PAGE  
BMD Negative


DDI 2010
1

BMD Negative Table of Contents

1BMD Negative Table of Contents

Independent BMD Turn
3
Independent BMD Turn
4
Extension 1: Japan will build independently
5
Extension 2: Independent worse than cooperative
6
Article 9 Advantage Frontline
7
Article 9 Advantage Frontline
8
Extension 1: No deployment yet
9
US-Japan Alliance Frontline
10
Extension 2: Plan tanks alliance
11
Chinese Modernization Frontline
12
Chinese Modernization Frontline
13
China NFU Frontline
15
Extension 1: China NFU Resilient
16
Extension 1: China NFU Resilient
17
Extension 1: China NFU Resilient
18
Extension 1: China NFU Resilient
20
ASAT Frontline
21
ASAT Frontline
22
ASAT Frontline
23
Extension 1: Chinese Space Dominance Inevitable
24
Extension 1: Chinese Space Dominance Inevitable
25
Extension 3: No risk of space attack
26
Japan Spending Frontline
27
Japan Spending Frontline
28
Extension 3: Saves money
29
Europe NMD Advantage
30
North Korea War DA
31
Extension 1: Cooperation key to prevent North Korea war
32
Extension 1: Cooperation key to prevent North Korea war
33
~~China Conditions CP~~
34
China MTCR Condition CP 1NC Shell
35
China MTCR Condition CP 1NC Shell
36
China MTCR Condition CP 1NC Shell
39
China MTCR Condition CP 1NC Shell
40
A2: Perm do the Counterplan
41
Conditioning CP Good
42
AT: Perm do Both
43
AT: China Says No
45
Impact Extensions
48
~~Topicality~~
50
1NC Shell – Presence is not BMDs
51
2NC—AT:  W/M/ Other BMD = Military Presence
52
2NC—AT: BMD = Military Presence b/c On bases
53
2NC—AT:  CI interoperability
54
2NC—AT:  CI weapons not troops
55
2NC—AT:  Functional limits check
56
2NC—AT:  Core of presence/ Lit checks
57
2NC—AT:  Excluding weapons bad
58
2NC—AT:  “Substantial” checks
59
2NC—AT:  Prove we’re unreasonable
60
Case list
61



Independent BMD Turn

1. The US would field BMD’s independently in Japan.

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, ‘1 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

Critics of Japanese participation in a U.S.-led BMD system argue that any missile defense system beyond a limited, lower-tier system will overwhelm Japan’s limited national security resources and absorption capabilities and pose unmanageable strategic dilemmas for Washington and Tokyo (both factors are discussed in some detail in Chapter Three).  In contrast, in addition to the burden-sharing and enhanced defense cooperation arguments mentioned above, U.S. proponents of Japanese participation insist that Tokyo’s acquisition of a BMD system would enhance both countries’ strategic position in Asia by strengthening extended deterrence and reducing the overall vulnerability of Japan and U.S. forces in Japan to limited ballistic missile threats during a regional crisis.  Moreover, proponents argue that the United States will in any event eventually deploy a TMD system to defend its forces in Japan and under such circumstances could not conceivably deny such a system to the Japanese government, since a U.S.-only TMD force would allegedly impede interoperability and defense cooperation, and perhaps provoke resentment among the Japanese public.13  The U.S. Navy and several U.S. Navy defense contractors are particularly strong supporters of Japanese acquisition of the naval-based TMD systems. 

2. That’s worse than cooperative BMD – freaks out Japan’s neighbors.

Richard P. Cronin, @ Congressional Research Service – Specialist in Asian Affairs, ‘2 [Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Theater Missile , fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf]

3) Impact of Japan’s active involvement in regional deployment of a BMD system on U.S. operational flexibility.   Given the historical mistrust of Japan’s intentions and programs among its Asian neighbors, a highly visible involvement by Japan in missile defense, were it otherwise possible, could have negative implications for U.S. security interests in Asia.  China, for instance, might see an integrated U.S.-Japan BMD capability as more threatening to its interests than a U.S. system alone, because of the implication that Japan is joining a de facto collective security arrangement that is aimed at China, especially in a confrontation involving Taiwan.  China and other neighboring countries may be less than convinced that Article 9 will continue to inhibit Japan’s participation in collective security with the United States, especially because the restriction has become the target of nationalist opposition in Japan.  Thus for China, North and South Korea, and some Southeast Asian countries, an integrated U.S.-Japan BMD system could be viewed as symbolizing the remilitarization of Japan under the cloak of alliance cooperation with the United States.  To the extent that joint BMD deployment generated fears of a rearmed Japan, it could detract from the acceptability of a U.S. BMD capability. On the other side of the equation, Japan’s neighbors are likely to regard an independent Japanese BMD with even greater concern.  For some of Japan’s neighbors, such as South Korea, a Japanese capability firmly linked to that of the United States would seem more desirable.  China, on the other hand, opposes both deployment options.

Independent BMD Turn

3. Ending cooperative has zero effect on the overall Asian BMD system.

Richard P. Cronin, @ Congressional Research Service – Specialist in Asian Affairs, ‘2 [Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Theater Missile , fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf]

Japan’s involvement in joint development of the SMD element of the U.S. missile defense program represents considerable progress by Japan towards greater alliance burden sharing, but its full implications remain to be seen.  Neither Japan’s participation in joint research and development, nor a decision by Japan for or against acquisition or deployment of a BMD capability, are likely to have critical impact on the development of a U.S. missile defense capability or on the deployment of an American sea-based capability in Asia.  Nonetheless, Japan’s participation in the research and development hase is viewed by U.S. officials as possibly contributing important technology, and a decision by Tokyo to acquire a BMD capability could have considerable foreign policy significance for the United States and important military implications.  Given the prevailing uncertainties about Japanese policy and the implications of its future decisions, Congress may decide to consider carefully the assumptions of the Administration and the terms of any further steps in BMD cooperation with Japan.  Part of such consideration could be obtaining additional information on the threat perceptions of the Japanese Defense Agency (JDA) and Self-Defense Forces (SDF), the possible implications of a change in the perceived threat from North Korea’s missiles, the attitude of Japanese political leaders and Ministry of Foreign Affairs policymakers towards China, Japan’s fiscal situation and defense budget trends, public and political attitudes towards U.S.-Japan security cooperation and U.S. bases in Japan, and the prospects for constitutional revision and the acquisition of emergency powers by the Japanese national command authorities.

Extension 1: Japan will build independently

The plan ensures indigenous Japanese BMD’s

Gregg A. Rubinstein, @ Center for Pacific Asia Studies @ Stockholm University, ‘7 [September 5, US-Japan Missile defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects, www.japanconsidered.com/.../Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf]

While US officials still debate the appropriate extent of their engagement with Japan, their Japanese counterparts are intent on not only acquiring BMD capability, but having a voice in the direction of future program development and ensuring that missile defense contributes to the development of Japan’s defense industrial/technology base.  Japanese Ministry of Defense (JMoD) and industry officials expect a broader role in BMD systems development, and assume that current joint development projects will lead to joint production of missiles and related hardware as well – not a safe assumption given an all but certain collision between the Japanese government’s rigid approach to arms exports restrictions and likely US insistence on making any jointly developed/produced BMD products available to third country allies.12 
They would easily go independent.

Gregg A. Rubinstein, @ Center for Pacific Asia Studies @ Stockholm University, ‘7 [September 5, US-Japan Missile defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects, www.japanconsidered.com/.../Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf]

By the end of this year Japan will have achieved an initial operational capability in both ground and maritime BMD programs; deployments of PAC-3 batteries and BMD refits to four Japanese Aegis-equipped warships will be largely complete by the end of this decade. US deployment plans now project a continuous presence of three Aegis BMD-capable warships in the Western Pacific in addition to the US PAC-3 batteries in Okinawa.  Recent BMD consultations have raised the possibility of Japan adding the Theater High Altitude Air Defense (THAAD) system to its missile defense forces.28  Meanwhile the SCD project on development of an upgraded SM-3 missile will be the centerpiece of joint program efforts for some years to come. 
They would build independent TMD or purchase from the US.

Akira Kurosaki, Prof. of Law @ Rikkyo Univ., ‘5 [ISYP Journal on Science and World Affairs 1.1, “Proposal for a regional missile limitation regime: An alternative to missile defence in Northeast Asia,” http://www.google.com/search?num=50&hl=en&safe=off&q=%22Japan+Defence+Agency+%22Japan+TMD&aq=f&aqi=&aql=&oq=&gs_rfai=]

The Japanese government, which has conducted technological research on missile defence with the US government but has taken a rather prudent attitude to its development and deployment, now seems increasingly interested in developing and acquiring its own systems. As the concern about a nuclear weapons programme in North Korea has mounted, the fear of its ballistic missile capability has been intensified recently in Japan. Under such circumstances, the Japanese government is considering the purchase of SM-3 and PAC-3 from the United States [6]. In the meantime, Tokyo is determined to continue the joint technological research with the US government on a sea-based missile defence system (formally known as Navy Theater Wide Missile Defence, but now renamed as Aegis Ballistic Missile Defence), which started in 1999 in the aftermath of the launching of a Taepo Dong-1 missile [7]. It is reported that the Japanese government is planning to conduct flight tests of interceptors with the US government in 2005 and 2006 for the first time after the beginning of the bilateral technological co-operation [8]. 
Extension 2: Independent worse than cooperative

Independent is worse – Asian countries think cooperative BMD’s constrain Japan.

Richard P. Cronin, @ Congressional Research Service – Specialist in Asian Affairs, ‘2 [Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Theater Missile , fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf]

Japan is also aware of negative ramifications that deployment of a BMD system could have on its diplomatic profile in Asia, especially among its Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) neighbors.   As past victims of Japanese World War II aggression, many of the countries of Southeast Asia still harbor fears of Japanese remilitarization.  Hence, many if not most countries in Southeast Asia view the U.S.-Japan alliance in a favorable light, for it signifies a continuing U.S. engagement in regional security and deters Japan from re-emerging as an independent military power.  In this respect, joint deployment of a BMD system would tend to be less worrisome to most Southeast Asian countries than would Japan’s acquisition of an independent capability, but some Japanese policymakers are concerned that even this would be unduly provocative, and would partly negate Tokyo’s effort to improve its relations in the context of a de facto rivalry with China for influence in an area Japan once viewed as its “backyard.” 

Article 9 Advantage Frontline

1. No block 2A until 2015

Henry S. Kenyon, @ Armed Forces Communication and Electronics Association, ‘8 [Japan Acquires Missile Defense Shield, http://www.afcea.org/signal/articles/templates/Signal_Article_Template.asp?articleid=1520&zoneid=228]

Under the Japanese Cooperative Development (JCP) program, the SM-3 Block 2A will be fielded in 2015. The current version of the SM-3 has a 21-inch first stage and 13-inch second and third stages. Each of the Block 2A missile’s stages will be 21-inches across. Known as the “full caliber round,” the larger stages will provide increased operational range, speed and room for more sensitive sensors and computers. The admiral notes that both the United States and Japan are developing the SM-3 Block 2A, with an even distribution of development funds. 

2. Cooperative BMD won’t violate Article 9

Kim R. Holmes, Ph.D. Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, ‘1 [August 28, U.S.-Japan Cooperation and Ballistic Missile defense, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2001/08/US-Japan-Cooperation-and-Ballistic-Missile-Defense]

What then, are we waiting for? One matter that needs to be resolved in Japan to achieve greater cooperation and continued development of an effective, shared ballistic missile defense system is the current interpretation of Article 9 of the Japanese constitution, which prohibits Japan from participating in collective defense. The actual language of the article, which states that "the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as a means of settling international disputes" and that "land, sea and air forces, as well as other war potential" to accomplish such aims "will never be maintained," leaves room for a much broader understanding of the article's intent. Achieving a more balanced alliance partnership will require some re-examination, reinterpretation, or even revision, of Article 9. Japan's voters need to be polled by political leaders on this matter. This was pointed out in the so-called "Armitage-Nye Report" published by the United States National Defense University in October 2000. Americans conscious of the threats to their own nation by ballistic missiles will welcome a change that allows Japan to be a stronger, more active and equal alliance partner.

3. They won’t explicitly change Article 9.

Richard P. Cronin, @ Congressional Research Service – Specialist in Asian Affairs, ‘2 [Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Theater Missile , fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf]

The decision of the Bush Administration in the Summer of 2001 to eliminate the distinction between national missile defense and other BMD programs, and to redesignate the NTW project as the sea-based “mid-course” defense element of a seamless BMD capability, has created additional uncertainty in Japan about the benefits and constitutionality of participating in joint missile defense technology research.  In particular, the Japanese government has serious qualms about the constitutionality of cooperating on the development of technology that  effectively could become part of a system to defend U.S. territory from third countries.  Japan’s constitution established the right of collective self defense under international law, but disallows the exercise of that right.  (See a fuller discussion of this issue below.) 


Article 9 Advantage Frontline

4. Their impacts are inevitable – revised Article 9 to send troops to Kagoshima and Okinawa.

Mainichi Daily News 7/28 [7/28/10, " Panel wants SDF troops deployed to Kagoshima, Okinawa to counter China, N ... ", http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20100728p2a00m0na010000c.html]

An advisory panel to Prime Minister Naoto Kan is set to recommend Self-Defense Force (SDF) troops be deployed to islands in Kagoshima and Okinawa prefectures to counter the threat posed by China and North Korea, it has emerged. Moreover, the panel is expected to urge the government to review its interpretation of Article 9 of the Constitution, which it currently interprets as banning Japan from involvement in collective self-defense arrangements, and relax three principles on the export of weapons. The panel, headed by Keihan Electric Railway Co. Chief Executive Officer Shigeo Sato, will incorporate its recommendations in a report it will submit to Kan in early August. The report will serve as the basis for revisions to the basic defense program, which will be made for the first time under the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ)-led administration. The focus of discussions will be how far the recommendations will be reflected in the new basic defense program.

