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Hegemony Advantage---1NC Frontline

1) Plan doesn’t solve heg – no reverse causal evidence says that Japanese defense growth means the US loses its entire defense industrial base

2) Not zero-sum – no reason Japanese defense growth directly trades off with the US

3) Japan’s defense-industrial base is collapsing now

Kubota 10 (Yukari, May 20, “Japan's Defense Industrial Base in Danger of Collapse”, http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id=18293, AV)
The Crisis of the Defense Industrial Base The structural change in the defense industry is a warning that the Japanese defense industrial base is heading toward collapse. FHI's case suggests that the traditional defense business model, in which the government relies on a contractor for R&D and production while the contractor recovers its prior investment through mass production in the close public-private relationship, is no longer functioning well. Without stable procurement, it cannot be denied that defense suppliers providing indispensable technological support to the defense industry will decrease further in number, which may cause Japan to lose a domestic source of important technologies. Problems surrounding the defense industry seldom come to light, with a few exceptions such as the overcharges by several defense corporations in 1997. Meanwhile the Japanese defense industrial base has been weakening. Once it collapses, a lot of time and money will be required to restore the technological base of the defense industry where barriers of entry, including technological competency, are high. In October 2009, the Japanese government decided to put off the update of the National Defense Program Guidelines and the Mid-term Defense Program by one year, stating that it would draw conclusions from advisory panel meetings. It is widely believed that the true reason was that the ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) wanted time to put together various opinions on national security policy. Whatever the reason, policymakers should also face up to the issue of the defense industry, which directly relates to Japan's national security, when debating the country's defense policy in the year to come.
4) No impact to the rise of a hostile rival --- deterrence and geography solve

Layne 6 [Christopher Layne, IR at Texas A&M, 2006, The Peace of Illusions, p. 182]
Offshore balancing is a hedging strategy. It recognizes that if regional power balances fail, the United States might need to intervene counterhegmonically, because a Eurasian hegemon might pose a threat to American security. However, an offshore balancing strategy would not assume that the rise of a twenty-first-century Eurasian hegemon inevitably would threaten the Untied States. There is a strong case to be made that the nuclear revolution has transformed the geopolitical context with respect to America’s interests in Eurasia in two crucial ways. First, nuclear weapons have made the Eurasian balance less salient to the United States. Because of nuclear deterrence (and geography), fear that a future Eurasian hegemon would command sufficient resources to imperil the United States arguably is a strategic artifact of the prenuclear era. Second, even as the impact of the Eurasian balance of power has declined as a factor in America’s security, in a nuclear world the likely cost of U.S. intervention in a great power war in Eurasia has risen. 

5) Hegemony doesn’t solve conflict
Layne 6 [Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 178]
The bottom line is that the arguments of hegemony’s proponents are not convincing. Great power wars in Eurasia don’t happen often, and when they do, America’s economic stakes in Eurasia have never sucked it into war against its will. Doubtless, at some point in the coming decades great power war again will occur in Eurasia. When it does, the United States is uniquely well positioned to weather any economic disruption that might ensue. The United States benefits economically from great power peace in Eurasia, but Eurasia is at peace most of the time—and will be regardless of the presence of U.S. troops—and most of the time U.S. trade with Eurasia will not be af​fected by great power turmoil. In this sense, it is far from clear that any eco​nomic benefit accrues to the United States from its military commitments in Eurasia. Simply put, regardless of whether American troops are playing a hegemonic - “stabilizing” role, most of the time the United States is going to be able to reap the benefits of economic exchange with Eurasia. On the other hand, U.S. forces in Eurasia do not ensure the continuance of peace (just as their withdrawal would not mean the inevitable outbreak of war). What the U.S. forward presence does do, however, is expose the United States to automatic entanglement in a future great power war in Eurasia, re​gardless of whether its interests seriously are implicated by the conflict. In a nuclear world, this is something the United States should want to avoid. The aim of American grand strategy should be to preserve America’s freedom to decide whether its interests require it to intervene in a Eurasian war and, if so, to determine the extent of its military involvement.

Heg Defense – 2NC Extensions

Hegemony doesn’t solve regional stability 

Layne 6 [Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 170]
Of course, proponents of current U.S. grand strategy will object that, by retracting its security umbrella, the United States will create Eurasian secu​rity vacuums that will cause re-nationalization and a reversion to de​stabilizing multipolarity.34 Ironically, however, America’s hegemonic grand strategy is failing in this respect already, because re-nationalization is occur​ring gradually, even though the United States is acting as a regional stabi​lizer. On its present grand strategic course the United States will end up with the worst of both worlds: notwithstanding the U.S. military presence, Eurasia is becoming more multipolar and more volatile. This means that instead of increasing the chances of peace, its alliances expose the United States to the rising probability of becoming entrapped in a future Eurasian war.

Heg collapse inevitable—other countries will overtake us economically 

Ferguson, Prof @ Harvard, 10 [Niall Ferguson is Professor of History at Harvard University, a Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, and a Senior Research Fellow for Foreign Affairs, “Complexity and Collapse,” Foreign Affairs Volume 89 • Number 2, March/April 2010]
The current economic challenges facing the United States are  also often represented as long-term threats.  It is the slow march of  demographics—which is driving up the ratio of retirees to workers— and not current policy, that condemns the public ﬁnances of the United States to sink deeper into the red. According to the Congressional Budget O⁄ce’s “alternative ﬁscal scenario, ”which takes into account likely changes in government policy, public debt could rise from 44 percent before the ﬁnancial crisis to a staggering 716 percent by 2080. In its “extended-baseline scenario, ”which assumes current policies will remain the same, the ﬁgure is closer to 280 percent. It hardly seems to matter which number is correct. Is there a single member of Congress who is willing to cut entitlements or increase taxes in order to avert a crisis that will culminate only when today’s babies are retirees? Similarly, when it comes to the global economy, the wheel of history seems to revolve slowly, like an old water mill in high summer. Some projections suggest that China’s gdp will overtake the United States’ gdp in 2027; others say that this will not happen until 2040. By 2050, India’s economy will supposedly catch up with that of the United States, too. But to many, these great changes in the balance of economic power seem very remote compared with the timeframe for the deploy-ment of U. S. soldiers to Afghanistan and then their withdrawal, for which the unit of account is months, not years, much less decades. Yet it is possible that this whole conceptual framework is, in fact, ﬂawed. Perhaps Cole’s artistic representation of imperial birth, growth, and eventual death is a misrepresentation of the historical process. What if history is not cyclical and slow moving but arrhythmic—at times almost stationary, but also capable of accelerating suddenly, like a sports car? What if collapse does not arrive over a number of centuries but comes suddenly, like a thief in the night? Great powers and empires are, I would suggest, complex systems, made up of a very large number of interacting components that are asymmetrically organized, which means their construction more resembles a termite hill than an Egyptian pyramid. They operate somewhere between order and disorder—on “the edge of chaos, ”in the phrase of the computer scientist Christopher Langton. Such systems can appear to operate quite stably for some time; they seem to be in equilibrium but are, in fact, constantly adapting. But there comes a moment when complex systems “go critical. ”A very small trigger can set oª a “phase transition”from a benign equilibrium to a crisis—a single grain of sand causes a whole pile to collapse, or a butterﬂy ﬂaps its wings in the Amazon and brings about a hurricane in southeastern England. Not long after such crises happen, historians arrive on the scene. They are the scholars who specialize in the study of “fat tail”events— the low-frequency, high-impact moments that inhabit the tails of probability distributions, such as wars, revolutions, ﬁnancial crashes, and imperial collapses. But historians often misunderstand complexity in decoding these events. They are trained to explain calamity in terms of long-term causes, often dating back decades. This is what Nassim Taleb rightly condemned in The Black Swanas “the narrative fallacy”: the construction of psychologically satisfying stories on the principle of post hoc, ergo propter hoc. Drawing casual inferences about causation is an age-old habit. Take World War I. A huge war breaks out in the summer of 1914, to the great surprise of nearly everyone. Before long, historians have devised a story line commensurate with the disaster: a treaty governing the neutrality of Belgium that was signed in 1839, the waning of Ottoman power in the Balkans dating back to the 1870s, and malevolent Germans and the navy they began building in 1897. A contemporary version of this fallacy traces the 9/11 attacks back to the Egyptian government’s 1966 execution of Sayyid Qutb, the Islamist writer who inspired the Muslim Brotherhood. Most recently, the ﬁnancial crisis that began in 2007 has been attributed to measures of ﬁnancial deregulation taken in the United States in the 1980s. In reality, the proximate triggers of a crisis are often suffcient to explain the sudden shift from a good equilibrium to a bad mess. Thus, World War I was actually caused by a series of diplomatic miscal-culations in the summer of 1914, the real origins of 9/11 lie in the politics of Saudi Arabia in the 1990s, and the ﬁnancial crisis was principally due to errors in monetary policy by the U. S. Federal Reserve and to China’s rapid accumulation of dollar reserves after 2001. Most of the fat-tail phenomena that historians study are not the climaxes of prolonged and deterministic story lines; instead, they represent perturbations, and  sometimes the complete breakdowns, of complex systems. 
Heg Defense – 2NC Extensions

