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***Proliferation Turn***

Proliferation Turn---1NC

US-Japan BMD key to checking prolif

Swaine et. al. ‘7

(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,” p.RAND)
Finally, Japanese participation in a successful BMD program might contribute to a reduction in the global and regional proliferation of ballistic missiles and related technologies. Japan strongly supports global arms control and counterproliferation efforts. By demonstrating that ballistic missile defense is both technologically feasible and financially affordable, those who seek to acquire or transfer ballistic missiles or ballistic missile technologies might conclude that their efforts are worthless and wasteful.5 
Nuclear war
Utgoff ‘2
(Victor – deputy director for strategy, forces and resources division at the Institute for Defense Analysis, Survival, p. OUP Journals)
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
Proliferation Turn---2NC---Uniqueness/Brink

Spread of advanced tech is increasing prolif
Swaine et. al. ‘7

(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,” p.RAND)
First and foremost, the spread of advanced military technology over the past ten years has made it possible for a growing number of countries to acquire, by indigenous production or importation, basic ballistic missile systems and matching conventional and unconventional warheads, including weapons of mass destruction (WMD)— chemical, biological, and possibly nuclear weapons. Second, of perhaps greatest concern, these missile-related capabilities are being developed or acquired by specific “countries of concern” to the United States, such as North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Libya. Even the possibility of ballistic missile use by such states could severely complicate U.S. and allied decisionmaking during future crises, especially if such missiles are WMD-armed. Third, the danger posed by such developments to U.S. forward-based forces, allies, and friends was demonstrated by Iraq’s use of shortrange ballistic missiles against United Nations (UN) coalition forces during the 1991 Gulf War and by North Korea’s development of medium-range ballistic missiles in the 1990s. Moreover, the potential danger posed to the United States was at least suggested by Introduction 3 Pyongyang’s subsequent efforts to develop a long-range missile capable of striking U.S. territory. 
Proliferation Turn---2NC---Impact

Prolif makes global diplomatic relations unstable – even small triggers set off nuclear wars and make U.S. intervention impossible, destroying U.S. influence
Sokolski ‘9

(Henry Sokolski, executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, serves on the U.S. Congressional Commission on the Prevention of Weapons of Mass Destruction Proliferation and Terrorism, June-July 2009, “Avoiding a Nuclear Crowd,” Hoover Policy Review, online: http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/46390537.html)

So far, the U.S. has tried to cope with independent nuclear powers by making them “strategic partners” (e.g., India and Russia), NATO nuclear allies (France and the UK), “non-NATO allies” (e.g., Israel and Pakistan), and strategic stakeholders (China); or by fudging if a nation actually has attained full nuclear status (e.g., Iran or North Korea, which, we insist, will either not get nuclear weapons or will give them up). In this world, every nuclear power center (our European nuclear NATO allies), the U.S., Russia, China, Israel, India, and Pakistan could have significant diplomatic security relations or ties with one another but none of these ties is viewed by Washington (and, one hopes, by no one else) as being as important as the ties between Washington and each of these nuclear-armed entities (see Figure 3). There are limits, however, to what this approach can accomplish. Such a weak alliance system, with its expanding set of loose affiliations, risks becoming analogous to the international system that failed to contain offensive actions prior to World War I. Unlike 1914, there is no power today that can rival the projection of U.S. conventional forces anywhere on the globe. But in a world with an increasing number of nuclear-armed or nuclear-ready states, this may not matter as much as we think. In such a world, the actions of just one or two states or groups that might threaten to disrupt or overthrow a nuclear weapons state could check U.S. influence or ignite a war Washington could have difficulty containing. No amount of military science or tactics could assure that the U.S. could disarm or neutralize such threatening or unstable nuclear states.22  Nor could diplomats or our intelligence services be relied upon to keep up to date on what each of these governments would be likely to do in such a crisis (see graphic below): Combine these proliferation trends with the others noted above and one could easily create the perfect nuclear storm: Small differences between nuclear competitors that would put all actors on edge; an overhang of nuclear materials that could be called upon to break out or significantly ramp up existing nuclear deployments; and a variety of potential new nuclear actors developing weapons options in the wings. In such a setting, the military and nuclear rivalries between states could easily be much more intense than before. Certainly each nuclear state’s military would place an even higher premium than before on being able to weaponize its military and civilian surpluses quickly, to deploy forces that are survivable, and to have forces that can get to their targets and destroy them with high levels of probability. The advanced military states will also be even more inclined to develop and deploy enhanced air and missile defenses and long-range, precision guidance munitions, and to develop a variety of preventative and preemptive war options. Certainly, in such a world, relations between states could become far less stable. Relatively small developments — e.g., Russian support for sympathetic near-abroad provinces; Pakistani-inspired terrorist strikes in India, such as those experienced recently in Mumbai; new Indian flanking activities in Iran near Pakistan; Chinese weapons developments or moves regarding Taiwan; state-sponsored assassination attempts of key figures in the Middle East or South West Asia, etc. — could easily prompt nuclear weapons deployments with “strategic” consequences (arms races, strategic miscues, and even nuclear war). As Herman Kahn once noted, in such a world “every quarrel or difference of opinion may lead to violence of a kind quite different from what is possible today.”23  In short, we may soon see a future that neither the proponents of nuclear abolition, nor their critics, would ever want.  
Prolif magnifies international tensions – creates pressure to demonstrate resolve, which causes escalation – prolif optimists assume static threat perceptions 
Knopf ‘2 (Jeffrey W. Knopf, Professor in the Department of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, October 2002, “Recasting the proliferation optimism-pessimism debate,” Security Studies, Vol. 12, No. 1, p. 57-58)
Nuclear weapons can exacerbate tensions in two ways: by creating an increased perception of threat and by prompting efforts to limit damage in the event of nuclear war. On the first point, proliferation optimists write as if potential adversaries exist at a given, fixed level of hostility. This is unlikely to be the case. Rather, a state that acquires nuclear weapons is likely to be perceived as more threatening than it was before. This will be partly because of the new, more destructive capabilities at its disposal. In some cases, however, a state’s pursuit of nuclear weapons may also change how other states view its intentions. This is especially likely because new and aspiring nuclear states are not always circumspect in their pronouncements. In March 1994, in the midst of a crisis over North Korea’s suspected nuclear weapons program, the North’s chief negotiator threatened his South Korean counterpart that a war could break out in which the South would be turned into “a sea of fire.”47 After the May 1998 nuclear tests in India, Prime Minister Vajpayee wrote President Clinton and explicitly cited a threat from China as a motivation for the tests. Statements by Defense Minister Fernandes shortly before and again shortly after the tests also described China as “potential threat number one” to India.48 Other Indian officials publicly warned Pakistan to end its support for separatist insurgents in Kashmir. Home Minister Advani called on Islamabad to “realize the change in the geostrategic situation” and said that in the new circumstances even the option of “hot pursuit” would not be ruled out.49 Such statements are bound to be provocative to the states against which they are directed. States on the receiving end of new, public nuclear threats will likely feel a need to display their toughness as a way to show they will not be intimidated. While nuclear weapons do encourage caution, they can also create pressures to demonstrate resolve, and any such demonstration carries with it some risk of escalation.
Proliferation Turn---2NC---Alliances Impact

Prolif crushes alliances

Pfaltzgraff and Van Cleave ‘9

(Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., Shelby Cullom Davis Professor  of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis; Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University, “Missile Defense,the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)
This itemized list of advances in ballistic missile capabil​ities in recent years, if viewed individually, might still un​derstate the dangers to the United States and its allies. The proliferation of ballistic missile capabilities by potential enemies, both states and non-state actors, must be viewed more broadly. It carries with it the implication that America and its allies may face coalitions of missile powers as addi​tional states acquire such capabilities. For example, Russia or China could decide to back North Korea in a confronta​tion with South Korea, Japan, and the United States. Like​wise, U.S. allies may drop out in the face of such a combined threat stemming from enemy coalitions whose members are armed with ballistic missiles, thus possibly confronting the United States with the larger missile threat presented by such a combination of missile possessors. Furthermore, in an emerging multi-polar world where ballistic missile and nuclear proliferation create an increasingly complex coali​tion dynamic, the unpredictability factor increases dramat​ically and must be addressed. The analogy of two scorpions in a bottle that characterized the U.S.-Soviet confrontation in the Cold War is giving way to multiple scorpions in a bot​tle, with all the complexity, unpredictability, and danger that this possibility implies.
Alliances prevent nuclear war

Ross ‘99
(Ross, Winter 1998/1999, Douglas – professor of political science at Simon Fraser University, Canada’s functional isolationism and the future of weapons of mass destruction, International Journal, p. lexis)
Thus, an easily accessible tax base has long been available for spending much more on international security than recent governments have been willing to contemplate. Negotiating the landmines ban, discouraging trade in small arms, promoting the United Nations arms register are all worthwhile, popular activities that polish the national self-image. But they should all be supplements to, not substitutes for, a proportionately equitable commitment of resources to the management and prevention of international conflict – and thus the containment of the WMD threat. Future American governments will not ‘police the world’ alone. For almost fifty years the Soviet threat compelled disproportionate military expenditures and sacrifice by the United States. That world is gone. Only by enmeshing the capabilities of the United States and other leading powers in a co-operative security management regime where the burdens are widely shared does the world community have any plausible hope of avoiding warfare involving nuclear or other WMD.
Proliferation Turn---2NC---AT: BMD Causes Prolif

BMD development doesn’t spur proliferation – empirics flow neg
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) 

The third possible side effect is that the deployment of missile defences could foster further proliferation. If so, this would make the remedy worse than the disease. To start with, it should be remembered that missile defence is a consequence of ballistic proliferation. But in some instances, it does seem that the deployment of defences could increase, or accelerate, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. It could encourage the increase of regional arsenals, as well as the development of alternative means of threatening the US. It could also contribute to regional arms races: if Beijing develops its forces because of US defences, then India might wish to strengthen its own nuclear arsenal in a context already marked by an “Asian nuclear reaction chain.”10 On the other hand, the development of strategic defences could have a positive impact on some aspects of missile proliferation. The new US administration seems to share this approach. Secretary Rumsfeld has suggested that “a decisive change in policy [that is, the deployment of missile defence systems] should be aimed at devaluing investment in weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems by potential adversaries.”11 Indeed, might not the opening of negotiations between Washington and Pyongyang in the autumn of 2000, which touched upon ways of compensating North Korean for curbing its ballistic missile programme, have been encouraged by US determination to go ahead with its plans? Of course, this proposition is difficult to prove. But at least it shows that missile defence has not yet had the dire consequences that many predicted. It is also worth noting that, for all the talk about NMD, US policies did not prevent a successful outcome of the Enhanced Review Conference of the Non-Proliferation Treaty, in the spring of 2000.
***North Korea Turn***
North Korea Turn---1NC
Japan is vulnerable to North Korean missiles – BMD is key to check the threat

Swaine et. al. ‘7

(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,” p.RAND)
According to proponents, the deployment of a BMD system to protect Japanese citizens and military forces offers several potential benefits. First, such a system could significantly strengthen Japan’s ability to counter the above-mentioned emergent ballistic missile threats. In particular, Japan is potentially vulnerable to missile attacks or threats from North Korea in the context of a Korean conflict, and perhaps from China in the context of a military crisis over Taiwan.1 In both instances, Japan could be targeted either as a result of its use as a nearby base area for U.S. forces or because of its direct involvement in such crises. The potential threat from North Korea gained considerable salience for the Japanese when Pyongyang fired a Taepodong (TPD) missile over northern Japan in 1998 (discussed below), although most analysts agree that the greater threat to Japan comes from North Korea’s shorter-range Nodong missiles. Japan might also be vulnerable to accidental or unauthorized missile attacks from the states of the former Soviet Union, or missile attacks/threats from terrorists. Although the latter threat seems unlikely, some observers believe that Asian animosities toward Japan stemming from World War II make this a scenario that defense strategists should at least not ignore. 
BMD has a deterrent effect

Pfaltzgraff et. al. ‘9

(Robert, President, Ph.D. in PoliSci, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Prof @ National Defense College, “Boost-Phase Missile Defense: Present Challenges, Future Prospects”, 4-3, The George Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/653.pdf)
I understand this in somewhat broader and perhaps different terms, this being the goal that you may well have is to deter the North Koreans from launching a Taepo-dong II. We don’t know whether that is going to be launched for a satellite or it is going to be launched for hostile use, but it could have a warhead on top of it and we know that the missile is dual-use technology. You could do either one. But the fact that the United States had in place a robust missile defense system capable of shooting that down itself might have – in fact, I would argue would have – a deterrent threat. What you would be doing in the case of a robust missile defense of the United States being deployed, which included a space-based interceptor layer, the ideal solution that we point out in our report, is giving the North Koreans and others a higher threshold that they would have to reach to get into the business in the first place. Without missile defense, we would impose no costs on an adversary in producing missiles which are relatively cheap compared to large standing armies, for example. And you give them an incentive to do that. The argument for the robust missile defense system lies in the higher costs it imposes on a country seeking to develop and deploy missiles armed with nuclear warheads. It is the political-strategic shadow that that system casts over the landscape that may make it indeed less and less necessary ever to have to use it.

North Korea Turn---1NC
That checks a global nuclear arms race

Stensrud ‘9

(Jamie, Prolific Author, Cites Multiple Studies, “Fears Over North Korean 
Ballistic Missile Capability,” http://yowusa.com/war/2000/war-2000-09a/1.shtml)

Concern over North Korea's nuclear technology and missile program has been rising over the past few years, and reached a new height last month when President Kim Jong Il surprised the world by offering to suspend development of his ballistic missile program in exchange for other nations giving North Korea rocket technology and booster rockets "for peaceful space research." Given that North Korea has already sold missiles to Iran and Syria, why bother?  he position, announced by the Washington Post on 29 July and proposed by Kim to Russian President Vladimir Putin, was immediately met with skepticism by US officials, as was Kim's second proposal that the United States pay North Korea the sum of one billion US dollars to compensate the impoverished nation for the political and economic losses to be incurred in the process.  But, is North Korea really attempting to stall for time in an effort to bring its missile program to full intercontinental fruition? Given the chronic stalemate existing between the UN and another renegade nuclear state, Iraq, this is a possibility that should not be ignored. Entry Into The Nuclear Club North Korea's entry into the Nuclear Club - the elite gang of countries which possess nuclear clear ability and advanced missile technology - is imminent.  Currently the east-Asian nation is believed to be able to target both Hawaii and Alaska, and to have the ability to reach continental North America within the next 5 years. In a recent report by Britain's Center for Defense and International Security Studies: "We expect [North Korea's] Taepo Dong 2 [ICBM] will be flight tested this year, unless delayed for political reasons.  A two-stage Taepo Dong-2 could deliver a several-hundred kilogram payload to Alaska and Hawaii, and a lighter payload to the western half of the United States. A three-stage Taepo Dong-2 could deliver a several-hundred kilogram payload anywhere in the United States." Given that Korea has now sold missiles to Syria and Iran, the Eastern and Western coasts of America are now within nuclear striking distance from both sides! ed, North Korea is one of the main reasons the US is considering the implementation of a missile defense shield over both North America and east Asian nations such as Taiwan. Proponents of the shield point out the rising threat of rogue nations such as Iran, Iraq, Pakistan, and North Korea obtaining an intercontinental reach with nuclear warheads, while detractors of the project, namely China, argue against it.   In a statement at the recent Association of Southeast Asian Nations' Regional Forum in Bangkok, Thailand, Chinese Foreign Minister Tang Jiaxuan claimed the missile shield went "against the tide of our times" and would upset the global balance of power. A New Global Arms Race? If Pyongyang continues to evolves its ballistic missile program to the intercontinental level, a new global nuclear arms race - already smoldering over the past several years as other nations develop their nuclear ability - could be accelerated.   The prospect of militant nations possessing the ability to wreak nuclear havoc at will is obviously not appealing to western governments who are attempting to integrate themselves into a global whole.  
Extinction

Doyle ‘9

(Clare, Committee for a Workers' International, Nuclear sabre-rattling, http://socialistworld.net/eng/2009/06/0701.html)
In the past couple of weeks, three 'events' in the peninsula have hit the headlines. There was the renewed nuclear bomb and missile testing in the north, accompanied by threats of resuming a war that is more than half a century old. At about the same time there was the suicide of a former president in the south, followed by mass demonstrations of grief and protest at the present right-wing government. Thirdly, came news that the ailing North Korean leader, Kim Jong-il, had named his successor. These events coming together have underlined the instability of the situation on the peninsula. In particular, the question is raised of whether a war will take place – one that could develop into a nuclear war threatening the very survival of the planet.

North Korea Turn---2NC---Uniqueness
North Korea is the largest threat –
a)  Deep-rooted hatred and long-standing nature of military confonrtation


Swaine et. al. ‘7

(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,” p.RAND)
Of these threats and concerns, the most significant is North Korea’s possession and development of increasingly more-capable mediumand intermediate-range missiles. Such missiles could be used to threaten or attack Japan in the context of a conflict on the Korean peninsula or a U.S.–North Korean military or political confrontation. Despite recent improvements in North Korea’s relations with both South Korea and the United States, such scenarios remain possible given the deep-rooted and long-standing nature of the military and political confrontation on the Korean peninsula, the seemingly unpredictable nature of the North Korean regime under some circumstances, and the continued absence of any substantive reduction in the size and disposition of North Korea’s military forces. Japanese public anxiety over the potential threat posed by North Korea’s ballistic missile program significantly increased when Pyongyang fired a rocket over northern Japan on August 31, 1998, ostensibly in a failed attempt to launch a satellite. North Korea’s ballistic missile capabilities are presented in Table 1. North Korea’s Nodong-1 MRBM (Scud Model-D) is arguably of greatest concern to Japan. It has a range of 1,000-1,300 km (620-800 miles) and could reach most of Japan, including many U.S. bases. North Korea began development of this missile in 1988. It has had only one known flight test in May 1993. During that year, the U.S. Department of Defense announced that the Nodong had become operational. North Korea currently possesses about 100 Nodong-1 missiles. Moreover, the Nodong provides the core technology for the longer-range, two-stage Taepodong (TPD). The Taepodong-1 has a range of 1,500–2,000 km (900–1,200 miles) and could reach all of Japan. The North Korean missile fired over Japan in August 1998 was apparently a Taepodong-1 with a solid-fuel third stage. This threestage rocket might have a range of more than 5,000 km (3,100 miles). North Korea is also reportedly developing a two-stage Taepodong-2 with a range of 4,000–6,000 km (2,500–3,700 miles) and might extend the range of this missile by adding a third stage.1 At present, Pyongyang has agreed to place a moratorium on further development of its longer-range missiles, including both the TPD-1 and the TPD-2. Many Japanese defense specialists are not especially concerned about either the TPD-1 or TPD-2, however, because their ranges are generally considered too long to pose a threat to Japan. Instead, these military observers of North Korea’s missile capabilities are reportedly placing an increasing emphasis on Pyongyang’s significant, and possibly growing, force of Nodong missiles.2 North Korea’s missile force is likely capable of delivering both conventional and nonconventional (WMD) warheads. Pyongyang had a small nuclear weapons program until at least the early 1990s, when it reached an agreement with the United States to suspend that program, and also manufactures and possesses a wide range of biological and chemical agents. Thus, although North Korea probably does not currently possess a nuclear warhead small enough to be delivered on a ballistic missile, it might possess missile-deliverable chemical and biological warheads. Moreover, the U.S.-led effort to restrain North Korea’s nuclear program under verifiable restraint has “not resolved the underlying concern that Pyongyang has the material to develop, or has already developed, one or more nuclear devices.” 
b)  Largest ballistic missile force in the world with nuclear capability

Pfaltzgraff and Van Cleave ‘9

(Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., Shelby Cullom Davis Professor  of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis; Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University, “Missile Defense,the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)
In the years since the surprise launch of its three-stage Tae​po Dong 1 missile over Japan in August 1998, North Korea has made substantial advances in its ballistic missile capabilities and now possesses the largest ballistic missile force in the developing world, according to Jane’s Information Group.3 Pyongyang has engaged in extensive efforts to conceal the size and scope of its ballistic missile programs, though es​timates suggest that it may have deployed as many as 1000 ballistic missiles, including some 600-800 Scud-type short-range rockets, between 150 and 200 medium-range No Dong missiles, and 50 other longer-range missiles.4 In 2003, North Korea lifted its self-imposed 1999 mora​torium on long-range missile testing.5 In July 2006, the Kim Jong-il regime fired a Taepo Dong 2 long-range missile as part of a series of missile tests.6 While the 2006 test failed 40 seconds after launch, it signified a considerable advance in the development of North Korea’s extended-range missile capability. The Congressional Research Service has indicat​ed that the Taepo Dong 2’s design would allow it to deliver a 1,500-kilogram warhead to targets as far as 8,000 kilometers away.7 According to 2005 testimony by Vice Admiral Low​ell Jacoby, USN (Ret.), former director of the U.S. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), Pyongyang’s Taepo Dong 2 mis​sile “could deliver a nuclear warhead to parts of the United States in a two-stage variant and target all of North Ameri​ca with a three-stage variant.”8 He also stated that North Ko​rea had achieved the ability to arm a missile with a nuclear device. North Korea has had a declared nuclear capability since 2005.10 In 2008, North Korean officials admitted that 37 ki​lograms of plutonium had been produced at the Yongbyon reactor, enough for as many as nine nuclear weapons.11 American assessments suggest that the actual amount of plutonium produced is likely much higher and that as much as 60 kilograms could have been extracted.12 Based upon this judgment, North Korea may have as many as 15 nucle​ar weapons, though most estimates in the U.S. intelligence community place the number at around ten.13 The extent of North Korea’s uranium enrichment program is not well known, but Pakistani nuclear scientist Abdul Qadeer (A.Q.) Khan stated that he had provided uranium enrichment equipment to Pyongyang.14 In 2002, DPRK First Vice For​eign Minister Kang Sok-ju admitted that North Korea was pursuing a uranium-enrichment program, the clear impli​cation being that the program was meant for weapons pro​duction.15 An operational North Korean uranium program could have the capability to add as many as six additional nuclear weapons a year to Pyongyang’s arsenal.16 A resolu​tion to the North Korean nuclear weapons dilemma has yet to be achieved, despite the various efforts to use the six-par​ty talks and other efforts for this purpose.
North Korea Turn---2NC---Link---Deterrence
Boost phase BMD key to deterrence

Pfaltzgraff et. al. ‘9

(Robert, President, Ph.D. in PoliSci, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Prof @ National Defense College,“Boost-Phase Missile Defense: Present Challenges, Future Prospects”, 4-3, The George Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/653.pdf)
It seems to me that the deployment of a serious boost-phase capability should pose a significant deterrent to the plans of countries such as North Korea and Iran to long-range ballistic missiles. A boost-phase system presents the attacker with the real-ity that the defense will be able to take multiple shots at its most valuable asset, increas-ing significantly the chances of interception of the booster, the boost vehicle and/or the warhead. It seems to me that with a boost system, mid-course and terminal counter-measures can be rendered largely irrelevant. We can certainly reduce presentation rates and the complications that they cause. Also the attacker has to consider the pos-sibility, if we are successful in early boost-phase interception, that a successful hit by the defense will land the debris right back in the attacker’s lap.
North Korea Turn---2NC---Internal Link---Adventurism/Arms Races
North Korean adventurism triggers arms races: 
a)  It keeps troops on high-alert status
b)  Deep-seated historical distrust and regional tension rescalation