5. BMD cooperation stops Japan from shifting towards offensive weapons.

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, ‘1 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

On the whole, most ordinary Japanese citizens are more concerned about the ballistic missile threat posed by North Korea and are largely unaware of or unconcerned about the potential Chinese ballistic missile threat or adverse Chinese reactions to any BMD deployment by Japan.  However, within the Japanese security community, both inside and outside the government, many observers cite China’s missile threat as the major factor compelling Japan to acquire a robust BMD system.  These observers point to the need for Japan to remain free from potential Chinese coercion, particularly in the context of a future Taiwan crisis.  Only by acquiring a BMD system capable of intercepting a significant portion of Chinese ballistic missiles, they argue, will the Japanese government and populace have the confidence to support the United States in such a crisis and thereby maintain the strength and vitality of the U.S.-Japan alliance. Without such a system, these observers fear that a serious confrontation with China could ultimately result in a break in the U.S.-Japan relationship or, perhaps worse yet, in strong public demands for the acquisition by Japan of WMD capabilities. 

Extension 1: No deployment yet

No large scale deployment until 2018

Mainichi Daily News  7/25/10 [Japan set to approve exporting new SM3 interceptors, http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20100725p2g00m0dm001000c.html]

The United States subsequently shifted to SM-3 interceptors at the core of its missile defense agenda, notably for response to threats from Iranian missiles. SM-3 interceptors are designed to be launched from warships equipped with the sophisticated Aegis air defense system against intermediate ballistic missiles. The United States recently notified Japan of plans to begin shipping SM-3 Block 2A missiles in 2018 and start preparation shortly for striking deals on deployment with third countries. The U.S. request also concerns the export of advanced versions of the new interceptors, which can also be deployed on the ground, according to the sources.

US-Japan Alliance Frontline

1. The plan angers Japan

Gregg A. Rubinstein, @ Center for Pacific Asia Studies @ Stockholm University, ‘7 [September 5, US-Japan Missile defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects, www.japanconsidered.com/.../Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf]

Another area of concern for US defense officials has been in determining the appropriate level of engagement in joint programs with Japan, or any other international partner.  Is Japan to be little more than a component supplier for US developed and managed systems?  Or should Japan be a partner with a substantial role in development (and perhaps production) of systems meeting US as well as Japanese requirements?  Initially conservative US views on these questions have evolved over the past several years, partly through recognition of common requirements for maritime BMD and partly through appreciation of Japan’s commitment to alliance operations, including missile defense capability. For Japan, missile defense is critical to an emerging security posture that takes a more dynamic approach to the ‘sword and shield’ concept of defense cooperation with the US. For a number of years concerns over feasibility, cost, and political controversy caused the Japanese government to defer action on missile defense acquisition.  However, well before a formal commitment to BMD, the Japanese defense community had already focused on its interests in missile defense programs with the US. In the face of continuing shifts in US positions on maritime BMD programs, Japan has consistently pressed for joint efforts focused on Aegis system and SM-3 upgrades.   

2. Plan tanks the alliance forever and ensures regional instability.

Greg May, director and research associate in Chinese studies at the Nixon Center, 2k [China's Opposition to TMD Is More About Politics Than Missiles, http://www.bu.edu/globalbeat/usdefense/May0200.html]

Because TMD is so potentially damaging to U.S.-China and Japan-China relations, does this mean that Washington and Tokyo should give up on missile defense? Certainly not. The U.S. and Japan must make policy based on their interests, not on what is acceptable to the PRC. Although TMD is not meant to be an impenetrable shield, it is still of value, especially in the Middle East and East Asia where there are "rogue" states with small ballistic missile arsenals. TMD would reduce the risks of grouping large numbers of troops and equipment in small areas (the 28 Americans killed in the Iraqi Scud attack were all in a single barracks) and limit the ability of countries like North Korea to use their nascent missile forces to blackmail neighbors. There is no question that the U.S. should allow treaty allies like Japan to participate in TMD if they desire. Building missile defenses to protect Americans while leaving Japanese vulnerable is a sure way to undermine the U.S.-Japan Alliance that has been so important for regional stability.

3. Japan wants cooperation with the US on missile defense.

BBC ‘7 [December 7, Japan tests anti-missile system, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pacific/7149197.stm]

The US has carried out such tests in the past but this is the first time a test has been carried out by one of of its allies. Japanese government spokesman Nobutaka Machimura described the test as very significant for Japan's national security. "The Defence Ministry and the government have been putting efforts into the development of ballistic missile defence, and we will continue to install the needed equipment and conduct exercises," he said. 

Extension 2: Plan tanks alliance

Cooperative BMD is key to the alliance.

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, ‘1 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

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. 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. 

Chinese Modernization Frontline

1. China modernization is wholly independent of NMD.

Greg May, director and research associate in Chinese studies at the Nixon Center, 2k [China's Opposition to TMD Is More About Politics Than Missiles, http://www.bu.edu/globalbeat/usdefense/May0200.html]

Nor will canceling TMD prevent China from modernizing its missile and nuclear forces. China will upgrade its capabilities regardless. The People's Liberation Army has been developing its new DF-31 missile since 1970 and has been working on multiple warhead technology since the early 1980s, long before TMD became an issue. Also, scrapping TMD will not eliminate the deeper difficulties in the U.S.-China and Japan-China relationships--including China's fear of Japanese remilitarization and its growing dissatisfaction with the U.S. "hegemony".

2. Cooperative BMD prevents China and regional arms races

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, ‘1 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

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. 

3. Joint cooperation deters China modernization.

Richard P. Cronin, @ Congressional Research Service – Specialist in Asian Affairs, ‘2 [Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Theater Missile , fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf]

Although normally unspoken in public, the potential ballistic missile threat from China appears to be both a fundamental reason for Japan’s desire to acquire a BMD capability and the main source of its cautious approach to the participation in the U.S. plan.  Some believe that possession of a BMD capability could devalue the role of theater ballistic missiles in regional conflict and counter or even deter the further development and modernization of Chinese missiles. 

Chinese Modernization Frontline

4. BMD incentivizes Chinese cooperation on proliferation – historical evidence disproves the linkage between proliferation and China modernization.

Peter Brookes, PhD Candidate @ Georgetown – MA in IR @ John Hopkins – Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies, 2k [Theater Missile defense: How Will It Recast Security and Diplomacy in East Asia?, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Lecture/Theater-Missile-Defense-How-Will-It-Recast-Security-and-Diplomacy-in-East-Asia]

Third, the development and deployment of a robust, highly capable American BMD program must go forward with all deliberate speed. Washington should stop denying that there is a link between China's nuclear modernization, conventional missile buildup, and proliferation practices and the requirement for BMD. These issues are related. Claiming that missile defense is the product wholly of North Korea and other "rogue" states is disingenuous and the Chinese do not believe it anyway. BMD is directed at missiles, be they Iranian, Iraqi--or Chinese. The U.S. must take the appropriate steps now to shape the strategic environment in Asia. Accordingly, a vigorous expression of U.S. concerns regarding China's strategic buildup and a firm statement of Washington's willingness to proceed with a highly effective BMD program may lead Beijing to rethink the utility of its modernization program and proliferation policies. There is an arms race in Asia and it began with China's buildup of missiles opposite Taiwan. Washington must acknowledge the possibility of conflict with the PRC--especially over the issue of Taiwan, or even North Korea--and plan accordingly for preserving and protecting U.S. national security interests and those of our friends and allies. Not surprisingly, the Chinese have vociferously condemned American BMD programs as destabilizing and an instrument of American hegemony. But Beijing must comprehend that the development and ultimate deployment of these defensive systems are in part due to China's increased offensive capability and proliferation practices. In fact, Chinese strategic modernization has been underway for over 15 years and predates the current missile defense debate in Asia. It is further widely asserted that China's strategic force upgrades--including MIRVing--and expansion will proceed regardless of a decision to deploy BMD. The PRC's international arms control and diplomatic crusade against missile defenses is most likely an effort to deflect attention from the real issue: the direction, scope, and pace of China's strategic nuclear weapons and ballistic missile program and its desire to retain and broaden this asymmetric capability. Contrary to the assertions of Beijing, a regional arms race will be based upon the deployment of Chinese offensive missiles and the PRC's perceived regional and global ambitions--not the fielding of American ballistic missile defenses. Chinese claims to the contrary are a "red herring."
5. No regional risk from TMD – we won’t include Taiwan.

Gregg A. Rubinstein, @ Center for Pacific Asia Studies @ Stockholm University, ‘7 [September 5, US-Japan Missile defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects, www.japanconsidered.com/.../Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf]

There has been political support for US-Japan-Taiwan security cooperation in both Washington and Tokyo, as well as unofficial trilateral dialogue on such matters. However, it seems unlikely that such exchanges will have substantive effect, especially on missile defense, due to concerns with: internal constraints in Taiwan:  Taiwan remains both inadequately equipped and institutionally unprepared to collaborate on BMD matters; Interaction with the US:  Unease in Washington over Taiwanese posturing on independence and problems with arms programs have seriously strained political and defense cooperation; Japanese policy:  Considerations of collective defense and arms transfer restrictions, as well as reluctance to confront China on Taiwan matters, all weigh against tangible Japan-Taiwan defense ties.
 China Modernization Ext 1—NMD Not Key to China

China’s opposition to US-Japan BMD is minimal.

Richard P. Cronin, @ Congressional Research Service – Specialist in Asian Affairs, ‘2 [Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Theater Missile , fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf]

Others in Japan have registered concerns that the BMD program may destabilize the Mainland’s relations with Taiwan, as well as Japan, and trigger a regional arms race.  China has been adamantly opposed to the inclusion of Taiwan in the area covered by U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation Guidelines and the BMD.   Should the Bush Administration make progress in restraining North Korea’s ballistic missile program, the Chinese missile threat will stand out as the most obvious motive for Japanese cooperation on the development of a BMD system – a fact that could induce new strains in Sino-Japanese relations.  Thus far, however, although North Korea has agreed to suspend tests of its long-range Taepo Dong missiles, Pyongyang has failed to respond to Bush Administration statements of intent to hold unconditional discussions on missile and other issues.  Also, since the September 11 attacks, China has tended to downplay its opposition to the U.S. missile defense program in the interests of putting U.S.-China relations on a more cooperative footing.  The relaxation of tensions in U.S.-China relations has had the effect of also taking some of the edge off Sino-Japanese relations. 

China NFU Frontline

1. No Change in China NFU – Its Ideological Concrete

Bruce Blair, President of World Security Institute, and Chen Yali, Editor of The Washington Observer – Program Manager of Chen Shi China Research Group, ‘06 [China Security, “The Fallacy of Nuclear Primacy,” http://www.wsichina.org/cs4_4.pdf]

It is a consensus among Chinese military and civilian analysts that China  needs to modernize its nuclear force to increase its survivability and penetra-  tion capability. There are debates over whether China should pursue a more  symmetrical build-up of nuclear force to counter challenges mentioned above  by increasing the number of nuclear weapons and  nuclear bases. But the  NFU commitment remains solid. Very few analysts advocate any revision of  the doctrine that would make it conditional. After the controversy generated    by Maj. Gen. Zhu Chenghu in 2005, who allegedly invoked the specter of  Chinese first use of nuclear weapons in the event of United States intervention  in a hypothetical Taiwan conflict, a considerable number of Chinese nuclear  strategists and senior military officers stepped forward to disavow Zhu’s sce-  nario and reiterate strongly the unconditional nature of China’s NFU nuclear  policy. This policy may not be immutable. No doubt future internal debate will  grapple with the challenges to China’s strategic force and its nuclear doctrine  posed by missile defense systems and conventional weapons advances. But  the Zhu incident only renewed and revalidated the old consensus and policy  against changing China’s nuclear doctrine. NFU will not be dislodged any  time soon, if ever.  It is virtually a canon of Chinese nuclear orthodoxy.  

2. Countries Ignore China’s NFU Posture

Shen Dingli, Executive Director and Professorof the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai, ‘05 [China Security: Opening the Debate on U.S.-China Nuclear Relations, http://www.nautilus.org/napsnet/sr/2005/0574Hagt_Yali.pdf]

Though China’s declaration of NFU is  given little credit by other nuclear weapons states, such a policy still provides cer-  tain assurances. Frankly speaking, in a  military contingency, no adversary would  fail to prepare for a change in China’s position on NFU, as this choice is always an  option for China. However, the political  cost to the Chinese leadership due to such  a change would be prohibitive, which acts  as a real restraint against China’s altering  its professed position. 

Extension 1: China NFU Resilient

China Won’t Bail on NFU Despite Changes in US Capabilities

Pan Zhenqiang, Professor of International Relations at the Institute for Strategic Studies, National Defence University, ‘02 [On China’s No First Use of Nuclear Weapons, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/nw/zhenqiang.htm]

It should be pointed out that despite the zigzag evolution of the world situation in the subsequent years, China has never changed these two basic positions with regard to its commitment of no-first-use and the desire to conclude an international treaty on the prohibition of the use of nuclear weapons.

For China, the no-first-use is not only a politically declaratory policy, but also the fundamental doctrine to guide its nuclear strategy, which is only relevant to the nuclear weapon states as China does not consider using nuclear weapons against non-nuclear weapon states under any circumstances. So, China will consider the use of nuclear weapons only when it was attacked by nuclear weapons. Unlike other nuclear weapon states, it does not plan to use its nuclear force to make for the inefficiency of conventional capabilities.

Thus the no-first-use doctrine provided a conceptual guidelines for the development of China’s nuclear force. In accordance with the no-first-use doctrine, China didn’t find it essential to develop a large nuclear arsenal in number. The idea was as long as you are able to give a devastating counter-attack against one or two U.S. big cities, the scenario was enough to make the attacker who had the intention of preemptive nuclear strike pause, and hopefully drop the plan. Furthermore, China didn’t find it essential either to seek the qualitative improvement of its nuclear force such as acquiring the capability of striking at the military targets, with much greater precision guidance, or fitting more nuclear warheads on a single missile (MIRVed). Nor did China feel a need to develop battlefield nuclear weapons, as these weapons would often be prone to be used in a military conflict, thereby triggering the escalation of nuclear exchanges. This self-restraint is vividly reflected in the fact that China has never put nuclear modernization program as its top priority on its national agenda. It conducted the least nuclear tests among the five de jure nuclear weapon states, and the pace of its nuclear modernization program has been deliberately slow. Against the backdrop, China has been able to be away from the nuclear arms race between the major nuclear powers. More importantly, this non-provocative stance contributed to the emergence of a strategic framework in the Cold War, in which global strategic stability was sustained. One cannot imagine how the world structure would have been had China followed a different course of action and also built up a large nuclear arsenal.