Their evidence is wrong – three reasons: it hugely overestimates U.S. ability to prevent conflict, underestimates the costs of heg and relies on threat inflation to justify an activist grand strategy 

Layne 6 (Christopher, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 176-177)

A second contention advanced by proponents of American hegemony is that the United States cannot withdraw from Eurasia because a great power war there could shape the post-conflict international system in ways harmful to U.S. interests. Hence, the United States “could suffer few economic losses during a war, or even benefit somewhat, and still find the postwar environ​ment quite costly to its own trade and investment.”59 This really is not an eco​nomic argument but rather an argument about the consequences of Eura​sia’s political and ideological, as well as economic, closure. Proponents of hegemony fear that if great power wars in Eurasia occur, they could bring to power militaristic or totalitarian regimes. Here, several points need to be made. First, proponents of American hegemony overestimate the amount of influence that the United States has on the international system. There are numerous possible geopolitical rivalries in Eurasia. Most of these will not cul​minate in war, but it’s a good bet that some will. But regardless of whether Eurasian great powers remain at peace, the outcomes are going to be caused more by those states’ calculations of their interests than by the presence of U.S. forces in Eurasia. The United States has only limited power to affect the amount of war and peace in the international system, and whatever influence it does have is being eroded by the creeping multipolarization under way in Eurasia. Second, the possible benefits of “environment shaping” have to be weighed against the possible costs of U.S. involvement in a big Eurasian war. Finally, distilled to its essence, this argument is a restatement of the fear that U.S. security and interests inevitably will be jeopardized by a Eurasian hege​mon. This threat is easily exaggerated, and manipulated, to disguise ulterior motives for U.S. military intervention in Eurasia.

Neg – Shelby Politics Link

Shelby hates the plan – takes jobs away from Alabama.

Peniston 10 (Bradley, 7/19, “Raytheon To Build Standard Missile Plant in Alabama”, http://defensenews.com/blogs/farnborough/2010/07/19/raytheon-to-build-standard-missile-plant-in-alabama/)

At 21 inches in diameter, the SM-3 Block IIA will be bigger than its predecessors, and neither of Raytheon’s existing Standard plants had the footprint to build it. So the company decided to establish a new 70,000-square-foot final-assembly and testing facility in Huntsville, Ala., said Taylor Lawrence, president of Raytheon Missile Systems. The new plant will test, assemble, and provide lifecycle support for the U.S. Missile Defense Agency’s SM-3 anti-missile interceptor and the U.S. Navy’s SM-6 anti-aircraft missile. Groundbreaking is expected later this year; construction is slated to take place in two phases connected to SM-3 and SM-6 production contracts. Alabama Gov. Robert Riley and Sen. Richard Shelby, R-Ala., flew across the Atlantic to help Raytheon trumpet the project, which means hundreds of jobs for the Gulf state. “It’s a great thing for Alabama,” Riley said.


Plan Unpop – Nuclear Primacy

Plan unpopular – U.S. leaders are actively seeking nuclear primacy

Lieber and Press 6. Keir A. Lieber is an assistant professor of political science at the University of Notre Dame and author of War and the Engineers: The Primacy of Politics Over Technology. Daryl G. Press has worked as a consultant on military analysis projects for the U.S. Department of Defense far 13 years, and is associate professor of government at Dartmouth College. “The End of MAD?; The Nuclear Dimension of U.S. Primacy,” International Security, Spring. Lexis.

IS THE United States intentionally pursuing nuclear primacy? Or is primacy an unintended byproduct of intra-Pentagon competition for budget share or of programs designed to counter new threats from terrorists and so-called rogue states? Motivations are always hard to pin down, but the weight of the evidence suggests that Washington is, in fact, deliberately seeking nuclear primacy. For one thing, U.S. leaders have always aspired to this goal. And the nature of the changes to the current arsenal and official rhetoric and policies support this conclusion. The improvements to the U.S. nuclear arsenal offer evidence that the United States is actively seeking primacy. The navy, for example, is upgrading the fuse on the W-76nuclear warhead, which sits atop most U.S. submarine-launched missiles. Currently, the warheads can be detonated only as air bursts well above ground, but the new fuse will also permit ground bursts (detonations at or very near ground level), which are ideal for attacking very hard targets such as ICBM silos. Another navy research program seeks to improve dramatically the accuracy of its submarine-launched missiles (already among the most accurate in the world). Even if these efforts fall short of their goals, any refinement in accuracy combined with the ground-burst fuses will multiply the missiles' lethality. Such improvements only make sense if the missiles are meant to destroy a large number of hard targets. And given that B-2s are already very stealthy aircraft, it is difficult to see how the air force could justify the increased risk of crashing them into the ground by having them fly at very low altitudes in order to avoid radar detection--unless their mission is to penetrate a highly sophisticated air defense network such as Russia's or, perhaps in the future, China's.

Neg - Politics Links - Bipartisan

The plan is Bipartisanly unpopular – national security, North Korea and Iran

Hair 9 (Connie, 4/7, “Can Gates' Cuts to Missile Defense Survive Congress?”, http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=31373)

On Monday, Defense Secretary Robert Gates proposed sweeping cuts to the defense budget that are guaranteed to cause major controversy in Congress. Gates, the only Bush administration cabinet holdover, said he conferred closely with President Obama and Pentagon staffers on the politically-charged budget cuts that severely restrict America’s defense capabilities. Republican leader John Boehner told HUMAN EVENTS, “America continues to face serious threats both at home and abroad, and that’s why our national defense must be our first and foremost priority. I have serious concerns about these budget cuts, especially those to our missile defense program, and what they would mean for our national security. Slashing missile defense funding is not only unwise, it would also undermine our ability to protect our country and our allies. Everyone agrees that each government program, including those at the Department of Defense, must undergo rigorous scrutiny to ensure that taxpayer dollars aren’t being wasted, but we must preserve and safeguard those essential programs that serve a critical national security purpose.” At a time when North Korea and Iran work doggedly on dual use nuclear missile capability, the most controversial of the proposed cuts is the elimination of America’s missile defense systems which drew an immediate response from a bi-partisan group of senators. Lisa Murkowski (R-Alaska), Joe Lieberman (ID-Conn.), Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), Mark Begich (D-AK), Jeff Sessions (R-Ala.) and Jim Inhofe (R-Okla.) yesterday sent a letter to President Obama calling for full funding of U.S. missile defense programs.