Dibb ‘6

(Paul, 8/15, Emeritus Prof of IR @ Australian National University, “As one nuclear flashpoint reaches a lull, another simmers away,” Sydney Morning Herald, p. google)
NOW that the building blocks for achieving a cessation in hostilities in the crisis involving Israel and Hezbollah in Lebanon are in place, the focus can shift back to the main game - Iran and North Korea. Both flashpoints have the potential to escalate out of control if they are not managed carefully. Yet neither region is noted for the success of its diplomacy. Both the Middle East and North-East Asia are heavily armed parts of the world characterised by deep-seated hatreds and long-standing territorial disputes. Historically, such situations have been a recipe for disaster. Not so long ago we were being told that we were living in a peaceful, interdependent world. Yet the fact is that the constraints and understandings of the bipolar Cold War world have been replaced by a more uncertain world, where there is much more jockeying for position and influence. In the Middle East, the destruction of Saddam Hussein's regime and its replacement, at least for now, by a weakened Iraq has allowed Iran to become the dominant regional power. The regime in Tehran is hell-bent on exporting terrorism and acquiring nuclear weapons. For Israel, the ceasefire may stall the military action, but the longer-term real strategic threat it faces - the spectre of a nuclear-armed Iran equipped with ballistic missiles of sufficient range and accuracy to target Israel without taking out Palestinian or neighbouring Arab territories - will not go away. Israel will not tolerate this and the US needs to make it clear to Tehran that any such attack on Israel will bring about Iran's destruction. That was a good enough understanding with the USSR at the height of the Cold War. But this discipline no longer applies because now there is only one superpower, which cannot control both Israel and Arab-Iranian protagonists. In North Korea a similar situation applies. Having seen the destruction of Saddam's regime, North Korea's Kim Jong-il is intent on acquiring nuclear weapons to preserve his regime. But the end of the Cold War has eroded the influence of North Korea's allies over its military ambitions and sense of security. China has been embarrassed by its inability to restrain North Korea from testing nuclear-capable ballistic missiles and Russia no longer wields any influence over the rogue state. In many ways, the situation in North-East Asia is potentially even more dire than in the Middle East. North Korea's recalcitrance in dismantling its nuclear weapons program comes at a time of unprecedented tensions between China and Japan and South Korea and Japan where one false move could spell disaster. North Korea is playing a dangerous game of bellicose brinkmanship; it continues to keep more than a million troops on high-alert status, including heavy artillery concentrations only 50 kilometres from Seoul, a city of more than 10 million people. North Korea's acquisition of nuclear weapons threatens to seriously destabilise North-East Asia and result in a nuclear arms race developing there. As it is, the North's belligerence is encouraging Japan to build up its military capabilities. This at a time when China's poor relations with Japan are worrying. The Chinese communist leadership drums up anti-Japanese nationalism whenever it suits, while China's military build-up greatly concerns Japan. The pace of Beijing's defence spending is puzzling, particularly as China faces no military threat for the first time in many decades. Similarly, Japan's relations with South Korea are at a low point, partly over Japan's view of the history of World War II but also because of territorial disputes, which Seoul has elevated to the level of national pride, threatening the use of military force. This is occurring when, from Tokyo's perspective, South Korea is drifting from the orbit of the US alliance and getting uncomfortably close to China, as well as appeasing North Korea. All this is an unhealthy mix of great power tensions and deep-seated historical distrust and growing military capabilities. The bigger worry is that Pyongyang's adventurism will incinerate any efforts to stabilise a region full of dangerous rivalries, as will the inevitable collision between Iran and Israel in the Middle East.
North Korea Turn---2NC---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) 

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.
North Korea Turn---2NC---Impact---Aggression/Terrorism
Plan leads to North Korean nuclear war and terrorism

IBD ‘8

(Investor’s Business Daily, “Obama's Plan To Disarm The U.S,” p. lexis) 

Cutting allegedly "unproven" missile defense systems is music to Kim Jong Il's and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad's ears, let alone all the PLA generals wishing our destruction.  Yet Obama wants to kill a program that's yielding success after success, with both sea- and land-based systems. The military just this week intercepted a ballistic missile near Hawaii in a sea-based missile defense test.  Proposing "deep cuts in our nuclear arsenal" amounts to unilateral disarmament, and it's suicidal given China's and now Russia's aggressive military buildup.  Meanwhile, Iran and North Korea threaten nuclear madness, and Osama bin Laden dreams of unleashing a nuclear 9/11 on America. 
North Korea Turn---2NC---Impact---Prolif/NPT Collapse
North Korean prolif Collapses NPT and causes rapid Asian Proliferation

Huntley ‘5 
(Wade L. Huntley, May 5, director of the Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Research, Foreign Policy in Focus, “North Korea & the NPT”)

North Korea’s nuclear ambitions already fuel palpable regional dangers and uncertainties. A steadily (if slowly) growing arsenal of nuclear weapons in North Korea would aggravate these tensions, in some cases potentially past breaking points. If North Korea’s actions trigger a nuclear proliferation domino effect in East Asia, the viability of the NPT would be shaken at its foundation.  The weightiest concern is that North Korea’s ambitions would spur Japan to produce nuclear weapons. Japan has a peaceful nuclear power program that generates enriched plutonium, a space launch capacity sustaining advanced ballistic missile capabilities, and the technical expertise to reorient these activities into a sophisticated nuclear weapons development effort, if it chose to do so.  In reality, Japan is less likely to pursue nuclear weapons acquisition than many assert. Although Japan would perceive North Korea’s development of an overt nuclear weapons capability as specifically threatening, it is not at all clear how, strategically, a Japanese nuclear capability would counter this threat. So long as U.S. nuclear-girded security guarantees to Japan are considered credible, a Japanese nuclear capability would add little to deter a North Korean nuclear attack. Moreover, nuclear acquisition by Japan would not only fuel North Korea’s nuclear motivations, making any future nonproliferation accord that much harder to reach, but would also aggravate Japan’s relations with South Korea, China, and other states that have not forgotten World War II.  This logic is apparent to many Japanese strategists. Hence, it is easy to envision that even a North Korean nuclear test might not push Japan over the proliferation edge. On the other hand, a collapse of confidence in U.S. security guarantees, especially if consequential to developments in Korea, might prove to be the crucial tipping point convincing key Japanese defense planners to take the nuclear plunge.  In South Korea and Taiwan, nuclear programs are less advanced than in Japan. However, both Seoul and Taipei have demonstrated nuclear ambitions in the past, and both might be more directly motivated than Japan to respond to North Korean achievements.  In sum, although there are impediments to the nuclear proliferation domino effect that North Korea might trigger in the region, the impending threat of proliferation is bad news for the NPT. And if the arms race impediments weaken, and East Asian nuclear dominos begin falling, that’s even worse news for the NPT.  Luckily, this very black cloud has a small silver lining. Today, the North Korea situation is spurring greater cooperation on nonproliferation in the region, especially between the United States and China. If this collaboration were linked more tangibly to the NPT rather than emerging as an independent alternative process, it could serve to strengthen the NPT globally. This could occur even if the collaborative effort fails to restore a non-nuclear North Korea, if it is at least successful in strengthening the regional commitment and mechanisms to suppress the nuclear contagion.  Conversely, a regional multilateral nonproliferation process constituted on a more ad hoc basis and increasingly independent of the NPT will tend to marginalize the treaty. This could occur (and might even be precipitated) if such an ad hoc process, against current odds, successfully produces a peaceful nonproliferation outcome on the Korean Peninsula.  Thus, the future relevance of the NPT is linked to the manner in which the current North Korea crisis is ultimately handled. However, this linkage is secondary to the outcome of the crisis. The worst case—an accelerating nuclear arms race eroding all semblances of regional security cooperation—could spark nuclear proliferation worldwide, completely undermining the NPT. The only sure way to prevent that outcome is to somehow achieve a non-nuclear North Korea.
North Korea Turn---2NC---Impact---Korea War (Chol)
North Korean nuclear war goes global
Chol ‘99
(Executive Director of Center for Korean-American Peace, Kim Myong, “US-DPRK Will End Up in Shotgun Marriage,” Policy Forum Online, October 22, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/9907G_Kim.html)
Kim Jong Il, often called North Korea's David, did not flinch from standing up to the military muscle of the world's super-Goliath, the United States. Kim Jong II had already built up a lethal war machine capable of wreaking unprecedented havoc on the American mainland at a minute's notice. Kim Jong Il is sure of the huge capability of his military. It would take the Korean People's Army as few as several minutes to wipe out off the world map the whole of South Korea and the entire Japanese archipelago. Significantly absent from the Perry report is a mention of the real threat of any new war in Korea instantly expanding into nuclear war, with 12 operating nuclear reactors in the ROK, 51 reactors in Japan and 102 in the United States singled out as prime targets. However, the Perry report noted that a new war would be fought on the world's most densely populated and industrialized areas, unlike the Gulf War and the Yugoslavia war. Resumption of hostilities in Korea would spell an abrupt end to the present unprecedented economic prosperity the Americans are enjoying. It would leave South Korea and Japan smoking in Stone-Age ruins. Forward military bases, AEGIS ships, nuclear-powered aircraft carriers, submarines and cruise missiles would be of little operational value in safeguarding the American mainland from nuclear holocaust. Moreover, dozens, hundreds of Chernobyls will inevitably break out in South Korea, Japan and the United States. 
 
North Korea Turn---2NC---Impact---Korea War---Russia-China 
North Korean war escalates to superpower war involving Russia and China

Stares and Wit ‘9

(Sr. Fellow for Conflict Prevention at the C.F.R. & Adjunct Sr. Research Fellow @ Weatherhead East Asia Institute, Columbia University, 2009 (Paul and Joel, “Preparing for Sudden Change in North Korea,” January, available for download athttp://www.cfr.org/)

These various scenarios would present the United States and the neighboring states with challenges and dilemmas that, depending on how events were to unfold, could grow in size and complexity. Important and vital interests are at stake for all concerned. North Korea is hardly a normal country located in a strategic backwater of the world. As a nuclear weapons state and exporter of ballistic missile systems, it has long been a serious proliferation concern to Washington. With one of the world's largest armies in possession of huge numbers of long-range artillery and missiles, it can also wreak havoc on America's most important Asian allies—South Korea and Japan—both of which are home to large numbers of American citizens and host to major U.S. garrisons committed to their defense. Moreover, North Korea abuts two great powers—China and Russia—that have important interests at stake in the future of the peninsula. That they would become actively engaged in any future crisis involving North Korea is virtually guaranteed. Although all the interested powers share a basic interest in maintaining peace and stability' in northeast Asia, a major crisis from within North Korea could lead to significant tensions and—as in the past— even conflict between them. A contested or prolonged leadership struggle in Pyongyang would inevitably raise questions in Washington about whether the United States should try to sway the outcome.5 Some will almost certainly argue that only by promoting regime change will the threat now posed by North Korea as a global proliferator, as a regional menace to America's allies, and as a massive human rights violator, finally disappear. Such views could gain some currency in Seoul and even Tokyo, though it seems unlikely. Beijing, however, would certainly look on any attempt to promote a pro-American regime in Pyongyang as interference in the internal affairs of a sovereign state and a challenge to China's national interests. This and other potential sources of friction could intensify should the situation in North Korea deteriorate. The impact of a severe power struggle in Pyongyang on the availability of food and other basic services could cause tens and possibly hundreds of thousands of refugees to flee North Korea. The pressure on neighboring countries to intervene with humanitarian assistance and use their military to stem the flow of refugees would likely grow in these circumstances. Suspicions that the situation could be exploited by others for political advantage would add to the pressure to act sooner rather than later in a crisis. China would be the most likely destination for refugees because of its relatively open and porous border; its People's Liberation Army (PLA) has reportedly developed contingency plans to intervene in North Korea for possible humanitarian, peacekeeping, and "environmental control" missions.6 Besides increasing the risk of dangerous military interactions and unintended escalation in sensitive borders areas, China's actions would likely cause considerable consternation in South Korea about its ultimate intentions toward the peninsula. China no doubt harbors similar fears about potential South Korean and American intervention in the North.

North Korea Turn---2NC---AT: BMD Causes North Korean Prolif
Alternative leads to terrorism and negotiation crises 
Pfaltzgraff et. al. ‘9

(Robert, President, Ph.D. in PoliSci, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Prof @ National Defense College,“Boost-Phase Missile Defense: Present Challenges, Future Prospects”, 4-3, The George Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/653.pdf)
We are not very good at explaining that the threat is not that Kim Jong Il is go-ing to wake up tomorrow and decide to nuke New York. The coercive and blackmail power of ballistic missiles is what is at issue. Iran wants ballistic missiles armed with nuclear weapons as a top cover under which they can do their terrorist attacks upon Lebanon and Israel and go after our forces in Iraq and Afghanistan as well as other things they do with respect with Syria. And North Korea wants the same thing. It is a coercive lever. The point is, as Dan pointed out, in the absence of a missile defense, you are walking into either a negotiation or a crisis with very few good options. That is what missile defense gives you; it gives you an enormous number of options which play out in the diplomatic and political and military environment, which often we don’t talk about.
North Korea Turn---2NC---AT: Six Party Talks Solve
Six party talks don’t solve – 

a.) South Korea wont negotiate – Cheonan incident 

b.) North is being sneaky – they’re pulling a façade for leverage – no risk of denuclearization
Korea Times 7/18

(Kang Hyun-kyung, staff, “Seoul not ready to restart six-party talks,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/07/116_69672.html)
South Korea’s top diplomat said Sunday that North Korea’s willingness to return to the six-party talks to end its nuclear program was unwelcome at the moment because of its suspicious motives.  With the remarks, South Korea appeared to send a signal that it was not prepared to restart the multilateral talks as North Korea has not made any unequivocal action or shown a willingness to denuclearize.   Yu Myung-hwan, minister of foreign affairs and trade, was suspicious that North Korea, which according to the multinational investigation team was responsible for the sinking of the warship Cheonan, sought to divert international attention from the naval disaster.  The incident killed 46 sailors near the maritime border in the West Sea in March.   The U.N. Security Council (UNSC) condemned the attack, mentioning the multinational investigation team’s findings, while not directly pointing their fingers at North Korea as responsible for the incident.   After the coordinated UNSC measure, North Korea and China immediately expressed their willingness to resume the multilateral talks to discuss ways of denuclearization in the North.   South Korea reiterated its position that North Korea should show its sincerity in giving up its nuclear ambition. The South also made it clear that it won’t reward the North simply because Pyongyang expressed its willingness to return to the six-party talks.   “Earlier, North Korea had maintained that it would not return to the six-party talks. But it suddenly shifted its stance after the UNSC measure and mentioned the dialogue,” Minister Yu said during a television news show aired Sunday morning.   “I suspect that the North is trying to use the six-party talks to turn the tide (in an attempt to deny its responsibility for the maritime disaster).” Yu also alleged that the North sneakily tried to change the agenda of the talks.   “North Korea says the six governments should put a peace treaty on the negotiating table in exchange for denuclearization. It also calls for all parties to be considered equal at the talks,” he said.  The foreign minister said the North demanded other parties lift U.N. sanctions imposed last year after North Korea test-fired missiles and conducted a second underground nuclear test.   He made the interpretation against the backdrop of North Korea’s argument earlier that it was not fair for it to sit down with five other nations when sanctions were imposed.   “Having said that, I think the time is not ripe for resuming the six-party talks,” he said.  While Minister Yu remained skeptical about the resumption of dialogue over denuclearization, his predecessor called on the ministry not to link the Cheonan case to the six-party talks.   Rep. Song Min-soon of the main opposition Democratic Party urged the foreign ministry not to link the Cheonan case to the resumption of the six-party talks, saying ``differences between Washington and Beijing over the Korean Peninsula affairs have turned the bilateral relations sour.’’
North Korea Turn---2NC---AT: Prolif Causes Stable Deterrence
Even if prolif causes regional deterrence, North Korean nuke blackmail constrains US power projection – causes domino effect and nuclear Asia 

Lee ‘7

(Dong Sun Lee, Assistant Professor at the Department of Political Science and International Relations at Korea University. Ph.D. in political science from the University of Chicago, Australian Journal of International Affairs Vol. 61, No. 4, December 2007, informaworld)
I have attempted to dispel widely held myths about the strategic implications of North Korea's nuclear arming. I have argued that its acquisition of nuclear weapons alone will not bring grave dangers to regional security: namely, war in the Korean peninsula and nuclear proliferation throughout East Asia. Contrary to the pessimistic expectations, nuclear bombs do not make Pyongyang any less deterrable and actually somewhat reduce the likelihood of a US preventive war. South Korea and Japan will not seek an independent nuclear deterrent to cope with the North Korean threat because they have what look like potent yet less politically burdensome alternatives—the US nuclear umbrella, negotiated disarmament, and missile defence. I also have argued that North Korean nuclear development nevertheless poses lesser latent threats to stability of East Asia. The armaments strengthen incentives for pre-emptive strikes on both the US side and North Korea, thereby raising the risk of a crisis inadvertently escalating into a major war. Also, the security dilemmas could worsen between Washington and Beijing, between Tokyo and Beijing, and between Tokyo and Seoul. Countermeasures taken by one country against the DPRK nuclear arsenal could unintentionally prompt negative reactions from another, increasing mutual tensions and igniting arms races. But although these potential dangers are significant, they hardly warrant an alarmist view on—and a drastic response to—the North Korean nuclear armaments. In the final analysis, a nuclear-armed Pyongyang will not cause a political tsunami, but only a ripple.If the arming of North Korea alone is unlikely to either cause deterrence failure on the Korean peninsula or trigger a nuclear chain reaction in East Asia, then what development could give rise to these dangers? I argue the unravelling of US regional alliances could make such imaginary threats a reality. A US withdrawal from East Asia—whether due to diminished interest or capability—could undermine deterrence on the Korean peninsula and trigger a nuclear domino effect.If the US-ROK alliance—and, with it, the US nuclear umbrella in the region—disintegrates, Kim Jong Il might be tempted to conduct a limited-aims operation against the South. In this scenario, North Korea would attempt to seize a valuable piece of territory—part of Seoul, for example—through a surprise attack, and then threaten to use nuclear weapons if South Korea counterattacks. In such an event, absent a US nuclear protection, South Korea would have compelling reasons to fear that its counteroffensive would call forth a nuclear retaliation. Partial occupation of Seoul also would cripple South Korea's own ability to mobilise its superior war potential and launch a powerful counterattack. Consequently, South Korea might be forced to succumb to North Korean blackmail and accept a fait accompli, with North Korea achieving a dominant strategic position on the Korean peninsula. (Although a US withdrawal would further decrease the risk of US preventive war against North Korea, its net effect would be negligible on the situation because Washington already has lost any intent to attack Pyongyang. In the final analysis, US retrenchment would undermine deterrence on the Korean peninsula.) To avoid this danger, South Korea would respond to the lifting of the US nuclear umbrella by acquiring an indigenous nuclear capability; Japan would follow suit. If the US-Japan alliance withers away, Tokyo would be vulnerable to Pyongyang's possible nuclear attack and blackmail. Japanese politicians would feel pressured to develop nuclear weapons to supplement a missile defence. Thus, US retrenchment—in conjunction with North Korean armaments—would nuclearise East Asia.
***Iran Turn***
Iran Turn---1NC
US-Japan cooperation is the foundation of European BMD
Schiffer ‘10

(Michael, 3/17, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Affairs, Congressional Documents and Publications, p. lexis)
U.S. missile defense cooperation with Japan has become a central element in the defense relationship. Japan's investments in four BMD-capable AEGIS destroyers, and the upgrades of its Patriot battalions to the PAC-3 capability, are going a long way towards augmenting and strengthening the missile defense capability that protects Japan and our forces stationed there. At the same time, the collaboration between the United States and Japan on the Standard Missile 3 Block IIA not only promises both of our countries the opportunity to improve our future capabilities, but will serve as the foundation for land-based missile defense capabilities that the United States aims to deploy in Europe in support of defense requirements for our NATO allies and partners in the Arabian Gulf region.
That’s vital to check Iranian missiles

Ewing ‘9

(Philip, Staff writer @ Navy Times, “BMD fleet plans Europe defense mission,” http://www.navytimes.com/news/2009/09/navy_bmd_ships_092809w/)
The Navy’s new mission of protecting Europe from ballistic-missile attacks has widespread implications for the surface fleet, potentially affecting everything from deployment schedules to crewing arrangements to command-and-control procedures for cruisers and destroyers. Ballistic-missile defense warships have become the keystone in a new national strategy to shield European allies from potential attacks by Iran. Rather than field sensors and missiles on the ground in Poland and the Czech Republic, the U.S. will first maintain a presence of at least two or three Aegis BMD ships in the waters around Europe, starting in 2011. That announcement — which defined a new mission for the surface force: continent defense — immediately raised many questions that Navy planners must answer over the next two years: 
Extinction

Rubin ‘9

(Barry, Prof @ the Interdisciplinary Center, Director of the Global Research in International Affairs, Research Director of the IDC's Lauder School of Government, Diplomacy, and Strategy, “What if Iran gets a working nuclear weapon? How Middle East crisis would hit U.S.,” http://www.nydailynews.com/news/national/2009/03/09/2009-03-09_what_if_iran_gets_a_working_nuclear_weap.html)
If and when Iran gets nuclear weapons it would set off a global nightmare.  Most obviously, Iran could use nuclear arms to attack Israel. It’s easy to say that Iran’s leaders would be cautious, but what if ideology, error, or an extremist faction decides to wipe the Jewish state off the map? Even a 10-percent chance of nuclear holocaust is terrifying.  And if Israel decides its existence is at risk, it would launch a preemptive attack that would also produce a big crisis. That’s just for starters.  Once Iran has nuclear weapons, every Arab state, with the exception of Iran’s ally Syria, would also be imperiled. Those countries would beg for U.S. protection. But could they depend on America, under the 

Obama" 
Barack Obama
 administration, to go to war – especially a nuclear one – to shield them?  Uncertain of U.S. reliability, these governments would rush to appease Iran. To survive, the Arab states will do whatever Iran wants – which would come at high cost for America: alliances would weaken and military bases would close down. No Arab state would dare support peace with Israel, either. But Arab states wouldn’t feel safe with just appeasement. An arms’ race would escalate in which several other countries would try to buy or build nukes of their own. Tension, and chance for nuclear war, whether through accident or miscalculation, would soar. The 

States" 
United States
 would eventually have to get dragged in. European allies would also be scared. As reluctant as they are to help America in the Middle East, that paralysis would get worse. As willing as they are to appease Tehran, they’d go far beyond that. Meanwhile, an emboldened Iran would push to limit oil and gas production and increase prices. Other oil producers would feel compelled to move away from their former, more responsible practices. Consumers’ fears would push up the prices further. Yet there’s worse. Flush with a feel of victory, Iran and its allies — Syria, Hamas, Hezbollah, and Iraqi insurgents — would recruit more members to its cause. These terrorist groups would interpret the retreat of more moderate Arab countries and the West as signs of weakness and use it to fuel more aggression. Such a terrible scenario is likely even if Iran never actual uses a nuclear weapon on another country.  This new era in the Middle East would bring risks and the probability of war for America that would dwarf all the region’s current troubles and the crises faced by the United States in the whole world. And that’s why it’s so important to avoid Iran getting nuclear weapons in the first place
Iran Turn---2NC---Uniqueness---Yes Iran Threat/Nuclearization

Iran’s a huge threat – they’ll develop icbms soon and they can launch EMPs

Pfaltzgraff and Van Cleave ‘9

(Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., Shelby Cullom Davis Professor  of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis; Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University, “Missile Defense,the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)
With the benefit of assistance from abroad, including North Korea and Pakistan, the Islamic Republic of Iran has moved forward with its ballistic missile program. Iran has had a demonstrated tactical ballistic missile capability since the 1980s, but in June 2003 it marked a major milestone when it deployed its 1,300-kilometer-range Shahab-3, capable of targeting Israel and Turkey, as well as U.S. forces in the Per​sian Gulf.18 Since then, Iran has begun “mass production” of  the original Shahab-3 missile19, and commenced work on a number of Shahab variants.20 This work has yielded impor​tant dividends: in September 2007, Iran publicly unveiled a “new” medium-range ballistic missile, the Ghadr-1, at a mil​itary parade in Tehran. This missile, which Iran claims has a range of 1,800 kilometers, appears to be an extended-range variant of the Shahab-3.21 Subsequently, in November 2007, Iran carried out a test of its Ashoura missile, a 2,000-kilo​meter-range solid fuel variant of the Shahab.22 These steps are part of what U.S. officials believe is a growing emphasis in Tehran on the development of an inter​continental ballistic missile capability. As John Rood, then-acting assistant secretary of state for international security and nonproliferation, told Congress in May 2007, “The In​telligence Community assesses that Iran would be able to develop an ICBM capable of reaching the United States and all regions of Europe before 2015 if it chose to do so. And, I would point out that Iran has acquired ballistic missiles from North Korea in the past and note the possibility that it could do so again in the future, potentially acquiring mis​siles with even longer ranges.”23 As a result of these advanc​es, it is likely that Iran could field an intercontinental ballis​tic missile by the middle of the next decade.24 Iran may have conducted tests to determine whether its ballistic missiles, notably the Shahab-3 or the Scud, could be detonated by re​mote control while still in flight. The significance of such a capability lies in its potential to launch an electromagnetic pulse (EMP) attack, discussed later in this section.
Successful tests prove and they have a strong relationship with NoKo

Huessy ‘9


(Peter, Senior Defense Consultant Associate at the National Defense University Foundation (NDUF) and President of GeoStrategic Analysis, “Missile Defense in the Age of Nuclear Proliferation”, inFocus, http://www.jewishpolicycenter.org/1527/missile-defense-nuclear-proliferation)
The Iranians are developing missiles with ranges in excess of 2,400 kilometers, and are seeking to develop an intercontinental missile capability, which the United States Air Force predicts will be completed by 2015. Tehran also has successfully tested a two-stage rocket that placed a satellite in orbit. This is a common precursor to developing an ICBM (intercontinental ballistic missile) capability. North Korea now lags behind Iran in domestic rocket capabilities. Its last test of a long-range rocket only successfully completed two stages. If the third stage were to work, Pyongyang could land a 300 to 500 kilogram warhead on the United States. And while the West might experience relief over these apparent failures, it should be noted that Iranian technicians have been identified at North Korean launch facilities, marking a strong symbiotic relationship and the potential for technical cooperation. The Russians and Chinese also assist both rocket programs. In the case of Iran, current assessments indicate that the Mullahs are developing nuclear devices to fit onto its 2,000 to 2,400 kilometer range Shahab missiles. This is a development of the utmost significance. The Islamic Republic could fit a small nuclear device onto a short or medium range missile, and launch it from a freighter just 300 kilometers off the coast of North Carolina, for example. Indeed, as Investors Business Daily reports, "the Iranians have tested a sophisticated nuclear warhead design that lets them pack a nuclear warhead into a smaller package able to fit nicely on the Shahab-3 and other Iranian missiles." 
Iran Turn---2NC---Uniqueness---Yes Iran Threat/Nuclearization 

