defense Acts as a Trojan Horse”, http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=432927, THE)
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. The responses of China and Russia are also very important. They have perceived the Missile Defense cooperation as a way to enhance the two partners' military hegemonism. Russia has been engaging in a Second Cold War-like controversy with the US over building a Missile Defense base in Eastern Europe, and publicly opposed Japan's involvement in the US Missile Defense plans. In October, Russia criticized the two nations' military alliance saying that the Missile Defense system's goal is to sharpen their military competitive edge and that Russia strongly opposes US-Japan defense ties. Given that such a strong response from the Kremlin was unusual, Moscow is highly likely to seek to counter the US-led Missile Defense system by strengthening its military cooperation with neighboring China and its military strength in northeast Asia, if Washington and Tokyo continue to ignore its opposition. China, which has been viewing the Missile Defense alliance between the two nations as the biggest threat in the 21st century, also will not sit idle if they push ahead with their Missile Defense plan. Up until now, China has been hesitant to make any diplomatic response, out of concern that a public opposition to the Missile Defense may cause a diplomatic row and spread the "China Threat" concept around the world. At the same time, however, Beijing has been continuously strengthening its military power to neutralize the Missile Defense system; in January 2007, it performed a successful anti-satellite weapons test. China is especially concerned about the sea-based Missile Defense program. The Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense is a mobile and transportable system, and therefore is deployable in the Taiwan Strait. In February 2005, the US and Japan agreed to include the Taiwan Strait issues in their "common strategic objectives," which allowed them to deploy armed forces in the area if necessary.
Proliferation Advantage---Internal Link---Arms Race 
Japan BMD triggers regional arms race

Toki ‘10

(Masako, Project Manager and Research Associate @ Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Expert Analysis and International Studies, January Issue, “U.S.-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Allies to Move in New Direction?” http://www.wmdinsights.com/I31/I31_EA1_USJapan.htm)
Within the regional context, China has been worried that U.S.-Japan missile defenses could thwart China’s limited nuclear deterrent, provide Japan an offensive military capability, encourage Japanese militarization, and trigger a regional arms race. [30] China’s main concern, however, is that U.S.-Japan missile defense might be used to protect Taiwan in case of a conflict between Beijing and Taipei. China’s opposition to U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation has not been as vehement as Russia’s was to the U.S. plan to deploy missile defenses in Eastern Europe. If China perceives that the missile shield affects the cross-straight relationship, however, it is likely that its opposition will intensify. 
A BMD system would destabilize China and Asia—leads to instability and prolif
Toki and Diehl ‘7

(Masako Toki, Project Manager and Research Associate; Sarah Diehl, Senior Editor and Research Associate @ Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Expert Analysis and International Studies, July/August Issue, “JAPAN TAKES STEPS TO INTEGRATE WITH U.S. BALLISTIC MISSILE DEFENSE” p google)

Japan’s move toward collective self-defense and a BMD system more integrated with the United States has been criticized on the grounds that it could aggravate relations with China. Taku Yamazaki, former Liberal Democratic Party secretary general, criticized the advisory panel studying Japan’s right to collective defense because it could intensify Japan-China disputes, especially over the Taiwan Strait issue. China has been increasingly disturbed by the accelerated progress of U.S.-Japan missile defense systems, which would also provide protection against Chinese missiles, as well as by Japan’s reviewing the scope of its right to collective self-defense. [37] In June 2007, at the Annual Asian Security Forum organized by the International Institute for Strategic Studies in Singapore, Mr. Zhang Qinsheng, Deputy Chief of the General Staff of the People’s Liberation Army, in response to a statement by Japan’s Defense Minister, highlighted China’s concern over the intentions of the United States and Japan. He asserted that the deployment of a missile defense system would destabilize Asia and create uncertainty in terms of regional stability and peace. Moreover, he insisted that any bilateral military cooperation “should not target a third party or infringe the interest of a third party.” [38] Furthermore, on June 5, 2007, China’s Foreign Ministry emphasized its “grave concerns” about U.S. and Japanese plans. A Foreign Ministry spokeswoman commented that the intensifying U.S.-Japan cooperation in missile defense systems will impact stability and the strategic balance and may also cause new proliferation problems.
***Space Advantage***
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Contention __: Space

Block 2A upgrades make Japanese BMD an effective ASAT
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]
One major issue that is not being talked about in regard to this new plan is the implications it has for space security. Space security has many definitions. In the US, it is commonly defined as protecting space assets and capabilities. In Europe, most would define it as using space capabilities to enable human security on Earth. More broadly, it can also be defined as protecting the long-term sustainability of and access to the space environment for continued socioeconomic benefits. All of these definitions are valid and may be in play at different times for different people. Many people assume that space security inevitably means a ban on space weapons or military activities in space. However, that is not true and there are many different perspectives on this. For example, from the perspective of space sustainability, only those space weapons that adversely affect the space environment, such as kinetic energy interceptors, would be seen as something to control or ban. Many states also recognize the difference between militarization and weaponization of space, and increasingly define peaceful uses as non-aggressive instead of non-military. At the heart of the relationship between BMD and space security is the issue of dual-use technology. Broadly defined, these are technologies that have both a legitimate defensive use and potential military weapons application. Now, this definition has its issues—many would argue that everything is potentially dual-use, such as a pencil that could be used to both write and stab. But an essential element of arms control and proliferation is the concept that certain technologies are important (and potentially dangerous) enough that they require special controls. This was behind the addition of many space-related items to the United States Munitions List (USML) after two US companies were fined for providing technical help to China on space launch vehicles, which allegedly also benefited their ballistic missile program in the 1990s. The USML contains many technologies and articles that fall under export controls. A current example of this issue of dual use is North Korea’s ballistic missile program. The DPRK maintains the position that its space program is solely for peaceful purposes and is geared towards developing space launch capability, something that many other sovereign States have pursued in the past. However, it is also the case that much of the same technology behind space launch vehicles is also applicable to ICBMs capable of carrying a WMD payload (see “A space launch vehicle by any other name…”, The Space Review, March 9, 2009). 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.
That makes global space militarization inevitable
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]
There are implications to this shift towards sea-based missile defense. First, it adds yet more incentive for potential adversaries to develop greater anti-ship capabilities, especially anti-ship ballistic missiles (ABSM). This is already a serious threat for which the US Navy currently has little answer. And during a potential crisis, this BMD capability may provide incentive for strikes against Aegis ships outside of normal naval engagements as a pre-emptive measure against them being used to take out space-based capabilities. Additionally, the shift in emphasis towards sea-based missile defense comes without matching shift in either the Navy’s shipbuilding plan or budget. There are currently only two Aegis-BMD capable ships in the Atlantic fleet, with the other sixteen BMD-capable ships located in the Pacific. Funding is already in place to upgrade three more ships to Aegis-BMD capability which will be added to the Atlantic fleet. More ships will be necessary to support any level of BMD operations. Analysis of the effects these deployments will have on an already strained personnel and deployment schedule also need to be done. The broader implication relates to any potential space arms control measures. The US currently has the overwhelming majority of active satellites in Earth orbit—about 425 out of almost 900 active payloads in orbit. Much of its military power is derived from these space capabilities, along with a portion of the global economy. As such, it is in the best interests of US national security to protect those space assets. Arms control of anti-satellite capabilities offers one possible way to accomplish this, in conjunction with unilateral measures such as increased space situational awareness, reducing satellite vulnerabilities, and increasing defensive counterspace capabilities. Likewise, the proliferation of ballistic missiles as potential delivery vehicles for weapons of mass destruction and force projection creates a very real need for missile defense to protect deployed forces abroad, US citizens at home, and allies. And to date kinetic kill interceptors launched via ballistic missile are the predominant means of defeating ballistic missiles. However, the intertwining of certain missile defense and anti-satellite technologies and space weapons places the US in a conflicted diplomatic position. If it wants to pursue a broad range of missile defense capabilities, it must obstruct or shape international negotiations on space arms control and certain ASAT capabilities. But in doing so it allows for continued development and proliferation of anti-satellite systems by potential adversaries, placing US satellites at greater risk, and undermines its long-stated policy on the peaceful uses of outer space. The discussions and involvement of several US allies, including Japan, South Korea, Australia, and Spain, on Aegis and potentially Aegis BMD also adds to this undermining. If other states do indeed see Aegis BMD as a potential ASAT capability, then Aegis BMD sales could be seen as a proliferation problem, just as the US would have strong concerns over China looking to sell its SC-19 system to Iran or North Korea.
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Further Japanese BMD development causes space weaponization—the impact is extinction
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]
Any clear-cut distinction between offensive and defense in the TMD context is hopelessly muddied when one realizes that plans for the NTW system include a substantial space component. An elaborate network of space satellites (as well as spaceborne forces to protect them) would be essential features of any robust NTW system, providing early warning data of enemy missile launches, as well as tracking information designed to guide SM-3 interceptors to their targets in mid-flight. It is instructive to note that politically powerful missile defense proponents such as U.S. Senator Bob “Spaceman” Smith (R-NH) envision NTW integrated into an overall space force that would pursue both defensive and offensive military missions.49 We need to incorporate forward-deployed capabilities like the Navy Theater Wide program and the Air Force Airborne Laser as space-based missile defense programs to ensure [that] we can stop missiles in their boost phase, dropping the debris fallout over our adversary’s homes, not ours…[S]pace offers us…the prospect of inflicting violence—all with great precision and nearly instantaneously, and often more cheaply. With credible offensive and defensive space control, we will deter our adversaries, reassure our allies, and guard our nation’s growing reliance on global commerce.50 This full-throated call for a robust blend of offensive and defensive space weaponry reflects a strategic principle elucidated by Frank Barnaby: when it comes to arming the heavens, “anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare technologies go hand-in-hand.”51 The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent “dual capability” of spaceborne weapon components. To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock out enemy missiles in mid-flight, such interceptors can also be used as orbiting “death stars,” capable of sending munitions hurtling through the earth’s atmosphere at dizzying velocities.52 As Marc Vidricaire, a member of the Canadian Delegation to the U.N. Conference on Disarmament, explains: “If you want to intercept something in space, you could use the same capability to target something on land.”53 Furthermore, spaceborne BMD components can be used for offensive attacks in outer space itself, where orbiting space assets belonging to adversaries could be targeted for destruction. According to defense analyst James E. Oberg, “…the benign, defensive nature of a ballistic missile killer is not the only facet of such a system—it also has inherent offensive capability against satellites.”54 This dual capability of BMD systems provides one rationale for why space weapons advocates such as Senator Smith propose to make offensive attack weapons part of missile defense. In a world where deployment of purely offensive space weaponry might be difficult to justify as a stand-alone military initiative, Oberg speculates, “the means by which the placement of space-based weapons will likely occur is under a second U.S. space policy directive—that of ballistic missile defense.”55 Although these “death star” scenarios might seem like they come straight out of Hollywood special effects studios, it is worth noting that the U.S. Space Command is on record endorsing military strategy that favors weaponization of space as a force multiplier for offensive attack missions. An official planning document entitled “Vision for 2020” foresees “space-based strike weapons” as part of “global engagement capabilities” designed to enable “application of precision force from, through, and to space.”56 Aggressive pursuit of these “strike weapons” is imperative, according to Space Command officials, because “space superiority is emerging as an essential element of battlefield success and future warfare.”57 Arguing that “it is inevitable that mankind will weaponize space,” Air Force Lt. Col. Thomas D. Bell claims in a 1999 paper that, “The U.S. ability to conduct combat operations in this environment will provide the technical asymmetry that the U.S. will need to win the next war, just as it used strategic bombers and the atomic bomb to win World War II and stealth technology and precision guided munitions to win the Gulf War.”58 These plans recently received concrete expression in comments from Gen. Ralph E. Eberhart, Air Force Space Command Commander. While addressing a group at the Joint Tactical Ground Station in South Korea, Eberhart declared that “[s]pace is the ultimate high ground…Not only do we have to use it, we have to be able to defend it and deny our enemy the use of space if we are at war…we have to ensure space superiority for our commanders and men and women who rely on it during the fight.”59 Although missile defense advocates frequently trumpet the “purely defensive” nature of BMD, such systems exist in a strategic framework that ineluctably includes offensive space weaponry. “The PR spin is that the U.S. military push into space is about missile defense or defense of U.S. space satellites. But the volumes of material coming out of the military are concerned mainly with offense— with using space to establish military domination over the world below,” notes professor Karl Grossman.60 Such a suggestion carries particular significance for Japan, since as Frank Umbach, Senior Research Fellow at the German Society of Foreign Affairs, explains, “a possible Japanese TMD deployment may require an integration of the anti-missile defense command and control (C-2) systems of Japan and the U.S., which could have far-reaching implications for both sides.”61 Eventual deployment of a joint Japan-U.S. TMD system could saddle Japanese officials with the sober responsibility of making command decisions regarding use of spaceborne weapons for offensive military missions. It is tempting to take comfort in the idea that JDA leaders would not permit a joint missile defense system such as NTW to evolve into a platform for offensive space power, especially since such a development would flout Japanese legal and constitutional prohibitions against such military adventures. However, in a joint command situation, it is not clear that such constraints would hold up, especially in light of intimidating comments by space power enthusiasts such as Senator Smith, who vows to use his position on Capitol Hill to ram space weaponry down the throats of opponents, regardless of how vocal they are: “If the Air Force cannot or will not embrace spacepower, we in Congress will have to drag them there, kicking and screaming if necessary.”62 Another possibility is that Japanese objections against incorporation of offensive space power into a joint missile defense program could be rendered moot by strategic deception. Part II of this essay explored cases where U.S. missile defense advocates deployed subterfuge to camouflage the actual purpose of BMD programs, in order to insulate the program from political criticism. A similar approach would seem politically attractive for public affairs officers dealing with the sensitive issue of a Japanese TMD’s offensive military capabilities. Since such capabilities would clearly prove to be public relations liabilities for missile defense advocates attempting to justify TMD to Asian publics, there could be great institutional inertia to pursue a Pentagon-style public relations strategy of hiding such capabilities behind layers of secrecy, classification, and obfuscation, then dominating public debate with talk of “purely defensive” BMD systems. However, back door deployment of offensive space weapons would pose grave security risks, given the potentially disastrous consequences of an unconstrained arms race in space. Lt. Col. Bell provides a glimpse of some of the varieties of space weapons that might be produced in such a scenario: “A mix of space weapons will offer the capability to destroy various types of surface and sub-surface targets with three types of weapons: continuous lasers that use heat to melt structures and destroy them; pulsed lasers that vaporize material and penetrate the structure; and kinetic energy weapons that provide the capability to attack targets hundreds of feet under the surface of the earth.”63 According to Senator Charles S. Robb (D-VA), space weaponization could transform Reagan’s hopeful Star Wars vision into an ominous “death star” future. During the Reagan years, advocates of the Strategic Defense Initiative ran an effective television spot featuring children being saved from nuclear attack by a shield represented by a rainbow. If we weaponize space, we will face a very different image—the image of hundreds of weapons-laden satellites orbiting directly over our homes and our families 24 hours a day, ready to fire within seconds. If fired, they would destroy thousands of ground, air, and space targets within minutes, before there is even a chance of knowing what has happened, or why. This would be a dark future, a future we should avoid at all costs.64 A buildup of space weapons with capability to execute offensive missions might begin with noble intentions of “peace through strength” deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that “…the presence of space weapons…will result in the increased likelihood of their use.”65 Military commanders desiring to harness the precision strike capability afforded by spacebased “smart” weapons might order deliberate attacks on enemy ground targets in a crisis. The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense “use or lose” pressure into strategic calculations, with the specter of split-second laser attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting death stars with automated “hair trigger” devices. In theory, this automation would enhance 
[MITCHELL CONTINUES…NO TEXT DELETED]
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[MITCHELL CONTINUED…NO TEXT DELETED]

survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict. Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed “complexly interactive, tightly coupled” industrial systems, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other’s flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. He further explains, “[t]he odd term ‘normal accident’ is meant to signal that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable.”66 Deployment of space weapons with pre-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to “normal accidents.” It is chilling to contemplate the possible effects of a space war. According to Bowman, “even a tiny projectile reentering from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage—even more than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!”67 In the same laser technology touted by President Reagan as the quintessential tool of peace, David Langford sees one of the most wicked offensive weapons ever conceived: “One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled people.”68 Given this unique potential for destruction, it is not hard to imagine that any nation subjected to a space weapon attack would escalate by retaliating with maximum force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.
Missile defense sparks a global space arms race and unchecked prolif
Roberts 3 [Brad, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses., September, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf] 
The third main argument was that missile defense would stall nuclear disarmament, fuel the proliferation of nuclear weapons and missiles, and spark an arms race in outer space. Chinese arms control experts argued that Russia and other nuclear powers would become reluctant to pursue further reductions in their arsenals and instead seek to expand their offensive capabilities.90 The resulting lack of progress toward nuclear disarmament would in turn increase the danger of nuclear proliferation. As Ambassador Sha explained, “Nuclear disarmament is the precondition for nuclear-free countries to honor their nuclear-free commitment. Revising the ‘Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty’ will make development and deployment of an anti-missile system legal, hence, the precondition and foundation of nuclear disarmament will no longer exist. Under such circumstances, who can guarantee that no other countries will break their nuclear-free commitment?”91 Sha and others also claimed that missile defense would encourage missile proliferation as well as nuclear proliferation.92 Finally, missile defense would instigate an arms race in outer space, an issue of longstanding concern in Chinese arms control policy. At the 1998 plenary meeting of the Conference on Disarmament (CD), for example, Ambassador Li Changhe asserted that the development of theater missile defense could lead to the introduction of weapons systems in outer space.93 Li therefore proposed that the CD take immediate action to ban the “test, deployment and use of any weapon systems in outer space.”94 
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Proliferation causes extinction
Utgoff 2 (Victor A, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer, Survival, p. 87-90) 
Further, the large number of states that became capable of building nuclear weapons over the years, but chose not to, can be reasonably well explained by the fact that most were formally allied with either the United States or the Soviet Union. Both these superpowers had strong nuclear forces and put great pressure on their allies not to build nuclear weapons. Since the Cold War, the US has retained all its allies. In addition, NATO has extended its protection to some of the previous allies of the Soviet Union and plans on taking in more. Nuclear proliferation by India and Pakistan, and proliferation programmes by North Korea, Iran and Iraq, all involve states in the opposite situation: all judged that they faced serious military opposition and had little prospect of establishing a reliable supporting alliance with a suitably strong, nuclear-armed state. What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. However, every effort has not been made in the past, and we are talking about much more substantial efforts now. For new and substantially more burdensome efforts to be made to slow or stop nuclear proliferation, it needs to be established that the highly proliferated nuclear world that would sooner or later evolve without such efforts is not going to be acceptable. And, for many reasons, it is not. First, the dynamics of getting to a highly proliferated world could be very dangerous. Proliferating states will feel great pressures to obtain nuclear weapons and delivery systems before any potential opponent does. Those who succeed in outracing an opponent may consider preemptive nuclear war before the opponent becomes capable of nuclear retaliation. Those who lag behind might try to preempt their opponent’s nuclear programme or defeat the opponent using conventional forces. And those who feel threatened but are incapable of building nuclear weapons may still be able to join in this arms race by building other types of weapons of mass destruction, such as biological weapons. [The article continues…] The war between Iran and Iraq during the 1980s led to the use of chemical weapons on both sides and exchanges of missiles against each other’s cities. And more recently, violence in the Middle East escalated in a few months from rocks and small arms to heavy weapons on one side, and from police actions to air strikes and armoured attacks on the other. Escalation of violence is also basic human nature. Once the violence starts, retaliatory exchanges of violent acts can escalate to levels unimagined by the participants before hand. Intense and blinding anger is a common response to fear or humiliation or abuse. And such anger can lead us to impose on our opponents whatever levels of violence are readily accessible. In sum, 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.
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Japan BMD has ASAT capability
NYT 8 [February 21, “Aegis Interceptor Successfully Destroys Satellite”, http://www.missilethreat.com/missiledefensesystems/id.9/system_detail.asp] 

The United States military reports the successful downing of a disable spy satellite using a specially modified sea-based SM-3 missile defense interceptor.  The main purpose of the intercept was to destroy the fuel tank, which contained  toxic hydrazine, before the ailing satellite reentered the earth's atmosphere.  The successful intercept represents tests of both the sea-based Aegis missile defense system and a test of American anti-satellite (ASAT) capabilities. 

Without the military's intervention, the satellite would have reentered the atmosphere and fallen to Earth during the first week in March, and an area of several hundred miles could have been contaminated with its hydrazine fuel.

The SM-3 interceptor underwent software modifications to allow it to hit the satellite instead of a ballistic missile, which would have had a slightly different trajectory. The mission comes nearly a year after a controversial Chinese anti-satellite test, in which Beijing used a missile to destroy an old weather satellite. The Chinese test drew widespread international concern, and also created a considerable amount of space debris.  The American satellite destruction, by contrast, created a minimum amount of debris.

Aegis upgrades give SM-3 ASAT capabilities

Gagnon 10 [Bruce, Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, Global Research, Februrary 5, “The Sword and the Shield: Surround Russia and China with Mobile "Missile Defense" Systems”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17422]
Translation: the SM-3 also has "anti-satellite" (ASAT) weapons capability. That means the Pentagon can use the Aegis-based missile to knock out Russian or Chinese satellites as part of a first-strike attack. News that the U.S. is about to deploy a PAC-3 missile battery in Poland led Russia's ambassador to NATO, Dmitry Rogozin, to recently state: "Do they really think that we will calmly watch the location of a rocket system, at a distance of 60 km from Kaliningrad?" The deployment of SM-3, with several times the reach of the Patriot, on land and sea in the same neighborhood will only makes matters more dangerous. The official authorization of Patriot transfers to Taiwan - the missiles are produced by Raytheon Company headquartered in Massachusetts, whose former vice president of Government Operations and Strategy William Lynn is now Obama's Deputy Secretary of Defense - resulted in China's vice foreign minister, He Yafei, saying "We believe this move endangers China's national security." Luo Yuan, senior researcher with the Chinese Academy of Military Science, added "The U.S. action gives China a justified cause to increase its national defense expenditure, to enhance the development and purchase of weapons, and to accelerate its modernization process in national defense....China did nothing to threaten the U.S., why should the US challenge our core strategic interests?" William Lynn delivered a speech in Washington, DC on January 21, where he demanded that Congress "put the Defense Department on a permanent footing to fight both low-intensity conflicts to maintaining air dominance and the ability to strike any target on Earth at any time....The next air warfare priority for the Pentagon is developing a next-generation, deep-penetrating strike capability that can overcome advanced air defenses."
Space Advantage---Internal Link---Japanese BMD 
Space development is intrinsic to Japanese BMD funding

Kawasaki & Feffer 10 [Akira, Foreign Policy In Focus writer, John, author of several books and numerous articles. He has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee. He has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul in July 2001 and delivered lectures at a variety of academic institutions including New York University, Hofstra, Union College, Cornell University, and Sofia University, May 10, "Japan's Military Spending At A Crossroads", http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads]

BMD and Space Development The third characteristic requiring attention is expenditures on ballistic missile defense. In 1998, when North Korea conducted a test that sent a long-range rocket over Japan, Japan decided to commence joint research on ballistic missile defense with the United States. Over the next five years, Japan spent around $150 million on this joint research. Then in 2003, Japan decided to introduce both the Aegis ship-based BMD (SM-3) and the PAC-3 (Patriot Advanced Capability 3) systems, announcing that the “high technical feasibility” of the systems was confirmed. In announcing the decision to acquire BMD, the cabinet made the following comment in relation to overall defense expenditures:  When carrying out such a large-scale program as the BMD system preparation, the  Government of Japan will carry out a fundamental review of the existing organization and  equipment of the Self-Defense Forces . . . . in order to improve the efficiency, and, at the  same time, make efforts to reduce defense-related expenditures to take the harsh economic  and fiscal conditions of Japan into consideration. This policy of “selection and concentration” mandates the investment of huge sums into BMD even if this requires reductions in expenses in other fields. Since then, Japan's spending on the BMD systems has been $1.1 billion in 2004, $1.2 billion in 2005, $1.4 billion in 2006, $1.8 billion in 2007, $1.1 billion in 2008, and $1.1 billion in 2009. In addition, in a separate category from BMD are closely related “key categories” that include “dealing with developments in military scientific technology” ($1.2-1.8 billion per year) and the “building of an advanced information communications network” ($1.6-2.1 billion per year). The expansion of investments in high-tech military technology and information communications networks related to BMD has also been integrated in the military transformation begun under the U.S.-led Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) in the 1990s. This is also bringing change to Japan’s space development. In 1969, Japan determined through a Diet resolution that space development would be “limited to peaceful purposes.” However, the development of military technology including BMD is inextricably linked to a space-based information communications network. Japan’s defense community and industries have long raised concerns that the “peaceful use” principle would be an obstacle to space development. Partly in response to these concerns, the LDP government enacted the Basic Law of Outer Space in 2008, with the support of the DPJ, in order to regulate space development to “contribute to peace or security for the international community, and the security of our own nation.” According to the official interpretation of this law, space development for defense purposes was now possible. Soon after, the government included $600 million for “space development” in the 2009 defense budget.
Space Advantage---Internal Link---Anti-ICBM BMD
Current BMD can’t take out ICBMs – that expansion freaks out China and necessitates space mil.

Zhang 8 (Hui, research associate at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, “Russian and Chinese Responses to U.S. Military Plans in Space”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/militarySpace.pdf, THE) 

Missile defense is one important step toward U.S. space control. The United States has promoted the development and deployment of missile defense, particularly of an integrated, layered system, and it has increased the budgets for missile defense programs. Since 2004, the United States has begun deployment of a ground-based midcourse defense (GMD) system. The system—comprised of seven interceptors in Alaska and another two in California—was activated in the summer of 2006. As many scientists and experts in the United States have pointed out, this initial GMD system would likely be ineffective against a real attack by long-range ballistic missiles13; however, from a Chinese perspective, there is no guarantee that the system would not someday, with the help of a breakthrough technology, become effective. Moreover, this GMD system could be the first step toward a more robust, layered system, capable of targeting missiles at various points in their flight trajectories. Some Chinese observers view this GMD system as a space weaponry system. The scope of space weaponry, as generally defined in China, includes not only space-based weapons, but also any weapons that target objects in outer space, regardless of where they are based. Objects in outer space would include satellites as well as intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) traveling through outer space.14 Because this GMD system would intercept its target at an altitude that China has defined as outer space (above 100 km), it would be considered space weaponry. Many Chinese feel that the U.S. plan to deploy a missile defense system is an intentional first step toward space weaponization. Most important, controlling space requires ASAT weapons to negate an adversary’s space capabilities, including their satellites. Even if the GMD system does not effectively intercept incoming missiles, it will have an inherent anti-satellite capability.15Many experts realize that it is technically easier to intercept a satellite than to kill a ballistic missile. As Bruce DeBlois and his colleagues explain, “Almost any midcourse missile defense system could threaten satellites, which are more fragile and more predictable (and therefore easier to hit) than ballistic missile warheads.”16 The SBL, kinetic kill vehicles, GMD system, sea-based midcourse defense system, and theater high altitude area defense (THAAD) system would all be capable of attacking satellites in low Earth orbit (LEO) and, given an augmented booster, could reach higher orbits as well.17 As David Wright points out, GMD “could intercept a large fraction of those satellites even from two deployment sites.” He further notes that “the missile defense tests that have been done so far are much more relevant to demonstrating an ability to intercept satellites than to intercept missile warheads.”18 Aware of this technical reality, some in China have argued that the Bush administration’s rush to deploy GMD is primarily motivated by a desire to acquire ASAT capability. Fu Zhigang, the First Secretary of the Permanent on of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) to the UN in Geneva, stated, “To pursue missile defense programs is part and parcel of the relevant country[’s] long-term strategy to control…outer space.”19 It is not difficult to understand why Chinese officials hold this view. To control access to space and defend U.S. space assets requires a missile defense system with global coverage. As shown in some military documents, missile defense is considered an important part of U.S. “space control” strategy. For example, the U.S. Space Command document Vision for 2020 made clear that national missile defense is a “key” to “Global Engagement Capabilities.”20 Current U.S. ballistic missile defense (BMD) strategies aim to engage ballistic missiles in all phases—boost, midcourse, and terminal. The 2002 U.S. Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) included guidance for missile defense program development. The NPR states, “Missile defense is most effective if it is layered; that is, able to intercept ballistic missiles of any range in all phases of their flight.”21 It is expected that a robust BMD system capable of global coverage would start intercepting an ICBM as early as the boost phase,22 which would require the use of space weapons such as the SBL and the space-based interceptor (SBI). Both of these systems would be deployed in LEO and used to destroy ICBMs in their boost phase. A layered BMD system would also include spacebased sensors, such as early-warning satellites (e.g., Defense Support Program satellites, Space-based Infrared System–High [SBIRS-high]) and a space tracking and surveillance system (now STSS, previously referred to as Space-based Infrared System–Low [SBIRS-low]). Thus, a global BMD system would result in the deployment of weapons in space. In fact, the U.S. Department of Defense indicated in December 2002 that the United States would continue the “development and testing of space-based defenses, specifically space-based kinetic energy (hit to kill) interceptors and advanced target tracking satellites.”23
Space Advantage---Chinese Economy Impact
Space weaponization kills the Chinese economy

Zhang 5 [Hui, Research Associate in the Project on Managing the Atom @ Harvard University—John F. Kennedy School of Government, December, “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1943] 
China is particularly concerned that space weaponization could limit its civilian and commercial space activities and negatively affect its economic development. Today, China has various operational civilian satellites in space, a family of launchers, a modern space-launch complex, and a growing list of customers in the international satellite-launch market.[17] Since launching its first satellite in 1970, China has made steady progress both in launch vehicle design and in other areas of space technology development for civilian and commercial purposes. China has developed manned spacecraft and a high-reliability launching vehicle. Between November 1999 and December 2002, China launched four unmanned experimental Shenzhou (Magic Ship) spacecraft. In October 2003, China successfully launched the Shenzhou-5 manned spaceship and, in October 2005, the Shenzhou-6 manned spaceship. China is now planning to explore the moon with unmanned spacecraft. The U.S. pursuit of space control would threaten China’s civilian and commercial space activities and perhaps even deny China access to space.

Nuclear war

Plate 3 [Tom, Professor @ UCLA, 6/28, The Straights Times, “Neo-cons a bigger risk to Bush than China”] 
But imagine a China disintegrating- on its own, without neo-conservative or Central Intelligence Agency prompting, much less outright military invasion because the economy (against all predictions) suddenly collapses. That would knock Asia into chaos. A massive flood of refugees would head for Indonesia and other places with poor border controls, which don’t’ want them and cant handle them; some in Japan might lick their lips at the prospect of World War II revisited and look to annex a slice of China. That would send Singapore and Malaysia- once occupied by Japan- into nervous breakdowns. Meanwhile, India might make a grab for Tibet, and Pakistan for Kashmir. Then you can say hello to World War III, Asia style. That’s why wise policy encourages Chinese stability, security and economic growth – the very direction the White House now seems to prefer.
Space Advantage---U.S.-China War Impact 
ASAT use causes US-China nuclear conflict

Carrol 3 [James, Shorenstein Fellow at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, Fellow of International Security Studies @ American Academy of Arts and Sciences, Boston Globe, “Bush's battle to dominate in space”, 10/23, http://www.boston.com/news/globe/editorial_opinion/oped/articles/2003/10/28/bushs_battle_to_dominate_in_space?mode=PF] 
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.
US-China war causes extinction

Strait Times 2K (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N) 
The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Space Advantage---ASATs Bad---Chinese Aggression 
ASAT capability cause Chinese aggression 

Zhang 5 [Hui, Research Associate in the Project on Managing the Atom @ Harvard University—John F. Kennedy School of Government, December, “Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China”, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1943] 
Chinese officials have expressed a growing concern that U.S. space and missile defense plans will stimulate a costly and destabilizing arms race. In particular, the prevailing view in Beijing is that the United States seeks to neutralize China’s strategic nuclear deterrent, freeing itself to intervene in China’s affairs and undermining Beijing’s efforts to prod Taiwan to reunify. If U.S. plans are left unchecked, therefore, Beijing may feel compelled to respond by introducing its own space weapons. Beijing, however, would prefer to avoid this outcome. Chinese officials argue that weaponizing space is in no state’s interest, while continued peaceful exploitation redounds to the benefit of all states. Rather than battling over space, China wants countries to craft an international ban on space weaponization. U.S. Moves Toward Space Weaponization China ’s concerns are prompted by evidence that U.S. moves toward space weaponization are gaining momentum. In January 2001, a congressionally mandated space commission headed by Donald Rumsfeld, who is now secretary of defense, recommended that “the U.S. government should vigorously pursue the capabilities called for in the National Space Policy to ensure that the president will have the option to deploy weapons in space to deter threats to, and, if necessary, defend against attacks on U.S. interests.”[1] Moreover, the U.S. withdrawal from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in 2002 has given the United States a free hand to move forward with missile defenses, and space-based missile defenses are envisioned as part of the U.S. mix. In the clearest official sign yet of support for space weaponization, last year the U.S. Air Force publicized its vision of how “counterspace operations” could help achieve and maintain “space superiority,” the “freedom to attack as well as the freedom from attack” in space.[2] Already the United States is pursuing a number of military systems[3] that could be used to attack targets in space from Earth or targets on Earth from space. To China, current U.S. deployment of a Ground-Based Midcourse Missile Defense system represents an intentional first step toward space weaponization.[4] China experts argue that the interceptors of the system based in Alaska and California could be used to attack satellites.[5] After all, such systems could be easily adapted to target satellites, which are more fragile and more predictable than ballistic missile warheads. If the United States is determined to ensure “space dominance,” it would first want to use such weapons to negate an adversary’s satellites.