Neg – Politics Links – New Image

Their link turns no longer apply – Congress now likes SM3 funding.

Spring 10 (Baker, 5/14, “Is Congress Turning the Corner on Missile Defense?”, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/05/14/is-congress-turning-the-corner-on-missile-defense/)

Congress may be turning the corner on missile defense. It is reported that the House Subcommittee on Strategic Forces added $361.6 million to the Obama Administration’s inadequate $9.9 billion request for the overall missile defense program in fiscal year 2011. This is a significant departure from last year, where Congress, with the notable exception of the valiant effort by House Republicans to oppose it, acquiesced in the Obama Administration’s $1.6 billion reduction in the broader program. The increase in funding is to go to the following components of the broader missile defense program: 1) the Patriot PAC-3 interceptor; 2) the AN/TPY-2 missile defense radar; 4) the Standard Missile-3 interceptors; 5) the Airborne Laser; and 6) the U.S.-Israeli missile defense cooperation program. The increases, in large measure, were paid for by reductions in funding for a number of satellite programs. 

Neg – Politics Links - Congress

Congress will oppose missile defense reduction – costs captial

Reuters 9 (Andrea Shalal-Esa, 4/9, “Congress slams defense budget cuts”, http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKTRE53600C20090407)

But it took just minutes before the first group of U.S. senators dashed off a letter to President Barack Obama opposing the proposed $1.4 billion cut in missile defense spending, showing the challenges Gates faces in pushing through reforms. Cutting missile defense just after North Korea's launch of a long-distance missile would leave the United States vulnerable to growing ballistic missile threats, said the group, which included Jeff Sessions, a Republican, Joe Lieberman, an Independent, and Mark Begich, a Democrat. Representative John McHugh, the top Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, also weighed in, saying the proposals would amount to $8 billion in cuts in defense spending. The visceral reaction highlighted the difficulty of actually cutting defense programs, but analysts say the economic crisis, mounting budget pressures, and growing public outrage about wasted spending of any kind may boost the chances of success for at least some of his reforms. 

Neg – Politics Links – GOP

Missile defense is a political hot button – GOP will backlash against cuts.

AP 5 (4/4, “Congress Mulls Funding for Missile Defense”, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,152339,00.html)

Congress is weighing how much to invest in the fledgling ballistic missile defense system, which has suffered setbacks and whose cost could easily top the $150 billion partial price tag the Bush administration has estimated. The system is a political hot button because, at a time of budget deficit pressures, it's the most expensive defense research and development program. President Bush wants lawmakers to approve $9 billion for the system in the 2006 budget year — $1 billion less than the administration previously planned The program is meant to protect the country by launching interceptors from land or sea to shoot down missiles fired from overseas. The system is a substantially downscaled version of President Reagan's effort in the mid-1980s, which critics dubbed "Star Wars" for its futuristic weaponry. Its first eight interceptors have been installed in underground bunkers in Alaska and California. Testing of the system and production of more missiles are continuing. At a time of worries over the weapons programs of North Korea and Iran, many Republicans and Democrats say they think the system will eventually be an effective line of defense and that a limited ability to shoot down missiles is better than none. These lawmakers fear Bush's latest request won't be enough to continue developing it at the current pace. "The threat remains real. The American people want their homeland defended, and if they felt these reductions would jeopardize them, they would not be happy with us," said Sen. Jeff Sessions, R-Ala., chairman of the Senate Armed Services strategic forces subcommittee. Rep. Terry Everett, R-Ala., chairman of the House Armed Services subcommittee that oversees missile defense, compared the program's expense to the Sept. 11, 2001, terrorist attacks. "One strike against this country cost us about $83 billion, not counting the human suffering," Everett said, using an estimate by the General Accountability Office, an investigative agency of Congress. Still, he acknowledged, "This stuff costs an awful lot of money and we have to have results."

Neg Politics Links – Defense Industry

The defense industry will backlash against the plan.

Reuters 9 (Andrea Shalal-Esa, 4/9, “Congress slams defense budget cuts”, http://uk.reuters.com/article/idUKTRE53600C20090407)

The Gates briefing was closely watched by the Pentagon's top contractors, Lockheed Martin Corp, Boeing Co, Northrop Grumman Corp, General Dynamics Corp, BAE Systems and Raytheon Co, which have seen their shares hammered by investors in recent weeks. The companies are already fighting to keep big-ticket weapons programs alive, taking out expensive ads to highlight the high-paying jobs they provide, and lobbying lawmakers. House Armed Services Committee Chairman Representative Ike Skelton welcomed the Pentagon's decision to restructure the Army's $160 billion Future Combat Systems modernization program, but said it was too soon to predict if Congress would go along with the broad changes proposed by Gates. "The buck stops with Congress. I'm sure we'll have some very interesting hearings," Skelton told Reuters in a telephone interview. "Better wait until the last song is sung, because Congress will still have to pass judgment." Senator John McCain, who has introduced legislation aimed at reforming Pentagon procurement, backed the restructuring moves outlined by Gates, and said they were long overdue.

Neg – Politics Links – Kyl

Kyl hates the plan

Kyl 10 (John – Republican senator - Arizona. http://kyl.senate.gov/legis_center/security.cfm) 

I also support a foreign policy that promotes: a missile defense system capable of defending our country and our allies against the threat of ballistic missile launch by terrorists or rogue nations, like North Korea and Iran, and accidental or authorized launches from countries such as China. 

KYL loves BMD – signal to allies – plan provides cover for iran prolif 

Kyl 10 (John – Republican senator - Arizona. http://kyl.senate.gov/legis_center/security.cfm) 

When President Obama took office in January 2009, he pledged to “reset” relations with Russia and work cooperatively with it on the basis of shared interests. In an apparent concession to Russia’s objection to U.S. cooperation with our NATO allies in Eastern Europe, the President abandoned commitments to build missile defenses in Poland and the Czech Republic. This action sent a clear message to our allies that their interests were less important than appeasing Russia. It also dealt a severe setback to U.S. efforts to build a missile defense shield capable of protecting Europe and U.S. troops stationed there. If these actions were undertaken in an effort to secure Russia’s help in getting Iran to give up its nuclear program, they failed. Russia is still providing Iran’s nuclear program with vital support, Russian entities continue to cooperate with Iran’s ballistic missile program, and the nation still sells sophisticated military systems to the regime in Tehran. 

Kyl hates the plan – North Korea and National Security

Kyl 10 (John – Republican senator - Arizona. http://kyl.senate.gov/legis_center/security.cfm) 

The increasingly belligerent and unpredictable behavior of the North Korean regime threatens peace on the Korean peninsula, the security of other nations in the region, and indeed the very security of the United States. The North Koreans have pulled out of the Six-Party negotiations, and rebuffed efforts as recently as December, when the President’s Special Representative for North Korea Policy travelled to North Korea to urge it to rejoin the talks. They have restarted their nuclear program, test-launched several ballistic missiles, and conducted two suspected underground nuclear tests. The regime of Kim Jong Il has even declared in 2009 that it was abandoning the armistice that brought a cease fire to the Korean War. The international community can be helpful in persuading North Korea to change its behavior, but we should not rely solely on other countries or the United Nations to protect our national interests or the security of our citizens. Russia and China, for example, have consistently shielded North Korea from strong measures in the U.N. Security Council, and North Korea has generally disregarded United Nations resolutions in the past, in any event. With that in mind, I have encouraged President Obama to take unilateral steps to increase pressure on North Korea, including: returning North Korea to the state sponsor of terrorism list; reimposing financial sanctions on both high-level North Korean officials and banks affiliated with the North Korean government; and expanding defense and nonproliferation initiatives, such as interdicting illegal North Korean arms shipments to the Middle East and Africa. The United States must also recommit to the development and deployment of an effective missile defense system as soon as possible. General James Cartwright, Vice-Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee in June 2009 that the North Korean regime could have a missile capable of hitting the United States in as few as three years. Clearly, the United States must be prepared for this threat, and continue to test and deploy a robust missile defense system that can protect American citizens from any attack.