Extension 1: China NFU Resilient
Claims of China Reversal are Media Hype

Pan Zhenqiang, Professor of International Relations at the Institute for Strategic Studies, ‘05 [China Security: Opening the Debate on U.S.-China Nuclear Relations, http://www.nautilus.org/napsnet/sr/2005/0574Hagt_Yali.pdf]

It is perhaps also appropriate here to say  a few words about the overreactions of the  U.S. media.  Everybody is clear that Zhu’s  statements are only his p It is perhaps also appropriate here to say  a few words about the overreactions of the  U.S. media.  Everybody is clear that Zhu’s  statements are only his personal views, and  the fact is that Zhu’s suggestions would  have no effect on China’s policy-makers  on the subject. Moreover there is no way  for China to change its nuclear policy.  Then why so much fuss about this small  event?  The answer may be that there  are people in the United States who are only  too willing to see the dark side of China.  What they forget is that, to date, China so  far has been the only acknowledged  nuclear weapon state that solemnly maintains a commitment to NFU.  Why do so  administration. But even they consider that  in a conflict over Taiwan, the use of  nuclear weapons cannot be totally  excluded.  Why the lack of criticism of this  view?  So why has even the suggestion of  change of China’s NFU policy become a  big headline issue, and refuted as “highly  irresponsible?  Is there a double standard  regarding nuclear weapons policy for dif-  ferent countries, particularly for China? 


Extension 1: China NFU Resilient
No NFU Rollback – Many Reasons

Shen Dingli, Executive Director and Professorof the Institute of International Studies at Fudan University in Shanghai, ‘05 [China Security: Opening the Debate on U.S.-China Nuclear Relations, http://www.nautilus.org/napsnet/sr/2005/0574Hagt_Yali.pdf]

China may have many reasons to justify  its NU/NFU policy. Some possibilities, as  seen by this author, include:      Morality: possession vs. use: Nuclear  weapons are widely viewed as weapons of  mass destruction (WMDs). For many, the  use of nuclear weapons constitutes a  crime, as either a first use or a retaliatory  use would incur unacceptable amount of  collateral destruction. In fact, an Interna-  tional Court of Justice ruling in July 1996  indicated in its Advisory Opinion that use,  or threat of use, of use of nuclear  weapons:  “would generally be contrary to the  rules of international law applicable  in armed conflict, and in particular  the principles and rules of humani-  tarian law.”     For some, even the possession of  nuclear weapons is of questionable  legiimacy. The Chinese government has long  championed the “total elimination and  thorough destruction” of all forms of  nuclear weapons, indicating its recognition  of the destructive nature of nuclear weap-  ons and efforts to delegitimize them.      China developed nuclear weapons as a  response to what it saw as U.S. nuclear  blackmail in 1950s. Until all nuclear weap-ons are eliminated from the earth, includ-  ing China’s own, China must also live with  the consequences of possessing nuclear  weapons. While possession of nuclear  weapons may have empowered China in  its international standing, they may have  also distanced China from non-nuclear  weapons states, especially those states that  oppose the possessing and use of nuclear  weapons for whatever reasons.      With these considerations, it is natural  to postulate a NU/NFU nuclear doctrine,  as it provides China with a less immoral  image among all nuclear weapons states.      Political correctness: Along the line of  nuclear morality, the NU/NFU policy also  distinguishes China from other nuclear  weapons states that do not take the same  stance.      The NFU divides the ‘nuclear haves’  into two classes: a more moral group with  no-first-use policies and a less moral group  with first-use or conditional no-first-use.  Among the P5, the former Soviet Union  and China were two states that belonged  to the NFU category, while the other three  fall into a different group.      The United States has long proclaimed  a conditional first-use position; i.e., the  United States would resort to the use of  nuclear weapons, were American territory,  the U.S. overseas military presence or al-  lies to be attacked by a non-nuclear weap-ons state allied with a nuclear weapons  state. The United States does not seem to  completely believe the NFU declaratory  policy of China  and  the  former  Soviet  Union. In fact, Russia, as the sole legiti-mate successor of nuclear weapons from  the former Soviet Union, ended its NFU  position in 1993 to compensate for its  weakened conventional military strength.      Thus far, China is the only acknowledged nuclear weapons state that adheres  to NFU. China still feels itself to be po-itically correct to maintain this position,  and to be a responsible nuclear weapons  state in terms of the use of nuclear  weapons.      Avoiding preemption: China developed nuclear weapons under U.S. threat,  and China understood that it was difficult  for the American government to accept  China’s possession of nuclear weapons. It  seemed that the United States has considered surgical preemption against China’s  nuclear weapons program. Indeed, we  have witnessed and are witnessing both  rhetoric and the preparation of military  action by the U.S. against North Korea and  Iran for their development of nuclear  programs, which, as claimed by the U.S.,  are either military programs or can quickly  be diverted for military purposes. The “preemption” in Spring 2003 against the regime  of Iraq’s Saddam Hussein is such an episode of preemption taken against at least  the pretext of WMD proliferation.      Current clandestine nuclear weapons de-velopment may not require a nuclear weap-ons explosion to vindicate the workability  of the weapons. The success of all Indian  and Pakistani test explosions of their fis- sion bombs has proven this to be true.  However, this doesn’t apply to the first  Chinese nuclear weapon explosion in  1964. At that time, China would not risk  its security by trusting its nuclear design  solely based on blueprints. Of course, one  could argue that China needed a nuclear  blast to elevate its international standing  and domestic public support for the  government.      In the meantime, China also would not  risk its security by establishing a confrontational nuclear doctrine, though it indeed  had a right to go nuclear. On the contrary,  the former Soviet Union, ended its NFU  position in 1993 to compensate for its  weakened conventional military strength.  Minimum deterrence and NFU:  China is one of the first nations to have  conceived a deterrence strategy. However,  given the U.S. nuclear deterrence strategy  since the mid-1940s, China has been reluctant in using the same nomenclature of  the nuclear age. Nevertheless, this does not  change the nature of China’s nuclear  posture. According to both China’s open  declarations and observable evidence,  China’s nuclear doctrine is a type of mini-  mum deterrence.      China’s decade-long minimum nuclear  deterrence is commensurate with its NFU  doctrine. As China only prepares for  nuclear retaliation in-kind, thus it needs  far fewer nuclear weapons and less preci-  sion strike capability – which is necessary  for executing a nuclear first attack that  leaves the enemy no chance to strike back.  For minimum deterrence, one only needs  to assure a credible nuclear retaliation so  as to deter a first nuclear attack.
Extension 1: China NFU Resilient
No China NFU Change – Lack of Weapons, Stale Security Environment, Ideology

Sun Xiangli, Deputy Director of the Arms Control Research Division - Beijing Institute of Applied Physics and Computational Mathematics, ‘05 [China Security: Opening the Debate on U.S.-China Nuclear Relations, http://www.nautilus.org/napsnet/sr/2005/0574Hagt_Yali.pdf]

This author predicts that there will be  no major wars between major powers in  21st century. And this author would hate  to see a China-U.S. military conflict, for  whatever reason, as that inevitably would  harm the fundamental interests of both  countries. However, to avoid war requires  the wisdom of both nations. It is not vi-  able for China to ignore its core national  interests indefinitely. If China’s conven-  tional forces are devastated, and if Taiwan  takes the opportunity to declare de jure  independence, it is inconceivable that  China would allow its nuclear weapons to  be destroyed by a precision attack with  conventional munitions, rather than use  them as a true means of deterrence.  Given the advancement of the revolu-  tion  in  military affairs,  modern military technology has experienced remarkable  change. This narrows the difference be-  tween nuclear weapons and conventional  weaponry, and exerts pressure on China’s  NU and NFU policies. Also, given the shift  in Taiwan toward independence, and given  the U.S. commitment to defending Taiwan,  China’s NU/NFU has been caught in a  dilemma as to the essence of deterrence.      These pressures may not lead to a policy  change any time soon; though some are  cynical enough to suggest that China could  adjust its policy later, at the time when  there is such a need. However, this author  considers it healthy to allow space for  serious discussion of this important matter.  Only through serious debate within China  and between China and the United States,  may a consensus be built as to how to avoid  triggering the aforementioned scenarios  and to assure the credibility of China’s  NU/NFU declarations.      It is foreseeable that the Chinese gov-  ernment will use diplomatic means to  avoid physical confrontation with the  United States, as the bilateral economic/  trade relationship has been continually  expanding. This also serves China’s core  interests.      Nonetheless, this analysis still raises  these critical questions for future  consideration: What should an updated  nuclear deterrence actually deter in order  to defend China’s core interests? How can  China communicate its deterrence policy  unambiguously? And how should China  respond if its deterrence were to fail?  triggering the aforementioned scenarios  and to assure the credibility of China’s  NU/NFU declarations.      It is foreseeable that the Chinese gov-  ernment will use diplomatic means to  avoid physical confrontation with the  United States, as the bilateral economic/  trade relationship has been continually  expanding. This also serves China’s core  interests.      Nonetheless, this analysis still raises  these critical questions for future  consideration: What should an updated  nuclear deterrence actually deter in order  to defend China’s core interests? How can  China communicate its deterrence policy  unambiguously? And how should China  respond if its deterrence were to fail? 
ASAT Frontline 

1. Aff Doesn’t Resolve China’s Desire for Space Dominance

Larry M. Wortzel, Former Director of the Strategic Studies Institute of the U.S. Army War College, ‘7 [China’s Nuclear Forces, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pubs/display.cfm?pubID=776]

Space is the area above 100,000 meters from sea  level. There are clear indications in PLA doctrine  that China wants the capacity to control space and  intends to control space immediately above its own  territory. One PLA officer has written “in peacetime  or wartime, enemy reconnaissance satellites are the  greatest threat to guided missile forces.”49 In addition,  Chinese military theorists are convinced that for the  security of China’s nuclear forces, the PLA needs anti-  satellite countermeasures to stop an enemy’s ability to  use satellite surveillance against the Second Artillery  Corps. According to one officer writing in the journal,  China Military Science, “in order to assure the nation’s  space security, it is necessary to develop defensive  mechanisms; this requires work in the electro-magnetic  spectrum as well as firepower-based defenses.”50

2. China’s Space Advances Won’t Cause Conflict – Fear US Response

Robert Ross, Prof. of IR @ BC, ‘02 [International Security, Navigating the Taiwan Strait, p. muse]

Chinese military analysts are seeking to develop asymmetric capabilities to exploit U.S. weaknesses. They are especially interested in undermining U.S. information dominance and electronic warfare superiority. In so doing, they hope to be able to obstruct U.S. ability to carry out surveillance of Chinese activities and to reduce the effectiveness of U.S. targeting capabilities. In other words, China is looking for the "unexpected thrust," the "trump card," or the "killer mace" (shashoujian or sashoujian)—weaponry that can render the United States "blind and deaf." 67 Chinese military analysts observe that the destruction of any weak link in advanced technologies can compromise the war-fighting effectiveness of the entire weapon system. They are particularly interested in the use of viruses that can attack computer systems and missiles that can destroy communication nodes, thereby undermining early warning systems and "paralyzing" the enemy's command-and-control facilities. They have also researched such asymmetric strategies as attacking surveillance and communication satellites, including with space-based weapons, and using antiradiation and electromagnetic pulse weapons to degrade radar systems. Ultimately, an attack on an adversary's intelligence system could amount to an "electronic Pearl Harbor" (dianzi Zhenzhugang), destroying the adversary's war-fighting capa-bility. 68 The Chinese motivation for studying these strategies is clear. None would give China the confidence or capability to launch a war and risk U.S. intervention. Rather, these are precautionary strategies that could give China additional [End Page 72] capabilities should it find itself at war with the United States. These studies examine asymmetric strategies in theory and in the classroom. They do not evaluate such strategies in the context of a war with a superior adversary that is attacking China's command-and-control facilities and its aircraft and naval vessels. At best, these studies reflect the preparation for war, not the planning of one. As Zhang Wannian has explained, "The overall level of China's military equipment is still relatively low, and its high-technology forces are still relatively few. This fundamental situation will not entirely change for a relatively long period. Within this period, if war should happen, China will still have to use inferior equipment to defeat an enemy with superior equipment." 69 China faces daunting obstacles to developing an asymmetric strategy that can level the playing field. To undermine critical U.S. communication technologies and surveillance operations, high-technology military capabilities and considerable funding are needed. Long-range missiles that are effective against mobile maritime targets, sophisticated antisatellite weaponry, and spaced-based weaponry are not within China's reach. Meanwhile, as China advances its offensive asymmetric capabilities, the United States is continuing to develop high-technology countermeasures. It is thus doubtful that China is closing the gap in the offense-defense balance in information warfare.