***Add-Ons***
Russian Economy Add-On---2AC
US-Japan missile defense causes retaliation and modernization by Russia – leads to global proliferation and destroys the Russian economy

Blank 9 – Dr. Stephen Blank , Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, March 2009, “Russia And Arms Control: Are There Opportunities For The Obama Administration?,” online: http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf
As McDonough showed above, U.S. force deployments in the Pacific theater definitely threaten Russian nuclear assets and infrastructure as well as its territory and conventional forces.243 A second major Russian concern is the strengthening of the U.S.-Japan alliance in the twin forms of joint missile defenses and the apparent consolidation of a tripartite or possibly quadripartite alliance including Australia and South Korea, if not India. In that context, both Moscow and Beijing worry that North Korean nuclearization might lead Japan to build nuclear weapons. But beyond that, for both Russia and China, one of the most visible negative consequences of the DPRK’s nuclear and missile tests has been the strengthened impetus it gave to U.S.-Japan cooperation on missile defense. The issue of missile defense in Asia had been in a kind of abeyance until the North Korean nuclear tests of 2006.
These tests, taken in defiance of Chinese warnings against nuclearization and testing, intensified and accelerated U.S.-Japanese collaboration on missile defenses as the justification for them had now been incontrovertibly demonstrated. But such programs always entail checking China’s nuclear capabilities and even, according to Beijing, threatening it with a first strike. Naturally those developments greatly annoy China.244 Therefore China continues publicly to criticize U.S.-Japan collaboration on missile defenses.245 Perhaps this issue was on Chinese President Hu Jintao’s agenda in September 2007 when he called for greater Russo-Chinese cooperation in Asia-Pacific security.246
His remarks may have prompted Russia to act or speak out against these trends in Asia for Russia, having hitherto been publicly reticent to comment on this missile defense cooperation or to attack the U.S. alliance system in Asia, reacted quite strongly.247 During Lavrov’s visit to Japan in October 2007 and despite his strong pitch for Russo-Japanese economic cooperation, he publicly warned that Russia fears that this missile defense system represents an effort to ensure American military superiority and that the development and deployment of such systems could spur regional and global arms races. Lavrov also noted that Russia pays close attention to the U.S.-Japan alliance and was worried by the strengthening of the triangle comprising both these states and Australia.248 He observed that “a closed format for military and political alliances” does not facilitate peace and “will not be able to increase mutual trust in the region,” thereby triggering reactions contrary to the expectations of Washington, Tokyo, and Canberra.249 More recently, at the 2008 annual Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regional Forum (ARF) in Singapore, Lavrov again inveighed against “narrow military alliances,” claiming that Asian-Pacific security should be all-inclusive and indivisible, the work of all interested parties, not blocs. Any such activity must enhance strategic balance and take account of everyone’s interests and be based on international law, i.e., the Security Council where Moscow has a veto.250
Lavrov’s complaints show what happens when bilateral cooperation breaks down and, as a result of proliferation, overall regional tensions increase, in this case in Northeast Asia. Russia has responded to the U.S. missile defense program in both Europe and Asia by MIRVing its existing and older ICBMs, (that is, putting so called MIRVs [missiles] onto its missiles in silos) leaving the START-2 treaty, creating hypersonic missiles that allegedly can break through any American missile defense system, introducing new Topol-Ms mobile ICBMs that also allegedly can break those defenses, and testing the Bulava SLBM with similar characteristics. Still Moscow apparently thought this was not enough, and only 6 weeks after Lavrov’s public complaints in Japan, Vice-Premier Sergei Ivanov called for nuclear parity with Washington, even though the quest for such parity would undoubtedly undermine Russia’s economy unless he meant the retention of strategic stability, albeit at unequal numbers of missiles. Nevertheless, the real threat for Moscow here is the U.S. policy to build missile defenses and an alliance excluding Russia and China, not Japanese missile defenses. Those defenses are mainly directed formally against North Korean missiles and in reality the threat of Chinese missiles, not Russia.
Russian economic collapse causes nuclear war
Filger 9 (Sheldon, 5/10, “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sheldon-filger/russian-economy-faces-dis_b_201147.html) 
Filger 9 – Sheldon Filger, columnist and founder of GlobalEconomicCrisis.com, May 10, 2009, “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction,” online: http://www.huffingtonpost.com/sheldon-filger/russian-economy-faces-dis_b_201147.html
In Russia, historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation's history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia's economic crisis will endanger the nation's political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash.
Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama's national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world.
During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation's nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.
Russian Accidental Launch Add-On---2AC
Independently, Russia’s response to BMD would risk accidental launch, miscalc and loose nukes
Tertrais 1 (Bruno, Lecturer in World Politics at the Institut d’Etudes Politiques in Paris, works as Special Assistant to the Director of Strategic Affairs at the French Ministry of Defence, “US MISSILE DEFENCE Strategically sound, politically questionable”, April, http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/cerwp11.pdf, AV) 

First, a self-fulfilling prophecy would be created if Moscow, in response to US missile defence, placed more nuclear forces on high alert. This would heighten the risks of an accidental or unauthorised launch. As Michael O’Hanlon of the Brookings Institution has argued: “Whatever threat countries like North Korea may pose to the United States in the coming years, the danger of loose Russian nukes is orders of magnitude greater. It would be folly to address the first concern in a way that exacerbated the second.”7 Note, however, that if the Russian government were to react in this way, it would still seriously believe that the US could consider a first strike against it. Thus the missile defence controversy would be hiding a much deeper misunderstanding between the two countries, of which it would only be a symptom. 

US-Russia miscalc and accidental launch causes extinction in less than 30 minutes
Mintz 1 (Morton, February 26, “Two Minutes to Launch,” The American Prospect, http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=two_minutes_to_launch) 
Hair-trigger alert means this: The missiles carrying those warheads are armed and fueled at all times. Two thousand or so of these warheads are on the intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) targeted by Russia at the United States; 1,800 are on the ICBMs targeted by the United States at Russia; and approximately 1,000 are on the submarine-based missiles targeted by the two nations at each other. These missiles would launch on receipt of three computer-delivered messages. Launch crews--on duty every second of every day--are under orders to send the messages on receipt of a single computer-delivered command. In no more than two minutes, if all went according to plan, Russia or the United States could launch missiles at predetermined targets: Washington or New York; Moscow or St. Petersburg. The early-warning systems on which the launch crews rely would detect the other side's missiles within tens of seconds, causing the intended--or accidental--enemy to mount retaliatory strikes. "Within a half-hour, there could be a nuclear war that would extinguish all of us," explains Bruce Blair. "It would be, basically, a nuclear war by checklist, by rote." 


Russian loose nukes cause nuclear war 
Speice 6 (Patrick F, Jr., JD from and Graduate Research Fellow at Marshall-Wythe School of Law at the College of William & Mary, February, “Negligence and Nuclear Nonproliferation” 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427, Lexis, AV)
Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. n39 Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." n40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. n41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. n42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. n43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. n44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. n45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. n46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, n47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. n48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. n49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. n50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. n51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, n52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons. 

Russia Add-Ons---Internal Link---BMD Causes Backlash
BMD in Japan causes Russian backlash 
Rubinstein 7 (Greg, Consultant on US-Japan Defense Programs, Former Official of the US Department of State and Defense, September 5, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects”, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf) 
Russia: Russia has been at odds with US on missile defense measures since announcement early in the Bush administration of its intent to withdraw from the ABM Treaty and develop a National Missile Defense (NMD) system.23 Like China, Russia has never accepted the argument that a limited NMD capability against accidental or roguestate/ terrorist missile launches has no impact on strategic deterrence. Russia has been even more disturbed by US efforts to bring forward elements of a missile defense shield to Europe, especially in the territory of former Warsaw Pact allies – thus its fierce resistance to proposed BMD deployments in Poland and the Czech Republic.

Japanese BMD threatens Russian national security – causes modernization

Rozoff 9 (Rick, Global Research, August 19, “Showdown with Russia and China: U.S. Advances First Strike Global Missile Shield System”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?aid=14843&context=va, AV)

On August 17 Japan announced that it was going to station American Patriot Advanced Capability 3 (PAC-3) surface-to-air interceptor missiles at all six of its anti-aircraft facilities. Patriots were deployed to Israel on the eve of the Operation Desert Storm war against Iraq in 1991 and again, with NATO invoking its Article 5 military assistance provision, to Turkey in 2003 before the Operation Iraqi Freedom invasion. They are intended to prevent retaliation against aggressive military operations. The global and more than global - exoatmospheric, space - system also includes Ground Based Interceptor (GBI), Ground-Based Midcourse Defense (GMD), Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (THAAD), Exoatmospheric Kill Vehicle (EKV), Aegis combat system (destroyers carrying interceptor radar and missiles) and Forward Based X-Band Radars (FBXB) components. Disarmament advocates and top Russian officials alike have warned for years that the missile interceptor and related space war programs are not, as claimed by the Pentagon and its military allies in Europe and the Asia Pacific, aimed at so-called rogue states but have a far more dangerous purpose. In June Russian President Dmitry Medvedev and Chinese President Hu Jintao announced that their two nations were drafting a joint treaty to ban the deployment of weapons in outer space and to present it to the United Nations General Assembly. Regarding the true intent of missile interceptor plans both on earth and in space, a recent news item detailed that "The White House says the plan is aimed at countering what it terms as 'threats' from countries such as Iran, which has no existing or planned missiles which can reach the US. The Kremlin, meanwhile, believes that the real aim of the system is to neutralize Russia's nuclear deterrent and therefore sees it as a threat to Russia's national security." [7] An influential Russian news source stated: "[T]he strategic importance of these interceptor missiles would increase were the U.S. to deliver a first nuclear strike against Russia. "In this scenario, interceptor missiles would have to take on the limited number of missiles surviving the first strike, which would allow the U.S. to hope for success and, for the first time since the 1950s, for a victory in a nuclear war." [8] Lest this perspective be seen as a uniquely Russia concern, in the March/April 2006 edition of Foreign Affairs, a publication of the American Council on Foreign Relations, authors Keir A. Lieber and Daryl G. Press contributed a study called "The Rise of U.S. Nuclear Primacy" which stated, inter alia, that "It will probably soon be possible for the United States to destroy the long-range nuclear arsenals of Russia or China with a first strike. "The U.S. Air Force has finished equipping its B-52 bombers with nuclear-armed cruise missiles, which are probably invisible to Russian and Chinese air-defense radar. And the air force has also enhanced the avionics on its B-2 stealth bombers to permit them to fly at extremely low altitudes in order to avoid even the most sophisticated radar." [9] Deploying short-, medium- and long-range interceptor missile batteries, sophisticated and mobile missile radar stations, long-range super-stealth nuclear bombers, Aegis-class destroyers equipped to sail the world's seas to hunt down and neutralize conventional and nuclear missiles, and surveillance satellites and weapons in space is hardly designed to target non-existent intercontinental ballistic missile threats from Iran or Syria, or even from North Korea, but to blackmail Russia and China and prepare the groundwork for surviving and "triumphing" in a first strike nuclear war. 

Russia Add-Ons---Internal Link---Conflict/Undermines NWFZ
BMD cooperation causes global conflict and prevents the establishment of a NWFZ in North East Asia
Mekata 2K (Motoko, Research Fellow at the Tokyo Foundation, Disarmament Diplomacy, “Words and Deeds: What Japan Should Do To Promote Nuclear Disarmament”, Issue No. 45, April 2000, http://www.acronym.org.uk/dd/dd45/45deeds.htm, AV) 

Refraining from TMD Deployment The United States is actively considering the deployment of two types of ballistic missile defense systems: a US national missile defence (NMD) system designed to protect the United States from attacks by a limited number of intercontinental-range ballistic missiles (ICBMs), and a theatre missile defense (TMD) system designed to counter short-range missiles launched at US troops and allies abroad. However, the ABM Treaty only allows for the construction of very limited missile defence systems. In order to deploy the ballistic missile defence systems (BMDs) it would like to, the United States will either have to modify the Treaty - which Russia has said it will not agree to11 - or abrogate it - a move which Russia has said it will respond to by withdrawing from all its nuclear arms control commitments and refusing to enter any further negotiations. Russia and China jointly introduced a resolution on the "preservation of and compliance with the ABM Treaty" to the UNGA in late 1999, and while 68 countries, including Japan,abstained and four countries (Israel, Latvia, Micronesia and the US)voted against, 80 voted in favour, including France. The Russian Foreign Ministry emphasized the significance of the ABM Treaty and its opposition to NMD by stating "the results of the vote are a reflection of the increased concern of the world community over the fate of the ABM Treaty, which is the basis of world strategic stability and of the entire system of international accords on nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation, in connection with the US plans to develop a national ABM system, a system that is prohibited by the Treaty."12 For its part, China's long-term concern is that initially limited TMD systems might evolve into full-scale NMD systems. In the words of China's UN Ambassador for Disarmament Affairs: "The so-called Theater Missile Defense systems… which certain countries are going all out to develop will in fact possess the capacity to intercept strategic missiles, thus breaking the limits imposed by the ABM Treaty and rendering the treaty virtually meaningless."13 Specifically, China is worried that deployment of a TMD system in Japan will eventually lead to deployment in Taiwan. If the United States decides to deploy NMD and accordingly continues to pressure Russia to agree to modify the ABM Treaty or, without such an agreement, abandons the Treaty, it is hard to see how serious military and political destabilisation on a global scale could realistically be avoided. In the Asian context, China would be highly likely to accelerate its efforts to obtain Multiple Independently-Targetable Re-entry Vehicle (MIRVed) ICBMs, precipitating a new nuclear arms race. This, in turn, would doubtless be used to justify new, enhanced missile defences, thus drastically reducing the likelihood that the initial NMD deployment decision would ever be reversed. Despite these huge dangers and ominous stormclouds, the United States and Japan are jointly proceeding with TMD research, based on a Memorandum of Understanding signed in August 1999. The Japanese Government explained this decision as a reaction to the launching of the Taepo-Dong missile by North Korea, interpreting TMD as a means to counter further North Korean missiles. Japan should take an extremely cautious approach towards the proposed TMD system: if the TMD system is really designed to deter any future missile attack by North Korea, Japan should refrain from deploying it as long as North Korea remains committed to the Perry process. Japan should also make clear to China that should it decide to employ TMD, the system would not be targeted against Chinese missiles, nor would it be used to defend Taiwan. Japan should also urge the United States to refrain from deploying a TMD system in Taiwan. Instead of overestimating the utility of a TMD system, whose military capabilities are still far from demonstrated, Japan should consciously try to advance the Perry process and achieve diplomatic normalisation with North Korea. As for the NMD system, its deployment should be moderated to maintain the current ABM Treaty framework. Preventing any worsening of regional tension is the purpose of confidence building measures, and, as such, they should be used to facilitate the establishment of a NWFZ in North East Asia.
North Korea Add-On---2AC
Japanese BMD causes North Korean proliferation
Swaine et al 1 (Michael D, Rachel M. Swanger, Takashi Kawakami, Center for Asia-Pacific Policy at RAND, “Japan and Ballistic missile defense”, Google Books, pg 8) 
Fourth, a Japanese BMD system would likely aggravate Japan's relations with China and North Korea and possibly prompt one or both countries to increase the size and sophistication of their missile forces capable of reaching Japan. Fifth, an extensive BMD system under Japanese control could in- crease fears among some Asian nations that Tokyo would use such a system to strengthen its offensive military capabilities, e.g., in the area of offensive missiles, and more generally to greatly improve its overall defense industrial base.7

North Korean proliferation outweighs – causes every impact ever

Hayes and Hamel-Green 9 (Peter, Professor of International Relations, RMIT University, Melbourne; and Director, Nautilus Institute, and Michael, Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development, Victoria University, “The path not taken, the way still open: Denuclearizing the Korean peninsula and Northeast Asia”, http://gc.nautilus.org/Nautilus/australia/apsnet/reports/2009/hayes-hamel-green.pdf, AV) 
The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. North Korea is currently believed to have sufficient plutonium stocks to produce up to 12 nuclear weapons.6 If and when it is successful in implementing a uranium enrichment program - having announced publicly that it is experimenting with enrichment technology on September 4, 2009 7 in a communication with the UN Security Council - it would likely acquire the capacity to produce over 100 such weapons. Although some may dismiss Korean Peninsula proliferation risks on the assumption that the North Korean regime will implode as a result of its own economic problems, food problems, and treatment of its own populace, there is little to suggest that this is imminent. If this were to happen, there would be the risk of nuclear weapons falling into hands of non-state actors in the disorder and chaos that would ensue. Even without the outbreak of nuclear hostilities on the Korean Peninsula in either the near or longer term, North Korea has every financial incentive under current economic sanctions and the needs of its military command economy to export its nuclear and missile technologies to other states. Indeed, it has already been doing this for some time. The 
[HAYES CONTINUES…NO TEXT DELETED]
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Proliferation Security Initiative may conceivably prove effective in intercepting ship-borne nuclear exports, but it is by no means clear how airtransported materials could similarly be intercepted. Given the high stakes involved, North Korean proliferation, if unaddressed and unreversed, has the potential to destabilize the whole East Asian region and beyond. Even if a nuclear exchange does not occur in the short term, the acute sense of nuclear threat that has been experienced for over five decades by North Koreans as a result of US strategic deterrence is now likely to be keenly felt by fellow Koreans south of the 38th Parallel and Japanese across the waters of the Sea of Japan. China, too, must surely feel itself to be at risk from North Korean nuclear weapons, or from escalation that might ensue from next-use in the Korean Peninsula resulting not only in the environmental consequences noted above, but in regime collapse and massive refugee flows. South Korea and Japan appear willing to rely on their respective bilateral security pacts with the United States to deter North Korean nuclear attack for the time being. However, should South Korea and/or Japan acquire nuclear weapons, the outcome would be destabilizing, especially if this resulted from rupture of their alliance relationships with the United States. Both have the technical capability to do so very rapidly. South Korea has previously engaged in nuclear weapons research but desisted after US pressure. Japan still proclaims its adherence to the three NonNuclear Principles although recent confirmation that the United States routinely transited nuclear weapons through Japan and retains the right of emergency reintroduction of nuclear weapons has tarnished Japan’s non-nuclear image. Moreover, it has large stockpiles of plutonium that could rapidly be used to produce nuclear warheads. Such responses, already advocated by conservative and nationalist groups within South Korea and Japan, could trigger a regional nuclear arms race involving the Koreas, Japan, Taiwan, and China, with incalculable wider consequences for Southeast Asia, South Asia and the whole Pacific and beyond. These developments would spell the demise of the current global non-proliferation regime as underpinned by the Non-Proliferation Treaty. Failure to reverse the DPRK’s nuclear breakout is also an important factor driving a general malaise in the exercise of American power which one of the authors has characterized elsewhere as “the end of American nuclear hegemony.”