Neg - Politics Links - Lugar

Lugar hates the plan

Kyodo No Date, “Senate Approves National Missile Defense Bill” http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Senate+approves+national+missile+defense+bill.-a054400894
Cohen said the decision to actually deploy a national missile defense will not be made until June 2000, and the deployment date would be pushed back from 2003 to 2005 to ensure that the U.S. did not deploy a faulty, poorly tested system. However, recent allegations that China may have stolen American military secrets to improve their nuclear-tipped long-range ballistic missiles are leading Congressional critics of the administration to push for an earlier deployment. Indiana Republican Sen. Dick Lugar, a co-sponsor of the Missile Defense Act, said the recent revelations over Chinese nuclear espionage suggests that China is intent on building its military capabilities to gain a strategic advantage over the U.S. ''The (espionage) suggests that the Chinese are modernizing their strategic force and using such tests to develop mobile missiles to possibly penetrate missile defense,'' Lugar said in a press statement. ''Equally important, China's possession of the design of advanced U.S. warheads poses a proliferation risk,'' Lugar said. ''If China shared the...information with nations like North Korea, Pakistan or Iran, they could develop and deploy a more potent nuclear force in a shorter period of time.''

Neg - Politics Links – Kyl STRAT Specific

Kyl won’t vote for START if it includes Missile Defense withdrawal

Ackerman 10 (Spencer, April 22, “Uh, who’s being disingenuous about new start and missile defense,” http://washingtonindependent.com/82986/uh-whos-being-disingenuous-about-new-start-and-missile-defense)  

You would think that the verifiable absence of an actual objection to the treaty would remove political obstacles to it and win over converts. If you think that, you’re probably not Sen. Jon Kyl (R-Ariz.), who gave a breakfast crowd at the National Defense University Foundation a whole bunch of — irony of ironies — unverifiable objections to New START. They culminated in this: “More important to me, the Obama administration negotiators were disingenuous at best in the way they described the wording on missile defense, and some would go further than disingenuous to describe what they did,” Kyl said. “And what did we get out of the Russians in return? They will go down to levels [of nuclear arms] they were heading toward anyway. They tied one hand behind our back on missile defense, and we did nothing to address the Russian advantage in tactical nuclear weapons. So we’re going to have a very robust debate on whether or not the United States is better off with this treaty. Personally, I’m not sure the treaty is worth what we give up.”

Plan uniquely blocks START – skepticism about missile defense

Kyl 10 (July 8th, “New Start Treaty: Time for a Careful Look”, http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748704293604575343360850107760.html)

First, it's not clear that the treaty's verification provisions are adequate. Second, the treaty's failure to take into account Russia's enormous tactical nuclear weapons arsenal (more than 10 times larger than that of the U.S.) and the limitations it places on U.S. conventional global strike capabilities are serious flaws. Third, the treaty links missile defense to strategic arms reduction—a linkage that had been wisely broken by the Bush administration. The administration accepted treaty language that will help the Russians argue that the U.S. should cut back development of defenses against ballistic missiles. This is worrisome less because of the explicit limitations on missile defense than because Mr. Obama has repeatedly shown weak support for U.S. missile defense. For this reason and others, senators have asked the administration to open up the negotiating record. They rightly want to understand what concessions the administration made and received. The Senate should never be a rubber stamp in approving treaties, especially in the arms control field. In 1998, for example, the Senate rejected the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and effectively confirmed its role as quality control for treaty-making. My colleagues and I will be giving New Start and the administration's nuclear modernization plan a hard look.

Neg - Japan Politics Link

BMD is massively controversial in Japan.

Swaine et. al. 1 (Michael D. Swaine, 12/7, Ph.D., Harvard University, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Rachel M. Swanger and Takashi Kawakami @ Rand, “Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/MR1374.ch3.pdf)

In general, any prime minister has an interest in promoting policies that strengthen the unity and resolve of his political supporters in the Diet. This has been particularly true in recent years, when relatively unstable coalition governments have been the rule. Moreover, on sensitive issues like defense, prime ministers tend to tread lightly so as not to get too far ahead of domestic public opinion or prompt a negative backlash from Japan’s neighbors. Almost without exception, postwar prime ministers have also placed high priority on maintaining good relations with the United States. On BMD, there is some tension among these political imperatives. Therefore, given the controversial nature of the BMD issue, the consensus-oriented nature of Japanese decisionmaking, and the recent history of prime ministers with neither strong convictions on defense issues nor solid political bases, it is expected that whoever is prime minister will continue to adopt a relatively cautious stance on BMD, absent an immediate threat to Japan’s security. One knowledgeable observer commented succinctly on the choices facing prime ministers with regard to Japan’s further participation in BMD, “Depending upon the prime minister, he could see it as a vehicle for demonstrating his own political leadership, or he could see it as a source of instability and avoid it.”1


Neg – Japan Not Key

Japan’s tech isn’t Key – ending coop means japan still gets the tech.
Cronin 2 (Richard P., Specialist in Asian Affairs Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 3/19, “Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Ballistic Missile Defense: Issues and Prospects”, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf)

Because the Japanese commitment on the U.S. BMD project to date is only for technology research on four specific components for Sea-Based Midcourse Defense, the U.S. Department of Defense anticipates a significant, but not crucial, Japanese technological contribution. If Japanese cooperation ends at the joint technology research level, however, Japan still will be a major beneficiary if a BMD capability – assuming, as is likely, that such a capability is deployed with the U.S. 7th fleet, home-ported in Japan. If Japan does not develop or deploy the system with the United States, what kinds of compensation, if any, would the United States expect of Japan?


Neg - AT: Japan Funding Tradeoff

No funding tradeoff – BMD will be funded indirectly.

Swaine et. al. 1 (Michael D. Swaine, 12/7, Ph.D., Harvard University, Senior Associate and Co-Director of the China Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Rachel M. Swanger and Takashi Kawakami @ Rand, “Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/MR1374.ch3.pdf)

Moreover, even in the absence of a formal decision, the Japanese government might choose to fund significant elements of a future BMD system (e.g., EW, BM/C3I, or LT platforms and interceptors) largely outside the defense budget via supplemental or off-line allocations to existing programs or through indirect—and largely undisclosed— subsidies to key Japanese defense manufacturers. Such financing might resolve or bypass many of the objections of the MoF and the armed services.45 Hence, although financial issues currently constitute a major concern for the Japanese government, they are probably not insurmountable under certain circumstances.46

Neg - Reverse Spending DA Link

The Block II-A costs 2 billion dollars.

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)

What does it mean? The SM-3 Block IIA buys a lot more battle space, as it graphically shows you in Figure 18. It’s a lot of money, over $2 billion in development. The next year or fifteen months will dictate the work-share relationship, who works on what piece of the missile and who is going to produce those. That joint U.S.- Japan research program I talked about before is what has given us the confidence we can do this. I am not sure there has ever been anything this complex done in a codevelopment relationship in the history of the U.S. There have been work shares, but when you think about a missile of this complexity and also marry up the weapons systems modifications that have to occur inside the Aegis Weapon System to do this, it is fascinating and challenging and exciting and we are privileged to be part of it.