ASAT Frontline 

3. No Risk of Real ASAT Threat

Geoggery Forden, PhD –MIT Research Associate & Former UN Weapons Inspector, ‘08 [January 10, How China Loses the Coming Space War, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/#more]

For years, the American armed forces have worried about an attack on US satellites; this could be how it begins.  The United States military has become increasingly dependent on space.  It uses photo-reconnaissance satellites to observe potential adversaries, GPS satellites to guide munitions with pin-point accuracy, communications satellites to handle the flow of information into and out of a theater of operations, and early warning satellites to detect and track enemy missile launches to name just a few of the better known applications.  Because of this increasing dependence, many analysts have worried that the US is most vulnerable to asymmetric attacks against its space assets; in their view US satellites are “sitting ducks” without any sort of defense and their destruction would cripple the US military.  China’s test of a sophisticated anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon a year ago, Friday — 11 January 2007, when it shot down its own obsolete weather satellite — has only increased these concerns.  But is this true?  Could a country—even a powerful country like China that has demonstrated a very sophisticated, if nascent, ability to shoot down satellites at all altitudes—inflict anything close to a knock-out blow against the US in space?  And if it was anything less than a knock-out, how seriously would it affect US war fighting capabilities? The answers to these questions should influence how the US responds to the threats China’s ASAT represents.  There is at least one way to answer these questions: “war-gaming” a massive Chinese attack on US satellites, where China is only limited by the laws of physics and the known properties of their ASAT, and see how much damage could be done.  Such an exercise also reveals what the US could do, and what it could not do, to minimize the consequences.  The results of my calculations are reported here.  They assume that China launches a massive attack and that everything works exactly as planned: every ASAT launches, the US does not respond until after the attacks are launched even though it will have overwhelming evidence ahead of time, and every ASAT hits its target.  Thus, this is a worst case scenario for the United States.  In the end, we’ll show, the US would still has sufficient space assets to fight a major conventional war with China, even after such an attack.  America’s military capabilities would be reduced, for a few hours at a time.  But they would not be crippled.  Back in 2001, a commission lead by Donald Rumsfeld warned of a "space Pearl Harbor," a single strike that could cripple America’s satellite network.  It turns out, there is no such thing.
ASAT Frontline 

6. No Chance of Space Attacks  - Consensus

Theresa Hitchens, VP and Director of the Space Security Project, at the Center for Defense Information, ‘05 [Worst-Case Mentality Clouds USAF Space Strategy, http://www.cdi.org/program/document.cfm?DocumentID=2885&StartRow=11 &ListRows=10&&Orderby=D.DateLastUpdated&ProgramID=68&typeID=(8)&from_page=relateditems.cfm]

The first response when something goes wrong, said Darnell, should be "think possible attack." Even if one gives the general the benefit of the doubt as simply playing the campaign game, such a pronouncement is not only based on false premises, but also highly dangerous. Especially if operators really believe it. Careful probing of even the most ardent space weapon proponents reveals that no one seriously believes major threats to on-orbit systems exist today. While Air Force space officials are inordinately (and somewhat disingenuously) fond of pointing to attempts by Iraqi forces to jam the Global Positioning System during the 2003 Gulf War as part of their space-warfare-is-inevitable argument, it is important to recognize that those incidents involved ground-based jammers aimed at ground-based receivers, not any direct attack against on-orbit assets themselves. Indeed, there is no country, not even the United States, that currently has a working anti-satellite system in its arsenal. Direct threats to space assets are possible in the mid- to long term, but do not exist today (outside of the remote chance of someone launching a nuke into space, a threat that has existed since the dawn of the ballistic missile).

7. China Won’t Start a Space Conflict – They Think Their Weapons are Weak Sauce

Baohui Zhang, Prof. @ Lingnan Univ., ‘08 [Comparative Strategy 27.2, “The Taiwan Strait and the Future of China’s No-First-Use Nuclear Policy,” p. ebsco] 

Chinese security experts share the view that China will not be able to close the  conventional gap with the United States, which is moving fast to deepen its military  transformation.41 Recently, U.S. security experts have been analyzing China’s war plans to  offset American conventional dominance through asymmetric strategies.42 Although these  strategies, such as attacking American space assets, could certainly complicate the opera-  tion by the U.S. military, they are not sufﬁcient to win the war for China. In fact, no Chinese  military expert suggests that these strategies will allow China to defeat the U.S. military.  Indeed, after General Zhu made his remarks in the summer of 2005, Kanwa Military Review  suggested that “Zhu’s talk reﬂected a profound sense of crisis inside the Chinese military  that its conventional deterrence is increasingly incapable of preventing the independence  of Taiwan and American military intervention in the Taiwan Strait.”43 

Extension 1: Chinese Space Dominance Inevitable

Aff Irrelevent – Sunk Costs Means China Will Persue Space Weapons

Wayne Smith, @ Space Daily, ‘03 [Will There Be A Nuclear Space Race Between America And China, http://www.spacedaily.com/news/nuclearspace-03d.html]

However, the military implications are just as important, if not greater, a consideration. China has already invested too much money into developing a space launch capability to consider pulling back now. In past interviews, they have announced the intention to build space stations, reach the moon and build bases there, and even boasted they will beat the United States with a manned mission to Mars. Their Shenxhou launch system has been played down by critics as primitive but is probably level with 1990's US technology. The fact is we are still using 1990's US technology. The big Saturn V boosters America once used for moonshots are now all gone and funding for NASA's ailing programs such as the ISS have been diminishing annually. With Russia suffering economic problems and the ESA unsure of its future, China seems to be on an inside straight to success. However, Prometheus changes everything. NASA is "moving from windpower to steam" as Sean O'Keefe puts it and that may leave China suddenly out in the cold. Unless of course, they respond with their own nuclear space program. China and Russia have been increasing ties for a number of years now. Space and Arms technology trade in particular have increased due to new treaties. The Russians, who launched more nuclear reactors than the US, are no strangers to nuclear space technology having had their own shadowy nuclear propulsion program -- which no doubt compared very favourably to past US efforts. If pushed to develop their own nuclear space initiative, the Chinese will likely enquire of Russia for help. The Russians, in turn, will demand a high cost for such secret technology, just as they have done for all previously purchased space systems technologies. China will either pay or attempt to develop their own. China, also no stranger to nuclear power, has stated owned national nuclear facilities and a state owned space programme. Efforts at combining nuclear and space branches of Government will face very little red tape within a communist regime. A chinese INSPI or Los Alamos seems very possible.


Extension 1: Chinese Space Dominance Inevitable

Space Efforts For National Image – They Can’t Solve
Dominic Descisciolo, Commanding officer of the guided-missile frigate USS Rentz (FFG 46) -M.A. in national security and strategic studies, ‘06 [China’s Nuclear Force Modernization, http://www.usnwc.edu/press/newportpapers/documents/22.pdf]

While international acclaim and recognition, as well as domestic politics, are surely important to them, the Chinese have modeled their program instead after the triumphant American space effort of the 1960s. The Chinese have constituted their program, assembled their infrastructure, and developed and tested their spacecraft and techniques in an incremental fashion reminiscent of Projects Mercury, Gemini, and Apollo. As illustrated by the unmanned Shenzhou launches, a logical, methodical approach marks each mission. The Chinese can be expected to carry out their ambitious program with a steadfast singularity of purpose, each phase a necessary building block to some future goal. That individual characteristics of the Chinese space program have roots in the Soviet or American programs does not in itself portend a menacing future. China may conclude, as did the United States in the 1960s and the Soviets in the late 1970s, that a manned ISR platform in space is neither economical nor sensible in light of the advantages afforded by unmanned satellites. Additionally, although appearing to mirror the goal-oriented approach taken by the United States in its own moon quest, China may have determined that such a course would not be sustainable. The United States expended enormous resources on Project Apollo and the race to the moon.73 Economic reality may force Beijing to scale back its more grandiose space-exploration aspirations. Yet when considered in the aggregate, these characteristics take on a new meaning. The synergy of combining civil and military functions in its manned space program might prove irresistible to Beijing. Until a robotic substitute can be developed and fielded to meet China's remote-sensing and targeting needs, its manned space program may shoulder part of this mission. It might indeed be some time before a true distinction appears between China's civil exploration of space and military exploitation of the "new high ground;' if it ever does. What of China's potential plans to land on the moon? According to Robert S. Walker, former chairman of the House Science Committee, The Chinese have a long history of undertaking projects designed to enhance their national image .... [AJ nation with the technological capacity to do a sustained moon program would have achieved the ability to build, integrate and utilize spacecraft. Without even ascribing any hostile intent to such a capability, our strategic planners would have to acknowledge the profound impact on the balance of power. ... Space dominance is a twenty-first century challenge we dare not refuse." The Real Legacy of Qian China's achievement of a place among the true space-faring nations caps a half-century effort and well deserves the international acclaim that has been forthcoming. Nonetheless, the military significance of the event cannot be overlooked. 

Extension 3: No risk of space attack

No Chance of Space Attacks  - Consensus

Theresa Hitchens, VP and Director of the Space Security Project, at the Center for Defense Information, ‘05 [Worst-Case Mentality Clouds USAF Space Strategy, http://www.cdi.org/program/document.cfm?DocumentID=2885&StartRow=11 &ListRows=10&&Orderby=D.DateLastUpdated&ProgramID=68&typeID=(8)&from_page=relateditems.cfm]

The first response when something goes wrong, said Darnell, should be "think possible attack." Even if one gives the general the benefit of the doubt as simply playing the campaign game, such a pronouncement is not only based on false premises, but also highly dangerous. Especially if operators really believe it. Careful probing of even the most ardent space weapon proponents reveals that no one seriously believes major threats to on-orbit systems exist today. While Air Force space officials are inordinately (and somewhat disingenuously) fond of pointing to attempts by Iraqi forces to jam the Global Positioning System during the 2003 Gulf War as part of their space-warfare-is-inevitable argument, it is important to recognize that those incidents involved ground-based jammers aimed at ground-based receivers, not any direct attack against on-orbit assets themselves. Indeed, there is no country, not even the United States, that currently has a working anti-satellite system in its arsenal. Direct threats to space assets are possible in the mid- to long term, but do not exist today (outside of the remote chance of someone launching a nuke into space, a threat that has existed since the dawn of the ballistic missile).

China Won’t Start a Space Conflict – They Think Their Weapons are Weak Sauce

Baohui Zhang, Prof. @ Lingnan Univ., ‘08 [Comparative Strategy 27.2, “The Taiwan Strait and the Future of China’s No-First-Use Nuclear Policy,” p. ebsco] 

Chinese security experts share the view that China will not be able to close the  conventional gap with the United States, which is moving fast to deepen its military  transformation.41 Recently, U.S. security experts have been analyzing China’s war plans to  offset American conventional dominance through asymmetric strategies.42 Although these  strategies, such as attacking American space assets, could certainly complicate the opera-  tion by the U.S. military, they are not sufﬁcient to win the war for China. In fact, no Chinese  military expert suggests that these strategies will allow China to defeat the U.S. military.  Indeed, after General Zhu made his remarks in the summer of 2005, Kanwa Military Review  suggested that “Zhu’s talk reﬂected a profound sense of crisis inside the Chinese military  that its conventional deterrence is increasingly incapable of preventing the independence  of Taiwan and American military intervention in the Taiwan Strait.”43
Japan Spending Frontline

1. Minimal Japan Spending on Missile Defense is Low

Sachiko Sakamak and Takashi Hirokawa, @ Bloomber, ‘09 [Sept 11, Japan Should Cut ‘Useless’ Missile defense, DPJ Official Says, http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=aruidIvvQ2bc]

Japan’s new government will likely cut missile defense spending because it isn’t effective in thwarting attacks from countries such as North Korea, a senior Democratic Party of Japan official said. “Missile defense is almost totally useless,” said Tsuyoshi Yamaguchi, a Lower House lawmaker who served as the party’s deputy defense spokesman prior to its Aug. 30 election victory. “Only one or two out of 100 are ever effective,” he said yesterday in an interview in his Tokyo office. Reducing missile defense would come as North Korea, Japan’s closest military threat, boosts its nuclear and missile capability. Yamaguchi, the author of a book on the U.S.-Japan defense alliance, said trimming military expenditures is necessary to offset Prime Minister-designate Yukio Hatoyama’splans to increase social welfare spending and tuition aid.

2. BMD Boosts Japan’s Economy and Revenue

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, ‘2001 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

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 ac-  quisition capabilities of specific corporations; and third, by providing  possible spin-off benefits to the commercial sector.59  These possi-  bilities create a potential convergence of interests between JDA in-  dustrial offices, the divisions of certain defense contractors, and  METI.60  However, according to knowledgeable Japanese observers,  unlike the case with the joint U.S.-Japan development of the FSX  (F-2) fighter and the effort to build Japanese surveillance satellites,  no strong coalition of pro-BMD “techno-nationalists” exists within  the Japanese government at present.  Overall, BMD is simply not  viewed as an area that will generate major benefits in technology  development for both military- and non-military-related industry  and commerce.61 
3. Saves Money in the Long Term

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, 2001 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

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 in-  dustry.  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 de-  fense industry corporations, or generate significant spin-off advan-  tages 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 expand-  ing the market and reducing the costs of defense-related technolo-  gies.

Japan Spending Frontline

4. The Aff Tanks Core Japan Corporations –BMD is a Boon For Japan

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, 2001 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

Japanese participation in BMD could provide enormous potential  benefits to Japan’s defense industry and technology base in several  ways: by generally strengthening Japan’s ailing defense industry  sector; by improving the R&D and technology acquisition capabili-  ties of specific corporations; and by providing possible spin-off  benefits to the commercial sector.25   METI is interested in the BMD  program but only if it can provide net benefits to Japanese industry,  and there are skeptics who continue to question whether or not there  will be any technological spin-off effect from the BMD plan.26  In this  sense, BMD is looked upon as very different than the FSX, where  Japan was in a position to develop its own indigenous technology.  Except in such areas as sensors and radar, Japan is not thought to be  in a similar position with regard to BMD development.  Several specific Japanese industrial sectors have the capability to  contribute the most to the development of a BMD system and hence  would stand to gain the most from such participation, given their ex-  perience, production prowess, and technological expertise.  These  sectors include shipbuilding, communications electronics, systems  integration, sensors and radar, and some aspects of missile design.  In virtually all other areas, U.S. defense corporations possess a deci-  sive competitive advantage over their Japanese counterparts, accord-  ing to interviewees.  Six Japanese contractors have been selected to  participate in the collaborative NTW program: Mitsubishi Heavy In-  dustries (MHI);27 Kawasaki Heavy Industries (KHI); Ishikawajima-  Harima Heavy Industries; Fujitsu; Toshiba; and Nissan Motors.  They  will reportedly be working on the sea-launched UT defense system.