CBO goes neg – they have all the technical capabilities
CBO ‘9

(Congressional Budget Office, February, federal agency within the legislative branch of the United States government. It is a government agency that provides economic data to Congress, “Options for Deploying Missile Defenses in Europe,” http://www.cbo.gov/ftpdocs/100xx/doc10013/02-27-MissileDefense.pdf)

Another question often raised about MDA’s plans for European missile defense is the viability and urgency of the Iranian missile threat—in particular, the threat to the United States. Developing long-range missiles capable of traveling the 10,000 or more kilometers from Iran to the United States would be a technical challenge, as would developing a nuclear weapon. (Presumably, an Iranian ICBM attack on the United States would use a nuclear warhead or other weapon of mass destruction rather than a conventional warhead.) In a 2006 report, DoD’s National Air and Space Intelligence Center stated that “Iran has an extensive missile development program and has received support from entities in Russia, China, and North Korea,” concluding that “Iran could have an ICBM capable of reaching the United States before 2015.”22 Previous assessments by various organizations have reached similar conclusions. A National Intelligence Estimate from November 2007 addressed the issue of potential Iranian nuclear weapons, concluding that “Iran probably would be technically capable of producing enough [highly enriched uranium] for a weapon sometime during the 2010–2015 time frame.” That report also stated that until fall 2003, Iranian military entities were working to develop a nuclear weapon, but those programs were subsequently halted. However, the report also judged that “Iran has the scientific, technical and industrial capacity eventually to produce nuclear weapons if it decides to do so.”23 Combining those two components to form a viable nuclear ICBM threat would present additional challenges. Citing the difficulties in adapting a nuclear weapon from a laboratory environment “in a concrete tunnel, [with] no G-loading, no vibration, no temperature extremes” to an ICBM, a former commander-in-chief of U.S. Strategic Command stated, “I would submit that the miniaturization of a nuclear warhead is probably the most significant challenge that any proliferant would have to face.”24 CBO modeled the defensive capability of various missile defense options against shorter-range missiles that Iran has reportedly tested or claims to have developed and against potential future Iranian IRBMs or ICBMs. However, CBO did not attempt to assess whether or when Iran might be technically capable of fielding such threats. CBO’s analysis was based on technical descriptions of current Iranian missiles and of proxy missiles developed by other countries available in unclassified literature. The proxy missiles were chosen to represent the various types of missiles that exist and could potentially be fielded by an adversary (a liquid-fuel IRBM capable of reaching all of Europe and liquid- and solid-fuel ICBMs capable of reaching the United States), each of which would present different challenges to a missile defense system. Any actual missiles in those categories that Iran fielded in the future would most likely differ in detail from the proxies that CBO selected. 
Iran Turn---2NC---Uniqueness---AT: European BMD Now

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)

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.
Iran Turn---2NC---Uniqueness---AT: U.S. Abandoned European BMD 

There was a shift from original plan – we’re still deploying a bmd and protecting Europe

Shear and Tyson ‘9

(Michael D. Shear and Ann Scott Tyson, 9/18, Staff @ Washington Post, Tyson reported from the Pentagon. Staff writers Mary Beth Sheridan and Walter Pincus in Washington, correspondent Philip P. Pan in Helsinki and special correspondent Shannon Smiley in Berlin contributed to this report, “Obama Shifts Focus Of Missile Shield,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/17/AR2009091700639.html?hpid=topnews&sid=ST2009091701841)

That concern was echoed by Obama's chief rival during the 2008 campaign, Sen. John McCain (Ariz.), who called the move away from a missile system designed to counter long-range weapons "seriously misguided."  "Given the serious and growing threats posed by Iran's missile and nuclear programs, now is the time when we should look to strengthen our defenses, and those of our allies," McCain said in a statement. "Missile defense in Europe has been a key component of this approach."  In his briefing, Gates anticipated those criticisms and fired back strongly. "Those who say we are scrapping missile defense in Europe are either misinformed or misrepresenting the reality of what we are doing," Gates said. "The security of Europe has been a vital national interest of the United States for my entire career. The circumstances, borders and threats may have changed, but that commitment continues."  For Gates, the president's decision is an especially dramatic reversal. In December 2006, shortly after assuming office as Bush's defense secretary, Gates recommended the missile defense system based in the Czech Republic and Poland to protect against the threat of longer-range missiles that Iran was developing.  White House officials said Gates's support of the new approach gives it credibility and serves to undermine the accusations made by the president's Republican adversaries.  Critics of the Bush defense plan have long said it addressed a threat that did not exist, using missiles that might not work. That system was aimed at shooting down long-range ballistic missiles, which Iran is not expected to have until at least 2015, according to arms-control experts. The system was not intended to deal with Iran's medium-range missiles, which are capable of hitting Turkey and the edge of Europe.  In addition, the two-stage missiles that were supposed to be based in Poland as part of the Bush-era shield plan have not been tested.  As described by Gates and his top generals, Obama's new missile defense plan will unfold in three stages. By 2011, the Pentagon will deploy Navy Aegis ships equipped with SM-3 interceptors in the eastern Mediterranean.  A second phase in about 2015 will field an upgraded, land-based SM-3 in allied countries, and discussions are underway with Poland and the Czech Republic on basing the missiles in their territory, Gates said. In 2018, the third phase will deploy a larger and more capable missile, which will allow the defense shield to protect Europe and the United States against short- and intermediate-range rockets and, eventually, intercontinental ballistic missiles. 
Iran Turn---2NC---Uniqueness---AT: U.S. Abandoned European BMD

We’re not giving up

Stratfor ‘9

(9/17, global intelligence agency, “U.S. Military: The Future of BMD in Europe,” p.Stratfor)
But even before the Sept. 17 announcement, the situation had begun to shift. There were delays in Washington, Warsaw and Prague alike in nailing down the details. As time slipped by and ground was not broken on the installations in Poland and the Czech Republic, the potential benefits of GMD in terms of expediency began to erode. Competing technologies like the Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) matured faster and proved more robust and reliable, and improvements and follow-on systems inched closer to fruition. Indeed, Gates has taken a different approach to BMD than his predecessor (former Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld was a key proponent of the aggressive fielding of GMD), and the new Obama administration has allowed him to push forward with a new approach. funds have already been allocated to upgrade more Atlantic-based ships to carry the SM-3 Photo by Chris Bishop/U.S. Navy via Getty Images A Standard Missile Three (SM-3) is launched from the guided missile cruiser USS Shiloh in June, 2006. Indeed, the Gates Pentagon may well have wished to scrap the GMD system slated for Poland even if it had not become so controversial. And many of the changes in the architecture of U.S. BMD efforts announced Sept. 17 had already been put in motion. For example, BMD-capable, Aegis-equipped cruisers and destroyers armed with the SM-3 have long been postulated as an alternative to the Poland-based interceptors and Czech-based X-band radar. Indeed, though almost all U.S. BMD-capable warships are currently stationed in the Pacific, . Gates has suggested that these warships could begin to patrol north and south of Europe as soon as 2011, though whether there would be a continuous at-sea presence is just one of a number of decisions yet to be made. Another consideration was the potential deployment to Poland of an American Patriot air defense battery. Warsaw had originally hoped to see a Patriot battery deployed alongside the GMD interceptors (unlike GMD, Patriot missiles would actually be capable of defending Polish territory). Now the Poles are concerned that instead of a permanently stationed Patriot battery, they may see only U.S. troops conducting transitory training exercises with the Patriot, perhaps even with inert rather than actual interceptors. Gen. Cartwright said during the press conference that training deployments with the Patriot would precede any operational deployments, although there are no formal agreements on even the proposed training exercises, much less a sense of whether Washington will follow through on the deployment of Patriots in a more permanent way anytime soon. The press conference was characterized by this sort of equivocation. A series of ideas divided into phases were announced in a very concrete way, as Gates and Cartwright tried to make it clear that U.S. BMD efforts in Europe would continue — that this was a shift in the hardware and scheme of maneuver, not the overall mission. But much like the limbo that the GMD system has been in for two years now, nothing has been decided (at least from all indications). When it comes to ground-based BMD systems in Europe, whatever might come next is still subject to change. Gates raised the prospect of a still-to-be-developed ground-based version of the SM-3 that might be stationed in several unnamed locations in Europe, along with mobile X-band BMD radars system currently stationed in Israel. He insisted that Poland and the Czech Republic would be among the first countries the United States would talk to when the Pentagon considered the deployment of these land-based SM-3s in the 2015 timeframe. While the conversion of the SM-3 to a ground-based system and its integration with other BMD radar systems should not pose any major technical hurdles, a lot can happen in six years’ time. One of the possibilities is the development of a deployable land-based SM-3, along with the fielding of Block 2 versions of the missile now under development that are larger and more capable. This would mean not only that the SM-3s the United States might deploy on land in Europe would be able to cover more ground from fewer locations but also that sea-based SM-3s would be able to cover more territory from the sea. As the Pentagon insisted during the press conference, the United States is certainly not giving up on BMD in Europe. Some 18 U.S. warships equipped with the SM-3 already boast the most capable and deployable BMD interceptor that the world has ever seen (one that also has proven utility in a satellite role). The SM-3 and other mobile systems like the terminal high altitude area defense (or THAAD) in the pipeline will mean that the U.S. BMD network will be increasingly mobile. But while providing coverage to Europe remains a stated goal, the picture Gates and Cartwright painted of future plans for BMD basing in Europe was not well defined at all. And 2015 is a long way off — especially with the relationship between Washington and Moscow so susceptible to rapid change.
Iran Turn---2NC---Link---Japan Key to European BMD
The plan destroys European BMD
Brown ‘9


(Peter J., 11/5, Asia Times, Staff, “US frets over Tokyo drift,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KK05Dh01.html)
For example, one joint US-Japan project involves the SM-3 block 2A interceptor missile, along with a follow-on known as the SM-3 Block 2B. These missiles are not only key components in the BMD system that both Japan and the US embrace, but also now vital to Europe's BMD plans.
Second – 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. 
Third – it’s uniquely key to every ally
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. 
Iran Turn---2NC---Link---Japan Key to European BMD
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.
Iran Turn---2NC---Link---BMD Key to Deterrence
BMD is key to deter Iran

Pfaltzgraff et. al. ‘9

(Robert, President, Ph.D. in PoliSci, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Prof @ National Defense College,“Boost-Phase Missile Defense: Present Challenges, Future Prospects”, 4-3, The George Marshall Institute, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/653.pdf)
It seems to me that the deployment of a serious boost-phase capability should pose a significant deterrent to the plans of countries such as North Korea and Iran to long-range ballistic missiles. A boost-phase system presents the attacker with the real-ity that the defense will be able to take multiple shots at its most valuable asset, increas-ing significantly the chances of interception of the booster, the boost vehicle and/or the warhead. It seems to me that with a boost system, mid-course and terminal counter-measures can be rendered largely irrelevant. We can certainly reduce presentation rates and the complications that they cause. Also the attacker has to consider the pos-sibility, if we are successful in early boost-phase interception, that a successful hit by the defense will land the debris right back in the attacker’s lap.
And that outweighs conventional deterrence

Perkovich ‘9

(George, May, Ph.D, vice president for studies and director of the Nuclear Policy Program at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, expert in U.S. foreign policy, nonproliferation, security, global governance, and non-governmental actors,
“EXTENDED DETERRENCE ON THE WAY TO A NUCLEAR-FREE WORLD,” http://www.icnnd.org/research/Perkovich_Deterrence.pdf)
Issues arising from extended deterrence in Europe and East Asia are discussed more fully below. Here I want to touch on the question of extended nuclear deterrence in the Middle East. I believe that discussing extending nuclear deterrence to Iran’s neighbors now is both premature and counterproductive. Conventional deterrence and missile defenses should be emphasized instead. For the U.S. to talk now about extending nuclear deterrence against Iran is to strengthen Iran’s position. It would make much of the rest of the world more sympathetic to Iran’s refusal to cease uranium enrichment. It would foster the argument heard in many places— though not in Iran—that “of course Iran needs nuclear weapons, because the U.S. has these weapons and is threatening Iran.” Rather than give excuses for Iran to seek nuclear weapons and for others not to exert pressure on it to curtail suspect activities, it is wiser at this time to publicly reduce the salience of U.S. nuclear weapons. 
It also neutralizes Iran’s Shahab 3’s
Bird ‘10

(Michael, March Issue, Ph.D., Econ Lecturer, former North Atlantic Treaty Organization military commander, Prof Emeritus of Economics @ Colorado College, “Missile shield raises new nuclear arms race fears,” The Diplomat, http://www.thediplomat.ro/articol.php?id=905)

According to the USA, Iran is creating a medium-range ballistic missile, the Shahab 3, with a 2,000 km range capable of attacking NATO allies Greece, Romania and Bulgaria.  Development of these weapons could be ready by 2015, according to US intelligence, while the west and Israel remain concerned that Iran has plans to produce nuclear material for the missiles.  Currently, the USA believes the greatest threat from Iran will be to US allies and partners and to US military and civilian personnel in the Middle East and Europe.  This has prompted the USA to green-light a defence system of 24 Standard Missiles (SM-3) on a land-based platform in Romania by 2015, which aims to knock out the Shahab 3s in mid-air.  The Romanian installation is the first tangible security guarantee from the USA for Romania and rewards the EU country for its strong military and political support of USA and NATO ventures in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Romanian President Traian Basescu was vague in phrasing against whom the system was defending his country. He said the shield “comes in response to new categories of threats”. Basescu said the system did not target Russia, but he made no mention of Iran.  
Iran Turn---2NC---Internal Link---Iranian Adventurism 
Iranian adventurism triggers escalation and war
Dibb ‘6

(Paul, 8/15, Emeritus Prof of IR @ Australian National University, “As one nuclear flashpoint reaches a lull, another simmers away,” Sydney Morning Herald, p. google)
NOW that the building blocks for achieving a cessation in hostilities in the crisis involving Israel and Hezbollah in Lebanon are in place, the focus can shift back to the main game - Iran and North Korea. Both flashpoints have the potential to escalate out of control if they are not managed carefully. Yet neither region is noted for the success of its diplomacy. Both the Middle East and North-East Asia are heavily armed parts of the world characterised by deep-seated hatreds and long-standing territorial disputes. Historically, such situations have been a recipe for disaster. Not so long ago we were being told that we were living in a peaceful, interdependent world. Yet the fact is that the constraints and understandings of the bipolar Cold War world have been replaced by a more uncertain world, where there is much more jockeying for position and influence. In the Middle East, the destruction of Saddam Hussein's regime and its replacement, at least for now, by a weakened Iraq has allowed Iran to become the dominant regional power. The regime in Tehran is hell-bent on exporting terrorism and acquiring nuclear weapons. For Israel, the ceasefire may stall the military action, but the longer-term real strategic threat it faces - the spectre of a nuclear-armed Iran equipped with ballistic missiles of sufficient range and accuracy to target Israel without taking out Palestinian or neighbouring Arab territories - will not go away. Israel will not tolerate this and the US needs to make it clear to Tehran that any such attack on Israel will bring about Iran's destruction. That was a good enough understanding with the USSR at the height of the Cold War. But this discipline no longer applies because now there is only one superpower, which cannot control both Israel and Arab-Iranian protagonists. In North Korea a similar situation applies. Having seen the destruction of Saddam's regime, North Korea's Kim Jong-il is intent on acquiring nuclear weapons to preserve his regime. But the end of the Cold War has eroded the influence of North Korea's allies over its military ambitions and sense of security. China has been embarrassed by its inability to restrain North Korea from testing nuclear-capable ballistic missiles and Russia no longer wields any influence over the rogue state. In many ways, the situation in North-East Asia is potentially even more dire than in the Middle East. North Korea's recalcitrance in dismantling its nuclear weapons program comes at a time of unprecedented tensions between China and Japan and South Korea and Japan where one false move could spell disaster. North Korea is playing a dangerous game of bellicose brinkmanship; it continues to keep more than a million troops on high-alert status, including heavy artillery concentrations only 50 kilometres from Seoul, a city of more than 10 million people. North Korea's acquisition of nuclear weapons threatens to seriously destabilise North-East Asia and result in a nuclear arms race developing there. As it is, the North's belligerence is encouraging Japan to build up its military capabilities. This at a time when China's poor relations with Japan are worrying. The Chinese communist leadership drums up anti-Japanese nationalism whenever it suits, while China's military build-up greatly concerns Japan. The pace of Beijing's defence spending is puzzling, particularly as China faces no military threat for the first time in many decades. Similarly, Japan's relations with South Korea are at a low point, partly over Japan's view of the history of World War II but also because of territorial disputes, which Seoul has elevated to the level of national pride, threatening the use of military force. This is occurring when, from Tokyo's perspective, South Korea is drifting from the orbit of the US alliance and getting uncomfortably close to China, as well as appeasing North Korea. All this is an unhealthy mix of great power tensions and deep-seated historical distrust and growing military capabilities. The bigger worry is that Pyongyang's adventurism will incinerate any efforts to stabilise a region full of dangerous rivalries, as will the inevitable collision between Iran and Israel in the Middle East.
Iran Turn---2NC---Impact---Iranian Prolif 
A nuclear Iran is an existential threat

AIPAC ‘10

(American Israel Public Affairs Committee, 2/3, AIPAC works with both Democratic and Republican political leaders to enact public policy that strengthens the vital U.S.-Israel relationship. With the support of its members nationwide, AIPAC has worked with Congress and the Executive Branch on numerous critical initiatives, “The Iranian Nuclear Threat,” http://www.aipac.org/Publications/AIPACAnalysesMemos/Iranian_Nuclear_Threat.pdf)
A Nuclear Iran Would Destabilize the World A nuclear-armed Iran would constitute an existential threat to Israel, but would not threaten Israel only. It would likely lead to nuclear proliferation elsewhere in the region and around the globe while fundamentally altering the strategic balance of the Middle East, a vital region for U.S. national security interests. Nuclear Weapons Would Embolden the Regime The repression of Iranian protestors after the disputed presidential elections shows the true nature of the Iranian regime: a brutal theocratic dictatorship. Possessing a nuclear weapons capability would only serve to embolden this regime, allowing it to extend its influence throughout the region as part of its hegemonic ambitions. A nuclear-armed Iran would feel confident in further intensifying its support for terrorist allies like Syria, Hamas and Hizballah, which are actively working to undermine U.S. interests and peace efforts. Iran could also share its nuclear technology with anti-American terrorist groups to carry out attacks against U.S. assets worldwide. A Nuclear Iran Would Destabilize Pro- Western Arab States Arab countries with strong ties to the United States are terrified of Iran achieving a nuclear weapons capability. Gulf countries in particular fear that Iran will use its nuclear umbrella to intimidate them and radicalize their people. Iran might never need to actually use a nuclear weapon; the mere potential might persuade its neighbors to do Iran’s bidding and further distance themselves from the United States. Nuclear Arms, Missiles Would Pose Major Threat to U.S. By combining a nuclear weapon with its ballistic missile program—already capable of targeting American troops in the Middle East and parts of Europe—Iran also would pose a serious nuclear threat to the United States and its allies. Such a threat would increase as Iran is able to perfect advanced ballistic missile technology and build missiles capable of striking the United States and Western Europe. Nuclear Iran Would Spur Regional Arms Race, Kill Non-Proliferation Regime Iran’s acquisition of nuclear weapons also would likely touch off a regional nuclear arms race. Indeed, many Arab states have expressed new interest in “peaceful” nuclear programs as Iran continues its nuclear weapons pursuit. This heightened interest in nuclear technology would likely spread beyond the Middle East, marking the death knell of the global non-proliferation regime. A world in which nuclear weapons have spread widely would be a much more dangerous place and exponentially increase the likelihood that such weapons might actually be used.
Iran Turn---2NC---Impact---U.S. Retaliation 
The US will become involved, triggering a global nuclear holocaust

Hirsch ‘6

(Jorge, Prof of Physics @ University of Cal San Diego, AMERICA & IRAN, p. http://www.antiwar.com/orig/hirsch.php?articleid=8577)
The U.S.  has just declared that it will defend Israel militarily against Iran if needed. Presumably this includes a scenario where Israel would initiate hostilities by unprovoked bombing of Iranian facilities, as it did with Iraq's Osirak, and Iran would respond with missiles targeting Israel. The U.S. intervention is likely to be further bombing of Iran's facilities, including underground installations that can only be destroyed with low-yield nuclear bunker-busters. Such nuclear weapons may cause low casualties,  perhaps only in the hundreds [.pdf], but the nuclear threshold will have been crossed. Iran's reaction to a U.S. attack with nuclear weapons, no matter how small, cannot be predicted with certainty. U.S. planners may hope that it will deter Iran from responding, thus saving lives. However, just as the U.S. forces in Iraq were not greeted with flowers, it is likely that such an attack would provoke a violent reaction from Iran and lead to the severe escalation of hostilities, which in turn would lead to the use of larger nuclear weapons by the U.S. and potential casualties in the hundreds of thousands. Witness the current uproar over cartoons and try to imagine the resulting upheaval in the Muslim world after the U.S. nukes Iran. - The Military's Moral Dilemma -  Men and women in the military forces, including civilian employees, may be facing a difficult moral choice at this very moment and in the coming weeks, akin to the moral choices faced by Colin Powell and Dan Ellsberg. The paths these two men followed were radically different. Colin Powell was an American hero, widely respected and admired at the time he was appointed secretary of state in 2001. In February 2003, he chose to follow orders despite his own serious misgivings, and delivered the pivotal UN address that paved the way for the U.S. invasion of Iraq the following month. Today, most Americans believe the Iraq invasion was wrong, and Colin Powell is disgraced, his future destroyed, and his great past achievements forgotten. Daniel Ellsberg, a military analyst, played a significant role in ending the Vietnam War by leaking the Pentagon Papers. He knew that he would face prosecution for breaking the law, but was convinced it was the correct moral choice. His courageous and principled action earned him respect and gratitude. The Navy has just reminded [.pdf] its members and civilian employees what the consequences are of violating provisions concerning the release of information about the nuclear capabilities of U.S. forces. Why right now, for the first time in 12 years? Because it is well aware of moral choices that its members may face, and it hopes to deter certain actions. But courageous men and women are not easily deterred. To disobey orders and laws and to leak information are difficult actions that entail risks. Still, many principled individuals have done it in the past and will continue to do it in the future ( see [1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8], [9].) Conscientious objection to the threat and use of nuclear weapons is a moral choice. Once the American public becomes fully aware that military action against Iran will include the planned use of nuclear weapons, public support for military action will quickly disappear. Anything could get the ball rolling. A great catastrophe will have been averted. Even U.S. military law recognizes that there is no requirement to obey orders that are unlawful. The use of nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear country can be argued to be in violation of international law, the principle of just war, the principle of proportionality, common standards of morality ([1], [2], [3], [4], [5]), and customs that make up the law of armed conflict. Even if the nuclear weapons used are small, because they are likely to cause escalation of the conflict they violate the principle of proportionality and will cause unnecessary suffering. The Nuremberg Tribunal, which the United States helped to create, established that "The fact that a person acted pursuant to order of his government or of a superior does not relieve him from responsibility under international law, provided a moral choice was in fact possible to him." To follow orders or to disobey orders, to keep information secret or to leak it, are choices for each individual to make – extremely difficult choices that have consequences. But not choosing is not an option. - America's Collective Responsibility - Blaming the administration or the military for crossing the nuclear threshold is easy, but responsibility will be shared by all Americans. All Americans knew, or should have known, that using nuclear weapons against a non-nuclear country like Iran was a possibility given the Bush administration's new policies. All Americans could have voiced their opposition to these policies and demand that they be reversed. The media will carry a heavy burden of responsibility. The mainstream media could have effectively raised public awareness of the possibility that the U.S. would use nuclear weapons against Iran. So far, they have chosen to almost completely hide the issue, which is being increasingly addressed in non-mainstream media. Members of Congress could have raised the question forcefully, calling for public hearings, demanding public discussion of the administration's plans, and passing new laws or resolutions. So far they have failed to do so and are derelict in their responsibility to their constituents. Letters to the president from some in Congress [1], [2] are a start, but are not likely to elicit a meaningful response or a change in plans and are a far cry from forceful action. Scientific organizations and organizations dealing with arms control and nuclear weapons could have warned of the dangers associated with the Iran situation. So far, they have not done so ([1], [2], [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8]). Scientists and engineers responsible for the development of nuclear weapons could have voiced concern [.pdf] when the new U.S. nuclear weapons policies became known, policies that directly involve the fruits of their labor. Their voices have not been heard. Those who contribute their labor to the scientific and technical infrastructure that makes nuclear weapons and their means of delivery possible bear a particularly heavy burden of moral responsibility. Their voices have barely been heard. - The Nuclear Abyss - The United States is preparing to enter a new era: an era in which it will enforce nuclear nonproliferation by the threat and use of nuclear weapons. The use of tactical nuclear weapons against Iran will usher in a new world order. The ultimate goal is that no nation other than the U.S. should have a nuclear weapons arsenal. A telltale sign that this is the plan is the recent change in the stated mission of Los Alamos National Laboratory, where nuclear weapons are developed. The mission of LANL used to be described officially as "Los Alamos National Laboratory's central mission is to reduce the global nuclear danger" [1] [.pdf], [2] [.pdf], [3] [.pdf]. That will sound ridiculous once the U.S. starts throwing mini-nukes around. In anticipation of it, the Los Alamos mission statement has been recently changed to "prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction and to protect our homeland from terrorist attack." That is the present and future role of the U.S. nuclear arsenal, to be achieved through threat (deterrence) and use of nuclear weapons. References to the old mission are nowhere to be found in the current Los Alamos documents, indicating that the change was deliberate and thorough. It is not impossible that the U.S. will succeed in its goal. But it is utterly improbable. This is a big world. Once the U.S. crosses the nuclear threshold against a non-nuclear country, many more countries will strive to acquire nuclear weapons, and many will succeed. The nuclear abyss may turn out to be a steep precipice or a gentle slope. Either way, it will be a one-way downhill slide toward a bottomless pit. We will have entered a path of no return, leading in a few months or a few decades to global nuclear war and unimaginable destruction. But there are still choices to be made. Up to the moment the first U.S. nuclear bomb explodes, the fall into the abyss can be averted by choices made by each and every one of us. 
Iran Turn---2NC---Impact---AT: No Lashout/Adventurism
< Iran is a threat >