Costs 17 billions dollars.

Tauscher 7 (Ellen, Chair, House Armed Services Strategic Forces Subcommittee., 6/11, “Avoiding Renewed U.S.-Russian Strategic Competition”, http://www.armscontrol.org/events/20070604_USRussia)

Second, the protection of Europe with mobile systems such as Aegis BMD and THAAD would come at a cost that is more than five times greater to field and sustain when compared to the fixed BMD site plan. It will require 10 Aegis ships on station with SM-3 Block IIA interceptors to provide 40 to 60% coverage of Europe (central Europe would not be protected). To provide this persistent partial coverage, it would require four rotations for a total of 40 ships dedicated to the European defense. Assuming 20 interceptors per ship, we would need 200 SM-3 interceptors for the ships on station and 200 SM-3 interceptors for rotation. This mobile system alternative will initially cost $17 billion, with recurring costs around $600 million per year. The command and control infrastructure required to support this mobile alternative would make this approach even more cost-prohibitive. Of note, we did not consider the significant impact on our Aegis ship force levels in this calculation.

Neg- AT: China Adv

Modernization slow

Kristensen et al 6 (November, THE FEDERATION of AMERICAN SCIENTISTS & THE NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, Chinese nuclear forces and US nuclear war planning) **http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/ china/Book2006.pdf**

The disparity also is evident in the weapons acquisition process in both countries. China, unlike the United States or Russia, has taken extraordinarily long periods of time to field new weapon systems. Due to a combination of policy decisions and technological deficiencies, China has not pursued these programs on a “crash” basis and in many instances the weapons were obsolete when they were finally deployed. Even after initial deployment, China’s build-up of additional forces has been slow. It is true that the Chinese have been working on improving their missiles and submarines for the past 15 to 20 years, but the pace of modernization grinds on and each annual Pentagon projection pushes the operational dates further into the future.

Modernization Inevitable
NTI 3 ( James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, China’s nuclear weapon development, modernization and testing, **http://www.nti.org/db/china/ wnwmdat.htm**)
Why is China strengthening its nuclear arsenal? Three primary explanations exist. First, China may simply wish to update their aging weapons systems and replace them with more modern systems. Second, China may be seeking a stronger fighting capacity to increase the survivability of its nuclear deterrent. As other countries (particularly the United States) continue to increase their military capabilities, China may feel more vulnerable. From Desert Storm through the 2003 war in Iraq, the United States has continuously demonstrated its ability to use conventional forces to destroy fixed targets with tremendous accuracy. U.S. efforts to develop a ballistic missile defense system also threaten the deterrence capability of China’s aging nuclear forces. China’s leaders may fear that their older, immobile nuclear forces are vulnerable or ineffective as a deterrent, and should be replaced by newer, road-mobile nuclear forces and ICBMs such as the DF-31 and DF-41 missiles. Finally, China’s efforts to increase its nuclear capabilities may indicate an important, yet undeclared, shift toward a more aggressive nuclear policy. Proponents of this explanation argue that, “More Chinese missiles might signal a possible shift from a retaliatory countervalue posture to an offensive counterforce posture, particularly if accompanied by necessary improvements in accuracy. According to (Paul) Godwin, a sufficient number of weapons could permit China for the first time to attempt intrawar escalation control, since Beijing would retain enough forces to respond at a higher level if the aggressor chooses to escalate a9 nuclear exchange.” 

Neg - AT: Russian Economy Add-on

Russia doesn’t perceive BMD’s – used to deter North Korea

Rubinstein 7 (Gregg, 9/5, “US-Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects,” http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf)

On the other hand, Russia has had little to say on US-Japan missile defense activities. Russian officials have occasionally joined Chinese counterparts in voicing concern over BMD cooperation as a tool for extending US influence in the Asia-Pacific region. Otherwise Russian dialogue with Japan has raised missile defense in the context of defusing problems with North Korea.

Neg – Nuclear Primacy Good

Nuclear Primacy key to heg
Craig 09 (Campbell craig, professor of international relations at the university of Southampton 09 “American power preponderance and the nuclear revolution,” Review of International Studies, 35, 27-44)

As Keir Lieber and Daryl Press have suggested, the US may be on the verge of acquiring a first-strike nuclear capability, which, combined with an effective system of anti-ballistic missile defence, could allow the US to destroy a rival’s nuclear capabilities and intercept any remaining retaliatory missiles before they hit American cities. While this possibility clearly reduces the likelihood of other states seeking to match American power with the aim of fighting and winning a nuclear war, and, if their argument becomes widely accepted, could lead American policy-makers to reject the logic of the nuclear revolution and consider pre-emptive nuclear strikes against large nuclear rivals, it clearly is less germane to the question of small-state deterrence.33 Lieber and Press contend that the US may have the capability to destroy the entire nuclear arsenal of another large nuclear state lest that state use it on America first for the purposes of winning a great war. That, as they say, would mean the end of Mutual Assured Destruction as it existed during the Cold War. However, Washington would have much less reason to use its new first-strike capability against a nation that cannot threaten to destroy the US, and has no ambition to defeat America in a war, but only possesses a second-strike minimum deterrent. Such an attack would turn much of the world against a US willing to use nuclear weapons and kill hundreds of thousands or millions in order to defeat a nation that did not threaten its survival. Perhaps more to the point, an attack like this would be tremendously risky. Even after a perfect first strike some retaliation might get through, which could mean the nuclear destruction of an American city or perhaps the city of an American ally. At the very least, survivors of the attacked state and their allies would seek to unleash destruction upon the US in other ways, including an unconventional delivery of a nuclear, chemical, or biological weapon. An imperfect first strike, or, even worse, a failure of the US anti-missile system, would constitute a total disaster for the US: not only would it incur the world’s wrath and suffer the destruction of one or more of its cities, but such a failure would also expose America as both a brutal and vulnerable state, surely encouraging other states to acquire nuclear weapons or otherwise defy it. The US might have reason to launch a first strike against a large rival that deployed a major arsenal and appeared ready to attack America, as implausible as this scenario is. It would have little reason to do so against a small nation with a second-strike minimum deterrent arsenal. The nuclear revolution delivers a clear message to any large state considering major war with a powerful nuclear rival. The message is that such a war is likely to escalate to total nuclear exchange, and that in this event a large percentage of its citizenry will be killed or injured, its ability to govern what remains of the nation will be weakened or destroyed, and its power relative to other states that stayed out of the war will be radically diminished. It also delivers a message to any advanced small state eager to obtain security from the possible predation of large ones. The message is that if the small state possesses, or can quickly get its hands on, a few invulnerable and deliverable nuclear weapons, any large state contemplating invading it will have to weigh the benefits of invasion against a new kind of cost – not just a difficult or stalemated conventional war, such as the US faced in Vietnam and faces in Iraq, but the destruction of perhaps one, three, or five of its cities, and the death and injury of millions of its citizens. Unless it is able to obtain an absolutely fool-proof defence against any kind of nuclear retaliation, the choice that any large state is going to make when faced with this new circumstance is so likely to be peace that the small nuclear state can feel confident that it will be safe from conquest.34 The general relevance of these messages to American unipolar preponderance is clear. At the ‘great power’ level, rising states are unlikely to regard major war as a suitable means for overturning the international system and overthrowing American preponderance. The classic means of systemic change – hegemonic war – will not be an attractive option to any state hoping to survive, and the very existence of nuclear arsenals will make all states cautious about provoking conflict with nuclear rivals, especially the heavily armed US.35 Moreover, advanced smaller states know that they can provide for their own security, if they come to believe that it is endangered, not by embarking on large military build-ups or forming alliances with larger states, but by developing a small and invulnerable nuclear arsenal, or at least preparing the way to obtain such an arsenal quickly. This means that small states have a far greater ability to defend themselves from, and therefore be less afraid of, American predation today than comparable states facing dominant powers in previous eras.36 The main effects of the nuclear revolution, then, bolster the general claim of Power Preponderance that unipolarity is enduring. To support their claim, Brooks and Wohlforth specify three factors that dissuade would-be rivals to the US from balancing against it in traditional military terms: the effect of America’s relative geographical isolation from these potential rivals; the fact that American preponderance happened as a fait accompli about which no other nation could do anything; and the vast and growing ‘power gap’ between the US and all other rivals. The next section will describe each factor, and show how the nuclear revolution specifically reinforces each of them. Nuclear Reinforcement Power Preponderance contends that the distance between the US and potential rivals on the Eurasian landmass discourages these rivals from balancing against America. On one hand, the relative remoteness of the US reduces the threat these states feel from American power, especially when contrasted with threats they previously faced from contiguous continental powers, such as Napoleonic France, Nazi Germany or the Soviet Union. Because it is so far away and separated from these states by large oceans, the US could not easily embark upon a campaign of conquest against a Eurasian state, perhaps apart from one based primarily upon nuclear blackmail. On the other hand, because Eurasian states are so relatively close to one another, any attempt they make to balance against American power is likely to antagonise their neighbours and runs the risk of triggering regional conflict among states that would rather remain on good terms. Therefore, simple geography plays a key role in explaining unipolarity, as states feel less urgency to build up their military capabilities against a distant rival then they would against one on their borders. As John Mearsheimer has argued, the geographical isolation of the US with respect to its potential rivals in Eurasia is decisively shaped by what he calls ‘the stopping power of water’.37 As it is far more difficult to launch campaigns of military conquest overseas than it is across land, the vast oceans discourage would-be world conquerors from waging global war. So even though the US is not much further away from France in terms of simple mileage than is Russia, the Atlantic Ocean provides to France a kind of security from America that it does not possess on its east. Though Mearsheimer deduces from this observation a far different conclusion than do Brooks and Wohlforth, they agree on a key point: the oceans play an important role in persuading both the US and its key rivals that a major war of conquest between them is unlikely. The nuclear revolution clearly reinforces this persuasion. The vast distance between the US and its rivals, together with the stopping power of water, not only discourages them from considering wars of conquest; it also leads them to conclude that a global conventional war between them is untenable. Before the nuclear era, the oceans made – as Mearsheimer shows – a true global war of conquest practically impossible, as a sustained campaign across the Atlantic or Pacific was too formidable even for the most powerful state.38 With the advent of intercontinental ballistic missiles in the 1950s, this barrier was surmounted, but only if the attacking state was willing to wage nuclear war. Because the geographical distance between the US and its Eurasian rivals continues to make a conventional war for global preponderance between them implausible, and because of the invention and continued presence of nuclear missiles, states on either side will CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
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CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