Extension 3: Saves money

Costs are  minimal

Richard P. Cronin, @ Congressional Research Service – Specialist in Asian Affairs, ‘2002 [Japan-U.S. Cooperation on Theater Missile, fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/9186.pdf]

Japan’s financial participation in the research and development phase is modest  – only a fraction of U.S. spending on the SMD program – but Tokyo’s financial  contribution could be significant if it chooses to deploy a BMD capability by CRS-13  purchasing U.S. missiles and other components.  In the words of the U.S. Missile  Defense Agency budget request to Congress for FY2003, “the project leverages the  established and demonstrated industrial and engineering strengths of Japan and allows  a significant degree of cost sharing.”24  Japan’s financial contribution would be most  important if it decided to purchase U.S. hardware, but less so if it only participates in  the research and development phase or uses jointly developed technology to build its  own missile defense system. 

Europe NMD Advantage
1. No Block 2 Missiles in Europe Till 2018 And It Doesn’t Piss off Russia

Turner Brinton, @ Space News, 9/17/09 [Pentagon Shifts to SM-3 For European Missile Defense, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/pentagon-shifts-sm-3-for-european-missile-defense.html]

Toward the end of the decade, the system will evolve for defense against ICBMs, Cartwright said. The United States is co-developing with Japan the larger and more capable SM-3 Block 2A missile, and an even more energetic Block 2B missile will follow. The new missiles could be deployed in 2018 and 2020, respectively, he said. However, the United States will continue to develop and test the two-stage version of the Ground-Based Interceptor that originally was planned for deployment in Europe as a hedge against development problems with the larger SM-3 interceptors, he said. The new course charted for European missile defense is not an attempt to allay Russian concerns, Gates said. But no longer can the Russians credibly claim that the U.S. system could be outfitted with nuclear weapons, and no longer will a radar scan Russian territory, he said.“The decisions on this were driven almost exclusively by the change in intelligence and better technology,” Gates said. “I think that the Russians are not going to be pleased we are continuing with missile defense in Europe.” Missile defense advocates in Congress voiced their displeasure with the new plan almost immediately. “The [Obama] Administration apparently has decided to empower Russia and Iran at the expense of the national security interests of the United States and our allies in Europe,” U.S. Rep. Howard McKeon (R-Calif.), ranking member of the House Armed Services Committee, said in a statement. “Just this past April while in Prague, the President reiterated his support for U.S. missile defenses in Europe as long as missile threats persist.

2. Non-Unique – Europe Already has Aegis BMD and will Get Upgrades

Henry S. Kenyon, @ Armed Forces Communication and Electronics Association, ‘8 [Japan Acquires Missile Defense Shield, http://www.afcea.org/signal/articles/templates/Signal_Article_Template.asp?articleid=1520&zoneid=228]

Besides Japan, other countries have expressed interest in Aegis BMD. Adm. Hicks notes that the nations that have purchased Aegis systems are Norway, Spain, Australia, South Korea and Japan. At this time, however, Japan is the only nation that has acquired the BMD upgrade for Aegis. The United States has agreements to provide both Spain and Australia with technical information about BMD capabilities. Spain dispatched one of its Aegis-equipped destroyers to participate in a BMD test in 2007.

3. Japan Won’t Let Us Export the Block 2 Missiles

Peter J Brown, @ Asia Times, ‘09 [October 28, Gates gets grumpy in Tokyo, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KJ28Dh01.html]

In turn, Gates got not so good news when it came to Japanese exports. Perhaps this was another reason for that unhappy look on his face. After all, besides the base controversy, Gates was in Tokyo to win Japanese approval for SM-3 Block 2A missile exports. 

SM-3 Block 2A missiles are state-of-the-art anti-missile weapons that can be deployed on ships. The US and Japan have been working together on this system as well as other high-tech anti-submarine and other cutting-edge defense hardware and software. Gates, however, is once again confronting anti-US sentiment in the ruling coalition with the Social Democratic Party clearly in the driver's seat on this one. And any deal that would overturn the long-established Japanese ban on weapons exports to nations - other than joint US-Japanese anti-missile systems and components exported to the US - let alone any US-driven deal to this effect, faces stiff resistance.

North Korea War DA

1. Co-operative BMD Necessary to Prevent North Korea War

Kim R. Holmes, Ph.D. Vice President of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, 2001 [August 28, U.S.-Japan Cooperation and Ballistic Missile defense http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2001/08/US-Japan-Cooperation-and-Ballistic-Missile-Defense], 

Since 1999, Japanese and American specialists have worked side by side in cooperatively theorizing a viable ballistic missile defense plan. Officially referred to as a 'theater missile defense system' (TMD), the joint study focuses on a shield that would protect Japanese territory from ballistic missile attack. As the need for ballistic missile defense garners more international attention each day, Japan's leaders will soon arrive at the critical decision of whether or not to take positive steps towards deployment

The need for such a defense mechanism is obvious. The neighboring nations of China, North Korea, and Russia place Japan in a dangerous position. Whether because of traditional regional animosities, North Korea's belligerence, or because United States forces are based there to defend Japan under the terms of the U.S.-Japan Treaty, Japan is vulnerable to attack by ballistic missiles. Over the past ten years, for instance, the PRC has engaged in an unprecedented military buildup including entire new classes of mobile ballistic missiles capable of hitting Japan. North Korea provides a case for more direct alarm. North Korea has an active missile development program, and its Scud ballistic missiles are capable of threatening Japan. Pyongyang's routine exhibition of unpredictable and belligerent behavior and its possession of No Dong and Taepo Dong series missiles almost guarantee that some form of retaliatory or defense capability must be developed in Japan. Despite Kim Jong Il's pledge to refrain from the flight testing of new, long-range missiles, North Korea has continued other forms of testing, including tests of motors. Of all regional threats, Japan has perhaps the least to fear from the sophisticated former Soviet arsenal in the hands of a legitimate Russian government. However, political instability and proliferation worries make Russian technologies a cause for concern. Should Russia undergo a political transition to an anti-Western government, or should economic and domestic circumstances create too great of an incentive for arms sales, Japan must be prepared to defend itself against superior Russian weapons in unfriendly hands.

2. Extinction
Africa News ’99 (October 25, ln)

If there is one place today where the much-dreaded Third World War could easily erupt and probably reduce earth to a huge smouldering cinder it is the Korean Peninsula in Far East Asia. Ever since the end of the savage three-year Korean war in the early 1950s, military tension between the hard-line communist north and the American backed South Korea has remained dangerously high. In fact the Koreas are technically still at war. A foreign visitor to either Pyongyong in the North or Seoul in South Korea will quickly notice that the divided country is always on maximum alert for any eventuality. North Korea or the Democratic People's Republic of Korea (DPRK) has never forgiven the US for coming to the aid of South Korea during the Korean war.  
Extension 1: Cooperation key to prevent North Korea war 

Cooperation Key to Prevent North Korean War  - Only it Deters or Prevents an Accident

Bruce Clarke, @ The Examiner , 2009 [August 16, Ballistic missile defense in the Pacific and against Iran, http://www.examiner.com/x-17537-Defense-Dept-Examiner~y2009m8d16-Ballistic-missile-defense-in-the-Pacific-and-against-Iran]
Japan currently has Aegis-equipped destroyers carrying Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) ballistic missile interceptors and PAC-3 batteries. The SM-3 is able to intercept objects outside the atmosphere, while PAC-3 is aimed at lower-level intercepts.  It is also developing advanced interceptors with the United States. The next steps will probably be some kind of integrated missile defense command and control system where South Korea and Japan and the United States using networking technology link their missile defense systems to provide defensive cooperation.  The next air defense system to be integrated into the Korean / Japanese missile defense system will be the US Airborne Laser (ABL) system, if it survives the budget wars in the Pentagon. The Airborne Laser mounted in Boeing 747 was recently successfully tested against an instrumented missile. This combination of systems could greatly reduce the North Korean missile threat. Imagine this scenario. Tensions have risen over the succession of power in North Korea and the threat against its neighbors is increasing. The US deploys ABL, Korea and Japan cooperatively activate the networked defense system. . The US space based satellites sense a series of missile launches and hand the trajectories off to the combined defense system. The merging of multiple sensor inputs give an accurate location of each of the missiles. The ABL defeats most and the residue are passed to the Japanese and Korean missile defense systems to destroy. With this multi-tiered, cooperative approach the threat is defeated.

Key to defend Against North Korea

Mr. Kennedy, president of the Claremont Institute in California, ‘9 [November 9, Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748704402404574524620869945450.html]

Today the Japanese are defended primarily by the American nuclear umbrella and to a growing degree by the U.S.-designed Aegis missile defense system deployed on Japanese destroyers. These same destroyers and sea and land-based radars are integrated into the U.S. sea-based missile defense system. Successful tests have been made as recently as October. Such success should give policy makers in both the U.S. and Japan confidence that the Aegis system can be an important layer of defense against both China and North Korea. The U.S. and Japan also should be building space-based defenses to ensure their national survival against nuclear weapons. But the Obama administration is scaling back missile defense to the point that most of these programs will never be fully functional. Absent a renewed U.S. commitment to a robust missile defense for Asia, Japan will have to go it alone or rely on the aging U.S. nuclear deterrent. But it would be an enormous mistake for Tokyo to rely only on the threat of mutually assured destruction between the U.S. and China to ensure Japan's security. Beijing has never been disabused of Chairman Mao Zedong's belief that America is a "paper tiger" when it comes to the use of nuclear weapons. Equally shortsighted is Tokyo's notion that scaling back missile defenses, and defense spending in general, will create better relations between China and Japan. Economic interests between the two nations may be paramount for now. But the Japanese must continue to build robust defenses. Otherwise it will not be possible to build a strategic relationship between the two over the longer term in which Japan is not merely the junior partner but a supplicant to Beijing. The building of Japan's Aegis missile defense system under previous administrations demonstrated Japan's resolve for its freedom and the security of Asia. Mr. Hatoyama should realize that it is far better for Japan to continue to build missile defenses that discourage Chinese military planners than to allow China to believe it can dominate Asia by the threat of nuclear intimidation. President Obama wishes for a world without nuclear weapons. China's growing nuclear arsenal suggests the world will be otherwise. Japan and the U.S. must be defended by something other than the potentially hollow threat of nuclear retaliation. A fully operational missile-defense system, which is well within the capability of Japan and the U.S., offers that and needs to be made a reality before it is too late.

Extension 1: Cooperation key to prevent North Korea war

North Korea Will Use – BMD Necessary

Michael D. Swaine, PhD in IR @ Harvard - @ Carnegie Rachel M. Swanger, Dean @ RAND Graduate School, Takashi Kawakami, Professor, Hokuriku University Ph.D., Osaka University, 2001 [Japan and Ballistic Missile Defense, http://www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1374/index.html]

According to proponents, the deployment of a BMD system to pro-  tect 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 at-  tacks 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.

~~China Conditions CP~~

China MTCR Condition CP 1NC Shell

Text: The President of the United States of the United States federal government will inform the People’s Republic of China that the United States federal government will end its joint missile defense development and deployment programs with Japan if the government of the People’s Republic of China agrees to abide by the missile proliferation restrictions of the Missile Technology Control Regime.

1. China’s rapidly proliferating missiles and related technology.

Shirley A. Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, 12-23-2009. [CRS Report for Congress, China and Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Missiles: Policy Issues, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL31555.pdf]

Congress has long been concerned about whether U.S. policy advances the national interest in reducing the role of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and missiles that could deliver them. Recipients of China’s technology reportedly include Pakistan and countries that the State Department says support terrorism, such as Iran and North Korea. This CRS Report, updated as warranted, discusses the security problem of China’s role in weapons proliferation and issues related to the U.S. policy response since the mid-1990s. China has taken some steps to mollify U.S. and other foreign concerns about its role in weapons proliferation. Nonetheless, supplies from China have aggravated trends that result in ambiguous technical aid, more indigenous capabilities, longer-range missiles, and secondary (retransferred) proliferation. According to unclassified intelligence reports submitted as required to Congress, China has been a “key supplier” of technology to North Korea, Iran, and Pakistan for use in programs to develop ballistic missiles, chemical weapons, or nuclear weapons.

Policy issues in seeking PRC cooperation have concerned summits, sanctions, and satellite exports. On November 21, 2000, the Clinton Administration agreed to waive missile proliferation sanctions, resume processing licenses to export satellites to China, and discuss an extension of the bilateral space launch agreement, in return for another promise from China on missile nonproliferation. However, continued PRC proliferation activities again raised questions about sanctions. In contrast to the Clinton Administration, the Bush Administration repeatedly imposed sanctions on PRC “entities” for troublesome transfers. Since 1991, the United States has imposed sanctions on 26 occasions on over 30 different PRC “entities” (not the government) for transfers (related to missiles and chemical weapons) to Pakistan, Iran, or another country, including repeated sanctions on some “serial proliferators.” Among those sanctions, in September 2001, the Administration imposed missile proliferation sanctions that effectively denied satellite exports (for two years), after a PRC company transferred technology to Pakistan, despite the November 2000 promise. In September 2003, the State Department imposed additional sanctions on NORINCO, a defense industrial entity, effectively denying satellite exports to China. However, for six times, the State Department waived this sanction for the ban on imports of other PRC government products related to missiles, space systems, electronics, and military aircraft, and issued a permanent waiver in March 2007.

Skeptics question whether China’s cooperation in weapons nonproliferation has warranted the U.S. pursuit of closer bilateral ties, even as sanctions were required against some PRC supplies of sensitive technology. Some question the imposition of numerous U.S. sanctions targeting PRC “entities” but not the PRC government. Others question the effectiveness of any stress on sanctions over diplomacy. Since 2002, the United States has relied on China’s “considerable influence” on North Korea to dismantle its nuclear weapons and praised its role, but Beijing has hosted the “Six-Party Talks” with limited results, while the United States also resumed bilateral negotiations with North Korea. China has evolved to vote for some U.N. Security Council sanctions against nuclear proliferation in North Korea and Iran. But it also has maintained balanced positions on North Korea and Iran, including questionable enforcement of sanctions and business as usual (particularly energy deals). Some have called for pressing Beijing to use effective leverage against Pyongyang and Tehran. However, North Korea’s second nuclear test in May 2009 prompted greater debate about the importance of China and the Six-Party Talks. Still, at a summit in Beijing on November 17, 2009, President Obama discussed China’s “support” for nuclear nonproliferation in North Korea and Iran.
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2. China’s key to the proliferation of advanced, Western missile-technology.
Henry Sokolski, Executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, September 6, 2002. Heritage Lecture #761. (http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl761.cfm)

Second, with renewed transfers of U.S. satellite and satellite launch integration technology to China, U.S. missile guidance-related technology might well make its way to North Korea through China. Certainly, the Chinese missile effort will continue to benefit from both direct Russian, Israeli, and European Union technical help and from indirect American missile technology transfers (e.g., from the U.S. through Israel and Europe to China). In another decade, Chinese theater solid rocket systems may have terminal guidance while longer-range Chinese rockets are likely to have multiple independently targeted reentry warheads (MIRVs). A robust UAV and an emerging UCAV Chinese export product line is also likely. Without new nonproliferation restraints, China, in short, could become a major clearinghouse for Western missile technology.