Absense of a BMD empowers Iran resulting in adventurism and nuclearization, escalating regional tensions which leads to shoot-outs – even if they win Iran isn’t a threat, miscalc guarantees war
It’s likely – US-Iran relations are literally at 0 – they hate us

CNN 7/22

(“Iran Says Nuclear Scientist Learned Valuable Info About CIA,” http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/meast/07/21/iran.scientist/)

TEHRAN, July 14 (Xinhua) -- The Iranian Foreign Ministry said it is determined to continue its investigations into the U.S. move to kidnap an Iranian scholar, the local satellite press TV reported on Wednesday. / Iranian Foreign Ministry spokesman Ramin Mehmanparast said that the ministry will move ahead with its investigations into Shahram Amiri's abduction by the U.S. intelligence service Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) agents in Saudi Arabia and into Washington's responsibility for the kidnapping through various legal and diplomatic means. / Iranian nuclear scientist Shahram Amiri, who Tehran claimed was kidnapped by the United States intelligence agents during pilgrimage to Mecca in Saudi Arabia in June 2009, "left the U.S. soil for Iran hours ago (on Wednesday) with the help of the Iranian government and the effective cooperation of the Pakistani embassy in the United States," Mehmanparast was quoted as saying. / Amiri emerged on Tuesday in the Pakistani embassy in Washington where he was taking refuge and demanded to immediately return to Iran, Press TV reported. / The Pakistani embassy represents the Iranian interest section, as Iran and the United States currently have no diplomatic relations. / In his exclusive interview with Press TV on Tuesday, Amiri said he was snatched by a group of unknown people and made unconscious before he found himself on an American plane heading for the United States. / According to two videos and one audio message featuring the nuclear scientist obtained by Iran's intelligence sources, Iran believed that Amiri was abducted by the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).
Independently, Iran will sell its missiles to terrorists

Canavan et. al. ‘5

(Gregory H. Canavan, No Date Given; Latest in Citation; Ph.D, science advisor and senior fellow at the Los Alamos National Laboratory, “The Threat from Iran,” Missile Threat, http://www.missilethreat.com/thethreat/pageID.247/default.asp) 
In addition to its development programs, Iran is a recurrent proliferator of ballistic missile technology and expertise. According to U.S. officials, Iran has been supplying North Korea with missile tests data, perhaps in exchange for nuclear technology, although Iran has denied this claim. Iran is also known to have been involved extensively in Libyan missile development program. Libya reportedly paid large amounts of money to buy Iranian missile technology. Unconfirmed reports also suggest that Iran exported 'Scud B' missiles to Congo and Sudan, and that Iran and Syria supported a missile manufacturing capability in Sudan. However, the primary threat to the United States is that Iran will give or sell its Shahab missile technology to rogue nations or terrorist organizations antagonistic toward the West. Moreover, Iran's Shahab-3 missiles are stored and operated in underground sites under the complete control of the Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps, which enjoys little outside supervision within Iran. As evidence that Shahab-3 technology might have already leaked out, in 1998 Pakistan demonstrated a flight test of a missile remarkably similar to the Shahab-3 and the North Korean No-dong 1.
Extinction

Speice ‘6

(Patrick, Feb, J.D., BA in PoliSci, William & Mary Law Review, p lexis) 
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.  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. 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. This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States or its allies by hostile states,  as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
***U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn***
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---1NC
US-Japan BMD cooperation is critical to relations and alliance

Rubinstein ‘7

(Gregg A. Rubinstein, 9/5, Official of the U.S. Departments of State and Defense, Consultant on U.S.-Japan Defense Programs, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects” http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf)

Development of missile defense cooperation has been critical to a process of “alliance transformation” that ranges from an updated concept of roles missions and capabilities for defense cooperation, to a realignment of the US force structure in Japan.8 BMD matters have had significant impact on key areas of alliance activity: • Policy: Moving from agreement on the need for missile defense to implementing BMD cooperation has brought policy planners on both sides into closer consultation on regional security strategy, arms control/non-proliferation policy, and an expanding scope of bilateral cooperation. The US government has been obliged to rethink its positions on alliance participation in US missile defense programs, as well as the release of sensitive defense technologies to key allies. Similarly, development of BMD activities will compel the Japanese government to reconsider long-standing positions on such policy-sensitive matters as Japan’s self-imposed ban on collective defense operations, and its inflexible approach to arms export controls (see below). • Operations: Cooperation between Japan and the US on BMD operations in Northeast Asia will require a level of coordination between US and Japanese defense forces that gives unprecedented meaning to the term ‘interoperability.’ Issues of concern here include timely sharing of critical intelligence data, development of an effective command, control, and communications (C3) infrastructure, and revision of outdated polices that obstruct joint response to imminent missile threats. • Acquisitions: The SCD project initiated last year is also unprecedented in being the first effort to jointly develop a defense system for use by both countries – and probably third country allies as well. While this effort may not seem remarkable to those familiar with multinational defense projects in NATO or the EU, implementing SCD has required substantial adjustments in interaction among program management bureaucracies and defense industries on both sides. Here too BMD cooperation has brought both sides beyond the limits of long-established practices and attitudes. Missile defense cooperation points to a critical influence on US-Japan alliance evolution often overlooked in discussion of political leaders or key administration officials – the growth of institutional interaction between the US and Japanese defense establishments.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---1NC
That’s key to Asian stability, prolif, and regional deterrence

Flournoy 7/16 

(Michele, U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy, 2010, “POINT OF VIEW/ Michele Flournoy: U.S.-Japan alliance a cornerstone in a complex world”, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html)
As we celebrate the 50th anniversary of the U.S.-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, we should all take a moment to appreciate the critical contributions the alliance has made to the international community. There have been many challenges over the last 50 years, and there are bound to be more in the future. But the alliance has shown that it is mature, strong and enduring. The American and the Japanese people have never lost sight of the shared values, democratic ideals and common interest in peace, stability and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region that make for an unshakable alliance. As President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Naoto Kan recently affirmed at the Group of 20 summit in Toronto, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be indispensable not only for the defense of Japan, but also for the peace and prosperity of the entire Asia-Pacific region. The positive value of the U.S.-Japan alliance is not lost on other countries in the region; the enduring presence of U.S. forces in Japan is the bedrock for prosperity in the region. The continued U.S. presence provides deterrence against acts of aggression and reassures other nations in the region. This presence, and the benefits it provides, is supported by significant Japanese financial contributions. This financial support is essential to the ability of the United States to maintain some of the most advanced military capabilities in the world in Japan. Japan's contribution also supports the U.S. service members prepared to risk their lives in defense of Japan and peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region. In addition to providing deterrence in a still uncertain region, the presence of U.S. forces allows the United States and Japan to respond to humanitarian and natural disasters and to save lives. With close logistics and operational support from Japan, U.S. forces quickly responded to crises such as the 2009 typhoons in the Philippines, the 2008 Cyclone Nargis in Burma (Myanmar) and the 2007 Cyclone Sidra in Bangladesh. Japanese Self-Defense Forces (SDF) are increasingly deploying alongside their American partners to address humanitarian challenges in the region, as they did in responding to the 2004 tsunami. For example, earlier this year, Japan deployed the SDF via U.S. mainland bases to provide critical relief to Haiti following that devastating earthquake. The U.S. Navy and Japan's Maritime Self-Defense Force (JMSDF) have conducted humanitarian civil assistance activities in Cambodia and Vietnam as part of the PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP 2010 operation. Going forward, humanitarian assistance/disaster relief cooperation will provide countless opportunities for the U.S.-Japan alliance to contribute to the welfare of the region and the world. The United States and Japan also cooperate closely to ensure that every nation has the right to freedom of navigation and access to open sea lanes, thereby providing for the safety of mariners and the security of trade in and out of the region. The JMSDF and the U.S. Navy work hand-in-hand to respond to the recent proliferation of pirate attacks on shipping in and around vital sea lanes, especially off the Horn of Africa. Japan and the United States are partnering to contribute significant resources to building peace and stability in some of the most war-torn places in the world. For example, in Afghanistan and Pakistan, we are cooperating to implement reconstruction and stabilization measures. Over the next 50 years, the United States and Japan look forward to deepening our level of cooperation on other issues as well, particularly in the area of regional missile defense. Japan's decision to invest in advanced AEGIS destroyers, upgrade its Patriot missile battalion, and cooperate with the United States on a next generation of missile defense systems, underscores a firm commitment to enhancing regional deterrence. The United States and Japan will look to grow our partnership in the areas of space and cyber cooperation. As the world becomes increasingly interconnected, we recognize the need to strengthen our cooperation under the alliance to promote the security of the global commons, including space and cyberspace. As we move into the future, we will also look to develop new programs for cooperation, like "Green Alliance" initiatives, which aim to promote the use of environmentally friendly technology on Guam and Japan. We also aim to enhance cultural exchanges, education programs and research partnerships. It is often said that the strength of any relationship can be measured by how well it manages challenges, conflicts and crises. Over the past 50 years, the U.S.-Japan alliance has endured all three and emerged stronger and ready to address the challenges of the 21st century. Whether it is working to secure the sea lanes of maritime trade, addressing the challenges posed by the potential spread of weapons of mass destruction, or responding to an increasing array of humanitarian and disaster relief crises around the globe, the U.S.-Japan alliance remains a security cornerstone in a complex world. 

U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Uniqueness 
Relations high now – other issues are irrelevant

Daniel ‘10

 (Lisa, 3/18, American Forces Press Service, “U.S.-Japan Relations Remain Strong, Official Says,” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=58392)
U.S. military relations with Japan remain strong despite disagreements over basing and other aspects of the bilateral security agreement, the Pentagon’s head of East Asian relations said here yesterday.  The strength of U.S.-Japan security relations can be seen in the totality of its 50-year relationship and progress moving forward, Michael Schiffer, deputy assistant defense secretary for East Asia, told the House Foreign Affairs Committee.   Japan’s desire to relocate U.S. Marines on Okinawa, the government’s recent halt of refueling operations in the Indian Ocean and other disagreements do not match deeper challenges the alliance faced in years past and have not prevented the two countries from moving forward, Schiffer said in prepared testimony to the committee.   Public support for the alliance is high in both countries, and bilateral relations are strong on nuclear nonproliferation and missile defense, reconstruction in Afghanistan and stability in Pakistan, counter-piracy efforts and preserving open sea lines of communication, Schiffer said.   The Japanese government “has made clear its commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance, as well as to principles of transparency and accountability in a vibrant democracy,” he said. “By working patiently and persistently through areas of disagreement, we will ensure the continued expansion and strengthening of our relationship, even as core commitments remain unshaken.” 
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Link---BMD Key 
Plan wrecks the alliance

Swaine et. al. ‘7

(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,” p.RAND)

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

Brown ‘9


(Peter J., 11/5, Asia Times, Staff, “US frets over Tokyo drift,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KK05Dh01.html)
What happens at sea in particular - both in the Pacific and to a lesser extent in the Indian Ocean - is of the utmost importance to the Japan-US alliance. The US is not about to alter its military cooperation and technology-sharing arrangement with Japan based on a few of Hatoyama's more seemingly altruistic pronouncements about the need for a shift in direction in Japan's foreign policy. "Short of a major rupture in the alliance, such a linkage does not exist yet for the sea-based Ballistic Missile Defense [BMD] system," said associate professor Toshi Yoshihara of the US Naval War College's Strategy and Policy Department. "Both need each other for the sea-based component of missile defense as it is currently configured to work. The US needs the forward bases in Japan for its Aegis destroyers and the radar sites based on Japan to detect, track, and intercept missiles launched from the region. Japan needs the anti-missile umbrella and the technologies for an independent capability furnished by the US."
It’s key to military and political coordination
Swaine et. al. ‘7

(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,” p.RAND)
Second, a BMD system might strengthen the credibility of the U.S. defense commitment to Japan2 and improve political cooperation and military coordination between Tokyo and Washington. An effective BMD system capable of offering significant protection to both U.S. forces in Japan and Japanese citizens would arguably reduce the chance that limited conventional or even WMD ballistic missile threats might erode the willingness of the United States to defend or support Japan in a crisis or might more generally impair U.S. force effectiveness in East Asia.3 Conversely, such a system might also strengthen the willingness of Japan to support the United States in a potential military crisis. On a narrower level, an effective BMD system would also likely encourage improvements in bilateral defense doctrine, the integration of battle management/command, control, and communications (BM/C3) systems between the two armed forces, and the general interoperability of U.S. and Japanese military units. If effectively managed, it could also enhance the overall level of political trust and cooperation existing between the United States and Japan. 
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Link---BMD Key 
BMD is key to US-Japanese alliance – connects defense industries and political interests
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)
On the other hand, Japan's BMD effort, if accompanied by proper alliance management measures, could significantly enhance the reliability of the U.S. nuclear guarantee and defense commitment. They could tighten the political bond between Tokyo and Washington by broadening the scope of agreement in security interests. The very pursuit of an anti-missile shield by Tokyo might impress the Americans as an indication of the resolve of the Japanese to defend themselves and, as a matter of course, U.S. troops stationed in Japan as well. Japanese defenses, when introduced, would have the capacity to extend protection to U.S. forces in some regional contingencies and thereby facilitate their operation. Moreover, greater integration of the equipment and operation of the Self-Defense Forces (SDFs) of Japan with those of U.S. forces that is likely to result from bilateral cooperation in BMD would represent a more solid alliance tie. Joint development and production of anti-missile systems could also draw the Japanese and U.S. defense industries closer. In the process, the Japanese would have a chance to contribute to U.S. homeland defense, because many of the technologies for defense against theater ballistic missiles could be applied to protection against long-range missiles. Japan's role in the defense of the continental United States would become more evident, should Tokyo allow its defensive capabilities to be incorporated in a more comprehensive U.S. BMD architecture.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Laundry List
A strong US Japan alliance is critical to solve multiple scenarios for global nuclear conflict

NDU 2k

(National Defense University, The study group consisted of Richard L. Armitage, Armitage and Associates; Dan E. Bob, Office of Senator William V. Roth, Jr.; Kurt M. Campbell, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Michael J. Green, Council on Foreign Relations; Kent M. Harrington, Harrington Group LLC; Frank Jannuzi, Minority Staff, Senate Foreign Relations Committee; James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; Joseph S. Nye, Jr., JFK School of Government, Harvard University; Torkel L. Patterson, GeoInSight; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; Robin H. Sakoda, Sakoda Associates; Barbara P. Wanner, French and Company; and Paul D. Wolfowitz, Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies, The Johns Hopkins University http://www.ndu.edu/inss/press/Spelreprts/SR_JAPAN.HTM)
Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture.

In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well-equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Asian Stability 
US-Japan alliance is key to Asian stability

Senator McCain 8, Korea Herald, 10-30-08, (With the presidential elections in the United States to be held Nov. 4, the candidates' views of Asia are of great interest. To provide some insight into the policies of Senators John McCain and Barack Obama, the most recent issue of Comparative Connections (http:// www.csis.org/pacfor/ccejournal.html) surveys both campaigns' statements regarding their Asia policies. Excerpts are provided below. For the full text, visit the Pacific Forum website.)
The U.S.-Japan alliance has been the indispensable anchor of peace, prosperity, and freedom in the Asia-Pacific for more than 60 years, and its importance will only grow. Deepening cooperation, consultation and coordination between Washington and Tokyo is the key to meeting the collective challenges that both our nations face. The United States and Japan must also work closely together with regard to China - not to contain or isolate Beijing, but to ensure its peaceful integration as a responsible stakeholder.
That’s key to preventing prolif and nuclear war 

Sheridan ‘9

Greg Sheridan 9-5-09, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html

Kurt Campbell, now the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific, co-authored a study on the US's Asia policy last year. He wrote: "Asia is not a theatre at peace. It is a cauldron of religious and ethnic tension; a source of terror and extremism; an accelerating driver of the insatiable global appetite for energy; the place where the most people will suffer the adverse effects of global climate change; the primary source of nuclear proliferation and the most likely theatre on earth for a major conventional confrontation and even a nuclear conflict."This is not just rhetoric. For the first time, there are more warships in the US Pacific fleet than in its Atlantic fleet. And a rarely acknowledged truth is that Japan is Washington's most important ally anywhere on the globe. Who else would be a candidate? Britain sends more troops to Iraq and Afghanistan, but they are not decisive and the US has a full suite of European allies. Australia is important, but we are a nation of only 22 million people. Japan and the US military bases it hosts are central to the US position in Asia. Japan, a nation of 125 million people, is still the world's second-largest economy, far bigger than any of the Europeans. The Obama administration seems to get this.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Asian Stability 
US-Japan alliance is key to regional deterrence
Eldridge ‘5

(Robert, 9/24, Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division, Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP), “Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance,” http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge)

Second, the role of the U.S. military in the region and in the alliance is more important than ever. The U.S. presence is not a “product of the Cold War,” that with the end of the Cold War, the presence was no longer needed. It is more universal than that—addressing the dangers of instability than any specific country threat. It had its roots before the Cold War and continues today due precisely to the lack of a functioning multilateral security structure and commitment by the region to shared values of democracy, peace, and human rights. The same is true for the U.S.-Japan Alliance. While it was born of the Cold War, the values that have brought the two countries together in the postwar have served as the glue to bind us. As a result, the U.S. military, especially the Marines, are busier than ever, contributing not only to deterrence in the region and around the world, and responding when necessary to the challenges of aggression and natural or man-made disasters, but also actively involved in forging cooperation with the militaries of other countries in a program known as Theater Security Cooperation, which helps countries in the region build habits of cooperation, transparency in defense policies and militaries, increased capabilities, and mutual trust and respect. This cooperative relationship helps to breakdown mutual suspicion and creates a more stable region
Bolstering US-Japan alliance key to Asian stability 

Nye and Armitage ‘7

(Nye, Joseph Ph.D Harvard and Armitage, Richard, Former Deputy Secretary of State. “The US-Japan Alliance: Getting Asia Right Through 2020.” CSIS 2-17-07. Pg  16 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf)

With the goal of “getting Asia right,” there is the question of where the U.S.- Japan alliance fits within this strategy. Some argue that if we rely too much on the U.S.-Japan alliance, we and Japan will be isolated in Asia. They point to the immediate tensions between Japan and China and between Japan and Korea over historical issues and advocate a shift in our long-term strategy to China. We believe this construct would needlessly weaken our greatest strategic asset in the region—the close U.S.-Japan alliance. The alliance can and should remain at the core of the United States’ Asia strategy. The key to the success of this strategy is for the alliance itself to continue to evolve from an exclusive alliance based on a common threat toward a more open, inclusive alliance based on common interests and values. One thing is certain about 2020: the United States and Japan will still be the world’s two largest economies with democratic systems and shared values. That is why the U.S.-Japan alliance will continue to shape Asia’s future as it has its past—and be a critical factor in the global equation. Consider Japan’s role today. Japan upholds international institutions as the second-largest donor to the United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the Asian Development Bank. Polls in 2006 of countries around the world demonstrate that, with the exception of China and Korea, Japan is the world’s most respected contributor of public goods. Japan upholds the balance of power in Asia through its own measured self-defense capabilities and support for U.S. presence. Japan provides relief in cases like the 2004 tsunami, with over $500 million in grants and the dispatch of its Self- Defense Forces. Japan has become a positive model for economic development, democratic principles, and global cooperation. The ability of the Japanese economy to sustain such high levels of financial support for the international system will likely decrease in relative terms by 2020, but after 50 years of passivity, Japan’s new leaders are arguing for a more proactive security and diplomatic role that will keep Japan’s weight in the international system high. The United States needs a Japan that is confident and engaged in that way. Turning away from the U.S.-Japan alliance or lowering our expectations of Japan would likely have a negative impact on regional stability and its role in the region. Instead of a Japan that underpins the international system in 2020, it may become comfortable as a “middle power” at best, and recalcitrant, prickly, and nationalistic at worst. Not to encourage Japan to play a more active role in support of international stability and security is to deny the international community Japan’s full potential. But if U.S. strategy continues to have high expectations for Japan that meld with Japanese national sentiment, Japan will stand as a powerful model for the region of what leadership based on democratic values means.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Economy
Relations are key to Asian stability and advancing trade – key to global economic growth 

McCormick ‘8

(David H., 3/27, Undersecretary of Treasury for International Affairs, UNDERSECRETARY MCCORMICK DELIVERS REMARKS TO THE JAPAN SOCIETY, NEW YORK CITY, AS RELEASED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY)

MCCORMICK: I'd like to thank the Japan Society for inviting me to speak here today. The Japan Society recently celebrated its 100th anniversary, and over the past century the Society's efforts have contributed greatly to making the U.S.-Japan relationship one of the strongest -- and most important -- bilateral relationships we have. As this group knows well, the U.S.-Japan alliance is the bedrock of economic stability and prosperity in Asia. The economic success of the Asia Pacific region owes much to the open trading regime promoted by the United States and Japan. There is no doubt that this relationship has had its moments of tension over the past 60 years, but through the strength of our mutual interests and our shared values, it has grown, flourished and matured. While this economic relationship is exceptionally strong and successful, it also is clear that it has not achieved its full potential in many ways. Given the size of our two economies, for example, we have failed to achieve the full benefits of economic integration through bilateral trade and investment. Likewise, despite our many mutual interests around the world, we have not fully leveraged the strength of our alliance to confront common challenges and opportunities on crucial issues such as global trade, energy and the environment, or investment liberalization. With this context, my argument today is a simple one: in this time of dramatic global economic change -- a period marked by factors including the rapid growth of emerging economies, the rise of protectionism, and global financial market turmoil and uncertainty -- U.S.-Japan cooperation on the international stage is more important than ever. Japan and the United States must work together on a focused agenda for addressing these common challenges and opportunities. Today, I'd like to suggest some critical components of the common U.S.-Japan agenda.
Nuclear war

Nyquist ‘5

(J.R. Nyquist, 2-4-2005, renowned expert in geopolitics and international relations, “THE POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF A FINANCIAL CRASH,” Financial Sense, p http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/0204.html) 
Should the United States experience a severe economic contraction during the second term of President Bush, the American people will likely support politicians who advocate further restrictions and controls on our market economy – guaranteeing its strangulation and the steady pauperization of the country. In Congress today, Sen. Edward Kennedy supports nearly all the economic dogmas listed above. It is easy to see, therefore, that the coming economic contraction, due in part to a policy of massive credit expansion, will have serious political consequences for the Republican Party (to the benefit of the Democrats). Furthermore, an economic contraction will encourage the formation of anti-capitalist majorities and a turning away from the free market system. / The danger here is not merely economic. The political left openly favors the collapse of America’s strategic position abroad. The withdrawal of the United States from the Middle East, the Far East and Europe would catastrophically impact an international system that presently allows 6 billion people to live on the earth’s surface in relative peace. Should anti-capitalist dogmas overwhelm the global market and trading system that evolved under American leadership, the planet’s economy would contract and untold millions would die of starvation. Nationalistic totalitarianism, fueled by a politics of blame, would once again bring war to Asia and Europe. But this time the war would be waged with mass destruction weapons and the United States would be blamed because it is the center of global capitalism. Furthermore, if the anti-capitalist party gains power in Washington, we can expect to see policies of appeasement and unilateral disarmament enacted. / American appeasement and disarmament, in this context, would be an admission of guilt before the court of world opinion. Russia and China, above all, would exploit this admission to justify aggressive wars, invasions and mass destruction attacks. A future financial crash, therefore, must be prevented at all costs. But we cannot do this. As one observer recently lamented, “We drank the poison and now we must die.”
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact 
Strong relations are key to global economic recovery