tend to equate a major war among them with nuclear war – as both superpowers did during the Cold War.39 Since the US is invulnerable to conquest by conventional invasion, and since it also, for all of its military power, is poorly-positioned to wage a sustained conventional invasion of a large and advanced Eurasian state, it is impractical for any of these large nations to plan for a global war waged only with conventional weaponry. Geography encourages America and its potential rivals in the nuclear age not only to avoid balancing against one another, but also to believe that a major war between them, should it occur, will be a nuclear war.40 As the latter consideration raises the spectre of the nuclear revolution, it naturally and strongly reinforces the geopolitical logic Brooks and Wohlforth identify. The second factor which Brooks and Wohlforth argue contributes to unipolarity is the sudden and non-violent emergence of American preponderance in the 1990s, following the demise of the USSR. Whereas great powers often fiercely sought to balance against their rivals in previous eras, so determined to prevent them from achieving preponderance that they were willing to resort to major war, the accomplished fact of American dominance means, Brooks and Wohlforth write, that the familiar obstacles to balancing will be dramatically magnified. . . . Classical balancing coalitions were always vulnerable to the collective action problem, as members would seek to ride free on the efforts of others. These challenges would be multiplied in any attempt to counterbalance the United States today.41 The point made here is a subtle one. In previous competitive balance-of-power systems, states would be more tempted to balance actively against rivals rather than ‘ride free’ because balancing offered the real prospect of attaining great-power status. Today, the fact that American preponderance was simply presented to potential rivals as an existing reality after the end of the Cold War, that there was nothing they could do about it, discourages states from being the first to embark upon the enormously expensive and dangerous project of balancing against the US, especially when they would prefer to ride free on the back of another state doing so. The collective action problem – the tendency of actors to want others to deal with a common problem and so enjoy the benefits without cost – is one thing, Brooks and Wohlforth suggest, in a dynamic and competitive system, and another entirely in a system as imbalanced and uncompetitive as unipolarity today. The inclination of potential rivals to deal with the accomplished fact of American preponderance by ‘riding free’ rather than matching US power is also reinforced strongly by the logic of the nuclear revolution, in a way that highlights the difference between today’s imbalance and the rivalry between the US and the Soviet Union during the early Cold War. After 1945, the US possessed a significant power advantage over the Soviet Union, an ‘accomplished fact’ of sorts following the surrender of Germany and Japan that was enhanced by its monopoly over the atomic bomb. Yet the Soviet Union, rather than accepting this preponderance, dedicated tremendous efforts over the ensuing two decades to build its own nuclear weaponry and attain military parity with the US. What explains its willingness to balance against American military superiority in the 1940s, while other states, including Russia, accede to it today? There are several important answers to this central question, including the key claim that rivals to the US, particularly China, hope to wear down the US by means of economic competition rather than military struggle. But surely the nuclear revolution underlies this strategy. In the aftermath of the second world war, neither the leaders of the Soviet Union nor anyone else knew that in the space of a decade or so both sides would be well on their way to developing intercontinental missiles and megatonne thermonuclear weaponry.42 During the first decade of the Cold War the Soviet Union tried to balance against the US, as weaker and ambitious states have often done against their more powerful rivals, and it achieved a rough parity with America at about the same time that both sides were beginning to recognise the salience of the nuclear revolution.43 The Soviet Union, in other words, began a sustained campaign of balancing against superior American power before it could anticipate the revolutionary aspects of thermonuclear weaponry, and by the time it did recognise this, it had already caught up to America. The question then became one of who would back down first, a question finally answered by an exhausted USSR in the late 1980s. Today, nations such as China can see little point in imitating the Soviet experience. The incentives facing would-be rivals today are radically altered by the fact that the nuclear revolution exists and is apparent to all. Unlike the Soviet Union of the 1940s, these states understand that a major war with a pre-eminent rival is likely to lead to their total destruction, and this knowledge deeply intensifies their inclination to ‘ride free’ rather than try to build up power to American levels. In prenuclear eras, free riders had to face the fact that their military weakness and dependence upon protection provided by other states might later haunt them.44 Today, they can wait indefinitely for others to do the dirty and dangerous work of balancing, knowing that if things go badly they can obtain a small nuclear arsenal and feel confident that they can avoid the fate free riders sometimes faced in earlier eras.45 The promise of minimum nuclear deterrence strongly intensifies the ongoing temptation to ride free, presenting weaker states today with substantially more promising security prospects than the Soviet Union, for example, faced sixty years ago. The third, and most evident factor stressed by Brooks and Wohlforth in their case for Power Preponderance is the vast gap in capabilities between the US and any potential rival. If the fait accompli factor emphasises the sudden emergence of American primacy and the absence of a balancing spiral, the ‘power gap’ stresses more simply that the distance between the US and all other states is so great that potential rivals regard the prospects of serious balancing as too formidable to be worth commencing. Even had the US begun the race for preponderance with these other states at the same time, to present the issue metaphorically, it is so many laps ahead now that states have no other choice but to conclude that they can no longer compete. The basis of the power gap argument presented by Brooks and Wohlforth is simple: cost. The US is so far ahead in terms of military capabilities and advanced technologies that potential rivals understand that a campaign of serious balancing is likely to require decades of onerous military expenditures. What is more, the US is not a garrison state like the Soviet Union was during the Cold War, spending a large percentage of its wealth on its military and ignoring its domestic economy. Instead, despite its recent profligacy, the US spends, in historically relative terms, a fairly small percentage of its wealth on its military, and could easily spend much more if it wanted to pull away from an approaching rival. Not only is the US several laps ahead, but it still has petrol left in its tank.46 The ‘power gap’ factor – the emphasis upon the insurmountable costs required to contend with the US – is even more obviously reinforced by the nuclear revolution. To understand why this is so, it is necessary to clarify what one means when one speaks of the costs associated with balancing. Balancing is not done simply for the sake of it, not just to win a race. Rather, it is done to prepare for major war. States pursue a balance of power by building up their own military capabilities, and/or by forming alliances with other militarily strong states. John Mearsheimer has defined this activity as the determination of states to ‘seriously commit themselves to containing their dangerous opponent. In other words, they are willing to shoulder the burden of deterring, or fighting if need be, the aggressor’.47 Randall Schweller states simply that ‘balancing requires that states target their military hardware at each other in preparation for a potential war’.48 According to standard Realist theory, the point of balancing is to build up military power, by oneself or in alliance with others, in order to contend with powerful rivals by presenting them with the ultima ratio of major war. When Wohlforth and Brooks identify the absence of balancing among potential rivals to the US, this is what they are describing. Thus, the costs of balancing are not only, or even primarily, the economic expenditures required to keep up militarily. Balancing means preparing for major war, a war that may lead to devastation and defeat. Why have nations so often tried to ride free on the backs of others balancing against a dangerous rival? Economic costs have certainly been one key reason, but another is that riding free offers the prospect of avoiding bearing the brunt of a major war should it occur.49 If smaller nations have declined to balance in the past not just to save money, but also to avoid dangerous military confrontation with a powerful rival, then it is easy to discern how the nuclear revolution reinforces the logic of the ‘power gap’ in today’s international setting. In the past, military confrontation with a powerful state raised the possibility of sustained major war and conventional defeat. Now, it portends nuclear war. As we have seen, a general war between the US and a Eurasian great-power rival would likely escalate to general nuclear war, given the difficulties of waging conventional war across the oceans and of keeping nuclear war limited. What is more, the US deploys a massive nuclear arsenal,  one that can easily be used to destroy the major cities and government apparatus of any hypothetical rival over the foreseeable future.50 The US is so far ahead in the balancing ‘race’ that it is true other nations might still have concluded that it was no use trying to catch up even had nuclear weapons never been invented.51 However, when the real-world purpose of balancing – preparing for major war against a dominant nuclear power – is added to this calculation, the power gap disincentive becomes overwhelming.
Neg - Nuclear Primacy Good – Taiwan