3. Proliferation of advanced missiles will cause India-Pakistan war.

Stephen J. Blank, Strategic Studies Institute’s expert on the Soviet bloc and the post- Soviet world, former Associate Professor of Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine, Maxwell Air Force Base, March 2009. [Strategic Studies Institute, Prospects for U.S.-Russian Security Cooperation, p. http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB892.pdf]

Lennox also points out that Russia, India, Israel, China, Iran, and the United States are all developing SRBMs with the capability to maneuver in both the boost and terminal phases making interception and prediction of the impact point even more difficult. Research in America and Russia also aims to provide reentry vehicles (RVs) for ICBMs with similar capabilities. When one juxtaposes these trends to improvements in cruise missile capabilities, especially at high altitudes and high speeds and including the introduction of ramjet powered missiles, then ballistic and cruise missiles are coming closer together in terms of capabilities. Once the multiple staging techniques for these weapons are mastered, their ranges could dramatically increase. Since it is likely that the requisite technology or know-how will migrate abroad, countries like India, Iran, North Korea, and Pakistan could have missiles with ranges of 6-10,000 Km by 2015. Similarly, developments in RV capability will allow those kinds of launches to resemble satellite launches. And since all these countries are developing space launch vehicles (SLVs), their missile launches could evade detection and be mistaken for regular peaceful satellite launches.75 For example, satellite photos recently revealed the existence of a secret Iranian base about 230Km southeast of Tehran where Iran is building its long-range (6000Km) missiles. And the published accounts of this base strongly suggest that Iran is emulating North Korea’s path of pursuing a space program that facilitates the acquisition of expertise in long-range missile technology.76

Other reasons for concern about cruise missiles relate to developments like the Ukrainian revelation in 2005 of illicit missile transfers of the Kh-55 cruise missile, a long-range nuclear-capable cruise missile (NATO designation AS-15 Kent) to Iran and China, and the Indo-Russian joint Brahmos project. The Kh-55 has a range of 2-300Km at subsonic speed with high precision, and represented Irano-Chinese access to a higher level of technological sophistication than was previously the case. The Brahmos (PJ-10) is a supersonic anti-ship ramjet-powered cruise missile and has a 300Km range and identical configuration for land-sea, and sub-sea launching platforms.77 The spread of these systems and the fact that countries as diverse as Sweden, France, China, and Taiwan were working on advanced cruise missiles in 2005, underscore the porosity of existing anti-proliferation regimes, including the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), and the ensuing rising threat from missile proliferation which has continued without letup since 2005.78

Furthermore Gormley’s evidence of trends in cruise missiles proliferation and improvements to them underscores the danger of missile and nuclear proliferation from another angle. According to his evidence, “signs of a missile contagion abound.”

Pakistan surprised the world by test launching Tomahawk look-alike cruise missiles. India, together with Russia, is developing the Brahmos supersonic cruise missile, which will have the capability to strike targets at sea or over land to a range of 290 kilometers. In East Asia, China, Taiwan, and South Korea are rushing to develop and deploy new Land Attack Cruise Missiles (LACMs) with ranges of 1,000Km or more, while Japan is contemplating the development of a LACM for “preemptive” strikes against enemy missile bases. In the Middle East, Israel was once the sole country possessing LACMs, but now Iran appears to be pursuing cruise missile programs for both land and sea attack. Iran has also provided the terrorist group Hezbollah with unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and sophisticated anti-ship cruise missiles, one of which severely damaged an Israeli vessel and killed four soldiers during the 2006 war in Lebanon. In April 2005, Ukraine’s export agency unveiled plans to market a new LACM called Korshun. The design of this new missile appears to be based solely on the Russian Kh- 55, a nuclear-capable, 3,000Km-range LACM, which Ukrainian and Russian arms dealers had illegally sold to China in 2000 and Iran in 2001.79

When we bear in mind what Lennox had to say about the impact of the illicit Kh-55 transfers, the dangers of that particular missile or its Ukrainian “clone” become quite real. Furthermore, as Gormley points out this “epidemic” or “contagion” could not have happened without the willing participation of other parties. Thus, Chinese fingerprints are all over Pakistan’s newly tested LACM, while Russian engineering is known to have enabled China to produce a workable propulsion system for its new LACMs. Russian technical assistance, formalized in a joint production agreement, has helped India to produce and deploy its first cruise missile, the supersonic Brahmos. Iran’s three new cruise missile programs depend heavily on foreign-trained engineers who honed their skills in France, Germany, Russia, China, and North Korea. Thus while the flow of technology components is necessary, it is not sufficient to enable cruise missile proliferation without the critical support of a small and exceptionally skilled group of engineering practitioners.80

Certainly such trends raise the question of missile defenses, but they should also stimulate greater cooperation against missile and nuclear proliferation. And it is not only a question of missile defenses. As we shall see, in South and East Asia, for example, states and governments are also trying to counter their rivals’ offensive missile programs by developing their own “superior” programs whereby both sides rely on a purely offensive missile capability race against their rivals. Moreover, the universality of these trends makes clear that it is not only in the Middle East that we must worry about proliferation. For example, we find this competitive offense model in East Asia. Because of its concerns about the consequences of the DPRK’s proliferation, Washington, in 2001 persuaded Seoul to accept a 300Km range and 500Kg payload limit on ballistic missiles as a condition of South Korea’s entry into the MTCR. Yet Washington allowed Seoul to develop LACMs with no conditions. The consequences were not long in coming, especially as South Korea, mindful of Chinese pressure, the costs involved, and its own strategic vulnerability to North Korea, has rejected participation in the U.S. missile defense system and the U.S. proposals to sell it the Patriot missile defense system. As Gormley notes,

Shortly after Pyongyang’s October 2006 nuclear test, South Korean military authorities leaked the existence of three LACM programs, involving ranges of 500Km, 1,000Km, and 1,500Km. The South Korean press took immediate note of the fact that not just all of North Korea would be within range of these missiles, but also neighboring countries, including Japan and China. Nearly simultaneously Seoul’s military rolled out a new defense plan, involving preemptive use of “surgical strike” weapons, including its LACMs, against enemy missile batteries.81

The same kind of dominance of the offensive based on mutual deterrence, an inherently hostile posture between two states armed with missiles, not to mention nuclear missiles, is occurring in Taiwan. Although Washington has successfully persuaded Taiwan to steer clear of ballistic missiles, faced with China’s relentless buildup of conventional missiles against it, Taiwan bought Patriots but demurred from buying the latest U.S. hit-to-kill missile defense due to the Chinese buildup and the cost of the U.S. system. Instead, it started developing its own LACMs in 2005, originally with a range of 500Km, but with the intention of ultimately deploying 500 of them with ranges of 1,000 Km on mobile launchers. Taiwanese military leaders spoke increasingly of a “preventive self-defense” strike option, to disrupt China’s plans. And recent evidence suggests that Taiwan also now has started a ballistic missile program.82

South Asia.

As the foregoing analysis strongly argues, the ur- gency of reviving great power cooperation on prolifer- ation and the enhanced capability of missiles and re- gimes is not confined to the Middle East or Northeast Asia where nonproliferation appears to have succeed- ed to some degree vis-à-vis North Korea. Indeed, there is a distinct spillover of proliferation trends or events from Northeast Asia to South Asia and vice versa. The North Korean-Pakistani reciprocal supply relationship of missile and nuclear technologies is an outstanding example of such spillover. At least in part due to this relationship, pressures for not only proliferation but also missile defense programs are growing in both Japan and India. In turn, those programs could ultimately have transformative strategic implications across Asia.83 Both Russia and China have already registered their strong opposition to Japan’s missile defense program and its strengthening of its alliance with America as a result of that program.84 Were India to be added to this relationship, the consequences throughout Asia and world politics would be immense and profound.

In the context of that DPRK-Pakistani relationship, we need to remember that the single biggest proliferator in the last generation has been Pakistan through the A. Q. Khan operation that has been extensively described at least as regards its public record.85 Khan (whom it is difficult to believe was not working with the knowledge and consent of Pakistani military and political authorities) sold centrifuge and other technologies to North Korea and Iran as well as to other proliferators like Libya.86 As noted above, India and Pakistan are expanding the number, range, and type of their nuclear weapons and missiles, e.g., moving to submarine-based systems and developing the capability for strikes across a greater distance with conventional missiles, e.g., the Agni missile.87 Both states are also developing new and advanced conventional weapons that could be used in a bilateral or proxy war between them or between one of them and the other’s proxy. Indeed, recently there have been charges that Pakistan continues to sell nuclear technology and that Khan’s former middlemen are still trying to acquire those technologies.88

Thus the danger of a conventional war between India and Pakistan or proxies acting in their behalf presents the real possibility of an escalation first to missile war and then nuclear war. Indeed, as the stability-instability theory tells us, the possession by both sides of nuclear war capability paradoxically “makes the region (or the world) safe for conventional war” in the belief that the other side will be deterred due to the aggressor’s possession of a nuclear capability. Thus stability at the nuclear level creates the paradox of giving openings to governments or even to terrorist groups to trigger instability at lower levels of conflict. Those crises could then spiral out of control into bigger wars. The many crises in the region, the last one being in 2001-02, indicate just how precarious regional stability is, and Pakistan’s continuing ambivalence about supporting terrorist and Islamist military forces in Kashmir and against Afghanistan provide ample opportunities for such a war to break out.

4. Indo- Pak nuclear conflict leads to Extinction

Ghulam Nabi Fai, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, Editor-in-Chief of the Washington-based Kashmir Report; founding chairman of the London-based International Institute of Kashmir Studies, Ph.D. in mass communications from Temple University, Pennsylvania, 06/09/01, Media Monitors Network (“India-Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir”, http://www.mediamonitors.net/fai6.html//)

The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles.
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5. Pressuring on MTCR solves—China’s compliance would solve advanced missile proliferation.

Adam J. Hebert, Senior Editor, Journal of the Air Force Association, December, 2002. "Cruise Control" Vol. 85, No. 12. (http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2002/December%202002/1202cruise.aspx)

Nonetheless, MTCR has slowed proliferation of advanced ballistic missiles, Gormley testified, with "the major consequence ... that the ballistic missile technology that has spread thus far is largely derived from 50-year-old Scud technology, a derivative itself of the World War II German V-2 missile program."

Gormley argued that cruise missile technology will inevitably continue to spread, but if MTCR can be used to control land attack cruise missile technology, US defenses "can conceivably keep pace with evolutionary improvements." Vann Van Diepen, a State Department nonproliferation official testifying at the same hearing, agreed it is important to slow the spread of technology. Although there have been well-publicized developments, such as Iraq's conversion of Czech L-29 trainer aircraft into unmanned aerial vehicles "for probable CBW [Chemical and Biological Weapon] use," export controls have helped deny access to the best technology, he testified. Enemy acquisition of cruise missiles is therefore "slower, more costly, and less effective and reliable." Van Diepen said the US is attempting to stay ahead of the problem by pushing for the necessary export controls and--when necessary--using interdiction, sanctions, or the threat of military action to interrupt transfers. "Good intelligence is central to nonproliferation," he said, and these tactics have made cruise missiles "a less attractive option for our adversaries to pursue."

6. China explicitly links BMD and MTCR compliance—it’ll give up proliferating to end U.S. BMD transfers.  

Phil Saunders, Director of the East Asia Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Jing-dong Yuan and Gaurav Kampani, Senior Research Associates at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 8-22-2k. [Rediff, http://www.rediff.com/news/2000/aug/22spec.htm]

But China's policies are not monocausal. China also uses missile sales and the ambiguity of its commitment to MTCR standards as a bargaining chip to achieve other foreign policy goals with the United States. For example, during negotiations with American diplomats, China linked the M-11 transfers to Pakistan with the US sale of 150 F-16s to Taiwan. Similarly, continuing technological assistance to Pakistan may be linked to US threats to transfer theater missile defense systems and other sophisticated conventional arms to Taiwan. China probably hopes to use the threat of ballistic missile proliferation and the carrot of full MTCR compliance to persuade the United States to forego any potential transfer of theater missile defense systems currently under development to Taiwan.
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7. It’s the CP or nothing—continued Chinese missile proliferation will make US-China relations impossible.