North Korea Add-On---Impact Probability 
Our impact’s more probable – rogue states are more likely to attack than major powers

Tertrais 1 (Bruno, Lecturer in World Politics at the Institut d’Etudes Politiques in Paris, works as Special Assistant to the Director of Strategic Affairs at the French Ministry of Defence, “US MISSILE DEFENCE Strategically sound, politically questionable”, April, http://www.cer.org.uk/pdf/cerwp11.pdf, AV) 

A regional power (for example, North Korea) would be more likely than a major power to actually fire its ballistic missiles. As two US experts point out, “rogue states with small arsenals would be far more vulnerable to a disarming US pre-emptive strike, giving them a more sensitive trigger finger than Russia or China”.4 Regional powers are much more vulnerable to the classic “use them or lose them” dilemma. Also, a country that faces the risk of being totally destroyed – a real possibility if it became embroiled in a major war with the US – might have nothing to lose by launching one or several missiles on US territory. Therefore, the risk of such a country deciding to fire its missiles, once conflict has erupted, is real.
Sino-Russia Alliance Add-On---2AC
US-Japan BMD fuels Asian arms race, incentivizes Sino-Russo military counterbalancing, and increases North Korea’s nuclearization
Wooksik ‘7

(Cheong, 12/24, Ohmynews Staff, Founder and Representative of Civil Network for a Peaceful Korea(CNPK), a non-government organization, “Missile Defense Acts as a Trojan Horse” http://english.ohmynews.com/articleview/article_view.asp?at_code=432927)
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."  Missile Defense Fuels Already Heated Arms Race in Northeast Asia 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.  The responses of China and Russia are also very important. They have perceived the Missile Defense cooperation as a way to enhance the two partners' military hegemonism. Russia has been engaging in a Second Cold War-like controversy with the US over building a Missile Defense base in Eastern Europe, and publicly opposed Japan's involvement in the US Missile Defense plans. In October, Russia criticized the two nations' military alliance saying that the Missile Defense system's goal is to sharpen their military competitive edge and that Russia strongly opposes US-Japan defense ties.  Given that such a strong response from the Kremlin was unusual, Moscow is highly likely to seek to counter the US-led Missile Defense system by strengthening its military cooperation with neighboring China and its military strength in northeast Asia, if Washington and Tokyo continue to ignore its opposition.  China, which has been viewing the Missile Defense alliance between the two nations as the biggest threat in the 21st century, also will not sit idle if they push ahead with their Missile Defense plan. Up until now, China has been hesitant to make any diplomatic response, out of concern that a public opposition to the Missile Defense may cause a diplomatic row and spread the "China Threat" concept around the world. At the same time, however, Beijing has been continuously strengthening its military power to neutralize the Missile Defense system; in January 2007, it performed a successful anti-satellite weapons test.  China is especially concerned about the sea-based Missile Defense program. The Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense is a mobile and transportable system, and therefore is deployable in the Taiwan Strait. In February 2005, the US and Japan agreed to include the Taiwan Strait issues in their "common strategic objectives," which allowed them to deploy armed forces in the area if necessary.  The Need to Disarm the Six Parties  It is often said that Pyongyang's nuclear issue is the biggest risk factor for northeast Asia's security, and the six-party talks came amid such concerns. However, the five other members of the talks are vocal only about North Korea's denuclearization, while remaining silence about their own military buildup.  The six nations have also pledged to expand the talks into an arena for establishing a peace regime in northeast Asia. Contrary to their political rhetoric on peace and security in the region, however, they have been competing with one another in the areas of military buildup and stronger military alliances. The Missile Defense plan is at the center of their mutual distrust and consequent arms buildup.  In conclusion, the best way to realize permanent peace in northeast Asia is to make every effort to stop the arms race rather than fuel it. It is high time that the members of the six-party talks start discussions on all of the six nations' disarmament.
Russia-China military alliance kills U.S. heg and causes war 

Blank 9 – Dr. Stephen Blank , Research Professor of National Security Affairs at the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, March 2009, “Russia And Arms Control: Are There Opportunities For The Obama Administration?,” online: http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/pub908.pdf

Consequently, the danger is that this ideological-strategic rivalry will harden, leading to a polarized, bilateral, and hostile division of Asia into blocs based on a Sino-Russian bloc confronting a U.S. alliance system led by alliances with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Some Western writers have already opined that Sino- Russian relations appear to be tending towards an anti- American alliance in both Northeast and Central Asia.235 But more recently both Asian and Western writers have begun to argue that such a polarization in Asia could be taking shape. The shared interest of perceiving America as an ideological and geopolitical threat has also united Moscow and Beijing in a common cause.236 Already in the 1990s, prominent analysts of world politics like Richard Betts and Robert Jervis, and then subsequent Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) studies, postulated that the greatest security threat to American interests would be a Russian-Chinese alliance.237 Arguably, that is happening now and occurs under conditions of the energy crisis that magnifies Russia’s importance to China beyond providing diplomatic support, cover for China’s strategic rear, and arms sales.238 That alliance would encompass the following points of friction with Washington: strategic resistance to U.S. interests in Central and Northeast Asia, resistance to antiproliferation and pressures upon the regimes in Iran and North Korea, an energy alliance, an ideological counteroffensive against U.S. support for democratization abroad, and the rearming of both Russia and China, if 
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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not their proxies and allies, with a view towards conflict with America.239 One South Korean columnist, Kim Yo’ng Hu’i, wrote in 2005 that, China and Russia are reviving their past strategic partnership to face their strongest rival, the United States. A structure of strategic competition and confrontation between the United States and India on the one side, and Russia and China on the other is unfolding in the eastern half of the Eurasian continent including the Korean peninsula. Such a situation will definitely bring a huge wave of shock to the Korean peninsula, directly dealing with the strategic flexibility of U.S. forces in Korea. If China and Russia train their military forces together in the sea off the coast of China’s Liaodong Peninsula, it will also have an effect on the 21st century strategic plan of Korea. We will now need to think of Northeast Asia on a much broader scale. The eastern half of Eurasia, including Central Asia, has to be included in our strategic plan for the future.240 Since then, Lyle Goldstein and Vitaly Kozyrev have similarly written that. If the Kremlin favors Beijing, the resulting Sino-Russian energy nexus—joining the world’s fastest growing energy consumer with one of the world’s fastest growing producers—would support China’s growing claim to regional preeminence. From Beijing’s point of view, this relationship would promise a relatively secure and stable foundation for one of history’s most extraordinary economic transformations. At stake are energy reserves in eastern Russia that far exceed those in the entire Caspian basin. Moreover, according to Chinese strategists, robust Sino-Russian energy links would decrease the vulnerability of Beijing’s sea lines of communication to forms of “external pressure” in case of a crisis concerning Taiwan or the South China Sea. From the standpoint of global politics, the formation of the Sino-Russian energy nexus would represent a strong consolidation of an emergent bipolar structure in East Asia, with one pole led by China (and including Russia) and one led by the United States (and including Japan).241

Russia’s tie to China certainly expresses a deep strategic identity or congruence of interests on a host of issues from Korea to Central Asia and could have significant military implications. Those implications are not just due to Russian arms sales to China, which are clearly tied to an anti-American military scenario, most probably connected with Taiwan. They also include the possibility of joint military action in response to a regime crisis in the DPRK.242
Sino-Russia Alliance Add-On---Internal Link
BMD ASAT capability creates Sino-Russian arms race
Gagnon ‘10 

(Bruce, Coordinator of the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, Global Research, Februrary 5, “The Sword and the Shield: Surround Russia and China with Mobile "Missile Defense" Systems”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=17422)


Translation: the SM-3 also has "anti-satellite" (ASAT) weapons capability. That means the Pentagon can use the Aegis-based missile to knock out Russian or Chinese satellites as part of a first-strike attack. News that the U.S. is about to deploy a PAC-3 missile battery in Poland led Russia's ambassador to NATO, Dmitry Rogozin, to recently state: "Do they really think that we will calmly watch the location of a rocket system, at a distance of 60 km from Kaliningrad?" The deployment of SM-3, with several times the reach of the Patriot, on land and sea in the same neighborhood will only makes matters more dangerous. The official authorization of Patriot transfers to Taiwan - the missiles are produced by Raytheon Company headquartered in Massachusetts, whose former vice president of Government Operations and Strategy William Lynn is now Obama's Deputy Secretary of Defense - resulted in China's vice foreign minister, He Yafei, saying "We believe this move endangers China's national security." Luo Yuan, senior researcher with the Chinese Academy of Military Science, added "The U.S. action gives China a justified cause to increase its national defense expenditure, to enhance the development and purchase of weapons, and to accelerate its modernization process in national defense....China did nothing to threaten the U.S., why should the US challenge our core strategic interests?" William Lynn delivered a speech in Washington, DC on January 21, where he demanded that Congress "put the Defense Department on a permanent footing to fight both low-intensity conflicts to maintaining air dominance and the ability to strike any target on Earth at any time....The next air warfare priority for the Pentagon is developing a next-generation, deep-penetrating strike capability that can overcome advanced air defenses."  The new Prompt Global Strike system is designed to accomplish just those objectives.  So the strategy is clear. Surround Russia and China with mobile "missile defense" systems whose job is to take out their retaliatory capability after a U.S. first-strike against their nuclear weapons. Russia and China then build counter-measures to the U.S. missile defense systems and then the Pentagon in return counters with the new "global strike" systems that are today under development. All this means one thing - an extended arms race with Russia and China which will mean huge profits for the weapons industry and the very likely reality that no effective arms control treaties will be negotiated during this administration. Why would Russia and China negotiate to seriously reduce their nuclear arsenals when the U.S. is surrounding them with missile defense and building new global strike systems?
European BMD Add-On---2AC
Japanese Block IIA development spills over to a larger European missile defense

China Daily 10 (4/22, “US says Japan sticks to missile-shield program”, http://chinadaily.cn/world/2010-04/22/content_9759308.htm) 
Japan remains fully committed to building a linchpin multibillion-dollar missile interceptor with the United States, the head of the US Missile Defense Agency told Congress, even as US-Japanese ties adjust to a new era. Army Lieutenant General Patrick O'Reilly said he had held several high-levels program reviews with government officials since the Democratic Party of Japan's victory in the August 30, 2009, elections for the legislature's lower house. "They have indicated that they are in full support and their commitments are solid," he told the Senate Appropriations Defense subcommittee, referring to the Standard Missile-3 upgrade program in its fifth year of development. Published reports from Japan have said the coalition government of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama that took power in September plans to reduce missile-defense spending. Japan already has spent just over $1 billion to help build a more capable SM-3 version, said Richard Lehner, a US Missile Defense Agency spokesman. It is being co-developed with Waltham, Massachusetts-based Raytheon Co, the world's biggest missile maker. The new version, dubbed SM-3 Block IIA, is key to US plans to be able to defend all of NATO's European territory from a perceived Iranian ballistic missile threat as soon as about 2018. It is designed to improve the antimissile's velocity, range and ability to discriminate among a ballistic missile target and any decoys, and would be deployed on land as well as at sea. A follow-on version, called Block IIB, with yet higher velocity, is intended to help protect the US East Coast from potential long-range Iranian missiles by about 2020. O'Reilly said the United States and the Hatoyama government had identified all steps necessary to successfully integrate the upgraded Block IIA SM-3 interceptor.
European BMD causes Russia to withdraw from the INF creating global nuclear conflicts, terrorism, and collapse of the NPT 

Arbatov 7 (Corresponding member of the Russian Academy of Sciences and Member of the Editorial Board of Russia in Global Affairs, RUSSIA IN GLOBAL AFFAIRS VOL. 5 • No. 3 • JULY – SEPTEMBER, AV) 
Meanwhile, U.S. plans to build a missile defense system in Central and Eastern Europe may cause Russia to withdraw from the INF Treaty and resume programs for producing intermediate-range missiles. Washington may respond by deploying similar missiles in Europe, which would dramatically increase the vulnerability of Russia’s strategic forces and their control and warning systems. This could make the stage for nuclear confrontation even tenser. Other “centers of power” would immediately derive benefit from the growing Russia-West standoff, using it in their own interests. China would receive an opportunity to occupy even more advantageous positions in its economic and political relations with Russia, the U.S. and Japan, and would consolidate its influence in Central and South Asia and the Persian Gulf region. India, Pakistan, member countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and some exalted regimes in Latin America would hardly miss their chance, either. A multipolar world that is not moving toward nuclear disarmament is a world of an expanding Nuclear Club. While Russia and the West continue to argue with each other, states that are capable of developing nuclear weapons of their own will jump at the opportunity. The probability of nuclear weapons being used in a regional conflict will increase significantly. International Islamic extremism and terrorism will increase dramatically; this threat represents the reverse side of globalization. The situation in Afghanistan, Central Asia, the Middle East, and North and East Africa will further destabilize. The wave of militant separatism, trans-border crime and terrorism will also infiltrate Western Europe, Russia, the U.S., and other countries. The surviving disarmament treaties (the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty, and the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty) will collapse. In a worst-case scenario, there is the chance that an adventuresome regime will initiate a missile launch against territories or space satellites of one or several great powers with a view to triggering an exchange of nuclear strikes between them. Another high probability is the threat of a terrorist act with the use of a nuclear device in one or several major capitals of the world.
European BMD Add-On---Uniqueness---No BMD