Nuclear primacy prevents nuclear escalation --- contains all conflicts at the conventional level.
Lieber and Press 7 (Keir A. and Daryl G. Winter, Assistant professor of political science @ U of Notre Dame; and consultant on military analysis projects for the U.S. Department of Defense for 13 years, and an associate professor of government @ Dartmouth. “U.S. Nuclear Primacy and the Future of the Chinese Deterrent,” China Security, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_5.pdf
Third, the growth of U.S. nuclear counterforce capabilities may give U.S. leaders valuable coercive leverage during future crises and wars, including conflicts with China. The United States strongly prefers that its future wars be waged exclusively with conventional weapons; in fact, one of the great quandaries currently confronting U.S. strategists is how to fight conventional wars against nuclear-armed adversaries without triggering escalation. Nuclear primacy may provide one solution: allowing Washington to credibly warn adversaries not to alert their nuclear forces or issue nuclear threats during a conflict. In other words, U.S. nuclear primacy may allow the United States to force its enemies to keep their nuclear forces on the sideline and keep their conflicts with the United States at the conventional level.
Neg- Nuclear Primacy Good

This theory still applies – US nuclear primacy ensures that military capabilities are backgrounded in great power relations and deters challengers
Morgan and Paul 9 (Patrick M. and T.V. Complex Deterrence: Strategy In the Global Age)

Even though they want to retain nuclear weapons, given the great powers’ relatively benign political relations,14 their nuclear weapons are instruments of “existential” and “recessed general” deterrence in their relations with each other. They are also kept in the background in dealing with other potential challengers, meant to discourage such states from even thinking about pursuing military adventures or provoking military crises. Sustaining conventional forces is also hedging on the great- power level, a symbol of great- power status, and a contribution to regional or global stability, but those forces also have more immediate functions. All the great powers know they are quite likely to be using those forces at some point, not against another great power but to deal with lesser but important contingencies— trying to deter them but militarily responding to their emergence anyway. These forces, however, add complications to political relations and deterrence among the great powers. Why is deterrence recessed among the great powers? General deterrence is particularly relevant for states in intense enduring rivalries, strategic competitions with numerous militarized disputes—repeated interactions involving threats or displays of force, and actual violence.15 Enduring rivalries last for two decades or more16 and usually arise from major events like wars and crises and over issues of territory, ideology, or identity, or they are based on major strategic concerns over relative power and status.17 Once up and running, they often last until a major political shock alters the participants’ long- standing attitudes.18 Deterrence is pursued when there is a distinct possibility of war, usually because the target finds the status quo unacceptable or sees an opportunity for a major strategic gain by force. Because of the rivalry, the deterrer sees a war as likely under these circumstances without effective deterrence.19 Enduring rivals are the most likely, therefore, to consistently practice general deterrence and periodically get into immediate deterrence situations.20 Fortunately none of today’s great- power dyads is an enduring rivalry— their political conflicts are too muted. Moreover, historically great powers eagerly sought territory in confliscts with each other to enhance their wealth, power, and prestige, but they largely ignore this today. With no significant, and particularly no enduring, rivalries, great powers are unlikely to see their core national interests gravely threatened, making it diffi cult for them to expect to use force against each other. Thus, threats of retaliation to prevent the use of force have lost salience, and emphasizing capabilities and threats of that sort seems unimportant, or even counterproductive if it arouses antagonism with other great powers. Political and diplomatic means seem far more appropriate for dealing with the limited disputes and confl icts that arise; deterrence seems largely irrelevant for keeping the peace. Much of the deterrence in great- power relations is inertial, rather than being the crux of any great power’s national security policy. Activities with respect to deterrence capabilities and how they relate to each other do not appear to be managing any major great- power relationship today. Offi cials spend far more time on deterrence of rogue states or actors in internal confl icts around the globe than on deterrence in relations with each other. Nevertheless, deterrence among the great powers is not completely outmoded. For existential deterrence, nuclear deterrence offers the great powers the ultimate barrier to direct military assaults on one another no matter how politically improbable they are now. They also preserve their status as dominant states in the system. Thus two of their fundamental goals are safe for the indefinite future. But elaborate capabilities and doctrines for existential deterrence are unnecessary.21 The great powers hardly need it, or balance- of- power confrontations and wars, to prevent territorial aggrandizement or blackmail among each other. In today’s international system, they are not driven by fears that U.S. hegemony or the rise of China will erode their sovereignty or territorial integrity. Hence, they increasingly focus on lesser security challenges.22 In addition to disinterest in direct territorial conquest, they also do not mount the hegemonic quests of the Hapsburgs, or a Napoleon or Hitler, that threatened the existence of many sovereign states (including other great powers) and made active military balancing and other deterrence efforts essential. As a result, great powers increasingly focus on soft balancing, hedging, buck- passing and other strategies in pursuit of their international security goals.23 But equanimity is not totally pervasive in great- power relations, so deterrence capabilities still play a role. Certainly these governments are not entirely satisfied with the nature of contemporary international politics, and they frequently disagree about current policies, issues, and trends. The United States has an unparalleled military position. The impact of the revolution in military affairs (“military transformation” in Pentagon terms), on top of the collapse of the Soviet bloc, unraveled the rough triadic balance of conventional land forces among the United States and its allies, the Soviet Union, and China that was one component of deterrence in great- power relations. The United States now has a unique superiority in conventional warfare and especially in power projection. American policy makers welcome this, and it is U.S. policy to maintain the superiority indefinitely, at such a high level and so vigorously sustained as to discourage the emergence of potential peer, or “near- peer,” competitors for the foreseeable future. This preoccupation with clear military superiority vis-à-vis the other great powers, abandoning—on the conventional level—any mutual deterrence based on mutual vulnerability, has created uneasiness and suspicion among several of them, particularly when combined with a U.S. interest in preemptive or preventive attacks as well. Linked to this is an elaborate, much broader and more complex, approach to deterrence whereby military, economic, diplomatic, political, and information- warfare resources are to be blended to “dissuade” possible challenges to the United States and its deterrence. The goal is “tailored deterrence,” designed and applied with a specifi c target’s motivations, risk acceptance, worldview, and capabilities in mind.24