Mohan Malik, Ph.D., Professor of Geopolitics and Proliferation, Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, 2006. (KIDA, The Proliferation Axis: Beijing-Islamabad-Pyongyang, http://www.kida.re.kr/data/2006/04/13/03_malik.pdf)

For China, what is at stake is the unraveling of Beijing’s carefully- crafted grand strategy with potentially destabilizing consequences. Beijing cannot hope to strengthen its ties with Washington as long as North Korea and Pakistan are in serious crises and pursuing policies counter to important Chinese and US interests. For Beijing to continue to have close ties with unpredictable and seemingly irrational regimes, that starve and brutalize their own citizens, violate agreements, threaten neighbors, build and export WMD, no matter how genuine China’s own security concerns happen to be, it has a tremendous potential of driving a wedge between China and the United States. If China wants to escape from its status as a patron of rogue states and emerge as a responsible great power, it may have to distance itself from troublesome allies. China is increasingly uneasy over the growing talk in Washington and Tokyo’s policy circles that wants to hold Beijing accountable for Pyongyang’s actions or blames Beijing’s “indirect strategy” of using allies to thwart American influence and further its own military political aims instead of coming into direct confrontation with Washington over such issues like Taiwan arms sales, the Middle East, or missile defense. Following the September 11 terror attacks, China was pleased with the pro-Pakistan tilt in the Bush administration’s South Asia pol- icy, after a decade of estrangement and abandonment by Washington of China’s closest ally. Beijing wants to see closer US-Chinese-Pakistani ties so as to foil New Delhi’s designs to align itself with Washington to contain China and Pakistan. That policy is, however, in danger as disenchantment grows with Islamabad’s half-hearted measures against al-Qaeda and the widely-held perception in Washington’s policy circles that both China and Pakistan are “double-dealing” with the United States: on the one hand they claim to be US allies in the “War against Terror,” and on the other maintain ties with North Korea which has exacerbated the current nuclear tensions in Northeast Asia. Many observers argue that Washington may have to rethink its poli- cies if the global campaigns against terrorism and WMD proliferation are to be decisively won. Soon after accusations were leveled against Pakistan for supplying North Korea with equipment for enriching uranium, The Washington Post’s Jim Hoagland wrote an article that declared that “[President] Pervez Musharraf’s Pakistan is a base from which nuclear technology, fundamentalist terrorism and life-destroy- ing heroin are spread around the globe. . . . This nuclear-armed country is in part ungoverned, in part ungovernable.”71 Other reports quoted US officials as saying that after Iraq and North Korea, Pakistan would be Washington’s next headache.72 The prospect of the United States exercising greater control over Pakistan’s nuclear program, including the command and control of weapons and missile deployment is equally discomforting for China as it could both reveal and jeopardize the mutually-beneficial Sino-Pakistani military collaboration. Chinese strategists have expressed alarm over the growing entente cordiale between Japan and India based on the understanding that united they contain China and divided they are contained by China and its allies. Beijing is now concerned that Japan and India will seize on the oppor- tunity to play up North Korea’s and Pakistan’s “roguish behavior” and take additional measures to bolster their defenses against China.73 Though preoccupied with the Iraqi and al-Qaeda threats in the short term, Washington will eventually have no other option but to act tough to neutralize the challenge posed by the Beijing-Islamabad- Pyongyang axis. The growing threat of nuclear terrorism post-Sep- tember 11 has already resulted in the imposition of sanctions against Chinese entities three times in less than a year (Sept. 1, 2001, Jan. 24, and May 9, 2002). Beijing’s unconditional support for the “War on Terror” notwithstanding, the US ambassador to China, Clark Randt, describes China-assisted proliferation of WMD technologies as “a make-or-break issue.” By openly defying attempts to limit WMD pro- liferation, Kim Jong-il has undermined the credibility of the US extended nuclear deterrence guarantees throughout the region. And credibility is an integral part of deterrence. The worst-case scenario is a “nuclear domino effect” where an overtly nuclear-armed North Korea forces Japan, South Korea, and even Taiwan to go nuclear, setting off a proliferation race in Asia with serious consequences for China’s great power ambitions and regional stability on which China’s economic growth depends. This would profoundly reshape the secu- rity environment in Northeast Asia and prompt the United States to accelerate deployment of ballistic-missile defenses. In response, China would likely want to boost its arsenal, which would prompt India to expand its nuclear arsenal, which in turn would spur Pakistan to do the same—and so on and on into an ever more perilous future. Clearly, Pyongyang’s nuclear brinkmanship has the potential to derail Chinese objectives of economic development and a peaceful security environ- ment. As Stephen Blank points out: “Despite Chinese support and assistance in the development of those missiles and North Korea’s nuclear program, Beijing cannot be interested in North Korea flaunting them, because that ties Japan closer to Washington’s missile defense program, justifies US arguments as to its necessity, and restricts China’s military freedom of maneuver.”74 Even more worrying is the possibility that North Korea, a long-time proliferator of missile tech- nology, could easily go into the ‘loose-nuke’ business once it starts churning out the weapons-grade plutonium and enriched uranium.

A2: Perm do the Counterplan

The perm severs – This puts them in a double bind either:

They aren’t topical:

The permutation means that the plan doesn’t use the federal government.

Topicality comes first because it’s a prerequisite to in-round education and fairness. Allowing them to spike out of topical parts of their plan to permute the CP is an independent voter.

OR

The perm severs out of federal government action. Severance is a voter for the following reasons.

Moving Target – Justifying severance allows the affirmative to kick any part of the plan to get out of disad links and arbitrarily capture the net benefit. They can sever their actor to get out of politics and make it a new net benefit to the perm that the CP can’t capture. This uniquely skews any 1NC strategy 

Stable Plan Text is Key – It is the only stable advocacy throughout the round, and 1AC Cross-x is the only part of the round we can base our strategy off of.

Kills all Counterplans – There is no brightline on justified on severance kills all CP competition and debate.

Conditioning CP Good

 
First is our offense : 

 
1. Key to test the word resolved and the unconditional nature of the plan
2. Increases in depth education – encourages debate on the core of multilateralism and domestic policy’s effect on international relations, and allows us to evaluate all the risks of plan passage

3. Key to ground – necessary to maintain negative flexibility, hedge against big affirmatives, and check squirrelly affs

4. Debate is a search for the best policy option – if we win the counterplan is a preferable advocacy, it warrants a negative ballot – that’s the most real world decision calculus

 

 

Now our defense:

 

1. Literature checks – the negative should only get to run a condition cp if they have solvency evidence specific to the plan – that solves their offense since it ensures predictability, while providing the aff fair ground from solvency deficits and disads to the net benefit dealing with other agents.

2. Competition checks – perms provide stable neg ground – if we weren’t functionally or textually competitive they could  make legitimate permutation

3. Ad hoc theory bad - there’s no resolutionary basis for their argument – just because debate could be better doesn’t make it a voter – that justifies arbitrarily rejecting fair teams. At worst, reject the argument not the team 

4. Err neg on theory – 

a.     Structural side bias – the aff has first and last speech, picks the framework for the debate, and has infinite prep.

b.     Topic specific side bias – infinite things that could be detained and lack of kritik links off of a decrease in authority guts neg ground.

 

AT: Perm do Both

1. U.S. pressure empirically works—China will reign in on missile prolif for a quid pro quo.

Gary J. Meise, J.D. Candidate, May 1997. [30 Vand. J. Transnat'l L. 539 NOTE: Securing the Strength of the Renewed NPT: China, the Linchpin "Middle Kingdom", p. ln]

Past efforts by the Unlted States and other countries to control China's proliferation activities have had some degree of success. China acceded to the NPT only after France had announced It would accede to the treaty. China's acceptance of MTeR guidelines was actually a quid pro quo with the Unlted States to lift the embargo of satellite components and hJgh-speed computers imposed on China because of its transfer of missile parts to Paklstan.199 Furthermore, the U.S. Congress had threatened to terminate China's mcmt-favored-nation (MFN) status If China failed to comply with the MTCR 200 Fi.nally, an escalated dialogue with China to reassure it orv.s. cooperation, commencing with fonner U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher's meeting with China·s Foreign Minlstel" Qlan Qlchen at the ASEAN conference In Brune! on August 1. 1995.201 led to Chinese willingness to forego sales of nuclear reactors to i:ran,202 implying a possible abandonment of future transfers of nuclear technology to threshold states. China has shown a limited response towards U.S. efforts in other areas as well, indicating that U.S. attempts to affect Chinese policy Can be successful. Criticlsms of U.S. efforts to =b Chinese nuclear proliferation stress the lack of consistency or systematic pressure by recent U.s. adminlsrrations.20J The suggestions below. with respect to basic U.S. pollcles and the cautioning against the use of economic sanctlons. present a framework in which the United States can operate to facll!tate Chlna·s regional and global leadership In advocatlng and pursuing nonpmllferation. 
2. There needs to be required links between the plan and nonprolif, otherwise they’ll keep proliferating.
Shirley A. Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, 12-23-2009. [CRS Report for Congress, China and Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Missiles: Policy Issues, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL31555.pdf]

Critics argue that the “engagement” policy needs a tougher approach to counter China’s activities that undermine U.S. security interests. They note that PRC weapons proliferation activities have continued and repeated PRC assurances have proved to be unreliable. Also, they say that U.S. security interests are better served with a stronger approach to stigmatize sensitive transfers, which would include some sanctions. Some argue that the United States should not subsidize China’s missile and nuclear industries. These proponents tend to see U.S. leverage over China as stronger than China’s influence against the United States. Some are skeptical that China sees nonproliferation as in its national interest, since Beijing has made progress in nonproliferation commitments as part of improving relations with Washington (surrounding summits) and tried to use its sales as a form of leverage against Washington, especially on the issue of U.S. arms sales to Taiwan. They stress that PRC export controls are weak, even as government repression can be harsh (e.g., against journalists or dissidents). They also doubt that trade in sensitive nuclear weapons and missile technology can continue without the knowledge of the PRC government and/or its military, especially given the status of certain state-owned and defense-industrial enterprises as “serial proliferators.”

3. Impossible – can’t condition and not condition at the same time.

4. Pressure key—China more willing than ever to control prolif.

Jean-Pierre Cabestan, professor and head of the Department of Government and International Studies, Hong Kong Baptist University, associate researcher at the Asia Centre, 2009. [Journal of Current Chinese Affairs, 38, 3, China’s Foreign- and Security-policy Decision-making Processes under Hu Jintao, p. 63-97]

Although, under Hu and because of intense US pressure, the Chi- nese government has shown a stronger willingness to better control nu- clear- and conventional-arms proliferation and exports, some PLA-con- trolled companies continue to sell weapons, in particular light arms, to unreliable intermediaries or 3final users, but it can be argued that these decisions have been motivated by business rather than strategic interests. It is true that China’s large-arms deals (e.g., with Sudan, Nigeria, and Zimbabwe) are closely managed and controlled by the government; they are a deliberate element of China’s assistance and foreign policy. How- ever, the “soldier” does not appear to always be able to impose its view on the “merchant”. While national-security or interest considerations have influenced some major business decisions made by Chinese na- tional companies, the CCP leadership is not a Big Brother capable of controlling each move made by each pawn on the country’s chessboard.

Any discussion of the degree to which nationalism influences for- eign- and security-policy decision-making processes may take us beyond the limits of this article. Suffice it to say here that the CCP leadership under Hu Jintao has been tempted, probably more than it was under Jiang Zemin, to instrumentalize nationalism as a form of leverage against certain foreign countries; this has been particularly true of China’s rela- tions with Japan, the USA, the European Union and – more recently – France (Hao and Su 2005).
AT: China Says No

1. Extend 1NC 6 – China connects MTCR with BMD’s – they will say yes to get rid of BMD’s.

2. China wants to join by the MTCR—US is blocking due to prolif concerns.

Jing-dong Yuan, Ph.D., director of East Asia Non-proliferation Program at the James Martin Center for Non-proliferation Studies, Monterey Institute of International Studies, where he is also an associate professor of international policy studies, 2008. [The Nonproliferation Review, (Book Review) Reluctant Restraint: The Evolution of China’s Nonproliferation Policies and Practices, 1980-2004, p. 543-8]

But this is only part of the story. The gap between Chinese policy declaration and its actual behavior is a function of different perspectives, interests, and capacities. Beijing has greater incentives and is more willing to comply with its commitments and obligations to international treaties and conventions where universal norms and principles exist and prevail. The nuclear nonproliferation regime is a case in point. China has also demonstrated its willingness to endorse multilateral export control regimes, even though it acknowledges their defects and limitations.

For instance, China applied to join the MTCR in September 2004, although U.S. concerns over its ballistic missile controls have so far prevented its membership. China has not joined the International (Hague) Code of Conduct against Ballistic Missile Proliferation, which is now subscribed to by more than 125 states, but shares its nonproliferation objectives. Likewise, while Beijing has shown some reservations about the Proliferation Security Initiative, it is not opposed to its nonproliferation principles.        

3. China will say yes to maintain their security

Jing-dong Yuan, Ph.D., Senior Research Associate at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Professor of Chinese Politics and Northeast Asian security and arms control at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2002. [Journal of Contemporary China 11.31, The Evolution of China's Nonproliferation Policy since the 1990s: progress, problems, and prospects, p. 209-33]

Another important indicator can be found in the serious efforts Beijing has undertaken to integrate itself into the formal international nonproliferation regime through accession to key treaties and conventions and by active participation in multilateral negotiations, in particular in such fora as the Conference on Disarma- ment in Geneva. By adhering to international treaties and conventions, Beijing not only demonstrates its commitment to nonproliferation principles, it has also placed itself, to some extent, under international legal constraints. This is clearly reflected in the signing of the CTBT, which limits its nuclear weapons modernization programs; and the ratification of the CWC, which introduces intrusive verification provisions. And finally, China’s promulgation of domestic export control regula- tions further indicates a conscientious effort to adapt to internationally accepted standards and practices. While a functional domestic export control system still remains on the drawing board, the fact that such steps have been undertaken reflects both attitudinal change and commitments in resources and personnel on the one hand, and coordination within government, on the other. There is no single explanation but several factors have influenced the evolution of Chinese nonproliferation policy. These are security, image, and bilateral consid- erations. China has gradually begun to realize that proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and delivery systems can affect its own security interests negatively. In this regard, the existing international nonproliferation regime such as the NPT offers tangible benefits for China, not the least of which would be the prohibition of Japan, the Koreas and Taiwan to acquire nuclear weapons. At the same time, while the CTBT imposes constraints on China’s own nuclear weapons modernization programs, Beijing is willing to pay the price if such mechanisms would prevent countries such as India from joining the nuclear club. China’s response to North Korea’s nuclear program provides an illustration. While Beijing insisted on alternative measures other than sanctions as the more practical means of dealing with the issue, it understandably shared similar concerns with the regional other powers—South Korea, Japan, and the United States—and assisted in averting a nuclear crisis. A nuclear North Korea and the potential fallout—nucle- arization of Northeast Asia (with South Korea and Japan following suit)—are definitely not in China’s interest. Similarly, a North Korea that continues to develop its ballistic missiles could also cause instability in the region, leading to reactions such as theater missile defense and Japanese participation in its development and deployment. These security concerns may explain Beijing’s role in defusing the nuclear crisis and its quiet efforts to urge Pyongyang to halt its missile test.15 China’s international image is another factor. This must be understood in the broader context of China’s own perception of its place in the international community. All considered, Beijing does not want to be seen as an outcast or impediment to international nonproliferation efforts. Events in the late 1980s and early 1990s created an environment under which China felt obliged to move closer to the international nuclear nonproliferation norms. The revelations of Iraq’s secret nuclear weapons program, the disclosure of China’s export of a nuclear reactor to Algeria, and France’s announcement to accede to the NPT, helped to push China into announcing its own accession to the NPT.16 China’s endorsement of the NPT extension and abandonment of delaying tactics in the final days of the CTBT negotiations also provide evidence of its concern with its image as a responsible power.