AFP ‘9

(7/23, Agence France Presse – English)
US President Barack Obama's nominee to be ambassador to Tokyo said Thursday that US-Japan cooperation was vital to ending the global financial meltdown but vowed to press the staunch ally on trade.  "One of the things that I think is very important for both countries, to continue to focus on, is free and fair trade," corporate attorney John Roos told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. "And one of the areas that I want to spend a lot of time focused on is opening up markets, leveling the playing field and making sure that we have the free flow of trade, as the global economy recovers," he said. Roos also said that he was eager to deepen the historic alliance and work with Japan on issues like North Korea's nuclear defiance and conflict in Iraq and Afghanistan, as well as efforts to cope with climate change. "If confirmed, I will strive to help strengthen the US-Japan security alliance, which remains the cornerstone of our mutual security in the Asia Pacific region," he said. "I will continue close consultations on the developments on the Korean Peninsula and in our relations with other Pacific powers, such as Australia, the Republic of Korea, China and Russia," he said. Roos, whose confirmation seems assured, underlined that Washington and Tokyo, the world's two richest countries, can cooperate more on ways to pull the battered global economy out of its painful slump. "I will seek to strengthen bilateral cooperation on the global economic crisis and support efforts to increase investment and trade between the United States and Japan," he said.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Korea/Taiwan War
US-Japan alliance solves Korean and Taiwanese conflict

Mahnken ‘9

(Thomas, Visiting Scholar, Center for Strategic Studies – School of Advanced International Studies, Johns Hopkins University, 4/14, “THE AMERICAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE FOR PUBLIC POLICY RESEARCH HOLDS A PANEL DISCUSSION ON ARE ALLIANCES ENOUGH: THE ROLE OF THE U.S.-JAPANESE ALLIANCE IN MARITIME ASIA AT THE AEI DISCUSSION ON PROTECTING THE SEAS: MARITIME SECURITY IN THE ASIA PACIFIC, AMERICA'S INTERESTS, AND ASIA'S FUTURE”)
I wanted to talk, in the brief time that I have, just to give a perspective on the -- the U.S.-Japan alliance and where -- where it is and where it can go. I think we can all agree that the -- the U.S.- Japan alliance is and should be central to stability in maritime Asia. At the same time, the alliance clearly has experienced challenges. I think they are challenges that we -- that we frequently hear about. On the Japanese side, there's often been a perception that the United States isn't paying enough attention to maritime Asia, that we don't care about the Pacific to the extent that we do -- we do other parts of the world or to the extent that we did in the past. I can't tell you how many times in -- in recent years I've heard friends from Asia talk about the U.S. leaving the Pacific. Now, that's an absurd statement, although -- and it's a statement that -- that this map doesn't help us with. But -- but I didn't grow up in Texas; I grew up in California. And I grew up looking out at the Pacific every day of my childhood. So the idea that somehow the United States can leave the Pacific, I say not unless, you know, we can kind of pick up the United States and move it somewhere else, and that would be undesirable for a whole host of reasons. We are, as Secretary Gates said last year, we are a resident power in the Pacific. We're not going anywhere. And yet there is this perception on -- on -- on the Japanese side that we -- we don't care as much about the region as perhaps we should. On the American side, there's often frustration that Japan has not shouldered its share of the burden. In this respect, recent experience in just the last couple years is seen by many as sort of a letdown and a contrast to Japan's vigorous role in -- in the -- the years before that under the leadership of Prime Minister Koizumi. But again, I think with -- with a longer-term perspective, we need to see just -- just how unique the -- the situation was in 2002, 2003, 2004, with the MSDF in -- in the Arabian Gulf, Ground Self- Defense Forces in -- in Iraq. That in itself was a real shift from -- from Japan's past. And I think to the extent that there's been disappointment on the U.S. side, it's been disappointment that that shift hasn't continued. Well, in order to look at this, I think we need to step back and ask a very fundamental question. What makes a strong alliance? If we look historically at strong alliances, I think we see a number of -- a number of common features: common aims, common strategy and, to the extent that we're talking about a military alliance, a security alliance, common threat perceptions or perceptions of a common adversary. Now, the context that we're examining today, that of maritime Asia, is the one in which the U.S.-Japan alliance is on firmest ground because, after all, the alliance came about within this context or within the context of -- of maritime Asia, albeit in a very different historical setting. That having been said, the alliance faces challenges in each of these areas, in the context of maritime Asia. And I'll -- I'll address those -- each one of those three factors briefly -- first, common threat perceptions or -- or a common focus. The U.S.-Japan alliance was formed in the context of the Cold War against the Soviet Union, a single adversary that we could agree on and talk openly about. Now the U.S.-Japan alliance faces a series of challenges: North Korea, China, as well as transnational threats. But dealing with them is a -- is a challenge. First, there's the difficulty of talking about them openly, as we've already seen in the context of this conference. Second, there's the issue of emphasis. Do -- does the U.S. side, the Japanese side -- do we put emphasis in the same place? North Korea's the easiest to talk about, but -- but doing so vigorously and openly can -- can be -- can be difficult, particularly because of the triangular relationship between the United States, Japan and South Korea. And particularly given North Korean efforts to -- to -- to try to drive wedges among these allies, between the United States and Japan, between the United States and -- and the Republic of Korea and between Japan and the Republic of Korea. So it's very difficult. Although North Korea clearly does pose a threat, it often is difficult to have very frank discussions about it. China is even more difficult to talk about, again as -- as we've already seen in this conference. And I agree with Admiral McDevitt that China's defense modernization does pose a strategic challenge to the United States and to the U.S.-Japan relationship. The problem is it's very difficult to -- to have discussions about -- about the -- the magnitude and the nature of that challenge. Then there are extremist groups, such as al-Qaida and its associated movements. Those are a -- a great concern for the United States, less so, with good reason, for -- for Japan. And so there, there's a tendency -- there's sort of an imbalance in -- in the way that we think about these challenges. So talking about a common -- a common focus, a common threat perception is -- is a challenge. When it comes to aims, again, there are -- there are differences or there can be differences. There are those in Japan who are concerned -- I would say unnecessarily so -- but -- but -- but who are concerned about the -- the health of the U.S.-Japan alliance. And they're concerned that the United States is going to sell out Japan for -- for relations with -- with North Korea or China. There's also concern, as I mentioned earlier, that the U.S. downplays or ignores East Asia because of a focus on Southwest and Central Asia. So there are challenges there. Actually, I think it's the area of sort of common strategy or common strategic framework where the alliance is on strongest ground because the framework of the alliance, although -- although developed for a different historical era, that -- that framework is strong enough and -- and flexible enough to provide the means, if there is political will -- and that's an important caveat -- to work to solve these common challenges. There's plenty of room within the U.S.-Japan alliance framework to deal with a crisis on the -- on the Korean Peninsula. There's plenty of room within our alliance framework to deal with a conflict across the Taiwan Strait. What is needed is an open and frank dialogue between the United States and Japan on these contingencies and the requirements that flow from them. And if we look closer -- and I'd take -- I'd take our earlier panel on tactics and technology a step further. If you start to look at the areas that would be most important in any of these contingencies, I think there's actually a very good match between those areas and areas where, historically, the -- Japan's Self-Defense Forces have excelled, whether it's the issue of air superiority, anti- submarine warfare, maritime patrol. These are all important mission areas in -- in the context of potential contingencies in -- in -- in the region, and they're all areas where the JSDF does quite well. What we need, I would argue, is a focused effort to strengthen the alliance. If we can do that, we'll be much better off. And let me conclude just with a couple -- with three -- three opportunities that I think we could together seize if we do work to strengthen the alliance.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Rearm
US-Japan alliance key to check Japan rearm

Cha ‘7 

(Victor D. Cha, Foreign Affairs, November/December, D.S. Song Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University. Former Director for Asian Affairs at the National Security Council from 2004 to 2007, pp. 98-113 Hein Online)
As Japan expands its security profile to become more of a global player, it is doing so wholly within the context of the U.S.-Japanese alliance, which acts as a constraint on more ambitious Japanese rearmament. This should be comforting to other states in the region. Moreover, both Abe's October 2006 visit to Beijing and Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao's wildly popular visit to Japan last April helped thaw Chinese-Japanese relations, which had turned chilly under Abe's predecessor, Junichiro Koizumi. Historically, Asian states have become concerned whenever the United States has grown close to Japan in order to contain China or close to China at the expense of traditional U.S. allies and smaller regional powers. The situation today -- a cooperative U.S.-Chinese relationship, a strong U.S.-Japanese alliance, and good relations between Japan and China -- is a viable equilibrium.
U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Warming
US-Japan alliance solves climate chang
Green ‘8

(Michael J. Green is a senior adviser and holds the Japan Chair at CSIS. He is also an associate professor of international relations at Georgetown University “US Japan Alliance: A New Framework for Enhanced Global Security” http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/081021_wakabayashi_usjapan_web.pdf)
In 2001, the Bush Administration strongly opposed the Kyoto Protocal and widhrew from the framework because major countries like China and India were not obligated to pursue the goal of emissions reductions. The United States recently agreed to pursue emissions reduction with a modest long-term target and supported the position of Japan at the Toyako Summit that an effective international framework for post-Kyoto negotiations must include China and India. The United States has long supported energy conservation and technological innovation. Under the new framework, the United states and Japan could realize post-Kyoto objectives by: Initiating a bilateral ministerial  environment forum for cabinet-level leaders to discuss key issues including climate change; Leading international discussions to form an effective global post-2012 climate regime involving all key nations; Developing environment related technologies including carbon capture and storage; carbon emissions reductions; and clean and renewable energy such as solar, clean coal technology, and nuclear energy; and providing assistance to developing countries in energy-saving technology. Energy supply spikes and shortages are not one-time phenomena- they are long-term issues that must be addressed if the world is to develop what some call an energy-efficient society and if renewable energy resources are to be developed. 

U.S.-japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Chinese Rise 
Strong US-Japan alliance checks China rise – contains their impact

Sheridan ‘9
(Greg Sheridan 9-5-09, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html)
Fears of North Korea have driven much Japanese security policy, and will continue to do so. Tensions for now are reduced across the Taiwan straits. Beijing has made a decision to get along with the Taiwanese government of President Ma Ying-jeou, but at the same time it continues to massively build up its missile capacity against Taipei. The Pentagon's report on Chinese military power this year shows a fundamental change in the balance of power in the Taiwan straits. Taiwan used to be able to dominate this airspace. According to the Pentagon, this is no longer true. The Pentagon outlines China's continuing massive military build-up, vastly outstripping its economic growth. Much of the Chinese military spending is hidden, but the Pentagon estimates it could reach up to $US160billion ($190bn) a year. This may seem small compared with the US's military budget in excess of $US500bn, but the US has vast global security responsibilities in Iraq, Afghanistan and all over the world, which China does not. And as the Pentagon report shows, much of China's furious military effort, apart from its gigantic expansion plans for its nuclear weapons arsenal, is directed squarely against the US, and designed to make it extremely costly for the US navy to continue to operate in the waters near China's east coast. Here again, Japan is central. Although Japan's modest military build-up has been incremental, it is very hi -tech and is aimed precisely at building a new level of inter-operability with US forces in the context of a revived and newly reciprocal US alliance. This is a minor revolution in Asia-Pacific security, and is one way the US alliance system has maintained the regional balance of military power.

U.S.-Japan Alliance Turn---2NC---Impact---Taiwan
Relations key to solving Taiwan conflict and war

Okamoto ‘2 

(Yukio Okamoto, president of Okamoto Associates, Inc., special adviser to the cabinet and chairman of the Japanese prime minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations. The Washington Quarterly, Spring 2002, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf)
Regardless of whether China's development take the bright path or the fearful one, however, reason for concern exists on one issue: the resolution of the status of Taiwan. Chinese citizens from all walks of life have an attachment to the reunification of Taiwan and the mainland that transcends reason. The U.S.-Japan alliance represents a significant hope for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan problem. Both Japan and the United States have clearly stated that they oppose reunification by force. When China conducted provocative missile tests in the waters around Taiwan in 1996, the United States sent two aircraft carrier groups into nearby waters as a sign of its disapproval of China's belligerent act. Japan seconded the U.S. action, raising in Chinese minds the possibility that Japan might offer logistical and other support to its ally in the event of hostilities. Even though intervention is only a possibility, a strong and close tie between Japanese and U.S. security interests guarantees that the Chinese leadership cannot afford to miscalculate the consequences of an unprovoked attack on Taiwan. The alliance backs up Japan's basic stance that the two sides need to come to a negotiated solution. 
***Japan Politics Disad***
Japanese Politics Disad---1NC
Japanese public hates the plan

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)
Given its largely negative view of any military engagement, the Japanese public has not fully supported missile defense, despite clear statements from previous governments that missile defense is exclusively defensive and compatible with Japan’s defense policy. Nevertheless, threats from North Korea and increasing anti-North Korea sentiment fueled by the abduction issue have diminished the Japanese public’s opposition to missile defense. A 2006 public opinion poll conducted by the Cabinet Office indicated that 56.6 percent of respondents support BMD while 25.5 percent oppose it. A Yomiuri-Gallup public opinion poll conducted in December 2006 yielded similar results: while 60 percent of respondents support BMD, 31.4 percent oppose it. [33] With the threat from North Korea, it is likely that the Japanese public continues to view missile defense as necessary to protect the country.

Public is key to Kan’s agenda – his success depends on responsiveness to needs of citizens

Takei ‘10

(Toru, 6/11, Staff @ The Japan Times Online, “Stability, unity key to Kan's success: expert,” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100611f2.html)
Ensuring stability and unity, unlike the previous administration, is key to the success of the new government of Prime Minister Naoto Kan, according to a U.S. expert. "Stability in governance and unity in terms of the execution of policy, both domestic and foreign policy, I think, will be very key to Mr. Kan's success," Sheila Smith, senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, said in a recent interview. Noting Kan is Japan's fifth prime minister in four years, Smith said, "There is a lack of stability in Japanese political thinking, but of course, serious instability in terms of governance." She also said there was "a certain amount of disunity, or at least the appearance of disunity," in the government of Kan's predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, who resigned last week after some eight months in office. "People were saying different things. It wasn't clear which way the government was going" under Hatoyama, Smith said, adding that what is needed now is a cohesive policy team. Smith said she finds the elevation of Kan "refreshing," as he is not from a political family, unlike the four previous prime ministers, who were all descended from former leaders. Coming from a citizen activist background, Kan's starting point is that governance must be responsive to the needs of citizens, as his time as health and welfare minister in 1996 proved, she said. "If he can carry that perspective effectively into the prime minister's office," Kan will succeed in steering the nation's politics, Smith said. 
Japanese Politics Disad---1NC
Tanks financial reform agenda – key to economic recovery in Japan
Tachikawa ‘10
(Tomoyuki, 6/18, Staff @ Wall Street Journal “Correct: Japan Govt Aims For Growth Through Investments, Tax Cuts” http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100618-703746.html)
Prime Minister Naoto Kan's Cabinet approved a 113-page mid- to long-term economic growth strategy that targets the creation of almost 5 million jobs in the environment, health care and tourism by 2020. The plan aims to lower the unemployment rate to below 4% as quickly as possible from about 5% currently. As a first step to generate more demand, the strategy calls for an end to persistent consumer-price falls from the fiscal year starting April 2011. It calls on the Bank of Japan to make "every effort" to accomplish that. The plan also says the yen shouldn't rise excessively as that could hurt export performance. The plan proposes gradually cutting the nation's 40% effective corporate tax rate to 25%, in line with other major counties, to make domestic companies more competitive internationally and attract foreign firms to do business in Japan. The new administration's growth strategy aims at ending the stagnation that has hobbled the world's second largest economy over much of the past two decades. Prices have been falling as consumers, worried about the economic outlook and job security, have tended to save rather than spend. At the same time, leading domestic industries such as electronics manufacturers have faced increasing competition from Asian neighbors such as South Korea and China. The government wants to turn the country's economic fortunes around by banishing deflation and encouraging the growth of new industries. It won't be easy. The government's ability to make new investments to spur growth is limited by its huge debt, the largest in the industrialized world and nearly twice the size of annual growth domestic product. Japan also has found it hard to overcome deflation, which has pecked at the economy for over a decade. Consumer prices have fallen for 14 straight months. The Kan administration targets average GDP growth exceeding 2% on an inflation-adjusted basis, and 3% on a nominal basis over the next 10 years. But those are ambitious goals for an economy that in recent years has ranged between growth of 2% and contractions of as much as 3%. The government's targets could be difficult to realize because deflationary pressure may persist as the population declines, said Mizuho Research Institute economist Hirokata Kusaba. A shrinking population could lead to a shortage of demand, driving prices downward. "As the Japanese economy is recovering at a gradual pace, in part helped by downturns in past years, the plan is a bit aggressive," Kusaba said. To pump up the economy, the plan says policy makers should focus on seven major areas expected to stimulate growth: the environment; health care; trade and business with other Asian countries; tourism and revitalization of regional economies; science and technology; job training and employment opportunities for groups such as the newly retired; and improvement of financial circumstances. The environment and health care are seen as particularly promising. By putting Japan's technological expertise toward environmental innovation, the government hopes to create 1.4 million new jobs. And as the country's population ages, health care is expected to become an even bigger industry that could create 2.84 million new jobs, according to the government's strategy. The two areas are each expected to produce Y50 trillion in new demand. The new strategy also envisions 560,000 new jobs and Y11 trillion in new demand from increased tourism, and 190,000 jobs and Y12 trillion in new demand from rising business ties with Asia. It wants Japan to become an Asian hub for global business. To help achieve this, it will take steps such as giving corporate tax breaks to foreign firms, streamlining immigration and subsidizing large-scale investments. The government says it will consider the details of such steps and start implementing them from fiscal 2011. The government will also establish a "comprehensive exchange" that deals broadly with securities and commodities to boost overseas investment by facilitating foreign investments in financial products. The administration's growth strategy is broadly in line with the policy direction the previous administration of Yukio Hatoyama, which also called for growth in environment, health care and Asia-related businesses. But calls for a corporate tax cut and a quick end to deflation--which could put pressure on the central bank to ease monetary policy further--are new. Kan took over as Japan's prime minister after Hatoyama resigned earlier this month. "My thinking is, no reform no growth," said Hiromichi Shirakawa, chief economist at Credit Suisse. "The bottom line is, unless we put an end to deflation, nobody wants to borrow money and the economy cannot revive."
Japanese Politics DA---1NC
That’s key to global econ recovery
Baruzzi ‘9

(Cara, 12/27, Register Business Editor, “Japan’s deflation could have global ripple effect”, p. lexis)
JAPAN has the second-largest economy in the world, and many countries including the U.S. and U.K. are inextricably linked to it. What happens there today will likely have long-term consequences for us.  So how much should we worry about Japan’s current economic difficulties? Are they big enough and serious enough to merit the attention that the world media are showing?  If Japan’s Finance Minister Hirohisa Fuji is to be believed, yes.  He argues that the strength of the yen is creating serious problems for the export market — Japan’s economic engine — and threatening the nation’s recovery from the worst recession since the end of World War II.  The situation, Fuji said, is “one sided” and harmful to the economy.  If unchecked, he fears some of the largest global creditors will succumb to a dangerous spiral of deflation, falling prices and ever cheaper imports and raw materials.  Japan’s deflation rate during October seemed to pass almost unnoticed at — 2.5 percent — the worst deflation in Japanese history.  The new government of Yukio Hatoyama has been driven to acknowledge that all is not well. What the Hatoyama administration does not appear willing to do is tackle this renewed specter of deflation head-on.  The hesitation could prove catastrophic for Japan and for global recovery in general.  Prices are, to be fair, not yet completely out of control. However, if the Bank of Japan is right and the trend continues for a few more years, the situation could easily become unmanageable.  What makes this particularly concerning is that circumstances today are very different than those Japan faced between 2001 and 2006. Then the world economy was thriving, and Japan’s powerful export industry was able to kick-start the economy. Today, world economies are significantly weaker, and the yen is among the world’s stronger currencies.  On the slightly positive side, unemployment figures are down for the first time in months. A great many commentators maintain, however, that the risk of deflation is too great to ignore and that if something isn’t done to reduce the growing pressure on exporters such as Sony, Toyota and Honda, the employment progress may be little more than a blip.  The Bank of Japan now has the opportunity to lead from the front and to at least consider initiatives such as increasing government-bond purchases and setting new monetary targets. Japan is in an unenviable position since almost every course of action would likely weaken the yen. Internally this would create all sorts of headaches for the Hatoyama administration, and governance would be even trickier than usual.  Internationally the ramifications would be just as prickly — particularly when it comes to Japan’s trading partners. Still, the current wait-and-see policy cannot continue, and action of some sort must inevitably occur. Japan’s debt situation is indeed grim.  According to statisticians, Japan’s rate of debt growth compared with GDP should reach 218 percent this year, 227 percent next year and 246 percent in five years.  Japan’s future prosperity rests on the decisions it will make in the coming months. Not all the decisions will be welcomed, at least in the short term, but there is a growing call for the government to do more than observe.  The risk of deflation must be challenged and beaten if Japan is to reverse the slide in its future growth. The question the Bank of Japan and Yukio Hatoyama’s administration must consider is whether a weaker yen today is a price worth paying for a stronger and healthier economy tomorrow.
Nuclear war

Nyquist ‘5

(J.R. Nyquist, 2-4-2005, renowned expert in geopolitics and international relations, “THE POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES OF A FINANCIAL CRASH,” Financial Sense, p http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/0204.html)

Should the United States experience a severe economic contraction during the second term of President Bush, the American people will likely support politicians who advocate further restrictions and controls on our market economy – guaranteeing its strangulation and the steady pauperization of the country. In Congress today, Sen. Edward Kennedy supports nearly all the economic dogmas listed above. It is easy to see, therefore, that the coming economic contraction, due in part to a policy of massive credit expansion, will have serious political consequences for the Republican Party (to the benefit of the Democrats). Furthermore, an economic contraction will encourage the formation of anti-capitalist majorities and a turning away from the free market system. / The danger here is not merely economic. The political left openly favors the collapse of America’s strategic position abroad. The withdrawal of the United States from the Middle East, the Far East and Europe would catastrophically impact an international system that presently allows 6 billion people to live on the earth’s surface in relative peace. Should anti-capitalist dogmas overwhelm the global market and trading system that evolved under American leadership, the planet’s economy would contract and untold millions would die of starvation. Nationalistic totalitarianism, fueled by a politics of blame, would once again bring war to Asia and Europe. But this time the war would be waged with mass destruction weapons and the United States would be blamed because it is the center of global capitalism. Furthermore, if the anti-capitalist party gains power in Washington, we can expect to see policies of appeasement and unilateral disarmament enacted. / American appeasement and disarmament, in this context, would be an admission of guilt before the court of world opinion. Russia and China, above all, would exploit this admission to justify aggressive wars, invasions and mass destruction attacks. A future financial crash, therefore, must be prevented at all costs. But we cannot do this. As one observer recently lamented, “We drank the poison and now we must die.”
Japanese Politics DA---2NC---Uniqueness---Top of Agenda 
Financial reform is top of agenda
Reuters ‘10
(“Tax hikes spur growth, end deflation says Japan PM advisor” p. google)
Kan, 63, who has made fiscal reform a top priority since taking office this month, has cited a possible doubling of the sales tax to 10 percent to curb Japan's debt, which is twice the size of its GDP, the worst in the developed world. Ono became acquainted with Kan a decade ago and has advised him on economic policy in earnest since taking up the job at the Cabinet Office in February. Ono, 59, said the income and inheritance tax rates also need to be raised so the rich shoulder more of the tax burden. 