None of the European countries currently have BMD capability

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

Japan’s interest in BMD, and in cooperating with the United States on the issue, was heightened in August 1998 when North Korea test-fired a Taepo Dong-1 ballistic missile that flew over Japan before falling into the Pacific.12 In addition to cooperating with the United States on development of technologies for the SM-3 Block IIA missile, Japan is modifying four of its six Aegis destroyers with an approximate equivalent of the 3.6.1 version Aegis BMD system. As of March 2010, three of Japan’s Aegis ships had received the modification. As mentioned earlier (see “Aegis BMD Flight Tests”), Japanese BMD-capable Aegis ships have conducted three flight tests of the Aegis BMD system using the SM-3 interceptor, achieving two successful exo-atmospheric intercepts. A Japanese Aegis ship has also tracked a ballistic missile target in a U.S. Aegis BMD flight test. Other Countries Other countries that MDA views as potential naval BMD operators include the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Spain, Germany, Denmark, South Korea, and Australia. As mentioned earlier, Spain, South Korea, and Australia either operate, are building, or are planning to build Aegis ships. The other countries operate destroyers and frigates with different combat systems that may have potential for contributing to BMD operations. As of March 2010, none of these countries had committed to fielding a sea-based BMD capability.
European BMD Add-On---Internal Link---Japan Key
Japanese BMD development spills over to Europe – Japan is key for successful export
Tenders Info 9 (“Japan : US urges Japan to export SM-3s”, October 29, Lexis) 
U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked Japan last week to export a new type of ship-based missile interceptor under joint development by Tokyo and Washington to third countries, presumably European, sources close to Japan-U.S. relations said. Gates' request could lead to a further relaxation of Japan's decades-long arms embargo and spark a chorus of opposition from pacifist elements in the ruling Democratic Party of Japan and one of its coalition partners, the Social Democratic Party. Gates made the request concerning Standard Missile-3 Block 2A missiles during talks with Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa on Wednesday, the sources said. The SM-3 Block 2A missile, an advanced version of the SM-3 series, is to be deployed on warships. Japan has a policy of not exporting weapons or arms technology, except to the United States, with which it has a bilateral security pact. Gates' request followed President Barack Obama's announcement in September that the United States is abandoning plans for a missile defense shield in Eastern Europe and adopting a new approach to antimissile defense. During his talks with Kitazawa, Gates called for a relaxation of Japan's arms embargo and prodded Tokyo to pave the way for exports of the new interceptors to third countries, particularly European, the sources said. Kitazawa refrained from answering directly, telling Gates the government would study the request as it is an internal matter for Japan, the sources said. The United States plans to begin deploying SM-3 Block 2A missiles in 2018. The Foreign and Defense ministries believe it will be difficult to reject Gates' request, the sources said. In December 2004, Japan and the United States signed an agreement for bilateral cooperation on a ballistic missile defense system. At the time, Japan exempted U.S.-bound exports of missile interceptors to be developed by the two countries from its arms embargo rules. Following an agreement on joint development of a new missile interceptor, Japan and the U.S. exchanged diplomatic documents on banning its transfer to third parties or its use for purposes other than originally intended without Japan's advance agreement. The sources said Japan would probably be forced to exempt the export of the interceptors to third countries or give its nod in advance as stated in the documents. The United States is hoping to get an answer to Gates' request by the end of 2010, and envisages Japan exporting the new interceptors to European countries, including Germany, the sources said. SM-3 interceptors are designed to be launched from warships equipped with the sophisticated Aegis air defense system against intermediate ballistic missiles. Japan began deploying the U.S.-developed SM-3 Block-1 interceptors on its Aegis destroyers in fiscal 2007. In fiscal 2006, Japan and the United States began to jointly develop the SM-3 Block 2A, an advanced and more accurate version. 

Japanese BMD cooperation is key to larger missile-defense development in Europe
Assmann 7 (Lars, “Theater missile defense (TMD) in East Asia: implications for Beijing and Tokyo”, Google Books, pg. 411) 
Speaking of material strength, Japanese forces may in several years already field the most sophisticated MD technology on the market. Though BMD has always been meant to solely protect the Japanese homeland, the fact remains that technically speaking, the system would enable Japan to become an "East Asian pillar" of a world-spawning anti-missile shield currently envisioned by the Bush administration. In MD sophistication, Japan could be linked to TMD platform-possessing allies such as the US, Australia, Israel, and Spain, possibly augmented by Korea, India and other NATO countries. The question to be answered in the future is as to what a degree Tokyo will choose to be integrated with other countries. For the time being, BMD is meant to solely protect the Japanese homeland, but even in this task, Japanese forces are still dependant on cooperating closely with US forces in the Pacific. On the other hand, it is also not a given thing that the idea of greater integration with other countries will be an unappealing idea to Tokyo's political pundits some years down the road. Talk in Japan's political and scholarly community about a wider approach to multilateral security frameworks, military cooperation and conflict resolution in Asia already hint into that direction. 

European BMD Add-On---Internal Link---Japan Key---Capabilities
The new missile vastly expands capabilities – development means the US will integrate it with all current missile defense forces
Kenyon 8 (Henry S., SIGNAL Magazine's business editor, March, “Japan Acquires Missile Defense Shield”, http://www.afcea.org/signal/articles/templates/Signal_Article_Template.asp?articleid=1520&zoneid=228) 
Under the Japanese Cooperative Development (JCP) program, the SM-3 Block 2A will be fielded in 2015. The current version of the SM-3 has a 21-inch first stage and 13-inch second and third stages. Each of the Block 2A missile’s stages will be 21-inches across. Known as the “full caliber round,” the larger stages will provide increased operational range, speed and room for more sensitive sensors and computers. The admiral notes that both the United States and Japan are developing the SM-3 Block 2A, with an even distribution of development funds. The next significant upgrade to Aegis BMD will occur in the late 2010 time frame with the SM-3 1B missile and the upgrades to the system. This enhancement will include a BMD signal processor designed to provide Aegis-equipped ships with a synthetic wideband radar capability for greater target discrimination. The new 21-inch SM-3 provides a number of advantages over the SM-3 Block 1A and Block 1B. The admiral notes that with the current missiles, several ships are required to defend Japan from missile attack. The Japanese military is particularly interested in the 21-inch missile because with it, one ship can cover most of the island chain. For the United States, another capability of this longer range and faster missile is that it can intercept intermediate-range ballistic missiles with a range of 5,500 kilometers (3,417 miles). “That greatly increases what we can defend in battlespace,” the admiral shares. The new missile also has the potential to counter some less sophisticated intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) attacks. But the admiral cautions that this is still a 21-inch missile and not a large ground-based interceptor. Although the SM-3 Block 2A is limited against ICBMs, Adm. Hicks believes this capability is a “game changer” because it greatly expands the area a single ship can defend against long-range threats. “It [the missile] will take us to the next level of thinking about how we employ and deploy the ships forward,” he says. Using sea-based BMD capabilities in a coalition environment also fits into the U.S. Navy’s current maritime strategy. “If you’re going to operate forward, you’re going to have to operate in defense of allies, in defense of the sea base or to preserve maritime commerce. You cannot be held at risk from a threat that you do not have a capability to defend against,” the admiral says. Admiral Hicks adds that this capacity is important for the United States and its allies. He notes that defensive coverage will be thin if the U.S. Navy has only 18 Aegis BMD-equipped ships until 2013. Meanwhile, some 80 Aegis air defense equipped ships in the fleet could be upgraded to the BMD role. The admiral is concerned about the United States’ flexibility to provide a missile defense capability when it is required. Besides the necessary number of ships, the U.S. Navy has only a limited number of missiles loaded on ships. Because of funding issues, SM-3 production is not at full capacity. “I have a capacity problem that I think the agency [the MDA], the Navy and the combatant commanders are going to be coming to grips with in the coming months. … Right now, I can’t fulfill all of my customer requirements,” he says. Besides Japan, other countries have expressed interest in Aegis BMD. Adm. Hicks notes that the nations that have purchased Aegis systems are Norway, Spain, Australia, South Korea and Japan. At this time, however, Japan is the only nation that has acquired the BMD upgrade for Aegis. The United States has agreements to provide both Spain and Australia with technical information about BMD capabilities. Spain dispatched one of its Aegis-equipped destroyers to participate in a BMD test in 2007. 

European BMD Add-On---Internal Link---Russian IMF Withdrawal
European BMD causes Russia to leave the INF Treaty – allows use of devastating missiles
Coyle and Samson 8 (Philip, Senior Advisor to the World Security Institute, recognized expert on U.S. and worldwide military research, development, and testing, on operational military matters, and on national security policy and defense spending, and Victoria, Center for Defense Information, teaches on national security issues at the graduate International Relations program at St. Mary's University, April 23, “Missile Defense Malfunction: Why the Proposed U.S. Missile Defenses in Europe Will Not Work”, Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 22.1 (Spring 2008), http://www.cceia.org/resources/journal/22_1/special_report/001.html, AV) 
Also linked to the proposed U.S. missile defenses are Russia's vague threats over the past several years to pull out of the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty. This treaty banned a whole range of ballistic missiles (those with ranges of 500 to 5,500 kilometers, as well as ground-launched cruise missiles), and has held up even after the Soviet Union dissolved into its separate republics. Again, this is an idea that has been floated by Russian officials for the past several years, but also again, they seem to be latching on to the U.S. missile defense system in Europe as their primary motivating factor. The initial reason for the INF Treaty was that intermediate-range missiles were considered highly destabilizing, as their short flight times meant they could wreak devastation very quickly and made a retaliatory response almost automatic. Because of the specific dangers inherent in intermediate-range ballistic missiles, there has even been talk about internationalizing the INF Treaty and trying to get other countries in unstable parts of the world to sign it as a way of creating confidence-building measures. However, if Russia pulls out of the INF, it would be almost impossible to convince other countries to sign onto the treaty, and the U.S. incentive to continue to follow its provisions would be vastly reduced.
European BMD Add-On---Impact---INF---Russia-China Deterrence
Russian withdrawal from the INF causes IRBM proliferation and undermines deterrence against China

Blank 7 (Stephen, Professor of National Security Affairs at US Army War College, August, web.bu.edu/iscip/vol17/Blank2.html) 
Nevertheless, abundant ironies exist in Russia’s position. First, it is a sad commentary on Moscow’s foreign policy that the only powers that can threaten it with missiles, and which are regarded as potential threats, are Russia’s so-called friends, Iran and China. Second and even worse, Russian technology and assistance has been instrumental in enhancing both countries’ conventional and missile capabilities. Meanwhile, Russia has long been engaged with China’s military in talks and cooperation on missile defenses and space activities and has materially assisted Iran’s space program. (17) At the same time, withdrawal from the INF treaty, another Russian threat, would allow everyone, including these neighbors and America, to produce IRBMs again. Certainly, NATO could then station IRBMs in the Baltic region and Poland. However, Russia’s capability for producing IRBMs is strained and could only come at the expense of producing ICBMs, the cornerstone of its military deterrent capability. Thus, withdrawal from the INF will not give Russia more security, but will achieve quite the opposite. (18) Indeed, withdrawal from the INF treaty makes no sense unless one believes that Russia is genuinely—and more importantly—imminently threatened by NATO and cannot meet or deter that threat except by returning to the classic Cold War strategy of holding Europe hostage to nuclear attack, so as to deter Washington and NATO. Of course, that would prompt everyone to build IRBMs as fast as possible for deterrence. Thus the argument that there is no IRBM threat is self-evidently non-credible. The concurrent charge that these missile defenses represent a real threat only to Russia’s deterrent or military capabilities also is a non-starter. Alexei Arbatov already has demolished that argument in public; the many briefings given by the US to Moscow clearly reflect that fact, as Russian scientists and military-political figures well know. (19) Indeed, in typical Soviet style, the charges regarding American threats simultaneously are mixed with ominous statements by generals and other figures that if these missile defenses are installed, Moscow will have to take “adequate” measures, among them targeting those defenses in Poland and the Czech Republic. (20) Indeed, one almost wishes that they would do so, for it is precisely Russia’s irresponsibility in regard to arms sales and missile proliferation that has helped to create this threat. “Adequate” measures against Iranian, North Korean, Pakistani, and Chinese proliferation are definitely to be encouraged. 

Russian deterrence of China key to avoid extinction

Sharavin 1 – Alexander Sharavin, 10-3-2001, Defense and Security

Chinese propaganda has constantly been showing us skyscrapers in free trade zones in southeastern China. It should not be forgotten, however, that some 250 to 300 million people live there, i.e. at most a quarter of China's population. A billion Chinese people are still living in misery. For them, even the living standards of a backwater Russian town remain inaccessibly high. They have absolutely nothing to lose. There is every prerequisite for "the final throw to the north." The strength of the Chinese People's Liberation Army (CPLA) has been growing quicker than the Chinese economy. A decade ago the CPLA was equipped with inferior copies of Russian arms from late 1950s to the early 1960s. However, through its own efforts Russia has nearly managed to liquidate its most significant technological advantage. Thanks to our zeal, from antique MiG-21 fighters of the earliest modifications and S-75 air defense missile systems the Chinese antiaircraft defense forces have adopted Su-27 fighters and S-300 air defense missile systems. China's air defense forces have received Tor systems instead of anti-aircraft guns which could have been used during World War II. The shock air force of our "eastern brethren" will in the near future replace antique Tu-16 and Il-28 airplanes with Su-30 fighters, which are not yet available to the Russian Armed Forces! Russia may face the "wonderful" prospect of combating the Chinese army, which, if full mobilization is called, is comparable in size with Russia's entire population, which also has nuclear weapons (even tactical weapons become strategic if states have common borders) and would be absolutely insensitive to losses (even a loss of a few million of the servicemen would be acceptable for China). Such a war would be more horrible than the World War II. It would require from our state maximal tension, universal mobilization and complete accumulation of the army military hardware, up to the last tank or a plane, in a single direction (we would have to forget such "trifles" like Talebs and Basaev, but this does not guarantee success either). Massive nuclear strikes on basic military forces and cities of China would finally be the only way out, what would exhaust Russia's armament completely. We have not got another set of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based missiles, whereas the general forces would be extremely exhausted in the border combats. In the long run, even if the aggression would be stopped after the majority of the Chinese are killed, our country would be absolutely unprotected against the "Chechen" and the "Balkan" variants both, and even against the first frost of a possible nuclear winter. 

European BMD Add-On---Impact---INF---Iskander Cruise Missile
Russian withdrawal from INF causes deployment of an Iskander cruise missile

Arbatov 9 (Director of the center of international security in the institute of world economy and international relations of the Russian Academy of Sciences, March, www.icnnd.org/research/Arbatov_INF_Paper.pdf, AV) 
One of the possible responses to missile defense in Europe being discussed at the official level is the deployment of a division of new OTR Iskander missiles in the Kaliningrad Special Military District and two or three in the North Caucasus Military District. Unlike the Iskander-E export version, a ballistic missile with a range of 280 km, Russia plans to bring into service the Iskander-M cruise missile version. This missile system, tested in May 2007 at a range of 500 km, can have its range increased to up to 1,000 km at little cost, but its deployment would require Russia to withdraw from the INF Treaty. One Russian military commander, Col-General Vladimir Zaritsky, said, “If a political decision is made to withdraw from this treaty, we will enhance the system’s military characteristics, including its flight range”12. These missiles would then be able to strike missile defense targets in Poland, the Czech Republic, and perhaps Georgia, and not just with nuclear warheads but also probably with the particularly attractive option of conventional precision-guided warheads13. Europe’s anti-missile and air defenses are not able to intercept cruise missiles.
Nuclear conflict in Europe

RIA Novosti 8 (10/11, “The Iskander: a story of a new face-off”,  http://en.rian.ru/analysis/20081110/118218596.html, AV) 
In addition, the Iskander can be equipped with more than ballistic missiles. The system can also launch long-range cruise missiles - R-500s have already been test-fired from the Iskander. Potentially, the range of a cruise-missile system can exceed 2,000 kilometers, making it possible to hit targets across Western Europe. Iskander mobile launchers, deployed in Kaliningrad and, potentially, in Belarus, will be capable of delivering a sudden strike, including nuclear warheads, at most of Poland even in standard configuration. Rapid deployment - which takes a few minutes - and the characteristics of the missile itself - increase the probability of engaging targets, especially in view of the fact that main targets - GBI interceptor missile launchers - are fixed. The deployment of Iskanders and electronic countermeasures in Kaliningrad is certain to produce a response from the United States. Its first step will be to hand Patriot ground-to-air missile systems to Poland - an agreement to pass a Patriot battery (12 launchers) with an ammunition load of 96 missiles to the Wojsko Polskie has already been achieved. However, Patriots do not guarantee the safety of GBI missile launchers, and to make them more secure the U.S. might reinforce Poland's Air Force with modern strike aircraft able to destroy Iskanders before they launch their missiles. U.S. Air Force units and formations are likely to be deployed in Poland directly. Russia understands the likelihood of such a development of events. So, in addition to deploying Iskander missile systems and electronic countermeasures in the Kaliningrad Region, it can strengthen its grouping of ground, air force and air defense troops in the area, both by bringing up existing units to scale and by sending in reserves from inside districts. Undoubtedly, such an escalation will increase tensions in Eastern Europe. We are currently observing a reopening of the Cold War's European front, which is now moved several hundred kilometers eastwards. Russia started warning of the undesirability and danger of deployment of a U.S. anti-missile system in Europe many years ago. Its statements have gradually intensified in expression, from regrets over the lack of a normal dialogue to a direct threat to suppress the system with force. The U.S. has meanwhile only chanted the mantra of the anti-Iranian purpose in its European missile shield. The question of "why a missile defense system cannot be deployed in Turkey" has never been completely answered. To sum up, we have the following picture: an "anti-Iranian" missile defense system will be deployed in the next two to three years in an area clearly beyond the reach of Iran's existing and projected missiles, but very convenient for intercepting missiles launched from European Russia in a northern and a north-western direction. The immediate targets of this system are the 28th, 54th, 60th and other Strategic Missile divisions deployed west of the Urals. A simple look at the numbers shows that although there are several Topols and UR-100s for each American interceptor, this ratio would only stand until the first nuclear strike. The concern is that it could be tempting to initiate a strike when you have a system that protects against retaliation. It is only to be hoped that a new U.S. administration will hear Russia's case and agree to develop a mechanism of collective security in Europe. If not, development could be hard to predict. 
European BMD Add-On---Impact---INF---CTR/Terrorism

Withdrawal from the INF is the only way Russia’s first strike doctrine is actualized and collapses CTR

Blank 8 (Professor of National Security Affairs at US Army War College, “IS EURASIA’S SECURITY ORDER AT RISK?”) 
Moreover, the efforts to withdraw from the INF and CFE treaties are connected to Russian fears that Western military-political pressure will be used to consolidate post Soviet states’ membership in NATO and/or the European Union (EU) or to compel democratizing reforms in Russia, or elsewhere in the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) where Moscow supports the reigning authoritarians. Since Russia cannot compete militarily with the United States, let alone with NATO, it has discussed openly using its strategic and/or tactical (or so called nonstrategic) nuclear weapons in a first strike mode in the event of a threat by either of those parties against it or its interests in the CIS. Indeed, it long ago gratuitously extended its nuclear umbrella to the CIS even though none of those states invited it to do so. But such contingency planning truly could only be taken to its logical culmination if Moscow frees itself from these two treaties that are pillars of arms control and security in Europe and renounces its interest in European security. Ironically, Russia actually depends for its security on the restraints imposed by those treaties upon NATO’s members, including Washington. Moreover, it depends on them for subsidies through the Nunn-Lugar Act or Comprehensive Threat Reduction program to gain control over its nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons arsenals. Without that funding, it is quite likely that the recent visible regeneration of the Russian armed forces would have been impeded greatly because at least some of those funds would have had to go to maintain or destroy decaying nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons. Russia also needs Western, and especially American, help against terrorism emanating from Afghanistan or Iranian and North Korean nuclearization. Therefore, these efforts to withdraw from the relevant treaties are quite misguided, even though Moscow’s legal right to withdraw from a treaty is obvious. But if Moscow persists in these attempts to weaken, eviscerate, or even leave these treaties, what does that signify concerning its goals, and what, then, is the future of European and Eurasian security?