Neg - Nuclear Primacy Good

Backgrounding of security concerns guarantees stability – causes economic rel’s to predominate, allowing for peaceful power transitions
Morgan and Paul 9 (Patrick M. and T.V. Complex Deterrence: Strategy In the Global Age)
Among the great powers (the five permanent members of the United Nations Security Council), nuclear weapons are largely seen as a hedge against the emergence of great- power conflict in the future. The great- power relationships in the post–cold war era are characterized by “recessed general deterrence,” or dissuasion, in which states do not expect immediate militarized conflict, but weapons are kept in the background as insurance given the inherent uncertainties of world politics. The end of the cold war witnessed substantial changes in the deterrence dynamics involving great powers, and, as a result, general deterrence and dissuasion became operational concepts. Although they do maintain large arsenals, neither the United States nor Russia is presumed to hold automatic launch- on- warning attack plans anymore, although some of the elements of the previous era are continuing.23 In addition, they have reduced the number of weapons they possess, although the numbers still exceed a minimum nuclear deterrence posture. The three other old nuclear powers—China, the United Kingdom, and France—also have been maintaining their smaller arsenals, but this might change as Chinese nuclear force modernization plans come to fruition in the coming decades. The logic behind the maintenance of nuclear capabilities is that the great powers want to be prepared in case their relations deteriorate in the future. Nuclear capability can also be construed as an assurance against the expansionist pathologies of great powers as described in perspectives such as offensive realism.24 Moreover, uncertainties in Russia and China give pause to Western nuclear powers, while, for Moscow, the fear of American influence in its former spheres in Eastern Europe and Central Asia is the cardinal source of anxiety. For the rising power, China, nuclear weapons offer a major insurance against direct assault on its strategic sphere, allowing it to rise peacefully. Nuclear weapons also offer a limited but crucial deterrent against potential conflict escalation between the United States and China involving Taiwan. The great- power deterrence calculations are thus based on “recessed general deterrence” as well as “existential deterrence”: no immediate expectations of war exist among them. However, as Patrick Morgan states, “if serious conflicts emerge again, then deterrence will be in vogue—if not, at least for a lengthy period, then deterrence will operate offstage, held in reserve, and will not be the cornerstone of security management for the system.”25 This does not mean that the relations in the U.S.- Russia and U.S. China dyads would remain the same in the long run. Power transition has invariably been turbulent in the international system, and herein lies the role that nuclear weapons may play in deterring a transition war. U.S.- Russia relations could deteriorate, and deterrence could become more relevant if tensions build up over the establishment of missile defenses in Eastern Europe and over Russian efforts to repudiate major arms- control agreements in its effort to regain its lost superpower status.

Neg – Nuclear Primacy Good

Primacy ensures US heg without causing others to fear first strike
Cimbala 7 (Stephen J. Russia’s strategic nuclear deterrent: realistic or uncertain?)
Figure 2 summarizes a considerable amount of information, but some generalizations based on these data are permissible. First, and despite the pessimism of some Russians, the possibility of a U.S. nuclear superiority leading to an unambiguous first-strike capability against Russia is more of a theoretical than a realistic possibility. A true nuclear first-strike capability that would disarm Russian forces and preclude their retaliation against American cities (or the reverse) would require a combination of perfectly planned and fortuitous (for the attacker) circumstances. First, a strike “out of the blue” by either state is almost inconceivable: a political crisis would precede the alerting of American and Russian forces for war. Second, the defender would always retain the option of preemption: no attacker could be sure that the other side would not “jump the gun” during an intense crisis. Third, the arithmetic does not favor attackers, even against defenders who deploy smaller numbers of weapons and platforms. The last point deserves additional emphasis. The force-on-force arithmetic of conventional warfare does not apply to the outcomes of strategic nuclear warfare. A few nuclear weapons have disproportionate political, military, and social effects. In 1962, the Soviet Union would almost certainly have “lost” a nuclear war to the United States, in the sense of comparative damage to each side’s military forces and social values. But it was the absolute, not the relative, damage that the Soviet forces could do that encouraged U.S. leaders, despite an overwhelming nuclear superiority in numbers of weapons and launchers, to settle the crisis peacefully. In addition, the character of war changes throughout the ages, but not the essential nature of war. The nature of war is that of organized violence for a political object within an environment of uncertainty, chance, and friction, as described by Clausewitz. Because this is so, the “attacker’s bet” is so much more problematical than the “defender’s bet” if the attacker aspires to a first-strike precluding unacceptable retaliation. The first striker counts on optimal performance from weapons, launchers, and people in the loop, including those in command-control systems for nuclear release and first use. What if some misunderstand their orders, or refuse to carry them out? Khrushchev once joked that, during a crisis, he might call a Soviet general in charge of nuclear forces and say: “I’ve had it with the Americans, let’s launch a nuclear strike right away!” The general would respond: “What’s that? I can’t hear you very well—there’s something wrong with the connection.” Khrushchev repeated the command: “I said we’re launching a nuclear strike on the Americans.” Again came back the answer: “I still can’t hear you very well—please repeat.” Finally, an exasperated Khrushchev says: “If you don’t order the strike at the Americans immediately, you will be sent to Siberia and shot.” The reply: “Okay, I heard you that time—don’t strike!” The fact is that no rational attacker would bet the survival of a single city, let alone many, on the abstruse calculations of nuclear theorists and without any historical experience in a two-sided nuclear war. However, the matter is not so simple. The perception that one side or the other had more nuclear staying power, in the event of a nuclear war having broken out, might cast a diplomatic shadow over the foreign policies of the state with less nuclear staying power. Diverse and more survivable launchers and weapons might therefore establish a perception of escalation dominance such that a state could coerce its adversary and obtain its political objectives without war.