Japanese Politics DA---2NC---Japanese Economy---Brink
Japan’s econ is reaching a tipping point
Rafferty ‘10

(Kevin, 6/10, Staff @ Japan Times, Managing Director @ World Bank, “Can Kan Revive Japan?,” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20100610a1.html)
Similar unreality is shown about economic growth. The Japanese media reported that the ruling Democratic Party of Japan draft manifesto "calls for achieving an average nominal economic growth of 3 percent and real growth of 2 percent in the years through fiscal 2020." On the other hand, "The LDP hopes for nominal growth of 4 percent and real growth of 2 percent, LDP lawmakers said." How nice if the real world were as simple and real growth for 10 years ahead worked neatly according to politicians wishful formulas. Some economists, including foreign ones, say that Japan can relax even with higher ratios than Greece. One reason is that the published figures are gross debts and the net figures are much lower, closer to half the gross ones. More importantly, Japanese debts, unlike those of Greece, or the U.S. or Britain, are predominantly owed to Japanese, not foreigners. This has allowed Japan to get away with low interest rates on its debts as well as not to worry about a selloff. The benchmark 10-year government bond yield is steady around 1.3 percent because of brisk demand from domestic life insurance companies and banks. According to the Bank of Japan, domestic investors held 94.8 percent of Japanese government bonds at the end of 2009. Cynics say that the old boy network of the Japanese elite means that the institutional investors have no real choice except to swallow the bonds, and no foreign investor would look at such low yields. But even with these factors in Japan's favor, Kan is correct to worry. The rise in numbers is scary. The ministry of finance forecasts that Japan's central government debt could reach ¥973 trillion by the end of the current fiscal year. Apart from conventional concerns such as government borrowing crowding out the private sector and the fear of reaching a tipping point when markets will declare they have had enough even of the Japanese government, the country is running up a heavy burden that future generations will not be able to bear. Damaging effects are already being seen, in household savings rates that have fallen below those of the U.S., and in huge unfunded pensions at big companies because of the low yields of government bonds and the falling stock market, less than 24 percent of its 1989 peak. Unfunded liabilities at Hitachi are ¥1.1 trillion and those at NTT are ¥576 billion, huge gaps and potential disappointments for workers expecting a comfortable retirement, who will then find that the state has no money to pay for their medical and pension bills. What should worry Kan most of all is the lack of any realistic debate on the wide socioeconomic implications of heavy debts, economic stagnation and an aging society. Indeed, Japan Inc. seems to be sleepwalking toward its inevitable doom. Economic reform, restructuring and deregulation are dirty words in the political lexicon. In terms of ideas, from schools to the big companies and the media, South Korea, India, and even China within strict political limits, are livelier than Japan
Japanese Politics DA---2NC---Japanese Economy Impact
Japanese economic depression causes Asian instability 

Auslin ‘9
(Michael, 2/17, resident scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, “Japan’s Downturn Is Bad News for the World” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123483257056995903.html)
Recently, many economists and scholars in the U.S. have been looking backward to Japan's banking disaster of the 1990s, hoping to learn lessons for America's current crisis. Instead, they should be looking ahead to what might occur if Japan goes into a full-fledged depression. If Japan's economy collapses, supply chains across the globe will be affected and numerous economies will face severe disruptions, most notably China's. China is currently Japan's largest import provider, and the Japanese slowdown is creating tremendous pressure on Chinese factories. Just last week, the Chinese government announced that 20 million rural migrants had lost their jobs.  Closer to home, Japan may also start running out of surplus cash, which it has used to purchase U.S. securities for years. For the first time in a generation, Tokyo is running trade deficits -- five months in a row so far.  The political and social fallout from a Japanese depression also would be devastating. In the face of economic instability, other Asian nations may feel forced to turn to more centralized -- even authoritarian -- control to try to limit the damage. Free-trade agreements may be rolled back and political freedom curtailed. Social stability in emerging, middle-class societies will be severely tested, and newly democratized states may find it impossible to maintain power. Progress toward a more open, integrated Asia is at risk, with the potential for increased political tension in the world's most heavily armed region.  This is the backdrop upon which the U.S. government is set to expand the national debt by a trillion dollars or more. Without massive debt purchases by Japan and China, the U.S. may not be able to finance the cost of the stimulus package, creating a trapdoor under the U.S. economy. 
Nuclear war

Sheridan ‘9

Greg Sheridan 9-5-09, Foreign editor – The Australian, Hatoyama poised for global struggle, The Australian, 9-5-09, http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,26027029-7583,00.html

Kurt Campbell, now the US Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and the Pacific, co-authored a study on the US's Asia policy last year. He wrote: "Asia is not a theatre at peace. It is a cauldron of religious and ethnic tension; a source of terror and extremism; an accelerating driver of the insatiable global appetite for energy; the place where the most people will suffer the adverse effects of global climate change; the primary source of nuclear proliferation and the most likely theatre on earth for a major conventional confrontation and even a nuclear conflict."This is not just rhetoric. For the first time, there are more warships in the US Pacific fleet than in its Atlantic fleet. And a rarely acknowledged truth is that Japan is Washington's most important ally anywhere on the globe. Who else would be a candidate? Britain sends more troops to Iraq and Afghanistan, but they are not decisive and the US has a full suite of European allies. Australia is important, but we are a nation of only 22 million people. Japan and the US military bases it hosts are central to the US position in Asia. Japan, a nation of 125 million people, is still the world's second-largest economy, far bigger than any of the Europeans. The Obama administration seems to get this.
***Case***
AT: BMD Fails
US-Japan BMDs work amazingly

Lockheed Martin ‘9

(10/28, a global security company that employs about 136,000 people worldwide and is principally engaged in the research, design, development, manufacture, integration and sustainment of advanced technology systems, products and services, “Lockheed Martin’s Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense System Defeats Ballistic Missile Target in Japanese Test,” http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/press_releases/2009/102809_LM_AegisBMD_Japan.html)

S Myoko, Japan’s third destroyer equipped with Lockheed Martin’s [NYSE: LMT] Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) system, successfully intercepted and destroyed a ballistic missile target above the atmosphere during a test event today. The test marked the 20th successful ballistic missile intercept by the system. JS Myoko guided a Standard Missile (SM)-3 Block IA missile to intercept the separating medium range ballistic missile target outside the Earth’s atmosphere.  Two U.S. Navy Aegis BMD ships, USS Lake Erie and USS Paul Hamilton, also participated in today’s test. USS Paul Hamilton tracked the target and performed a simulated engagement. USS Lake Erie, equipped with the next generation Aegis BMD Weapon System -- designated BMD 4.0.1, which provides additional target discrimination capability -- tracked the missile target and post-intercept debris using its advanced signal processor. Full operational certification of BMD 4.0.1 is expected in 2011. “This is the first Aegis BMD flight test conducted with two versions of the U.S. Navy Aegis BMD baselines and a Japanese destroyer,” said Orlando Carvalho, vice president and general manager of Lockheed Martin’s Surface-Sea Based Missile Defense line of business. “These events demonstrate the Aegis development success of build a little, test a little, learn a lot as well as the flexibility of the systems to evolve and keep pace with the threat to control the battlespace.” The Missile Defense Agency and the U.S. Navy are jointly developing Aegis BMD as part of the United States’ Ballistic Missile Defense System (BMDS).  The Navy’s independent operational test agent has assessed the Aegis BMD and SM-3 Block IA system to be operationally effective and operationally suitable. Currently, a total of 22 Aegis BMD-equipped warships – 19 in the U.S. Navy and three in the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force – have the certified capability to engage ballistic missiles and perform long-range surveillance and tracking missions. Two additional U.S. East Coast-based Aegis-equipped ships are being modified to perform ballistic missile defense in the next six months.   The Aegis Weapon System is the world’s premier naval defense system and the sea-based element of the U.S. Ballistic Missile Defense System. Its precision SPY-1 radar and integrated command and control system seamlessly guides the interceptor and uplinks target track information to the missile for terminal homing. Its ability to detect, track and engage targets ranging from sea-skimming cruise missiles to ballistic missiles in space is proven and unmatched. The Aegis BMD Weapon System also integrates with the BMDS, receiving track data from and providing track information to other BMDS elements. The 92 Aegis-equipped ships currently in service around the globe have more than 950 years of at-sea operational experience and have launched more than 3,500 missiles in tests and real-world operations.  In addition to the U.S. and Japan, Aegis is the maritime weapon system of choice for Australia, Norway, South Korea and Spain. 
AND it’s demonstrated discrimination for even the most complex of threats

Pike ‘10

(John Pike, 7/11, Director of Global Security, one of the world's leading experts on defense, space and intelligence policy, “RIM-161 SM-3 (AEGIS Ballistic Missile Defense)” http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/systems/sm3.htm)
Aegis BMD is capable of using data from space-based sensors or cues from other elements of the BMDS, however external cues and sensor data is not required for Aegis BMD. The system is designed to be capable of autonomous (self-contained) operations for detection, tracking, and engagement of ballistic missile targets or reporting ballistic missile track data to other elements of the BMDS.  The KW does not carry any high explosive. Hit-to-Kill technology relies on the kinetic energy released in high-speed collisions, such as between the KW and the target. The energy from the impact has been calculated to be in excess of 125 megajoules, which is equivalent to the force released when a ten ton truck traveling at 600 miles per hour hits a wall.  Discrimination algorithms enable defense systems to compare objects in a target scene to determine which to intercept. Increasingly complex threats with separated target elements, countermeasures, and debris, require advanced signal processing and discrimination algorithms to identify object features needed to provide robust target selection. SM-3 has flown and demonstrated fundamental discrimination capability for unitary threats.  Computer program design upgrades are in work to expand the current selection accuracy and add capability against more stressing unitary and separating target scenes using target features observed by the Aegis radar system and the KW LWIR seeker to optimize selection confidence. Leveraging off discrimination architecture used across Raytheon’s missile programs, SM-3 continues to evolve an integrated discrimination design for insertion with the current seeker design and each of the sensing and signal processor upgrades available to counter advancing threats. 
AT: BMD Fails
It’s been successfully tested

Terrill ‘9

(Mike, 10/28, Staff @ Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance, PR Newspire, p. lexis)
Against the early evening clear sky off of the coast of Kauai, Hawaii, the Japanese Kongo class destroyer JS MYOKO (DDG-175) tracked and launched a Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) block 1A missile and obliterated a target ballistic missile, unequivocally demonstrating their capability to destroy any current deployed North Korean ballistic missile threatening the people of Japan. This milestone event marks the debut of the third Japanese Kongo class destroyer with ballistic missile defense capability that will patrol and defend the seas surrounding Japan against the threat from North Korea to their homeland. Having three Aegis-equipped ships with a ballistic missile defense capability allows the defensive forces of Japan to patrol and protect the people of Japan 24 hours a day and seven days as week.
That was the third such event
UPI ‘9

(United Press International, 10/28, “Japan intercepts ballistic missile in test,” p. google)
The U.S. Missile Defense Agency and the Japan maritime self-defense forces intercepted a ballistic missile using the Aegis missile defense system. Crew members on board a Japanese destroyer detected and tracked a target from their position off the coast of Kauai in Hawaii. The destroyer launched a Standard Missile-3 interceptor missile at a target ballistic missile roughly 100 miles above the Pacific Ocean, destroying the target roughly three minutes later. The test was the third such event for Japanese forces, verifying the engagement capability of the Japanese Aegis missile defense system, the U.S. Missile Defense Agency said. The Aegis fleet with the Japanese maritime force is deployed off the Japanese coast to defend against any regional threat, including North Korea.
AT: BMD Fails---AT: ICBMs
BMD solves ICBMs
Pfaltzgraff and Van Cleave ‘9

(Dr. Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Jr., Shelby Cullom Davis Professor  of International Security Studies The Fletcher School, Tufts University President, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis; Dr. William R. Van Cleave, Professor Emeritus Department of Defense and Strategic Studies Missouri State University, “Missile Defense,the Space Relationship,& the Twenty-First Century” https://www.claremont.org/repository/docLib/200901291_iwg2009.pdf)
Japan’s missile defense cooperation with the United States – accelerated in the wake of North Korea’s surprise launch of a two-stage Taepo Dong missile over the Sea of Japan in Au​gust 1998 – has taken on a new urgency as a result of grow​ing concern over North Korea’s nuclear program (Pyongyang announced in February 2005 that North Korea possesses nu​clear weapons), and less publicly by the increasing threat posed by China. The Japanese government has moved deci​sively toward a limited deployment of missile defenses built around the U.S. Patriot and Aegis/Standard Missile (SM)-3 systems. Japan began deploying PAC-3 units in 2007.45 Japan has installed its fourth PAC-3 Patriot missile defense battery and hopes to have an additional three PAC-3 batteries with​in the next three years.46 Japan has also conducted a suc​cessful missile intercept exercise off Hawaii, from the Aegis destroyer Kongo.”47 Also, as noted previously, Japan is con​tributing financially to the development of a new missile, the SM-3 Block IIA, with a 53-centimeter-diameter base that is expected to have a greater velocity and range than the cur​rent 36-centimeter model SM-3.48 As demonstrated in early 2005, the current SM-3 Block I missiles can intercept short-range ballistic missiles while the Block IIA will have the ca​pability to shoot down ICBMs and as well as short-range ballistic missiles.49
AT: No Japanese Commitment 
Japan is making substantial efforts to the project

Takei ‘9

(Rear Adm, Takei, 4/9, Director General of Operations and Plans, for the Japanese Maritime Staff Office (MSO), Japan Maritime Self Defense Force (JMSDF), “THE SPEAR AND SHIELD: Building International Cooperation Against the Ballistic Missile Threat,” Interview @ Raytheon, http://www.raytheon.com/ourcompany/innovation/defender/5_1/spotlight/index.html) 
Rear Adm. Takei: The defense industry in Japan is making substantial efforts to support the SM-3 Cooperative Development Program. Mitsubishi Heavy Industries has entered into a contract with the government of Japan to be the prime contractor. Approximately 20 to 30 domestic industries in Japan, related to BMD, also are involved in the project. Generally speaking, it is expected that the Japanese defense industry’s commitment to Japan-U.S. cooperative research and development of advanced technology will stimulate the intellectual curiosity of our technicians, motivate them to develop state-of-the-art technology, and improve the reliability of the Japan-U.S. alliance. The SM-3 Cooperative Development Program is a manifest example of this. Cooperative development has already produced more fruit than expected. It is my hope that Japan and the U.S. will expand such cooperation to other fields in the future.
AT: Constitution Impact 
Constitutional change checks – future development is ensured

Kawasaki and 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.
AT: BMD Collapses Nonprolif 
BMD accelerates nuclear disarmament

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, ) 
The first possible side effect is the argument that strategic defences would undermine the arms control and disarmament process. This seems wrong on two counts. Firstly, the US-Russian nuclear arms control process is indeed stalled, but that has been the case since 1993, when missile defence was not on most people’s radar screens. Secondly, even if Russia and the US abandoned the negotiated arms reduction process, there are now strong pressures on them to push ahead unilaterally with reductions. In a speech delivered in May 2000, George Bush proposed the deployment of a robust missile defence at the same time as unilateral cuts in the US arsenal. This suggests that missile defence could be an accelerator of American nuclear disarmament, even if it comes in a very different form from the process of negotiated reductions that began in in the mid-1980s. Russia has recently shown some interest in this idea, and President Putin’s speech of November 2000 echoed Bush’s approach. For the first time, Russia signalled its readiness to consider “parallel” disarmament moves as a substitute for the traditional USRussian strategic arms control negotiations. Thus the fear of George Bunn, a US analyst, that NMD ould tand for “No More Disarmament” may be misplaced.8 A thin defensive layer against ballistic attack would not threaten the Russian deterrent. Therefore the Russians’ declarations that they will not stand by START-2 unless the ABM treaty continues looks more like a short-term tactical move than a strategically motivated policy. Moscow knows that it has a lot to lose by abandoning the negotiated reduction of nuclear weapons. And it could use the fact that the US cannot modify the ABM treaty without its consent to get a favourable deal from the US on a future START-3. (The Russians seem to have decided on a gradual reduction of their strategic arsenal to 1,500 weapons in August 2000.)9
AT: China Advantage---1NC 
Current conventional deterrence is key to strategic balance with China
Grant ‘9
(Rebecca Grant, 3/25, Ph.D., Senior fellow of the Lexington Institute, “U.S. needs to deter China's mobile missile launchers”, http://www.upi.com/Security_Industry/2009/03/25/US-needs-to-deter-Chinas-mobile-missile-launchers/UPI-75531237999938/)
China is a world power, a major trading partner and, without question, a potential military competitor for the United States. With China, the United States may face a decades-long balance between confrontation and cooperation. Conventional deterrence will be a big part of calibrating the balance. For the United States, relying on airpower's conventional deterrent will be a prime tool. China has already demarcated the realms of air, space and cyberspace as arenas for competition and de-emphasized its land forces. In 2004, China's defense white paper stated bluntly: "The army is streamlined by reducing the ordinary troops that are technologically backward while the navy, air force and Second Artillery Force (China's nuclear-weapons unit) are strengthened." Instead, current Chinese military doctrine focuses on local, or regional, war under high-technology conditions, which they define as "a limited war, fought in a restricted geographic area for limited objectives with limited means and a conscious effort to curtail destruction." Rapid defeat of the enemy is the main objective, and the preferred tool is to inflict strategic and operational paralysis or even defeat the enemy with one strike. The Chinese do not much worry about global power projection, stability operations or major land campaigns.  Deterring China will be all about providing persistence to make clear that the armed forces of the United States and its allies will not back off until goals are met. Credible deterrence will include the ability to target mobile launches like the one China used to shoot a missile into orbit to destroy its defunct weather satellite. That launch brought home how difficult it could be to track, target and kill mobile launchers.
Their evidence is outdated – China recognizes that BMD checks North Korean threat

Snyder ‘9

(Scott, Dir., 6/17, Center for U.S.-Korea Policy, CONGRESSIONAL DOCUMENTS AND PUBLICATIONS, p. lexis) 
North Korea's missile and nuclear tests have been more effective in underscoring the threat that the North Korean regime poses to China's national security Interests than years of American efforts under the Bush administration to convince China of the need for regime transformation in Pyongyang. For years, China has labored under the illusion that it is possible to prioritize North Korean stability over denuclearization, but North Korea's recent actions have proven that any Chinese choice between stability and denuclearization in North Korea is a false choice, and that a nuclear North Korea under the current leadership is inherently destabilizing to regional security In Northeast Asia. North Korea's tests provide it with a capacity that Is contrary to China's global interests as a member of the Nuclear Non-Prollferatlon Treaty (NPT) as well as to China's regional Interests, since North Korea's tests have catalyzed Japan's acquisition of new defense capabilities such as missile defense.
No risk of war – economic interdependence and rivalry is NOT the cause of modernization 

Feffer ‘10

(John, 5/7, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University, “An Arms Race for Northeast Asia?” http://www.fpif.org/articles/an_arms_race_for_northeast_asia)

The other country currently involved in the Six Party Talks that increased its military spending dramatically over the last decade is Russia. To make up for the deterioration of its capabilities during the economic collapse of the 1990s, Russia poured funds from its energy sales into an ambitious modernization program. Despite the economic crisis, and early indications that Russia would have to cut its military budget as a consequence, Russia in fact boosted its military spending by 25 percent in 2009, a post-Soviet record. It has increased subsidies to military contractors and pushed to increase its arms exports. Russia is a chief military supplier of China as well as a close collaborator in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization, a regional security organization. According to General of the Army Nikolay Makarov, the rapprochement of Moscow and Beijing is at least in part due to the increase in military spending in Japan and South Korea. Great-power rivalry has been a chief driver of arms races in the past two centuries. For the moment, however, this disease seems to have gone into at least partial remission. Although Russia is concerned with NATO expansion and has balked at significant nuclear reductions because of upgrades in U.S. conventional power projection, Moscow no longer has any ambitions beyond its near abroad or, frankly, the resource base to restart an arms race with Washington. China, meanwhile, is considered a more serious threat than Russia in certain Pentagon circles, but Washington is too dependent on Beijing’s economic largesse to risk an all-out confrontation. Beijing, on the other hand, is mindful of the lessons of the Soviet Union’s demise and unwilling to challenge the United States even in the Pacific region much less anywhere else in the world. Although the “China threat” continues to serve as a justification for large-scale weapons production in the United States, great-power rivalry is no longer the central driver behind the military spending increases in Washington, Beijing, or Moscow.
China Advantage---1NC
China will modernize regardless of BMD

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)
On the other hand, it can be argued that China is progressing towards nuclear modernization anyway. It came to the conclusion to do so independent of, or minimally affected by, TMD considerations. Thus all the rhetoric about U.S.-Japan TMD could be viewed as a ploy to justify the expansion of China’s nuclear arsenal, which would happen anyway.

NPR solves – emphasizes mutual deterrence and will not negate China’s nuclear deterrent 

Yao ‘10

(Yunzhu, 5/6, senior colonel in the Chinese People’s Liberation Army and currently a fellow with the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs at Harvard University, “A Chinese Perspective on the Nuclear Posture Review,” http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/?fa=view&id=40758)

The Obama administration’s Nuclear Posture Review (NPR) makes some encouraging changes. The reorientation of threat perception provides the basis for further nuclear disarmament, strengthening of the nonproliferation regime, and broader international cooperation on nuclear security to counter nuclear terrorism, and to facilitate peaceful nuclear use. The declaratory policy makes it clear that the United States will not use or threaten to use nuclear weapons against Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) non-nuclear-weapon-states who comply with their treaty obligations, even if they were to pose threats of chemical weapon—and less clearly, biological weapon—attacks. This indicates that the possible use of U.S. nuclear weapons would occur only against the other established nuclear-weapon states, non-NPT states, and NPT members who do not comply with treaty obligations. The NPR further promises that nuclear use will only be considered in “extreme circumstances” and for the “vital interest” of the United States, its allies and partners. Although it fails to adopt the “sole purpose policy” that many have called for, it does make such a policy an objective in the future. The continued nuclear reduction in the new Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START) should be cheered as a step in the right direction, though not as big a step as expected. The significance lies in the momentum the treaty helps to build up. The decision to forsake new nuclear capabilities aimed to fulfill new military missions should not be underappreciated either. However, the reduction of nuclear weapons’ role is one step forward and a half step backward. The negative security assurance to the non-nuclear-weapon states has two conditions: NPT compliance, and the right to reverse. There is still some distance from the “sole purpose policy,” and even more from the no-first-use policy as adopted and suggested by China. Continued maintenance of a triad nuclear force structure, high alert status, and upgraded nuclear weapon infrastructure is justified by the need to maintain strategic stability vis-à-vis Russia and China, even though the former is no longer an enemy and the latter shares increasing responsibilities and interests with the United States. Ballistic missile defense (BMD) and conventionally armed ballistic missiles play a bigger role in deterring potential regional nuclear adversaries and maintaining strategic stability with Russia and China, promising to be a source of tension in the future. In contrast to the previous two post-Cold War NPRs, China receives much more attention. By defining China primarily as a partner for cooperation in international affairs, the new NPR tries to send a positive message to China. At the same time, on behalf of the United States and China’s Asian neighbors, it expresses concerns about the modernization of China’s nuclear arsenal, the lack of transparency, and its future intentions. China is mentioned 37 times in the report, as compared to only twice in what was leaked of the last NPR report. Of the 37, China is mentioned 18 times together with Russia, in the context of “strategic stability.” The emphasis on strategic stability implies that the United States accepts mutual deterrence with China as a reality and will design its nuclear relationship with China based on that reality. This has implications for the U.S.-China nuclear relationship. First, it suggests that the United States will not try to develop offensive and defensive capabilities aimed to negate China’s nuclear deterrent. Second, China still has reason to wonder about the purposes and capabilities of ballistic missile defenses and conventionally armed ballistic missiles. And third, China’s nuclear weapon modernization programs would have a direct impact on U.S. nuclear-related decisions. The United States would like China to contribute its share to the strategic stability. Yet, the issue of Taiwan, which presents a possible scenario for military conflict between China and the United States, is not mentioned at all in the NPR report. This does not mean Taiwan is totally irrelevant. Some hard questions for China to ask include: whether Taiwan will be considered a U.S. partner, for whose defense nuclear weapons are still on the table? Would the status quo of the Taiwan Strait be considered a “vital interest” for the United States? Would China’s military action against Taiwan be viewed as an “extreme circumstance” in which nuclear weapons still have a role to play?
No risk of a break in Chinese relations

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

The statement suggests China means to "drive a wedge" between the United States and its Asian allies, said Yoichiro Sato of the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, Honolulu. But Sato noted that compared with Russia, China's opposition to regional missile defense has been moderate. "Even there, China refrains from using an overt threat," he said. "Thus, China's broader diplomatic course of maintaining the currently favorable relationship with the United States is toning down its criticism of missile defense." 