CTR key to prevent nuclear terrorism

Pena 7 (Senior fellow at the Independent Institute, www.antiwar.com/pena/?articleid=11161) 
Therefore, the best way to prevent nuclear terrorism is to keep nuclear weapons (and the nuclear material to create a weapon) out of the hands of terrorists in the first place – that is, dealing with the problem at its source, which is the focus of nuclear nonproliferation efforts. Toward that end, perhaps the single-most important U.S. nonproliferation effort is the Nunn-Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR) program, which seeks to stop proliferation by assisting Russia and the former Soviet countries to destroy or secure nuclear weapons and materials. CTR programs conducted by the Department of Defense include: # The Strategic Offensive Arms Elimination (SOAE) Program to oversee the destruction of strategic weapons and their infrastructure in Russia, in order to reduce the opportunities for their proliferation or use. # The Nuclear Weapons Storage Security (NWSS) Program to increase the security of nuclear weapons stored in Russia. # The Nuclear Weapons Transportation Security (NWTS) Program to enhance the security of nuclear weapons during shipment. # The Fissile Material Storage Facility (FMSF) Program to provide centralized, safe, secure, and ecologically sound storage for fissile material removed from nuclear weapons in Russia.

Terrorism causes extinction
Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm) 
What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
European BMD Add-On---Impact---INF---NPT
Russian withdrawal from the INF collapses the non-proliferation regime

Gottemoeller 7 (Rose, Director of the Carnegie Moscow Center, 5/4, http://www.nytimes.com/2007/05/04/opinion/04gottemoeller.html?_r=1, AV)
Another issue he left unaddressed was the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty. Russian military spokesmen have been threatening to withdraw from this treaty, often as a response to United States missile defenses but sometimes to bring Russian missile deployments in line with those of neighboring countries. Mr. Putin might have launched another attack on the missile treaty; he might even have announced Russia’s full withdrawal. Instead, he took a swipe at the Conventional Forces in Europe treaty but left the door open for talks to solve a long standoff with NATO, which wants Russia to withdraw its troops from Georgia and Moldova. This can be resolved without dealing a major blow to security in Europe. Not so withdrawal from the missile treaty: here Russia would begin a slide toward ruining the nuclear arms control system put in place in the closing decade of the cold war. This outcome would encourage countries eager to break out of the nuclear nonproliferation regime. It would also ensure that Russia could post no claim to leadership in the world of international law and diplomacy. 

European BMD Add-On---Impact---INF---NPT Impacts 
Global nuclear order is extremely fragile. Magnitude and timeframe of the impact is too great to ignore

Allison 10 – Graham, “Nuclear Disorder: Surveying Atomic Threats.” Foreign Affairs, 89 no. 1, Jan/Feb, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/19819/nuclear_disorder.html, AV)
In 2004, the secretary-general of the UN created a panel to review future threats to international peace and security. It identified nuclear Armageddon as the prime threat, warning, "We are approaching a point at which the erosion of the nonproliferation regime could become irreversible and result in a cascade of proliferation. " Developments since 2004 have only magnified the risks of an irreversible cascade. The current global nuclear order is extremely fragile, and the three most urgent challenges to it are North Korea, Iran, and Pakistan. If North Korea and Iran become established nuclear weapons states over the next several years, the nonproliferation regime will have been hollowed out. If Pakistan were to lose control of even one nuclear weapon that was ultimately used by terrorists, that would change the world. It would transform life in cities, shrink what are now regarded as essential civil liberties, and alter conceptions of a viable nuclear order. Henry Kissinger has noted that the defining challenge for statesmen is to recognize "a change in the international environment so likely to undermine a nation's security that it must be resisted no matter what form the threat takes or how ostensibly legitimate it appears. " The collapse of the existing nuclear order would constitute just such a change -- and the consequences would make nuclear terrorism and nuclear war so imminent that prudent statesmen must do everything feasible to prevent it.

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, AV]
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.
European BMD Add-On---Impact---INF---AT: NPT Bad

Their NPT bad args are hype - the alternative is worse 

Kimball 3 (Daryl G, President of Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1422) 
Even as the nonproliferation system has become more sophisticated, the challenges it confronts have become more complex. Over the last decade, the NPT has endured successive crises involving Iraqi and North Korean nuclear weapons programs. Iran now appears to be on the verge of a nuclear weapons capability. Non-NPT member states India, Pakistan, and Israel have advanced their nuclear weapons programs with relative impunity. The possibility of terrorist acquisition of nuclear weapons has added a new layer of risk. In the face of these problems, it has become fashionable for many U.S. policymakers to dismiss arms control and nonproliferation as ineffective. Instead, they emphasize the role of pre-emptive military action and the pursuit of new nuclear-weapon capabilities to dissuade and destroy adversaries seeking weapons of mass destruction. Such an approach would forfeit essential nonproliferation tools and provide a false sense of security. In practical terms, military pre-emption is no substitute for a comprehensive and consistent preventive approach. As the recent U.S. experience in Iraq shows, wars cost lives and money and lead to unintended consequences; nonmilitary solutions should not be undervalued. Iraq’s nuclear program was actually dismantled through special international weapons inspections, which likely could have contained the Iraqi weapons threat if they had been allowed to continue. Proliferation problems in North Korea and Iran defy easy military solutions. In both cases, multilateral diplomacy aimed at the verifiable halt of dangerous nuclear activities is the preferred course. Nuclear proliferation must be met with firm resolve but not in a way that creates an even more uncertain and dangerous future. Rather, the United States must strengthen and adapt—not abandon—preventive diplomacy and arms control. Nonproliferation efforts have succeeded when U.S. leadership has been consistent and steadfast. The NPT security framework has led several states to abandon their nuclear weapons programs. The NPT is so broadly supported that, in addition to the original five nuclear-weapon states, only three clearly have nuclear arsenals and they are outside the NPT. Cooperation with international inspections and safeguards against proliferation are now a standard expectation of all states. U.S.-Soviet agreements corralled their nuclear arms competition and increased transparency, thereby reducing instability and the risk of nuclear war.
European BMD Add-On---Impact---INF---AT: Withdrawal Now
Russia won’t withdraw from the INF treaty now, but the situation is fluid
Sokov 6 (Nikolai, Monterey Institute Center for Nonproliferation Studies, October, “RUSSIA MILITARY DEBATES WITHDRAWAL FROM THE INF TREATY”, http://www.wmdinsights.com/I9/I9_R1_RussianMilitary.htm, AV) 
It is difficult to assess the likelihood of Russia withdrawing from the INF Treaty. It is clear that there are proponents of such a step both among parts of the uniformed military and in some sectors of the defense industry. Opposition is also strong and opponents have raised a number of powerful objections. Some influential parts of the military (in particular the Air Force and the Navy), as well as a significant part of the defense industry, may have an additional concern -- they stand to lose if still-scarce funding is reoriented toward missile production. The fact that Defense Minister Ivanov has repeatedly endorsed the idea also appears significant, although it is unclear whether he genuinely favors this option or is simply using it as a bargaining chip vis-à-vis the United States and NATO to gain concessions on other issues. Ultimately, this decision will be made by Russia’s political leadership, not the military, and it does not seem likely that the current political leadership will seriously entertain a step that could reduce the predictability of the international system and could potentially lead to considerable political and security costs.

European BMD Add-On---Impact---START
European BMD spill over kills any chance of START ratification
Eaglen and Spring 9 (Mackenzie, Research Fellow for National Security Studies, Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, and Baker, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy, September 17, “Obama Administration's New Missile Defense Plan Is a Losing Proposition”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/09/Obama-Administrations-New-Missile-Defense-Plan-Is-a-Losing-Proposition, AV) 
Arms Control Agenda Trumps All Else Today's announcement clearly places an arms control agenda atop U.S. foreign policy priorities. After making drastic cuts to missile defense already this year, the Administration will be left with a choice of two possible strategies: (1) multilateral application of the Cold War policy of mutually assured destruction (MAD), or (2) disarmament. The President appears to have abandoned MAD and placed all of the U.S. eggs in the disarmament basket. President Obama has already made numerous commitments to reduce U.S. nuclear stockpiles and sign onto expanded disarmament treaties while doing nothing to shore up the nation's missile defenses. As Representatives Howard "Buck" McKeon (R-CA), Ileana Ros-Lentinen (R-FL), Michael Turner (R-OH), and Elton Gallegly (R-CA) recently wrote in a September 8 letter to the President: Another area of deep concern is the limitation on missile defenses and conventional forces that the Administration appears to be considering as part of the START [Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty] follow-on agreement. Although Administration officials have testified that defensive systems will not be covered, the Joint Understanding states that START will include, "a provision on the interrelationship of strategic offensive and strategic defensive arms." Russian leaders have suggested that Moscow may not sign the treaty unless the U.S. abandons its European missile defense plans. We are concerned that the Administration may be considering any such limitation on U.S. missile defense and are opposed to its inclusion in any agreement. A High-Stakes Gamble Obama appears to have traded away the third site as part of START follow-on negotiations. If so, the U.S. is giving away too much without getting anything of value in return. Further, the President is waging a risky bet with Members of Congress as he ignores requests by Senators that START should not compromise missile defense; for urgent nuclear modernization; and for U.S. defense capabilities in space.

START solves nuclear war, rogue prolif, terrorism, and US-Russian relations

Collins 10 (James Collins, Ambassador to Russia from 1997 – 2001, Director of the Russia and Eurasia Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, recipient of the Secretary of State's Award for Distinguished Service; the Department of State's Distinguished Honor Award; the Secretary of State’s Award for Career Achievement; the Department of Defense Medal for Distinguished Public Service; and the NASA Medal for Distinguished Service, 2/16/2010.  “START is key to reducing the nuclear threat,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=30993) 
But arguments from both hawks and doves have missed an urgent point: that without a new treaty, Washington will be unable to manage the risks associated with Russia’s vast nuclear arsenal, which still poses the single greatest existential threat to the United States.  With around 4,000 deployed nuclear warheads, a staggering 1,000 tons of weapons-grade nuclear material, hundreds of deployed ballistic missiles and thousands of experts with the knowledge to construct such systems from scratch, Russia is still potentially the world’s nuclear supermarket. Agreements governing these arsenals are essential to preventing the many national security nightmares of nuclear proliferation to rogue states and terrorist groups from becoming realities. To protect America, we must agree to, and verify, limits on what the Russians have, know how they are using it, and take adequate steps to ensure that devastating weapons and dangerous materials remain safe from terrorist theft.  As of Dec. 5, 2009, when the 1991 START agreement expired, we lack any enforceable, verifiable treaty to provide that level of information. We need a new treaty in force not only to plug holes left gaping by the old treaty’s expiration, but also to increase our security by imposing further limits on what new nuclear weapons the Russians can develop and deploy.  A successor to START would likely lower the maximum number of deployed strategic nuclear warheads allowed to between 1,500 and 1,675 on each side — still enough to destroy the world many times over, but far below the 6,000 allowed under the old treaty. Strategic delivery vehicles — missiles, bombers and nuclear missile submarines — will be further cut from 1,600 to around 800. Reducing Russia’s nuclear arsenal and taking missile launchers in both countries off alert reduces the likelihood of accidental nuclear war, keeping Americans safer.  Verified and permanent reductions in the Russian nuclear arsenal will dramatically reduce the number of targets for potential theft or diversion of nuclear technology to terrorists. Over the past two decades, the U.S. has invested at least $10 billion to ensure security for Russian and former Soviet nuclear material, technologies, facilities, and individual experts under the auspices of the “Nunn-Lugar” Cooperative Threat Reduction and other bilateral and multilateral programs.  These programs have helped to deactivate over 7,500 former Soviet nuclear warheads, destroy over 2,000 missiles, and eliminate over 1,100 missile launchers. But without a comprehensive U.S.-Russian arms control agreement in place, steps like these could be totally nullified by production of new nuclear materials, weapons and launchers without any U.S. or international monitoring.  Even after a new treaty enters into force, the U.S. and Russia will possess the world’s largest nuclear arsenals by a wide margin. And as long as nuclear weapons exist, leaders across the political spectrum concur, the U.S. must maintain the world’s strongest, safest and most reliable arsenal. Yet in addition to reducing the size of the threat itself, a new agreement would be beneficial for increasing regular engagement between the U.S. and Russia on strategic issues, which will help build mutual understanding, and avert needless suspicion and conflict.  Two decades after the end of the Cold War, Americans and Russians are increasingly intertwined in global financial and energy markets, and we share immediate and vital national security interests in preventing terrorism, state failure and drug trafficking throughout the Eurasian region.  Yet our communication on security issues has been in dangerous decline for the past decade. In a sense, this should come as no surprise, since the most recent comprehensive U.S.-Russian security treaty was actually signed by the United States and the Soviet Union, which no longer exists.  Any “reset” that puts U.S.-Russian relations on a more productive footing will depend first and foremost on forging a durable bilateral agreement to replace START. Arms control is not in itself a solution to U.S.-Russian tensions, or a guarantee of security from the nuclear terror threat, but if history is any guide, it is where we must begin.