China Advantage---1NC---AT: Taiwan 
Perception of conventional deterrence’s key to prevent Chinese aggression over Taiwan
Ross ‘2

(Robert S., Prof of Pol Sci @ Boston College and Associate of John King Fairbank Center for East Asian Studies @Harvard University, “Navigating the Taiwan Strait”, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/files/ross_v27n2.pdf)
The U.S.-China military balance undermines PRC confidence that it can deter U.S. intervention on behalf of Taiwan. But given U.S.-China asymmetric interests in Taiwan, the extended deterrence capability of the United States also depends on China’s assessment of U.S. resolve. Although U.S. security interests in Taiwan are limited to reputation interests, China has enough respect for U.S. resolve that U.S.-China asymmetric interests do not appreciatively enhance China’s confidence that it can use force without it leading to U.S. intervention. Chinese civilian and military analysts understand that U.S. domestic politics increases the likelihood of U.S. intervention in defense of Taiwan. Domestic political opposition toward China and political support for Taiwan in the United States are at their highest levels since the late 1960s. U.S. domestic politics has encouraged the growth in U.S. arms sales to Taiwan since the early 1990s, and it will constrain the administration’s options during a mainland- Taiwan conflict. Chinese military and civilian analysts also grasp the extent of Washington’s strategic commitment to Taiwan. They acknowledge that the March 1996 deployment of two U.S. carriers was a “strong military signal” of U.S. readiness to intervene in a possible war over Taiwan.58 Moreover, the carrier deployment firmly coupled the U.S. commitment to defend Taiwan with the credibility of its security commitments to its allies in East Asia. Since then, Chinese leaders have assumed that a war with Taiwan means a war with the United States. As one observer has noted, “What many, many people realize is that the effectiveness of [U.S.] deterrence . . . must markedly exceed that of 1996, so that the likelihood of U.S. military intervention is even more notable, with a likely corresponding escalation in the deterrence dynamics.”59 Another analyst has warned that the possibility of U.S. intervention means that any Chinese action could encounter “unexpectedly serious consequences.”60 Chinese analysts also realize that because of its superiority in long-range, high-accuracy weaponry, the United States can wage war while remaining out of range of enemy forces. Moreover, it can use precision-guided munitions to target leadership command-and-control centers to shorten the war and further reduce casualties. Chinese studies of the 1991 Gulf War conclude that highaccuracy, long-range weaponry was the decisive factor in the U.S. victory. One Chinese military analyst, summing up the impact of high technology on warfare, has argued that “whoever possesses the newest knowledge and technology can thus grab the initiative in military combat and also possess the ‘killer weapon’ to vanquish the enemy.” Moreover, Chinese analysts recognize that the development by the United Sates of increasingly sophisticated unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) will enable U.S. forces to carry out these missions while further reducing their vulnerability to enemy forces.61 Thus the ability of the United States to wage war with minimal casualties contributes to the credibility of its extended deterrence commitments. China’s expectation of U.S. intervention in a mainland-Taiwan war is rejected in various PLA studies. Analyses of blockade operations and warfare against a “large island,” for example, assume the intervention of an advanced power using large surface vessels—including aircraft carriers—which could significantly impede PRC operations.62 PLA studies of the use of its shortrange DF-15 conventional missiles against Taiwan assume that China’s coastal launch sites could be targeted by advanced technology, high-accuracy cruise missiles. Mobility and camouflage are thus critical to PLA planning. The PLA further assumes that in a war over Taiwan its coastal military installations and deployments—including airfields and advanced aircraft, radar, and commandand- control facilities—and civilian and military infrastructure would be vulnerable to devastating air assaults by long-range and highly accurate cruise missiles (similar to those the United States used against Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan) and by advanced UAVs. The PLA has reportedly deployed its Russian S-300 surface-to-air missiles around Beijing, in apparent preparation for possible U.S. raids during a mainland-Taiwan war. Chinese leaders understand that the United States can penetrate Chinese airspace as effectively as it penetrated the airspace of Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan.63 Beijing’s respect for U.S. resolve and for the high cost of a U.S.-China war produces a very high expected cost of an attack on Taiwan for unification. Accordingly, Chinese military officers and civilian analysts urge caution and promote reliance on “peaceful unification” with Taiwan through long-term development of China’s economy and modernization of its military. “Smooth economic development,” not immediate unification, is China’s most fundamental interest and most important national security strategy. It is also the most effective way to assure Chinese territorial integrity. As long as China’s economy continues to develop, time is on its side.64 As one Chinese analyst has argued, China has already waited 100 years to achieve unification and should be prepared to wait another 50 years.65 For these analysts, China should not use military force for unification, but should continue to deter Taiwan from declaring independence by threatening military retaliation. They argue that as long as Chinese deterrence of Taiwan is effective, China can avoid war with the United States and achieve unification.66
China Advantage---1NC---AT: ASATs 
No risk of Chinese space attacks
Zhang ‘5 

(Hui, research associate at Harvard Kennedy School, December 2005, “Action/Reaction,” Arms Control Association, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2005_12/DEC-CVR)
The United States clearly has legitimate concerns about its space assets, given that U.S. military operations and the U.S. economy are increasingly dependent on them. Satellites are inherently vulnerable to attacks from many different sources, including ground-based missiles, lasers, and radiation from a high-altitude nuclear explosion. However, it does not mean that the United States currently faces credible threats from states that might exploit those vulnerabilities.[8] Most analysts believe no country seriously threatens U.S. space assets.[9] Only the United States and, in the Cold War era, the Soviet Union have explored, tested, and developed space weapons; Russia placed a moratorium on its program in the 1980s. To be sure, a number of countries, including China, are capable of attacking U.S. satellites with nuclear weapons, but such an attack would be foolhardy, as it would almost certainly be met by a deadly U.S. response. Moreover, as many experts point out, space-based weapons cannot protect satellites because these weapons are nearly as vulnerable to attack as the satellites themselves.[10] No wonder that many countries, including China and Russia, have sought multilateral negotiations on the prevention of space weaponization. 

China isn’t even developing ASAT’s – their evidence is based on faulty old intelligence

Day ‘8 

(Dwayne, 6-23, “Paper Dragon,” Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1155/1)
But if you look in the current version of CMP, laser ASATs are mentioned only briefly, without any supporting evidence. Thus, over the past several years, Military Power of the People’s Republic of China has gone from extensive discussion about Chinese interest in laser ASATs, to the conclusion that they were actually in development, to dramatically downplaying the entire subject. Now there could be a number of reasons for this. Intelligence reports only represent points in time and they are inherently incomplete and inaccurate. Perhaps the U.S. intelligence community gathered better information indicating that the possibility of Chinese laser ASAT weapons is now less likely than they thought five years ago. Or perhaps the Chinese abandoned laser research that proved too costly or unproductive. Or perhaps the authors of CMP took a closer look at their earlier data and determined that it was unreliable. We do not know. Like the parasitic microsatellite case, the DoD has not bothered to explain why it changed its conclusions. However, this is important in part because it does not appear as if the American press actually noticed the change. When the 2008 version of CMP was released, several press accounts noted that the report indicated that the Pentagon believes that China is now developing laser ASATs—ignoring the fact that a) such a claim has appeared in numerous previous versions of CMP, and b) the Pentagon statements about Chinese laser ASATs have actually decreased over time.

China Advantage---1NC---AT: ASATs
Even in the absolute worst-case scenario China can’t attack US space assets

Forden ‘8 

(Geoffrey, PhD at MIT, former UN weapons inspector, 1-10, “How China Loses,” Wired, http://blog.wired.com/defense/2008/01/inside-the-chin.html#more)
But does China have enough to wipe out even a single set of American satellites? Let’s examine the possibilities: Attacking Navigation Satellites You need a launch pad to attack a target in deep space, like an American GPS satellite. China has just three of these pads. This really restricts China’s offensive capabilities in space. Assuming that China devotes all its deep-space ASATs on GPS satellites, it could destroy at most 16 satellites. At the current time, with 32 functioning navigation satellites, that would still leave 16 satellites still working. Over a period of years, the debris from those collisions would represent a significant threat to more than those satellites immediately attacked. They would pass, time and time again, through the belts of debris that resulted from the interceptions. However, it would probably take longer than the military conflict China initiated with these attacks before additional satellites were destroyed by subsequent collisions. Usually, there are about nine GPS satellites over China at any given time. If China somehow managed to destroy all of these, it could eliminate America’s use of precision-guided munitions—for a few hours, until the orbits of other GPS satellites take them over the Taiwan Straits. Quite quickly, the constellation’s other 23 satellites would fill in the gap due to their normal orbital movement. Even if it destroyed 16 satellites, China could still only interrupt GPS over the Straits for about eight hours. During the other 16 hours there would be the four or more satellites present over the target area for bombing runs, unmanned aerial vehicle (U) flights, and ship tracking. This pattern of eight hours off followed by 16 hours when GPS could be used would be repeated every day until new satellites are launched. This outage would certainly cause difficulties; GPS not only guides American precision bombs – it helps pilot UAV spy planes, and monitor ships. US casualties might increase, with air crews forced to fly missions during daylight hours – and conduct some of the "dull, dirty, and dangerous" missions now flown by robotic planes. It’s a situation no American commander would want to face. But it would not be a catastrophic one. And it would not eliminate precision weaponry, UAVs, or any other American activity that depends on GPS. Keep in mind, this is the worst of the worst-case scenarios. It is highly unlikely that China could remove all the satellites over the conflict area at the same time. After all, attacking 16 satellites, all in different orbits with ASATs launched on just four different rockets involves some fairly complex orbital maneuvers. A much more likely scenario is that, at best, China could destroy four GPS satellites in the initial wave followed roughly seven hours later by four more, a third wave at roughly 45 minutes after that, and the final wave two hours later. Thus, the GPS attack is spread over ten hours and never eliminates all the satellites visible over the area of conflict at the same time. This Chinese attack on US navigation satellites would not eliminate or even significantly degrade the US’s ability use precision-guided munitions.
China Advantage---2NC---Modernization
China is not modernizing to expand its influence – they’re fine with a US-centric system

Feffer ‘10

(John, 5/7, co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University, “An Arms Race for Northeast Asia?” http://www.fpif.org/articles/an_arms_race_for_northeast_asia)
The United States was responsible for 42 percent of all global military spending in 2008. It was also the chief driver of global military spending, accounting for 58 percent of the growth between 1999 and 2008. Much of this spending increase is attributable to the global “war on terror” launched by the George W. Bush administration, which included wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. But the Pentagon has remained wedded to many weapons systems—a nuclear complex, long-range missiles, a submarine force—that play no role in the conflicts that fall under what the Barack Obama administration has renamed “overseas contingency operations.” These weapons systems, as the debate over the defunding of the F-22 demonstrated in 2009, have been very difficult to reduce even if the money is slated for redistribution to other military programs rather than to nonmilitary budgets. As Sean Chen and I argue in our essay on the debate over China’s military budget, the only plausible target for these cold war-era weapons systems is China. Indeed, a debate is taking place within the Pentagon between those who favor shifting resources toward counterinsurgency and those who continue to see China as the only potential hegemon on the horizon that can challenge U.S. unipolar authority in the future. This debate hinges in part on the size and quality of China’s military spending, which increased threefold in real terms over the last decade as China became the second leading military spender in the world for the first time in 2008. It has been rapidly modernizing its naval and air capabilities. Although China’s military budget is a far cry from what the Pentagon spends—approximately one-seventh according to the latest SIPRI figures—many outside analysts argue that China underreports its expenditures and downplays the offensive capabilities of its new weapon systems. China, argues Zhu Feng in his article on the implications of military spending for regional politics in Northeast Asia, is comfortable with a U.S.-centric security system. It is not spending money on modernizing its military in order to upend the status quo, retake “lost” territory, or even expand its sphere of influence. The military spending increases are largely internally directed: to maintain territorial integrity and buttress the leadership’s legitimacy in the eyes of the population. A great-power rivalry similar to the cold war conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union is not in China’s interest, particularly given its knowledge of how vulnerable the Soviet Union became when it attempted to keep pace with U.S. military spending increases.
It’s military modernization is defense - they don’t want competition

Blazejewski ‘8

(Kenneth S.,  J.D. degree from New York University School of Law and an M.P.A. degree from the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, Strategic Studies Quarterly, “Space Weaponization and US-China Relations”)

One interpretation is that China seeks only to maintain its defensive military position vis-à-vis the United States. Although long a member of the nuclear club, China has never sought to match the United States or Russia in nuclear military might. The best estimates of China’s nuclear arsenal are that China has roughly 80 operationally deployed nuclear warheads17 and less than 40 liquid-fueled, silo-based ICBMs.18 According to this view, China’s “minimalist” nuclear program reflects the Chinese conception of nuclear deterrence as insensitive to variations in the relative number of nuclear weapons.19 China is more interested in directing state resources towards economic development, industrial growth, and conventional military modernization than in competing with the United States in nuclear or space weapon systems, and China’s nuclear policy focuses on maintaining its deterrent capability.
China Advantage---2NC---Modernization Inevitable 
China will modernize no matter what – it’s engrained in their leadership’s psyche.

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)
In contrast, the very real and more likely possibility envisions continued Chinese obfuscation on its military affairs. The overwhelming desire to build, deploy, and maintain the military trappings of a “great power” remains so engrained in the Chinese leadership’s psyche that any risky attempt at placating Chinese fears with genuine measures of conciliation would more than likely be fruitless. Given the Taiwan problem and overwhelming superiority of U.S. military power, China shows the deep-seated desire to develop its missile capability to a significant degree regardless of U.S.-Japan TMD cooperation.

AT: Sino-Russia Alliance Add-On
Their evidence is outdated and doesn’t assume the new Europe bmd plan – Russia loves it – we’re cooperating over Iranian threats

Shear and Tyson ‘9

(Michael D. Shear and Ann Scott Tyson, 9/18, Staff @ Washington Post, Tyson reported from the Pentagon. Staff writers Mary Beth Sheridan and Walter Pincus in Washington, correspondent Philip P. Pan in Helsinki and special correspondent Shannon Smiley in Berlin contributed to this report, “Obama Shifts Focus Of Missile Shield,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/17/AR2009091700639.html?hpid=topnews&sid=ST2009091701841)
White House officials said the new missile defense system is designed principally to confront Iran's emerging military might more directly, even as diplomats prepare for talks with Iran and other countries next month that the United States hopes will lead to discussions on Tehran's nuclear ambitions. Obama, in announcing his decision Thursday, said a shield based on the Navy's Aegis system will be geographically closer to Iran, will be deployed sooner and will be more cost-effective than the land-based system put forward by the Bush administration.  The abrupt reversal of U.S. defense policy immediately brought plaudits from Russian officials, who had viewed the prospect of an American missile shield system on their country's western border as an affront. The shift raised the possibility of greater cooperation between the two powers on containing the Iranian threat and in negotiating an extension of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START, which expires in early December.  "There's no substitute for Iran complying with its international obligations regarding its nuclear program, and we, along with our allies and partners, will continue to pursue strong diplomacy to ensure that Iran lives up to these international obligations," the president said in brief remarks from the Diplomatic Room of the White House. "But this new ballistic missile defense program will best address the threat posed by Iran's" missile program.  Rather than defend Europe and the United States against a handful of intercontinental ballistic missiles, military officials said, they must now counter Tehran's successful efforts to manufacture hundreds of smaller, shorter-range missiles.  Plans for 10 interceptor missiles and a radar facility in Poland and the Czech Republic -- a key part of the military policy advanced by George W. Bush in 2006 -- will be replaced by a network of smaller, more modern missiles based on ships, and later on land. Obama and his top military officials said the decision was driven by an evolving assessment of Iran's capability and intentions.  "The intelligence community now assesses that the threat from Iran's short- and medium-range ballistic missiles, such as the Shahab-3, is developing more rapidly than previously projected," Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said. "This poses an increased and more immediate threat to our forces on the European continent, as well as to our allies."  U.S. officials rejected the idea of a quid pro quo with Russia, insisting that broader geopolitical considerations about kick-starting arms reduction talks or gaining cooperation on Iranian aggression had played no part in their deliberations about which missile system was better equipped to protect the region and the United States.  One senior administration official dismissed the Russians' concerns about the former missile defense plans, saying that 10 interceptors were never a "strategic threat" to their country. Nonetheless, he said the new system advocated by Obama "should be less threatening to them."  In Russia, Foreign Ministry spokesman Andrei Nesterenko insisted that no backroom deal had been struck between Moscow and Washington. But he made clear that Russian President Dmitry Medvedev is pleased with the development.  "So far, I can say that a possible review of the U.S. position on missile defense would be a positive signal," Nesterenko said.  White House officials said Obama's decision followed careful deliberations that included more than 50 meetings since March and almost 100 discussions with allies, some of which involved the U.S. president and his counterparts. 
China and Russia lack cohesion to balance the US.

CNN ‘8 

(5/23, http://edition.cnn.com/2008/WORLD/asiapcf/05/23/china.russia.ap/index.html)
China and Russia have built a relationship intended to serve as a counterweight to U.S. dominance, but continued friction remains -- especially over oil and gas -- in Central Asia. Medvedev's trip to Kazakhstan was apparently intended to send a message to both Beijing and the West that Moscow continues to see the former Soviet Central Asia as its home turf. "Russia is worried by China's quiet expansion in Central Asia," said Fyodor Lukyanov, editor of Russia in Global Affairs magazine. "Moscow has grown accustomed to viewing Central Asia as its backyard, but China doesn't share this view." China already has won a cut of the region's riches, reaching an oil pipeline deal with Kazakhstan and negotiating a gas agreement with Turkmenistan. "China has been actively seeking to secure energy supplies from Central Asia and they have gone quite far," said Alexander Konovalov, head of the Moscow-based Institute for Strategic Assessment. There is also rich symbolism in Medvedev's choice of China as the main destination of his first foreign trip. When his predecessor, Vladimir Putin, went abroad for the first time as president in 2000, he traveled to London -- via Belarus -- with a message Russia wanted closer ties to the West. In recent years, China and Russia have made highly symbolic political overtures to one another, holding joint military maneuvers and engaging in high-level talks on creating a "multi-polar world." They have taken a coordinated stance on several global issues, sharing opposition to Kosovo's independence and U.S. missile defense plans, and taking a similar approach to the Iran nuclear issue. Putin greatly strengthened relations with China, reaching a long-delayed agreement on demarcation of the 2,700 mile border. However, economic ties have lagged behind. Bilateral trade rose by about one-third last year to some $48 billion, but still accounts for only 2 percent of China's global trade. China does more than eight times as much business with the United States
AT: Defense Budget Add-On
The defense industry is on the brink of total collapse 

Kubota ‘10

(Yukari Kubota, Jan 14th, Visiting Associate Professor at Osaka University, Association of Japanese Institutes of Strategic Studies, “Japan's Defense Industrial Base in Danger of Collapse” http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id=18293)
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.
That’s because it can’t export tech – it’ll make future procurement impossible – internal link turns their add-on
Forgach ‘9

(Leslie Forgach, 11/6, research assistant at the American Enterprise Institute, nonpartisan think tank, “Get with the times, Tokyo,” http://www.defensestudies.org/?p=999)
This policy, which prohibits Tokyo from exporting arms or weapons technology to countries other than the U.S. — and only on an ad hoc basis, at that — is a function of Japan’s postwar pacifist legacy and cold war history. Originally the Three Principles of Arms Exports policy was intended to ban arms sales to communist countries, nations subject to arms embargos under U.N. laws, and those engaged in armed conflict (and later revised to more broadly restrict arms sales to all nations). But the times have changed, and so has Japan’s relations with international partners, its technological environment, and industrial base.  This policy no longer reflects the domestic or international demands Japan faces today. Tokyo is lagging behind. First, the Japanese defense industry is stifled by the non-competitive atmosphere in which it operates. The government is the primary buyer of all defense technologies, meaning that a) the Japanese government has no choice but to purchase these products at a higher price, and b) defense companies have no incentive to compete in creating cutting edge technologies. Tokyo also has no opportunity the sell the defense technologies of yesterday to developing countries, where they are still considered cutting edge. Japan’s defense industry is struggling precisely because it can’t export and sell its technology to outside buyers. The most significant consequence, when put in the context of defense budget cuts, is the disappearance of defense contractors, skilled jobs, and weapon systems. Japan’s strengths are being wasted Once thought to be the high-tech capital of the world, Tokyo risks losing the advantage of setting international standards and staying on top of technological advancements. Second, a number of countries already work together on multilateral defense projects in order to cut production costs, combine brainpower on developing highly sophisticated technologies, and increase interoperability among allies. The benefit of collaborating cannot be underestimated. Worldwide defense budgets are being cut – allies only stand to gain from sharing the cost and burden of these immense production projects. And Japan certainly has the technology infrastructure and production base to be a key player in joint-development. Not only do countries who partner in R&D projects have first dibs on the technology once it’s up for sale, but they also don’t have to pay top dollar. Take for example the production of the F-35 stealth fighter, jointly developed by nine countries, including the U.S. If the F-35 is chosen as Japan’s Air Self Defense Force’s next generation F-X fighter, Japan will have to wait in line and pay a higher cost for not being involved in the production process. This consequently limits Japan’s options for defense equipment and systems candidates.
AT: Defense Budget Add-On 
But US-Japan BMD cooperation solves – it lifts the 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. 
AT: Defense Budget Add-On---2NC Uniqueness 
Current collapse of defense budget will make crowdout of defense items inevitable 

Perry ‘10

(Bret, 6/10, “Death By Kokusanka,” http://www.strategypage.com/htmw/htlead/20100610.aspx)
Japan’s current strategy for developing defensive weapons is failing. Since World War II, the Japanese Defense Ministry has adopted the philosophy of “kokusanka”, self-reliance for arms production.  Throughout the late 20th century, Japan’s defense industry had bolstered the abilities of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces. Japanese firms were not only acquiring foreign licenses to develop weapons, but they were also developing their own exclusive weapons. By the 1980s, Japan had many modern weapons including their own built versions of the SH-60 Seahawk, the F-15 Eagle, and the Type 74 tank.   However, with the recent decline of Japan’s defense budget, Japan’s strategy of self reliance is no longer working. According to a 2009 report from Japan’s Ministry of Defense, 13 firms associated with developing equipment for Japan’s Ground Self-Defense firms went broke. Also, 35 companies withdrew from defense contracting. Japan’s military budget has been decreasing for seven consecutive years. The Japanese defense budget has decreased by $50.4 billion between 2002 and 2010.  These decreasing costs are significantly hurting Japan’s defense industry. Japan’s economy already suffered with the 2008-2009 economic meltdown. Japanese firms cannot stay afloat in difficult times when their available work shrinks. On top of that, Japan’s procurement fell more than a quarter to 17.5 percent in between 2002 and 2010. Since Japanese laws forbid the export of any military weapons, Japanese defense firms cannot make up their shrinking profits.  Japan’s defense industry is also suffering because it is unable to produce equipment at economical cost. For example, a 120mm battalion mortar costs $600,000 ; this is above market price by at least $100,000. Also, Japan’s Type 90 tank costs approximately $7.4 million as opposed to the US’s M1A1 Abram’s which costs $6.21 million (the Type 90 has slightly more engine power than the M1A1).  Lastly, Japan’s F-2 fighter costs $108 million while the US’s F-16E/F costs $26.9 million . The F-2 design was based off the F-16. These examples show how inefficient Japan’s defense industry is; they cannot produce arms at economical prices.  With these current trends, Japan needs to adjust its defense industry. Defense firms are not profiting or even lasting in the Japanese market. With a shrinking budget, defense firms in Japan are forced to sell their weapons at incredibly high prices. Japanese firms have developed powerful technologies that could be exported for a substantial amount of funds. The idea of “kokushanka” may appeal to many Japanese officials, but it does not fit into Japan’s current interests.