European BMD Add-On---Impact---Russia
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, AV) 

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.
Russia would retaliate at Poland and the Czech Republic if the US put BMD in Europe

Coyle and Samson 8 (Philip, Senior Advisor to the World Security Institute, recognized expert on U.S. and worldwide military research, development, and testing, on operational military matters, and on national security policy and defense spending, and Victoria, Center for Defense Information, teaches on national security issues at the graduate International Relations program at St. Mary's University, April 23, “Missile Defense Malfunction: Why the Proposed U.S. Missile Defenses in Europe Will Not Work”, Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 22.1 (Spring 2008), http://www.cceia.org/resources/journal/22_1/special_report/001.html, AV) 
Taken more broadly, Europe as a whole does not face a threat from Iran, but the cooperation of Poland and the Czech Republic with the United States might result in Europe becoming a more frequent target of terrorists or even being viewed less favorably by Iran. Also, to the extent that Russia sees the proposed missile defenses as a threat, Russia might retaliate in some way against Poland and/or the Czech Republic, especially if U.S.-Russian relations turned unusually sour. Indeed, Putin indicated last year that Russia might target Poland and the Czech Republic, and threatened to deploy Russian medium-range offensive missiles in the Russian enclave of Kaliningrad on the Polish border.
European BMD Add-On---AT: Europe BMD Good

Europe BMD fails – it’s ineffective and will be missing major components
Coyle and Samson 8 (Philip, Senior Advisor to the World Security Institute, recognized expert on U.S. and worldwide military research, development, and testing, on operational military matters, and on national security policy and defense spending, and Victoria, Center for Defense Information, teaches on national security issues at the graduate International Relations program at St. Mary's University, April 23, “Missile Defense Malfunction: Why the Proposed U.S. Missile Defenses in Europe Will Not Work”, Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 22.1 (Spring 2008), http://www.cceia.org/resources/journal/22_1/special_report/001.html, AV) 
The U.S. proposal to establish missile defense sites in Poland and the Czech Republic has exacerbated relations with Russia to a degree not seen since the height of the Cold War, and has done so despite the fact that the system has no demonstrated capability to defend the United States, let alone Europe, under realistic operational conditions. Further, it is being built on the shoulders of a missile defense system that has not come close to proving itself in testing and is still missing major components. Indeed, even the branch of the Pentagon charged with developing missile defense, the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), claims only to be able to address an "unsophisticated threat." As this paper will demonstrate, the proposed U.S. missile defense system in Europe creates much havoc and provides no security in return. LIMITS AND CAPABILITIES Since President Ronald Reagan's "Star Wars" speech in 1983, the United States has spent over $110 billion on the elusive goal of establishing some sort of missile defense system for its territory, its troops abroad, and its allies, yet no effective system exists to date. What the United States has proposed for Europe is part of an overall ballistic missile defense system (BMDS) that would, it is claimed, eventually defend against all ranges of ballistic missiles during all stages of their flights. The primary missile defense system—the one most commonly associated with the subject—is the Ground-Based Midcourse Defense (GMD) system. In its development of the GMD system, the MDA has arbitrarily minimized the hypothetical threat against which it would defend to just one or at most two enemy intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). Generally, the countries used as justification for this particular system are North Korea and Iran. As of the end of 2007 the GMD system had twenty-four ground-based interceptors deployed in Ft. Greely, Alaska, and Vandenberg Air Force Base, California.1 Despite a middling test record of seven intercepts out of thirteen attempts over the course of a decade, the GMD's three-stage interceptor is being used as the model for extending the system to Europe. What is particularly notable is that, because of the expense of the tests and the embarrassment associated with failure, all thirteen tests have been conducted with advance information about the mock attack, information that no real enemy would willingly provide. Nonetheless, tests have failed roughly half the time. This is not unusual for a system that is so early in its development process, but it does indicate that the GMD system has much progress to make before it can be depended upon to provide a defense against ICBMs. The proposed European deployment, also called the "third site" because it would be the third deployment after the interceptors in Alaska and California, would include a two-stage variant of the GMD interceptor, which is yet to be developed and is not scheduled to be tested until 2010.2 The GMD system has run into many problems during testing. Starting in 1999 the system tests included a few simple balloons as decoys, but these proved exceedingly challenging. These countermeasures were later phased out of the testing program, but may begin to be incorporated into system tests in 2008 after a six-year hiatus. Until they are consistently a part of the testing process, however, one cannot say that the tests are operationally realistic, as any country that could make a long-range, multistage ballistic missile that could reach the United States or Europe could also add simple but effective decoys to the missile. 

Japanese Defense Budget Add-On---2AC
Plan prevents budgetary crowd out of other crucial Japanese defense items
Tetsuya 2 (Umemoto, Professor at Shizuoka-Kenritsu University, March 27-28, “Japan-U.S. Cooperation in Ballistic Missile Defense”, http://cns.miis.edu/archive/cns/programs/dc/track2/2nd/tet.pdf, AV) 
Fourth, Tokyo and Washington should prevent Japan's pursuit of BMD capabilities from hindering improvements in other elements of the conventional force balance for the bilateral alliance. Development and deployment of defenses including an upper-tier system might well cost Japan more than a few hundred billion yen annually for over a decade. This would be a substantial burden for the Japanese government, in light of the fact that the yearly expenditure for equipment purchases has never exceeded one trillion yen since FY1994. Barring a significant increase in the overall defense budget, which is quite unlikely for some time given the financial difficulties in Tokyo, procurements for anti-missile systems could crowd out other important defense items, such as the new medium surface-to-air missile, the aerial refueling plane, the F-2 fighter aircraft, and intelligence satellites. Host-nation support for U.S. troops, which has been touted as the most generous in the world, might also suffer. Moreover, assignment of BMD-related roles to the SDFs could make it more difficult for them to discharge their more traditional responsibilities. For example. Aegis destroyers that would stay in home waters as platforms for anti-missile interceptors would not be able to contribute much to the protection of the sea lines of communication in the northwestern Pacific. The Japanese currently possess the Patriot Advanced Capability (PAC)-2 which uses a blast fragmentation warhead, and its replacement with the PAC-3, which relies on hit-to-kill technology, might reduce their capability to engage enemy aircraft. In view of these potential problems for the conventional balance, Tokyo and Washington would be advised to coordinate the timing and manner of introduction of missile defenses and make adjustments as appropriate in the roles and missions of their respective armed forces.

Japanese intelligence satellites are key to stop terrorism

Choi 4 (Sung-jae, Doctoral Candidate in the Faculty of Law and Social Science, School of Oriental and African Studies, “The North Korean factor in the improvement of Japanese intelligence capability”, The Pacific Review, Vol. 17 No. 3 2004: 369-397, EBSCO, AV) 
In the Gulf Crisis and War of 1990-91, the Japanese government had become embarrassed at the complete reliance upon US intelligence for a detailed understanding of the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait where Japan had important oil interests (Calder 1997: 7). In the first decade of the post-Cold War era, the Japanese intelligence and internal security organizations clearly understood that they should allocate more of their resources to tackling intensification of a non-traditional security threat, i.e. terrorism. Followed by the trauma of the Aum Shinrikyo's sarin gas attacks on the Tokyo underground in 1995, the Japanese awoke to find themselves not immune from the spread of global terrorism when Tupak Amaru rebels took over the Japanese Embassy in Lima in 1997 (Araki 1997:39; Oros 2002:1). In particular, recent Al-Oaeda warnings of Japan being on its list of targets are a clear call for the intelligence to augment its works {Japan Today, 18 March 2004,05:00 JST).^ The widening geographical perimeter of the Japan Self-Defence Forces (SDF)'s operations is also one compelling factor for the overhaul of Japanese intelligence. Since the participation in the Cambodia Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) in 1993, the SDF has increasingly become active going so far as to deploy its personnel at a combat area in the post-war Iraq for the first time. The growing activism in Japan's international security role would ultimately have to be followed by efforts to build up military intelligence that covers the global theatre. China merits special attention in identifying where the major focus of Japanese intelligence will reside. China harbours both the cause of tense rivalry and the cause of economic interdependence in its relations with Japan (Shambaugh 1996: 97; MacDonald 2002; Drifte 2003: 148-57). On the one hand, China and Japan maintain keen rivalry for economic and political strategic dominance in Northeast Asia and pre-eminent influence over the countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). On the other hand, the two major East Asian powers benefit from each other. Remaining one of the largest beneficiaries of Japanese foreign direct investment (FDI) and Official Development Assistance (ODA), China has emerged the second largest export market for Japan. While the largest share in Japan's recent increase in foreign export is derived from China, it is also suggested that China is the one important factor that could pull Japan out of the decade-long economic stagnation {BBC News, 14 November 2003,06:10 GMT). Not only does China matter in its bilateral relations with Japan, it is a factor of future complication for the Japan-US security relations. The Japan-US security alliance may function as Japan's important safeguard visa- vis strengthening Chinese power. However, because one of its unofficial targets is China, the Japan-US security alliance has the effect of antagonizing Japan's rising East Asian neighbour. Given China's increasing importance in economic and strategic terms, Japan also has to remain watchful of any sign of Washington reorientating established alliance patterns in favour of Beijing, the possibility of which was once demonstrated in the form of the 1971 Nixon Shock. Faced with these ambiguities created by a rising China, Japan's policy-making elite have found it ever more desirable to possess a reliable national intelligence that assists their strategic decision-making. Indeed, Japan's intelligence consumption has increased, over the last decade, with respect to a complex amalgam of various unfamiliar and ambiguous factors such as the spread of terror, the expanding theatre of Japan's overseas security activities and the rapid rise of the regional power, China. However, against this backdrop to a general increase in Japan's intelligence consumption, the most tangible and explainable incentive behind Japan's endeavour towards reliable, enhanced national intelligence appears to have come from security tension created by North Korea.
Terrorism causes extinction
Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm) 
What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Japanese Defense Budget Add-On---Internal Link

Japanese BMD will cause major defense budget tradeoffs
Swaine et al 1 (Michael D, Rachel M. Swanger, Takashi Kawakami, Center for Asia-Pacific Policy at RAND, “Japan and Ballistic missile defense”, Google Books, pg 9)

Second, the likely huge cost of any effective BMD system could deprive Japan's armed services of sufficient funds to acquire other important military systems, forcing very difficult trade-offs. Moreover, the deployed systems could prove to be inadequate or largely incapable of dealing with the most serious missile threats confronting Japan, thus resulting in both huge financial waste and significant domestic political conflict, especially if the Japanese public were to perceive Japan's BMD systems as being largely ineffective.

Japanese Defense Budget Add-On---Terrorism Impact
Nuclear terrorist attack causes extinction

Morgan 9 (Dennis Ray Morgan, Hankuk University of Foreign Studies, Yongin Campus - South Korea Futures, Volume 41, Issue 10, December 2009, Pages 683-693, World on fire: two scenarios of the destruction of human civilization and possible extinction of the human race)

In a remarkable website on nuclear war, Carol Moore asks the question “Is Nuclear War Inevitable??” In Section , Moore points out what most terrorists obviously already know about the nuclear tensions between powerful countries. No doubt, they’ve figured out that the best way to escalate these tensions into nuclear war is to set off a nuclear exchange. As Moore points out, all that militant terrorists would have to do is get their hands on one small nuclear bomb and explode it on either Moscow or Israel. Because of the Russian “dead hand” system, “where regional nuclear commanders would be given full powers should Moscow be destroyed,” it is likely that any attack would be blamed on the United States” Israeli leaders and Zionist supporters have, likewise, stated for years that if Israel were to suffer a nuclear attack, whether from terrorists or a nation state, it would retaliate with the suicidal “Samson option” against all major Muslim cities in the Middle East. Furthermore, the Israeli Samson option would also include attacks on Russia and even “anti-Semitic” European cities In that case, of course, Russia would retaliate, and the U.S. would then retaliate against Russia. China would probably be involved as well, as thousands, if not tens of thousands, of nuclear warheads, many of them much more powerful than those used at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, would rain upon most of the major cities in the Northern Hemisphere. Afterwards, for years to come, massive radioactive clouds would drift throughout the Earth in the nuclear fallout, bringing death or else radiation disease that would be genetically transmitted to future generations in a nuclear winter that could last as long as a 100 years, taking a savage toll upon the environment and fragile ecosphere as well. And what many people fail to realize is what a precarious, hair-trigger basis the nuclear web rests on. Any accident, mistaken communication, false signal or “lone wolf’ act of sabotage or treason could, in a matter of a few minutes, unleash the use of nuclear weapons, and once a weapon is used, then the likelihood of a rapid escalation of nuclear attacks is quite high while the likelihood of a limited nuclear war is actually less probable since each country would act under the “use them or lose them” strategy and psychology; restraint by one power would be interpreted as a weakness by the other, which could be exploited as a window of opportunity to “win” the war. In other words, once Pandora's Box is opened, it will spread quickly, as it will be the signal for permission for anyone to use them. Moore compares swift nuclear escalation to a room full of people embarrassed to cough. Once one does, however, “everyone else feels free to do so. The bottom line is that as long as large nation states use internal and external war to keep their disparate factions glued together and to satisfy elites’ needs for power and plunder, these nations will attempt to obtain, keep, and inevitably use nuclear weapons. And as long as large nations oppress groups who seek self-determination, some of those groups will look for any means to fight their oppressors” In other words, as long as war and aggression are backed up by the implicit threat of nuclear arms, it is only a matter of time before the escalation of violent conflict leads to the actual use of nuclear weapons, and once even just one is used, it is very likely that many, if not all, will be used, leading to horrific scenarios of global death and the destruction of much of human civilization while condemning a mutant human remnant, if there is such a remnant, to a life of unimaginable misery and suffering in a nuclear winter. In “Scenarios,” Moore summarizes the various ways a nuclear war could begin: Such a war could start through a reaction to terrorist attacks, or through the need to protect against overwhelming military opposition, or through the use of small battle field tactical nuclear weapons meant to destroy hardened targets. It might quickly move on to the use of strategic nuclear weapons delivered by short-range or inter-continental missiles or long-range bombers. These could deliver high altitude bursts whose electromagnetic pulse knocks out electrical circuits for hundreds of square miles. Or they could deliver nuclear bombs to destroy nuclear and/or non-nuclear military facilities, nuclear power plants, important industrial sites and cities. Or it could skip all those steps and start through the accidental or reckless use of strategic weapons.
Japanese Defense Budget Impact---F-2 Impact
The F-2 fighter is key to Japan’s aerospace industry

Gordon 97 (Bill, Professor at Wesleyan, November, “Japan's Aerospace Industry Part 5: Key International Collaboration Projects, http://wgordon.web.wesleyan.edu/papers/aerosp5.htm, AV)

The F-2 fighter aircraft program, funded by Japan, is the first U.S.-Japan joint development and production of a weapon system, which makes it quite different than previous licensed production agreements. Development on the F-2 program began in 1989, and the U.S. and Japan signed an agreement in 1996 to produce 130 aircraft over the next 15 years at a cost of about $80 million apiece. The F-2 is a significantly modified derivative of the U.S. Air Force's F-16 fighter aircraft. Japan had many discussions in the 1980s about the development of an indigenous fighter aircraft, but Japan felt forced to develop and produce it jointly with the U.S. for three reasons: need for U.S.-produced fighter engine; lack of system integration skills and experience; and political pressure to support U.S. in this joint program (Green 1994). Japan receives about 60% of the F-2 development and production work, with MHI serving as the prime contractor. Other Japanese subcontractors include FHI, KHI, and IHI, and the principal U.S. subcontractors are Lockheed Martin, a large defense firm that produces the F-15, and General Electric. The U.S. General Accounting Office concludes the F-2 program has strengthened Japan's aerospace industry by providing Japanese engineers with valuable design and system integration experiences that are applicable to other military and commercial aircraft projects. The F-2 program prompted Japanese firms to purchase new equipment and construct new facilities, partly with Japanese government subsidies, that can be used for future projects. By making extensive changes to the original F-16 design, Japan has maximized its use of indigenous design concepts and technologies, and it has ensured a key role for several Japanese aerospace companies. The U.S. General Accounting Office believes Japan's participation in the F-2 program increases the likelihood of future autonomous Japanese aircraft development projects. (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1995, 1, 4, 7, 42)
***SM3 Bad---Misc***
SM3 Bad---Japanese Constitution
The new SM3 uniquely undermines constitutional power - public and political support
Toki 9 [Reporter @ Bulletin of the atomic scientists, January 16, 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.Technical limitations. Although both the Japanese and U.S. governments have highlighted successful flight tests, all flight intercept tests have been conducted under highly structured conditions with information about the missile attack. In a real missile launch, it's highly unlikely that the launch location, timing of launch, and flight trajectories will be known, making it almost impossible to predict the percentage of success of an intercept in a real-world attack. (See "Technical Realities: National Missile Defense Deployment in 2004.") The Japanese people. The socio-cultural reticence in Japan to any military engagement hasn't made the country's populace fully tolerant of missile defense. Nevertheless, the recent threats from North Korea have dimmed opposition. A 2006 public opinion poll conducted by the Cabinet Office indicated that 56.6 percent of respondents supported missile defense; similarly, a Yomiuri-Gallup public opinion poll [in Japanese] conducted in December 2006 showed that 60 percent of respondents supported it.For those against it, cost seems to be a primary reason why. According to the Ministry of Defense, the missile defense program is estimated to cost Japan $7.4 billion to $8.9 billion through 2012. And since Tokyo plans to pursue still more advanced technologies, costs are likely to increase. 
SM3 Bad---Chinese Backlash
Now is key - The SM3 emboldens Chinese aggression and regional instability - U.S. Japanese cooperation is key
Toki 9 [Reporter @ Bulletin of the atomic scientists, January 16, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/missile-defense-japan]
Regionally, China has been disturbed by the accelerated progress of the U.S.-Japanese missile defense cooperative. Specifically, China is worried that U.S.-Japanese missile defense could thwart Beijing's limited nuclear deterrent, encourage Japanese militarization, protect Taiwan, and trigger a regional arms race. Chinese opposition to the U.S.-Japan missile defense cooperation isn't as vehement as that of Russia to the U.S. missile defense deployment in Eastern Europe, but if China perceives that the missile shield will shift the balance of power in the region, its opposition will intensify. The current security environment in East Asia and the Bush administration's interest in missile defense have helped bring the U.S.-Japanese missile defensive cooperative to where it stands today. That said, President-elect Barack Obama has a different view on missile defense; moreover, he has repeatedly stated that strengthening the nonproliferation regime should be a priority. Thus, it's likely that changes in U.S. security priority will alter Japanese missile defense plans somewhat. Nonetheless, Japan's already scheduled system deployment date of 2011 probably will be met.