Companies are leaving the defense industry

Kubota ‘10

(Yukari Kubota, Jan 14th, Visiting Associate Professor at Osaka University, Association of Japanese Institutes of Strategic Studies, “Japan's Defense Industrial Base in Danger of Collapse” http://www.worldsecuritynetwork.com/showArticle3.cfm?article_id=18293)
Secondly, some subcontractors are withdrawing from the defense industry. Since 2003, about 20 companies have already left or decided to leave the fighter jet manufacturing business. Among them is Sumitomo Electric, the sole domestic manufacturer of radomes, protective cone-shaped covers for nose radar systems in aircraft. Also the manufacturer of fuel tanks for F-15 fighters, Sumitomo Electric has decided to leave the defense aircraft businesses with the end of the production of F-2 fighter planes, stating that "given that defense-related businesses have little promise of future growth while requiring highly advanced technology, limited human resources and production facilities should be allocated to civilian purposes."
AT: Defense Budget Add-On---2NC---BMD Key to Japanese DIB
US-Japan BMD cooperation is key to Japan’s DIB – relaxes arms controls and strengthens the defense base

Swaine et. al. ‘7

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

Swaine et. al. ‘7

(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,” p.RAND) 
Japanese participation in BMD would provide enormous potential benefits to Japan’s defense industry and technology base in three basic ways: first, by generally strengthening Japan’s ailing defense industry sector; second, by improving the R&D and technology acquisition capabilities of specific corporations; and third, by providing possible spin-off benefits to the commercial sector.59 These possibilities create a potential convergence of interests between JDA industrial offices, the divisions of certain defense contractors, and METI.60 
AT: Defense Budget Add-On---BMD Lifts Export Ban
BMD lifts the export ban on arms
Lewis ‘4 

(Leo, December 4, “Japan ready to cash in on arms”, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/article398859.ece)
Mr Ono’s comments came on the eve of his visit to Japan’s Self-Defence Forces (SDF) in Iraq and as Japan is preparing a big post-Cold War defence review. He said that Japan would have to lift the export ban to ensure wider military co-operation between Japan and its allies. “The message of the ban on arms exports is one of peace. But it is important to keep pace with international co-operative research, development and production. In the framework of missile defence, that becomes inevitable.” Mr Ono emphasised that “arms sales to third countries other than Japan’s closest allies would have to be carefully checked”. Japan’s strict arms export policy, established in the late 1960s, prevents Japan from exporting arms to communist states and to any nation involved or likely to be involved in conflict. This quickly evolved to cover any nation. 
AT: Russia Add-On
Their evidence is outdated and doesn’t assume the new Europe bmd plan – Russia loves it – we’re cooperating over Iranian threats
Shear and Tyson ‘9

(Michael D. Shear and Ann Scott Tyson, 9/18, Staff @ Washington Post, Tyson reported from the Pentagon. Staff writers Mary Beth Sheridan and Walter Pincus in Washington, correspondent Philip P. Pan in Helsinki and special correspondent Shannon Smiley in Berlin contributed to this report, “Obama Shifts Focus Of Missile Shield,” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/09/17/AR2009091700639.html?hpid=topnews&sid=ST2009091701841) 
White House officials said the new missile defense system is designed principally to confront Iran's emerging military might more directly, even as diplomats prepare for talks with Iran and other countries next month that the United States hopes will lead to discussions on Tehran's nuclear ambitions. Obama, in announcing his decision Thursday, said a shield based on the Navy's Aegis system will be geographically closer to Iran, will be deployed sooner and will be more cost-effective than the land-based system put forward by the Bush administration.  The abrupt reversal of U.S. defense policy immediately brought plaudits from Russian officials, who had viewed the prospect of an American missile shield system on their country's western border as an affront. The shift raised the possibility of greater cooperation between the two powers on containing the Iranian threat and in negotiating an extension of the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty, or START, which expires in early December.  "There's no substitute for Iran complying with its international obligations regarding its nuclear program, and we, along with our allies and partners, will continue to pursue strong diplomacy to ensure that Iran lives up to these international obligations," the president said in brief remarks from the Diplomatic Room of the White House. "But this new ballistic missile defense program will best address the threat posed by Iran's" missile program.  Rather than defend Europe and the United States against a handful of intercontinental ballistic missiles, military officials said, they must now counter Tehran's successful efforts to manufacture hundreds of smaller, shorter-range missiles.  Plans for 10 interceptor missiles and a radar facility in Poland and the Czech Republic -- a key part of the military policy advanced by George W. Bush in 2006 -- will be replaced by a network of smaller, more modern missiles based on ships, and later on land. Obama and his top military officials said the decision was driven by an evolving assessment of Iran's capability and intentions.  "The intelligence community now assesses that the threat from Iran's short- and medium-range ballistic missiles, such as the Shahab-3, is developing more rapidly than previously projected," Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said. "This poses an increased and more immediate threat to our forces on the European continent, as well as to our allies."  U.S. officials rejected the idea of a quid pro quo with Russia, insisting that broader geopolitical considerations about kick-starting arms reduction talks or gaining cooperation on Iranian aggression had played no part in their deliberations about which missile system was better equipped to protect the region and the United States.  One senior administration official dismissed the Russians' concerns about the former missile defense plans, saying that 10 interceptors were never a "strategic threat" to their country. Nonetheless, he said the new system advocated by Obama "should be less threatening to them."  In Russia, Foreign Ministry spokesman Andrei Nesterenko insisted that no backroom deal had been struck between Moscow and Washington. But he made clear that Russian President Dmitry Medvedev is pleased with the development.  "So far, I can say that a possible review of the U.S. position on missile defense would be a positive signal," Nesterenko said.  White House officials said Obama's decision followed careful deliberations that included more than 50 meetings since March and almost 100 discussions with allies, some of which involved the U.S. president and his counterparts. 
Russia won’t be able to respond and Chinese modernization is inevitable

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, ) 
The second possible side effect is a different version of the first one. The idea is that the deployment of strategic defences could both reverse the disarmament process and launch new arms races with Russia or China. Could Russia react to the unilateral deployment of a US ballistic defence system, which would amount to an abrogation of the ABM treaty, by launching a new arms race? The range of credible Russian “responses” appears limited. Moscow could theoretically expand its own existing strategic defences: but that would not pose any serious problems for the Western nuclear powers. Moscow could also withdraw from the START-2 Treaty and place multiple warheads on its new ICBMs; but that would be a political move, since there is no strategic ground for Moscow to do so. It would also be a cost-saving option. Russia would save money by placing more warheads on individual launchers, thus cutting down the number of launchers while keeping the same number of warheads. But Russia has neither the means, nor the will, nor any reason to expand its overall nuclear arsenal. In this context it is also useful to remember that the only strategic defences currently in place are in Russia. Granted, these cover a limited portion of Russian territory – the capital region. But if territorial defences were so bad for strategic stability, and less missile defence meant more nuclear disarmament, why wouldn’t Russia propose to dismantle its ABM network as part of a deal with the US? The vast majority of Western experts on China believe that Beijing decided to expand its intercontinental arsenal a long time ago. But China will see US missile defence as an additional reason to increase and modernise its strategic arsenal – if only because it would then face two protected potential adversaries, and would be the only major power to do so. Note to historians of 2020: the comparison between the actual increase in the number of Chinese intercontinental warheads and the maximum intercept capability of the US system is a good indication of how much that system was a factor in Beijing’s modernisation plans – and vice versa.
AT: Russia Add-On---AT: INF Impact 
Their evidence is assumptive – empirics flow neg – nothing happened with the original Europe bmd plan
NTI ‘10

(March, Monterey Institute's James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, strives to combat the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) by training the next generation of nonproliferation specialists and disseminating timely information and analysis. CNS @ the Monterey Institute of International Studies is the largest nongovernmental organization, “BMD and U.S.-Russian Relations,” http://www.nti.org/f_wmd411/f2d3_1.html) 
In 2007 the Bush administration announced that to counter Iranian missiles, it was negotiating to put installations for the U.S. BMD system in Poland and the Czech Republic. After the Polish and Czech leaderships signaled their interest in cooperating with the United States, Russia criticized the proposed system and hinted at possible Russian responses. Beginning in February 2007, high-level Russian officials warned that Russia would withdraw from the 1987 Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty (INF) if such a system were constructed. Despite Russian criticism, however, the United States leadership indicated that it would continue to negotiate agreements with Poland and the Czech Republic to begin construction of the planned system. In June 2007, Russian rhetoric temporarily cooled, and the Russian leadership indicated that it was willing to compromise on the system, provided the United States used the Gabala early warning radar in the former Soviet republic of Azerbaijan, in place of Eastern Europe deployments. After months of consideration, including a visit by American technical advisors to Azerbaijan to inspect the Soviet-era radar facility, the United States announced that the Azerbaijan compromise was insufficient to replace the proposed facilities in the Czech Republic and Poland. 
Russian withdrawal from the INF doesn’t result in any increase in deterrence
Sieff ‘6 

(Martin, UPI Senior News Analyst, March 2, “Russia Rattles Missile Treaty”, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Russia_Rattles_Missile_Treaty.html) 
But renouncing the INF Treaty and redeploying shorter-range missiles that could threaten the major cities of the European Union would not appreciably add to Russia's direct strategic deterrent threat to the United States at all. All it would do, U.S. military analysts speaking on condition of anonymity told United Press International, would be to infuriate the Europeans, who remain Russia's most crucial trade partners.
AT: Russia Add-On---AT: INF---Iskander Missiles 
Russia stated they would not deploy Iskander missiles
NTI ‘10

(March, Monterey Institute's James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, strives to combat the spread of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) by training the next generation of nonproliferation specialists and disseminating timely information and analysis. CNS @ the Monterey Institute of International Studies is the largest nongovernmental organization, “BMD and U.S.-Russian Relations,” http://www.nti.org/f_wmd411/f2d3_1.html) 
President Obama took office in 2009 and brought a more cooperative and regionally-focused perspective to the BMD issue. In April 2009, in reference to the defense budget for FY 2010, Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced that the missile defense program would be restructured "to focus on the rogue state and theater missile threat." Since that statement, U.S. actions have reflected a commitment to face such regional threats and to engage Russia in the missile defense discussion.  In July 2009, President Obama and President Medvedev released a joint statement, which indicated their dedication to finding a solution. In this statement, the leaders discussed establishing a Joint Data Exchange Center as a possible forum for multilateral missile-launch notification.  Then, in September 2009, the U.S. administration announced a shift in BMD policy away from long-range missile defenses and toward short- and medium-range defenses. Although U.S. missiles would still be placed in Eastern Europe, they would not have the strategic capability that was part of the previous Bush administration plan. After this decision, President Medvedev also made a concession by announcing that Russia would no longer plan to deploy Iskander missiles in Kaliningrad, as it had warned in late 2008. 
AT Russia Add-On – Russia Likes BMD

Russia accepts the BMD in Japan as non-threatening

AP ‘7 

(October 23, “Russia Warns Over U.S. Missile Defense, Says Iran is Not a Threat”, http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,304303,00.html)
Russia is concerned that U.S.-led missile defense initiatives in Europe and Asia are based on an erroneous assessment of the threat posed by Iran, Foreign Minster Sergey Lavrov said Tuesday. At talks in Tokyo with his Japanese counterpart, Lavrov also acknowledged that a joint U.S.-Japan missile defense pact addressed a legitimate threat from North Korea, but that Moscow was concerned over the global reach of Washington's missile defense network, according to Foreign Ministry official Akira Muto. "North Korea poses a fundamental threat, but Iran does not," Lavrov was quoted as telling Japanese Foreign Minister Masahiko Komura.
***Misc***
Politics Link---Plan Unpopular 
Gates would backlash at the plan
American Forces Press Service ‘10
(6/3, “Gates Cites Importance of US-Japanese Relationship”, John D. Banusiewicz is a staff writer for the American Forces Press Service, the press service for the U.S. Military, June 3rd, 2010, available online at http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=59467)

Citing North Korea’s March 26 sinking of the South Korean naval frigate, Cheonan, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates today underscored the need for continuing the strong security relationship between the United States and Japan to help the two nations and their Pacific partners meet the challenges they face. Video Gates spoke with reporters traveling with him shortly before arriving here to attend the “Shangri-La Dialogue” Asia security summit.  “We are in the midst of the 50th anniversary of the Mutual Security Treaty,” he said. “This is a great year for the Japanese-U.S. security relationship, and I think that the sinking of the South Korean ship by [North Korea] simply underscores for everybody that there are security challenges in Northeast Asia, and therefore, the importance of the security relationship between the United States and Japan.”  Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama announced his resignation yesterday, and Gates expressed his hope that Hatoyama’s successor would speak to the importance of that relationship early on.  Hatoyama’s resignation is widely reported to have resulted from his reversal of a campaign position that would have moved U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma off the Japanese island of Okinawa. Gates said he believes “a number of domestic issues” also were factors, but that as the security relationship between the two nations moves forward, it must remain strong.  “By the same token,” he added, “I think we have to be sensitive to some of the concerns that have been expressed by the Japanese in terms of training and noise and some of those things, and we will be working with the Japanese to see if there are ways to mitigate that.” 

Key to the agenda
Ricks ‘9

(Thomas E. Ricks, 4/3, a member of the Center for a New American Security, “Gates in Trouble with the GOP?”, The Foreign Policy Morning Brief, http://ricks.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/04/03/gates_in_trouble_with_gop) 
Until now, Defense Secretary Robert Gates has been Washington's bipartisan heartthrob. But as he settles in with the new administration, suspicion is growing among his old Republican buddies. There is growing belief on the right that President Obama will use him for political cover to slash weapons programs and the defense budget. Push may come to shove next week if Gates rolls out his tough choices, which likely will cause great pain in parts of the Navy and Air Force -- and in congressional districts that bend metal for warships and fighter planes.  Here is how my old friend (and uber-hawk) Tom Donnelly of the militarily promiscuous AEI puts it:      Obama is going to be cutting defense budgets (and we shall see what happens in Iraq and Afghanistan) and Gates gives him top cover that no Dem can give. Obama needs Gates through this year's budget, the QDR process and the 2011 budget-build, and these are difficult defense issues that matter a lot more than gays or satisfying any of the party constituencies, because they could jeopardize Obama's domestic priorities. Gates, for reasons that I cannot quite figure out, has agreed to this Faustian bargain."    My bet is that Gates will stay on until about this time next year, and leave when the QDR (Quadrennial Defense Review) is done. By then, I predict, Republicans will be crying, "Bobby, we hardly knew ye." 
BMD is popular with US public 

Gormley ‘8

(Dennis, Prof. @ University of Pittsburg, Security And Intelligence Studies, “HEGEMONY CONSTRAINED: EVASION, MODIFICATION, AND RESISTANCE TO AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY”)
No matter how much active missile defenses may continue to suffer from adverse perceptions due to repeated test failures, the existence of an ostensibly robust missile defense program appears to be accepted by the American public. Although missile defense critics frequently comment and write about missile defense flaws, a poll shortly after 9/11 found only 31 percent of those surveyed correctly responding that the United States does not currently possess a national missile defense system against long-range ballistic missiles.
Politics Link---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) 
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. 
Japanese BMD Good – SoKo/Australia/India Relations

Japanese BMD cooperation helps South Korea defense and boosts Australian and Indian relations
Dinerman 6 

(Taylor, an author and journalist based in New York City, April 10, “Is the Japanese-US missile defense program changing the Asian military balance?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/594/1, ) 
The increasingly effective US-Japanese missile defense system significantly affects the security interests of three other nations in the region. South Korea will benefit from the restraint put on its northern neighbor. Australia will also find that an increase in trans-Pacific security rebounds to its own advantage and will allow it to pursue relations with both the US and China. Most interestingly, India may find that the rhetoric from both New Delhi and Washington about the US not wanting to use India against China the way the Nixon administration used China against the USSR is not just diplomatic hot air, if China does not need to be “counterbalanced against” because of its declining nuclear capability. Then the US and India can pursue their relationship with only an occasional glance over the shoulder at China, and concentrate on the problems and dangers that exist to the west of the great subcontinent.
***Ban Space Weaponization CP

Ban Space Weaponization CP---1NC
Text: The United States federal government should ban the testing and deployment of any weapons in outer space, including space-based kinetic energy weapons, space-based directed energy weapons, and any other space-based weapons for attacking space-, ground-, sea-, or air-based targets. The United States federal government should ban any “dedicated” ASAT weapons. The United States federal government should acknowledge China’s concerns and assure them that a missile defense system will not target China and be restricted to the minimum required for dealing with rogue states. United States federal government should exclude Taiwan in the U.S.-Japan joint theater missile defense plan.

Counterplan checks space militarization, ASATs, and Chinese hostility – solves the entire advantage

Zhang ‘6

(Hui Zhang, Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, Project on Managing the Atom, "Space Weaponization and Space Security: A Chinese Perspective", China Security, Vol  2, Issue 1)

At this stage, it would be difficult to persuade the United States to alter its ballistic missile defense plans, as the GMD system is already being deployed. The United States would, no doubt, refuse such a broad ban. In fact, it is unrealistic to expect that the United States will accept any negotiations on space weapons in the near future. The United States is unlikely to return to anything like the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty – instead, it will seek to retain the right to build and operate at least a ground-based missile defense system. If China wants to move beyond mere complaints towards an actual agreement, then it will have to consider proposals that might conceivably be acceptable to the United States. To overcome the deadlock at CD and to reduce the concerns of both the United States and China, a minimum-scope space weapons ban (the “focused approach”) with some bilateral confidence-building measures could be a practical first step. This approach could include the following two core elements: Banning the testing and deployment of any weapons in outer space, including space-based kinetic energy weapons, space-based directed energy weapons, and any other space-based weapons for attacking space-, ground-, sea-, or air-based targets. This would rule out space-based missile defense and ASAT systems. Banning the testing and deployment of any “dedicated” ASAT weapons. This would include any strike system – whether ground-based, sea-based, air-based or space-based – against orbiting satellites. Subsequently, what is the likelihood of both the United States and China considering a “focused approach” to space weapons? The U.S. Side The United States would likely find a focused approach more acceptable than a broad approach. While it bans space-based weapons and ASATs, the former would allow deployment of the GMD system that composes the central part of the Missile Defense Agency’s current budget and development efforts. In practice, as a number of studies show, there is no rationale for the U.S. to deploy space weapons and ASATs.28 For example, an enormously expensive space-based interceptor system for missile defense would be intrinsically vulnerable to a number of cost-effective ASAT attacks and be overwhelmed by the simultaneous launch of several missiles from a compact area.29 Moreover, the negative impacts of using space weapons for other military missions – protecting satellites, denying the hostile use of space to adversaries and projecting force – would far outweigh the benefits, since the utility of space weapons is limited by three main factors: high cost, considerable susceptibility to countermeasures, and the availability of cheaper, more effective alternatives.30 Furthermore, a space-based BMD system would inevitably encourage other countries to pursue ASATs as countermeasures. Thus, a space weapon ban would reduce the proliferation of ASATs. It would reduce the risk of a “space Pearl Harbor” for other military and civilian satellites. As many experts in the U.S. point out, given the heavy dependence of the United States on its space assets, “the United States has more to lose than to gain by opening the way to the testing and deployment of ASATs and space weapons.”31 The United States is now more dependent on satellites to perform important military functions than any other state. By placing weapons in space, the United States could stimulate others to balance symmetrically and asymmetrically against U.S. space assets. It would be very difficult for the United States to maintain unchallenged hegemony once space is weaponized. The current U.S. military advantage in space instead would be lost, or at a minimum degraded, by weaponization. Further, space weaponization would threaten U.S. civilian and commercial assets by making them far more vulnerable than they are today. The U.S. economy and society are highly dependent on the applications of commercial satellites. In short, as Richard Garwin and his co-authors point out: “A regime that effectively prohibits the deployment of space weapons and the use of destructive ASATs before they can destroy U.S. or other satellites would be a smart, hardnosed investment in U.S. national security, but would require U.S. leadership.”32 It is clear that the United States still has time for serious re-consideration of its space activities. While current funding requests from the Bush administration show continued interest in space-based weapons systems, the actual level of funding is small and these weapons remain in the conceptual and research stages. At the current speed of development, for example, the planned space-based BMD system would not reach fruition until around 2020. China’s Point Of View From the Chinese perspective, a non-space-based BMD system would be less threatening to national security than a space-based one. Countermeasures for mid-course missile defense systems would be less expensive and easier for China to develop. These include decoys, anti-simulation measures33 and an increase in warheads capable of penetrating such a defense system. However, as many scientists point out, a robust, global-coverage BMD system would have to include boost-phase missile defense.34 From the Chinese perspective, a U.S. space-based, boost-phase missile defense system would pose the greatest threat of all. This is due to the fact that at boost phase, the missile defense system would have fewer targets; the target ICBM would be much larger than the normal re-entry vehicle; the target would be much more fragile than a re-entry vehicle; and the target would be easily detectable due to the bright plumes of the burning booster. A non-space-based, boost-phase missile defense system would not be able to cover China’s ICBMs. In fact, an ICBM at an altitude of 200km can be detected within a range of 1,600km by a sensor on the ground, and within 2,000km by a sensor at an altitude of 15km. Because of China’s vast area, the United States would have to destroy a Chinese missile in boost-phase from space.35 As such, even a limited ban on space weapons would significantly reduce the threat for China from U.S. missile defense systems, assuming that Chinese military planners have confidence in countermeasures for midcourse missile defense systems. 
Ban Space Weaponization CP---1NC
[CONTINUED]

Other bilateral confidence-building measures between the United States and China would facilitate China’s consideration of a “focused approach” to space weapons negotiations. These measures might include: (1) A U.S. acknowledgment of the seriousness of China’s concerns, including an assurance that a U.S. missile defense system will not target China; (2) A U.S. pledge to adopt a bilateral no-first-use policy toward China, following the example of similar Chinese and Russian policies; such a policy would ease China’s major concern about the possibility of a U.S. preemptive strike; (3) The clear exclusion of Taiwan in the U.S.-Japan joint theater missile defense plan, and a U.S. move to block the sale of such systems to Taiwan; (4) A limitation on the scale and scope of the envisioned  U.S. non-space-based BMD architecture, including placing a limit on the number of missile defense interceptors and restricting the scope of the overall system to the minimum required for dealing with rogue threats. This latter measure would ensure that China’s current stock of fissile materials would be sufficient to fill the number of new warheads needed to balance U.S. missile defense interceptors. In the absence of any limitations on U.S. missile defense systems, China harbors concerns about whether its current fissile material stocks are extensive enough to supply the warheads needed to counter the U.S. threat to its nuclear deterrent. This directly affects China’s willingness to participate in the Fissile Material Cut- Off Treaty. Restrictions on the U.S. BMD system would also ensure that China builds its nuclear arsenal in a predictable way – until it has the capacity to balance the U.S. defensive capabilities – which the United States would acknowledge and understand.
Ban Space Weaponization CP---2NC---Solvency
China believes the counterplan is the best way to prevent space mil and miscalc

Zhang ‘6

(Hui Zhang, Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, Project on Managing the Atom, "Space Weaponization and Space Security: A Chinese Perspective", China Security, Vol  2, Issue 1)

China’s position In China’s view, the most effective way to secure space assets would be to agree on a space weaponization ban. Ambassador Hu stated, “If any country is really worried about possible menace to its space interests, this could certainly be alleviated through the negotiation and conclusion of a treaty on the prevention of space weaponization, as suggested by China… Such a legally binding international treaty will be the best tool to safeguard the interests of all sides.”23 China’s stance on banning weapons in outer space has been consistent since 1985, when it first introduced a working paper to the U.N. Conference on Disarmament (CD). China’s most recent working paper on the issue, introduced in June 2002, emphasizes three basic obligations: (1) Not to place in orbit around the Earth any objects carrying any kind of weapons, not to install such weapons on celestial bodies, and not to station such weapons in outer space in any other manner; (2) Not to resort to the threat or use of force against outer space objects; and (3) Not to assist or encourage other States, groups of States, international organizations to participate in activities prohibited by this Treaty.24 In recent years, the U.N. General Assembly has adopted resolutions calling for the CD to begin negotiations on the Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space (PAROS) with an overwhelming majority of support. However, John Bolton, then U.S. undersecretary of state for arms control and non-proliferation, told the CD: “the current international regime regulating the use of space meets all our purposes. We see no need for new agreements.”25 Many Chinese leaders believe Bolton is wrong. There are no existing treaties that effectively prevent the testing, deployment and use of weapons, other than those of mass destruction, in outer space. In addition, none of these instruments covers the threat or use of force from Earth (land, sea and air) against objects in outer space. The history of proliferation has taught us that banning the testing and deployment of weapons from the outset is much more effective than attempting disarmament and nonproliferation after the fact. Scope of “space weapon” and U.S. missile defenses 
***US-Russia Cooperation CP

U.S.-Russia Cooperation CP---1NC
Text: The United States federal government should establish a joint collaboration on ballistic missile defense with Russia and negotiate an agreement to provide assurance that the United States would not target Moscow. This should include sharing of early warning data and collaboration on command and control.
That’s key to US-Russian relations, bilateral security, and mutual understanding – solves status quo skepticism

Futter ‘10

(Andrew, 7/2, doctoral candidate at the University of Birmingham, U.K., and a current fellow at the Council for a Livable World in Washington, D.C., “U.S. Must Prioritize BMD Cooperation with Russia,” http://www.offnews.info/verArticulo.php?contenidoID=23276)
Having reached an agreement on the New START treaty in April, the Obama administration's next step in its pursuit of a new strategic partnership with Russia appears to be establishing some type of joint collaboration on ballistic missile defense (BMD). These recent efforts should be applauded, as they hold the potential to reinforce trust and cooperation between the two powers, as well as to solidify a united defense against the growing threats from Iran and North Korea. Such an accord would also appear to be integral to the prospects of achieving further nuclear arms reductions agreements and working gradually toward a world without nuclear weapons. Reaching an agreement is unlikely to be easy, but the potential diplomatic, strategic and political rewards warrant the Obama administration making BMD cooperation a top foreign policy priority.  Despite the fact that the idea of U.S.-Russian BMD cooperation is several decades old, very little tangible progress has been achieved since the Global Protection System envisaged by President George H.W. Bush and his Russian counterpart, Boris Yeltsin, in 1992. While this was certainly due in part to the subsequent strategic priorities of Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush, it was also a reflection of the nascent technological status of many BMD systems under development. Under President Barack Obama, and according to the recent Ballistic Missile Defense Review and Nuclear Posture Review, BMD has assumed an established role in U.S. security strategy. With the expansion of U.S. BMD activity around the globe, but particularly in Europe, and with Obama's focus on cooperation in U.S. foreign policy, the time seems ripe to attempt to negotiate some type of agreement.   It would also seem prudent to begin talks before U.S. and NATO BMD systems expand to such an extent that they become an insurmountable obstacle in U.S.-Russian relations. Any such agreement is likely to be fairly rudimentary at first, perhaps beginning with some type of coordinated but separate deployments against Iran. But a gradual step-by-step process could eventually lead to sharing early warning data and perhaps even some collaboration on command and control. Such a process would significantly enhance U.S. and Russian security, strengthen bilateral relations, and bring more pressure to bear on international pariahs like Iran and North Korea.  Although BMD cooperation makes sense on a number of political and strategic levels, arguably the best reason for pursuing an agreement is the potential implications it holds for the Obama administration's push for nuclear disarmament and its quest for "global zero." The simple fact is that without some way to alleviate Russian concerns about the growing U.S. global missile defense system, now and in the future, Moscow is unlikely to entertain further reductions in its nuclear stockpile below what was agreed under New START. In fact, the expansion of BMD is likely to exacerbate the current trend of Russia becoming more -- rather than less -- reliant on nuclear weapons for both its defense and its continued status as a "great power."   By bringing Russia on board, the U.S. would be able to provide reassurance that U.S. missile defense was not aimed at Moscow, removing a key driving factor for the retention of Russian nuclear weapons and potentially helping to create the trust that may allow for further and deeper nuclear cuts. In the distant long term, such cooperation may be the basis upon which the world could safely move away from a reliance on nuclear weapons for deterrence, and toward a deterrence based on defense rather than offense. In any case, without such an agreement, it will be very difficult to achieve further nuclear cuts, not to mention global zero.  