More generally, a robust Japanese missile defense capability isn't conducive to sustainable peace in East Asia. That's why it's particularly important that Japan and the United States avoid building a structure that looks confrontational to China, which would obviously decrease stability in the region. Therefore, President-elect Obama should shift U.S.-Japanese security cooperation to matters of arms control and nonproliferation while inviting other countries in the region such as China to join in this endeavor.

SM3 Fails---General/Aiming
SM-3 fails – only 20% success rate and impossible to aim
Dillow 10 (Clay, 5/18, “Obama's 'Proven' SM-3 Missile Interceptor May Only Succeed 20 Percent of the Time, Say Physicists”, http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-05/obamas-proven-missile-interceptor-may-only-succeed-20-percent-time, AV)

The Obama administration has worked tirelessly towards nuke reductions in recent months, signing an arms control treaty with Russia and ratcheting up the rhetoric -- and the promises of further sanctions -- towards Iran. But at the center of President Obama's arms reduction campaign is an antimissile defense rocket known as the SM-3, and depending on who you ask the interceptor is either "proven and effective," or an absolute failure 80 percent of the time. Two physicists from MIT and Cornell published a new analysis of the SM-3 in the May issue of Arms Control Today critiquing 10 tests of the SM-3 conducted between 2002 and 2009. The Missile Defense Agency and the Pentagon have hailed these tests as successes, with the interceptors nailing their targets 84 percent of the time. But MIT's Dr. Thomas Postol and Cornell's Dr. George Lewis claim that success rate is closer to 20 percent. At issue is whether or not the SM-3 is actually capable of destroying the warhead aboard an ICBM as opposed to simply destroying the launch vehicle. The interceptor contains what's known as an exoatmospheric kill vehicle, which uses an onboard telescope to look across space for telltale signs of an incoming rocket. Once the target is acquired, the kill vehicle slams into it, destroying it via impact. Postol and Lewis argue that missiles -- particularly ICBMs -- are big vehicles, with their warheads being but small parts of the whole. Though the SM-3 indeed makes contact with incoming threats with regular frequency, it only struck the warhead directly in tests twice out of ten tries. That means the warhead could still be loose in the atmosphere, free to fall wherever gravity takes it. And, as Postol points out to the NYT, if we merely nudge a missile headed for Wall Street off course enough to hit Brooklyn, we can't call that a success. The Pentagon claims that in tests their mock warheads were destroyed in the breakup of the launch vehicle, regardless of whether the SM-3 scored a direct hit to the warhead of simply impacted the carrier vehicle. But Postol and Lewis argue that mock warheads are far more fragile than actual nukes, which are designed to withstand the heat and stresses of space flight. As such, the difference of a few inches could be the difference between a kill for the SM-3 and a nuclear strike for the enemy. Those are an important few inches, not just for the future of the SM-3 but for Obama's nuclear policy. The SM-3 is at the core of his nuclear agenda regarding Russia, Israel, and Iran, not to mention his rationale for cutting America's nuclear arsenal.
SM3 Fails---General 
The new SM3 fails and directly opposes the Japanese pacifist constitution
Kyodo News 10 ["U.S. - Japan interceptor flawed by poor range, May 3, 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.
***AT: Disads***
AT: Iranian Ballistic Missile Prolif DA
No impact – Iran doesn’t have the capabilities or motivation to attack Europe or the US

Coyle and Samson 8 (Philip, Senior Advisor to the World Security Institute, recognized expert on U.S. and worldwide military research, development, and testing, on operational military matters, and on national security policy and defense spending, and Victoria, Center for Defense Information, teaches on national security issues at the graduate International Relations program at St. Mary's University, April 23, “Missile Defense Malfunction: Why the Proposed U.S. Missile Defenses in Europe Will Not Work”, Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 22.1 (Spring 2008), http://www.cceia.org/resources/journal/22_1/special_report/001.html, AV)
The official justification for the proposed missile sites in Europe—an Iranian long-range ballistic missile threat—has not changed since the United States began to fully press for extending missile defense across the Atlantic. However, the official account of the area meant to be defended by the European site has changed, and keeps changing. At first, the site was intended mainly to protect the United States against Iranian missiles. Later, it was promoted more as a defense for Europe against Iranian missiles. Most recently, missile defense officials claim it will protect both the United States and most of Europe against an attack. Why Iran would strike Europe with missiles is hard to fathom. And, bearing in mind the massive retaliation that would follow, why Iran would want to attack the United States is a question that goes unanswered by promoters of missile defense. Often they mistake capabilities with intent, but in this instance even Iran's capabilities are questionable. Iran does not have a missile that could reach the United States, nor is it expected to for the better part of a decade. In fact, Iran's longest-range known ballistic missile, reported in November 2007 to be a new solid-fueled ballistic missile with a range of 2,000 kilometers known as the Ashura, can at most reach countries in southeastern Europe, such as Romania or Bulgaria.9 There are rumors of longer-range ballistic missiles in Iran's arsenal, but these are unverified, and it seems extremely doubtful that a country would use an untested missile for an unprovoked attack against the United States. It is even more improbable that a country such as Iran would initiate an attack with just one ICBM, but that is the unrealistic scenario that the United States is planning for. In effect, then, justification for the proposed missile defense systems for Europe depends on Iran behaving in a manner that is detrimental to its own survival. If through creative diplomacy (undoubtedly with help from Europe) Iran and the United States were to sit down together and settle their differences—as North Korea and the United States have begun to do via the Six-Party Talks—there would be no justification for the proposed European deployments—a fact confirmed by General Obering himself. On January 25, 2007, Obering held a roundtable whereby reporters could question him via conference call. When one reporter asked what the point of the European site would be if the so-called Iranian threat went away, he could not offer an alternative justifying threat. Clearly, where missile defense spending for Europe is concerned, the Pentagon has been dependent on the idea that Iran is or would soon become a threat. In December 2007 the United States released the unclassified version of its latest National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) on Iran (dated November 2007), which stated that the U.S. intelligence community believed that Iran had stopped working on its nuclear weapons program back in 2003. This meant that even if Iran had missiles that could reach Europe, it would not have a weaponized nuclear warhead for a payload. With respect to Iran's uranium enrichment program, the NIE stated, "We judge with moderate confidence that the earliest possible date Iran would be technically capable of producing enough HEU [highly enriched uranium] for a weapon is late 2009, but that this is very unlikely." 

No impact – Iran has no ability to strike
Nimmo 10 (Kurt, June 20, “Def. Sec. Gates Exaggerates Iranian Missile Capacity as Attack Looms”, http://www.infowars.com/def-sec-gates-exaggerates-iranian-missile-capacity-as-attack-looms, AV) 
“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. 

AT: North Korean Ballistic Missile Prolif DA
Negotiations prevent North Korean attack – BMD is unnecessary and only provokes an attack

Coyle and Samson 8 (Philip, Senior Advisor to the World Security Institute, recognized expert on U.S. and worldwide military research, development, and testing, on operational military matters, and on national security policy and defense spending, and Victoria, Center for Defense Information, teaches on national security issues at the graduate International Relations program at St. Mary's University, April 23, “Missile Defense Malfunction: Why the Proposed U.S. Missile Defenses in Europe Will Not Work”, Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 22.1 (Spring 2008), http://www.cceia.org/resources/journal/22_1/special_report/001.html, AV) 
As for the threat from North Korea, in 1999 former U.S. Secretary of Defense William Perry, at the request of the Clinton administration, made what must have been an exhausting series of diplomatic trips to persuade North Korea to stop developing and testing long-range missiles. Perry was remarkably successful in encouraging the North Koreans to enact a missile testing moratorium, which held for some time. In fact, as news of his success reached the Pentagon, officials there joked: "There goes the threat!"6 This underscores the fact that the most effective route in dealing with nuclear and missile proliferation threats can be through creative diplomacy, not military technology. Dollar for dollar, Dr. Perry was the most cost-effective missile defense system the United States ever had, and he showed that effective diplomacy is hard to beat. Unfortunately, the Bush administration did not sustain and support that agreement. The United States continued making threatening remarks toward North Korea, and so North Korea resumed the development of long-range missiles. Now that Ambassador Christopher Hill has achieved diplomatic success with North Korea, not unlike Dr. Perry's success eight years earlier, some in the Pentagon may be saying once again, "There goes the threat." In fact, if North Korea and the United States continue to make progress in face-to-face negotiations and in the Six-Party Talks, there will be no justification for the U.S. missile defense systems in Alaska and California, or in Japan either. 
AT: Deterrence/Prolif DA---Arms Reductions Solve Better

BMD will overwhelm Japan and fail at deterrence – only arms reduction solves security concerns
O’Donogue 2K (PATRICK M, a colonel, U.S. Marine Corps, is the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-7, I Marine Expeditionary Force. From August 1999 to June 2000 he was a student at the U.S. Army War College, September, “THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE IN JAPAN: IMPLICATIONS FOR THE U.S.-CHINA-JAPAN STRATEGIC RELATIONSHIP”, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB66.pdf, AV) 

Critics of Japanese TMD argue that the severity of the threat does not justify the cost. Further, they assert that TMD, as a tenant of counterproliferation, is faulty. TMD will overwhelm Japan’s limited national security capabilities and leave Japan unprepared to handle the strategic responsibilities inherent to TMD. The cost of TMD is prohibitive for Japan. And, finally, critics assert that only arms reduction, not deterrence, guarantees security.
AT: Politics---Plan = Flip-Flop

The plan would be a flip-flop for Obama
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, June 4, “Japan's Evolving Security Policies: Along Came North Korea's Threats”, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_japan_north_korea_threats.html, AV) 
While President Obama is not as enthusiastic as his predecessor in terms of deployment of missile defenses as evident in its budget cut, he is in principle supportive of the idea of missile defense "if the technology proves to be workable."[14] Defense Secretary Robert Gates, in testimony before the House appropriations Defense Subcommittee on 20 May, stated that the Obama administration's missile defense budget includes adequate funding to strengthen countermeasures against long-range missiles despite significant spending reductions.[15] In the meantime, President Obama has not commented on U.S.-Japan cooperation on missile defense specifically, while confirming the importance of the two countries' alliance. 

***AT: Topicality---Presence***
Topicality: Arm Sales = Presence

The federal government defines presence as forces, equipment and arms sales - most predictable interpretation

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: Gave form and substance to our bilateral and multilateral security commitments. Demonstrate our determination to defend U.S. and allied interests in critical regions, deterring hostile nations from acting contrary to those interests. 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. 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. 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. 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.
***Miscellaneous***
Japanese Adventurism Impact
Deception causes construction of faulty BMD and miscalculations in foreign policy

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)

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. 

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. 
BMD coop means Japan relaxes its ban on 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. 

Ballistic Missiles Key to Chinese Defense

Ballistic Missiles are seen as central to Chinese deterrent against Taiwan.

Andrew 6 (Martin, Retired from the Australian Defense Force after 28 years of service and holds a Ph.D. in Political Science from Bond University., “Theater Ballistic Missiles and China’s Doctrine of ‘Active Defense’”, http://www.jamestown.org/programs/chinabrief/single/?tx_ttnews[tt_news]=3937&tx_ttnews[backPid]=196&no_cache=1, THE)

Chinese Theater Ballistic Missiles The Second Artillery Force is the operator of all of China’s ballistic missiles that are armed with both conventional and WMD warheads. These range from intercontinental ballistic missiles in reinforced silos to mobile theater ballistic missiles (TBMs) now being deployed as part of the PLA’s new reorganized corps structure. The command-and-control equipment in the mobile missile forces have been extensively modernized in the past few years and thoroughly trialed and evaluated in a series of recent exercises. The command-and-control of China’s ballistic missile force has come under some debate inside the PLA. In the late 1990s, control of the PLA’s short-range ballistic missiles was delegated to the group armies [1]. With the creation of the corps as the major combat group, this has created a command-and-control conundrum for the use of TBMs. The 600km range DF-15 could now come under a corps commander instead of the control of the military region commander. The current corps restructuring envisages the A-100 multiple rocket launcher and twelve DF-15D theater ballistic missiles in two different battalions as the primary organic deep strike weapons systems. There is a range mismatch, however, between the A-100, with its maximum range of 120 kilometers, and the 600km range DF-15D [1]. This creates a significant command-and-control challenge, as the A-100 is the longest-range weapon that PLA corps commander can use without central authority. Theater ballistic missiles still come under control of the Second Artillery Force, as a recent exercise evaluating the structure of the new corps structure in Xinjiang has revealed (PLA Pictorial, April 1, 2005). Permission to use the DF-15 theater ballistic missile thus needs to be accessed from the Second Artillery Force. Time-critical targets could be missed during the process of acquiring authorization. (Contrast this with a U.S. Army corps commander, or a delegated officer, who can order the launch of an ATACMS ballistic missile which depending on the variant has a maximum range between 128km and 300 kilometers [2].) China has recently developed the B611 Zhenmu tactical missile system, which better fits the needs of its new corps (Kanwa Defense Review, December 1, 2004). With a range of 150km and equipped with cluster or high explosive warheads, it enables a corps commander to strike deep without having to request longer range weapons from the Second Artillery Force. The launch vehicle uses a North-Benz 8x8 Type 2629 chassis and is equipped with twin canister launched missiles, which after firing can be quickly replaced. This would enable the corps commander to have command-and-control of deep strike assets that would not be available if a new short-range ballistic missile system is not procured. Deployment The missile forces in Fujian are seen as a key piece in China’s forces against Taiwan, both as a show of force and a first strike weapon in the event Taiwan declares independence. U.S. estimates currently state that over 700 CSS-6 (DF-15) and CSS-7 ballistic missiles face Taiwan, with 100 being added every year (Office of the Secretary of Defense, Annual Report to Congress: The Military Power of the People’s Republic of China, 2005). They are seen as leverage in thwarting Taiwan’s democratic ambitions, as well as providing a first strike capability. They are, however, causing Taiwan to arm itself with BMD sensors and systems, as well as Japan (which also is forced to guard against North Korea). 

Chinese Deterrent Impact
Erodes China’s nuclear deterrence threatening their national security
Yoshihara ’10 (Toshi, associate professor in the Strategy and Policy Department at the Naval War College, PhD in international relations, “CHINESE MISSILE STRATEGY AND THE U.S. NAVAL PRESENCE IN JAPAN,” http://www.andrewerickson.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/05/Chinese-Missile-Strategy_Yoshihara_Toshi_NWCR_2010-Summer.pdf)
Intriguingly, some Chinese commentators view Yokosuka as the front line of the U.S.-Japanese defense cooperation on missile defense. They worry that Aegisequipped destroyers armed with ballistic-missile-defense (BMD) systems based in Yokosuka could erode China’s nuclear deterrent. Indeed, analysts see concentrations of sea-based BMD capabilities falling roughly along the three island chains described above. Ren Dexin describes Yokosuka as the fi rst line of defense against ballistic missiles, while Pearl Harbor and San Diego provide additional layers.21 Yokosuka is evocatively portrayed as the “forward battlefi eld position” (前沿阵地), the indispensable vanguard for the sea-based BMD architecture.22 For some Chinese, these concentric rings or picket lines of sea power appear tailored specifi cally to bring down ballistic missiles fi red across the Pacifi c from locations as diverse as the Korean Peninsula, mainland China, India, or even Iran.23 Specifi cally, Aegis ships in Yokosuka, Pearl Harbor, and San Diego would be positioned to shoot down missiles in their boost, midcourse, and terminal phases, respectively.24 Chinese observers pay special attention to Aegis deployments along the fi rst island chain. Some believe that Aegis ships operating in the Yellow, East, and South China seas would be able to monitor the launch of any long-range ballistic missile deployed in China’s interior and perhaps to intercept the vehicle in its boost phase. Dai Yanli warns, “Clearly, if Aegis systems are successfully deployed around China’s periphery, then there is the possibility that China’s ballistic missiles would be destroyed over their launch points.”25 Ji Yanli, of the Beijing Aerospace Long March Scientifi c and Technical Information Institute, concurs: “If such [seabased BMD] systems begin deployment in areas such as Japan or Taiwan, the effectiveness of China’s strategic power and theater ballistic-missile capabilities would weaken tremendously, severely threatening national security.”26 Somewhat problematically, the authors seemingly assume that Beijing would risk its strategic forces by deploying them closer to shore, and they forecast a far more capable Aegis fl eet than is technically possible in the near term. 