4. China will say yes to maintain their security

Jing-dong Yuan, Ph.D., Senior Research Associate at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Professor of Chinese Politics and Northeast Asian security and arms control at the Monterey Institute of International Studies, 2002. [Journal of Contemporary China 11.31, The Evolution of China's Nonproliferation Policy since the 1990s: progress, problems, and prospects, p. 209-33]

Another important indicator can be found in the serious efforts Beijing has undertaken to integrate itself into the formal international nonproliferation regime through accession to key treaties and conventions and by active participation in multilateral negotiations, in particular in such fora as the Conference on Disarma- ment in Geneva. By adhering to international treaties and conventions, Beijing not only demonstrates its commitment to nonproliferation principles, it has also placed itself, to some extent, under international legal constraints. This is clearly reflected in the signing of the CTBT, which limits its nuclear weapons modernization programs; and the ratification of the CWC, which introduces intrusive verification provisions. And finally, China’s promulgation of domestic export control regula- tions further indicates a conscientious effort to adapt to internationally accepted standards and practices. While a functional domestic export control system still remains on the drawing board, the fact that such steps have been undertaken reflects both attitudinal change and commitments in resources and personnel on the one hand, and coordination within government, on the other. There is no single explanation but several factors have influenced the evolution of Chinese nonproliferation policy. These are security, image, and bilateral consid- erations. China has gradually begun to realize that proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and delivery systems can affect its own security interests negatively. In this regard, the existing international nonproliferation regime such as the NPT offers tangible benefits for China, not the least of which would be the prohibition of Japan, the Koreas and Taiwan to acquire nuclear weapons. At the same time, while the CTBT imposes constraints on China’s own nuclear weapons modernization programs, Beijing is willing to pay the price if such mechanisms would prevent countries such as India from joining the nuclear club. China’s response to North Korea’s nuclear program provides an illustration. While Beijing insisted on alternative measures other than sanctions as the more practical means of dealing with the issue, it understandably shared similar concerns with the regional other powers—South Korea, Japan, and the United States—and assisted in averting a nuclear crisis. A nuclear North Korea and the potential fallout—nucle- arization of Northeast Asia (with South Korea and Japan following suit)—are definitely not in China’s interest. Similarly, a North Korea that continues to develop its ballistic missiles could also cause instability in the region, leading to reactions such as theater missile defense and Japanese participation in its development and deployment. These security concerns may explain Beijing’s role in defusing the nuclear crisis and its quiet efforts to urge Pyongyang to halt its missile test.15 China’s international image is another factor. This must be understood in the broader context of China’s own perception of its place in the international community. All considered, Beijing does not want to be seen as an outcast or impediment to international nonproliferation efforts. Events in the late 1980s and early 1990s created an environment under which China felt obliged to move closer to the international nuclear nonproliferation norms. The revelations of Iraq’s secret nuclear weapons program, the disclosure of China’s export of a nuclear reactor to Algeria, and France’s announcement to accede to the NPT, helped to push China into announcing its own accession to the NPT.16 China’s endorsement of the NPT extension and abandonment of delaying tactics in the final days of the CTBT negotiations also provide evidence of its concern with its image as a responsible power.

Impact Extensions

1. Extend 1NC 2 that China is key to the proliferation of modern weapons. And extend 1NC 3 that said proliferation will lead to Indo-Pakistan war.

2. China is the key to preventing arms race—tit-for-tat race between India and Pakistan will be shaped by China .

Andrew Feickert, Analyst in National Defense, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, and K. Alan Kronstadt, Analyst in Asian Affairs, Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, 10-17-2003. [CRS Report, Missile Proliferation and the Strategic Balance in South Asia, p. ln]

Apparent tit-for-tat ballistic missile tests in April 1999 and again in March 2003 have been viewed as evidence that an action-reaction dynamic is indeed at work. Many analysts argue that overt nuclear weaponization by either side — most especially of their ballistic missiles — could be highly destabilizing, especially if significant nuclear missile forces are deployed in the absence of secure command and control structures.  If these forces are perceived as being vulnerable to attack, one or both sides might adopt a launch-on-warning status, making conflict escalation even more difficult to govern.27  Ever since the 1998 nuclear tests in South Asia, it has appeared that India’s strategic decision-making is a key factor in shaping regional stability.  According to the Pentagon, “India’s development of [medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs)] ... is motivated by its desire to be recognized as a great power and strategiccompetitor with China.”  China seems content with its existing deterrent against India, and Pakistan’s limited resources appear to constrain its ability to initiate an Indo-Pakistani arms race.29  Thus, a key variable in the future evolution of South Asian nuclear proliferation is India’s strategic intention in relation to China.  One of the more dangerous scenarios is one in which India actively seeks to gain nuclear parity with China by building a larger nuclear arsenal and long-range delivery force. In the middle-term, the deployment of Agni missiles capable of striking China’s eastern population centers could spur Beijing to re-target more nuclear forces to the south and likewise move Islamabad to seek some form of parity in this arena, thus potentially setting in motion a full-blown arms race on the Asian Subcontinent.30 Moreover, some observers suggest that U.S. sales of theater missile defense systems in Asia — or the deployment of a national system covering U.S. territory — could spur further ballistic missile proliferation in South Asia

3. Actions in China could start off a chain of disagreement in the nonproliferation regime.

ISROP (International Security Research and Outreach Programme) 8-21-2008. [The MTCR and Missile Proliferation: Moving Toward the Next Phase Missile Proliferation: Recent Development and Consequences, p. http://www.international.gc.ca/arms-armes/isrop-prisi/research-recherche/missiles/yuan2000/page4.aspx?lang=eng]

Finally, the TMD/NMD issues could affect regional and global arms control and arms race prospects.23 China, seeing its limited missile and nuclear capability under the threat of being neutralized, has warned that countermeasures would result from an American decision to develop such a system, something which would lead to renewed arms race in the region.24 What has not been stated explicitly is the obvious response: the construction of more Chinese missiles to penetrate the shield. This alone would affect China's commitments to arms control treaties and negotiation, in particular the CTBT and the fissile materials cut-off treaty.25 China has recently tested its DF-31, an ICBM with a range of 8,000 kilometres and carrying a 250 kiloton nuclear warhead. It might test a submarine version of the missile, the Julang 2, sometime later this year. The Chinese are also interested in developing decoy RVs to penetrate missile defense systems.26 China may also decide to resume transfers of missile systems and missile technology to Pakistan and cruise missiles to Iran, thus breaking pledges that Beijing had previously made to Washington. This could also touch off a regional chain reaction, with India perceiving such a development not as an act of retaliation on China's part in a Sino-American context, but one that creates new complications for the Indo-Pakistani competition, particularly now that the India and Pakistan have crossed the nuclear threshold. The NMD system no doubt will undermine the ABM Treaty, something which in turn will almost certainly lead to the collapse of the START II process.27 China's reactions could have a major impact on the current nonproliferation regime and future arms control prospects.
~~Topicality~~

1NC Shell – Presence is not BMDs

1. Definition - Presence is measured by the number of military personnel in a region

Poon et al, 6 - Department of Geography, University at Buffalo-SUNY, Buffalo  (Jessie, “The role of US defense exports in Asia Pacific regionalism,” Political Geography 25 (2006) 715-734, Science Direct)
The major source of defense trade data comes from the United States International Trade Commission (USITC) where 1989 forms the earliest year that the data are available and 2004 the most recent (http://dataweb.usitc.gov/scripts/user_set.asp). From this database, current and historical records may be searched for U.S. exports to Asia Pacific countries with the end use category ‘‘defense.’’ This ensured that dual use products were excluded from the search. Seven sectors may be identified for defense trade including military aircrafts, aircraft launching gear/parachutes, etc., engines/turbines for military aircraft, military trucks/armored vehicles, etc., military ships/boats, tanks/artillery/ missiles/rockets/guns/ammunition, and parts/special goods, etc. Not all of the sectors will be analyzed because many countries contain only very sparse data. Approximately thirty Asia Pacific countries are identified to be engaged in defense trade with the US although this number varies from sector to sector. The countries include all members of APEC and the ARF but also extend to other countries that have been excluded from these arrangements such as Nepal, Bhutan, Mongolia, Pakistan, Bangladesh and Oceania. Defense exports are supplemented by two other sources of data, that is, US military presence and countries’ military expenditure. US military presence is measured by the number and shares of active military personnel in the region. This information is compiled by the US Department of Defense (http://www.dior.whs.mil/mmid/military/miltop.htm). Statistics on military expenditures may be obtained from the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (www.sipri. org). In addition, contextual information is also collected from research monographs on US military strategies. These reports are compiled by the Congressional Research Service (CRS) in Washington, D.C., and CRS constitutes the public policy research arm of the US Congress. Many of these reports include testimonials to the Congress regarding defense and strategic events in the Asia Pacific, and provide important documentation as well as evidence of US geopolitical interests, policies and developments in the region.

2. Violation- The aff only removes a weapon systems system 

3. The Aff interpretation is bad 

Just because BMD is a big issue in the literature doesn't mean it's topical. If the aff can reduce or eliminate a specifc weapons system, the number of possible of cases is infinite. 

D. T is a voter because it’s necessary for debate. 

2NC—AT:  W/M/ Other BMD = Military Presence

1. They don’t meet because they don’t reduce U.S. personnel presence, just cooperation and deployment of a weapons system.

2. Prefer our evidence—it’s the field definition used in the context of U.S. military presence by the DOD. 

3. Must hold the line on presence—otherwise the resolution will lose all meaning. 

Lieutenant Commander Southward, U.S. Navy “THE LOSS OF THE PHILIPPINE BASES: EFFECTS ON USCINCPAC'S ABILITY TO EMPLOY HIS FORCES” A paper submitted to the Faculty of the Naval War College in partial satisfaction of the requirements of the Department of Operations. 92 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA249898.
Assessing USCINCPAC's ability to carry out his forward presence mission will be more problematical. To begin with, it is very easy to play fast and loose with one's definition of "presence." Does it mean a CVBG on every street corner, or will a surface action group deployed in theater six months of the year suffice? Do U.S. activities other than military force deployments constitute presence? The bottom line is that the CINC and the National Command Authority must arrive at an agreement on the definition of presence, and how much of it is enough. In a recent interview with the Asian Defense Journal, USCINCPAC, Admiral C. R. Larson, hinted at his definition of presence: "In the Pacific, that force will continue to be forward deployed and principally maritime, with strong amphibious elements, quick reaction air assets, and rapidly deployable ground reinforcements."-31 

4. It’s in the literature—the personnel who operate BMD are the military presence; BMD’s are distinct. 
Voice of America News 7-1-2009. [At Summit, US Moves on Strategic Priority: 'Reset' with Russia, p. ln]

During Admiral Mullen's visit to Warsaw this week, Poland's National Security Adviser, Aleksander Szczyglo, said canceling the missile-defense system to placate Russia would be a mistake.

The Polish official said an angry Russia may seem dangerous to some Americans, but he said he believes the missile threat from Iran, and its "unpredictability," are much more urgent.

At the same time Poland and other Central and Eastern European countries are concerned about any western action, like resuming military relations or cancelling the missile-defense program, which may be seen as legitimizing Russia's use of force against former Soviet satellite countries. Szczyglo would prefer that the United States defy Russia and proceed with the missile-defense system.

He said it is "high time" to establish a permanent NATO or U.S. military presence in Poland, such as the stationing of even a small number of U.S. troops to handle the missile-defense system. Such a move would counter the Iranian threat and also give the 10-year NATO member a greater sense of security in the wake of the Georgia invasion.

5. Our limit is best—military or police presence refers to stationed personnel within a place.
Compact Oxford English Dictionary, 10 (http://www.askoxford.com/concise_oed/presence?view=uk)

presence
  • noun 1 the state or fact of being present. 2 the impressive manner or appearance of a person. 3 a person or thing that is present but not seen. 4 a group of soldiers or police stationed in a particular place: the USA would maintain a presence in the region. 

2NC—AT: BMD = Military Presence b/c On bases 

1. They still don’t meet our interpretation – whether or not BMD’s are on bases, they only remove the machines, not the personnel.   

2. This doesn’t make any sense—you could remove anything from a U.S. military base to be topical. Removing a hospital facility would be topical.

2NC—AT:  CI interoperability

1. Prefer our interpretation – it sets reasonable limits on the topic and has an intent to define.

2. Their interpretation completely explodes limits – anything that belongs to the US and tries to increase cooperation between the US and Japan would become topical.

3. They don’t necessarily meet their interpretation – BMD’s are not “missions” – they are weapons and objects.

2NC—AT:  CI weapons not troops

1. Explodes the topic – there are thousands of types of weapons that they can garner ground off of. This interpretation is underlimiting. There are over 60 weapons in Iraq and over 50 in Afghanistan. 

2. It’s impossible for the negative to research every single possible type of weapon – if troops are excluded, then we can’t use generic links for DA’s and CP’s.

2NC—AT:  Functional limits check
1. They can’t guarantee that no one will read squirrelly affirmatives – there is literature on almost everything.

2. The negative still has to prepare for all possible weapons. There’s no way to know which weapon people will choose.

3. Completely unpredictable – the number of options makes it impossible for the negative to narrow down the possible affs.

2NC—AT:  Core of presence/ Lit checks

1. This only proves that the affirmative has access to the literature and the negative has none. 

2. There’s research on everything. It’s just question of whether we should have to look for it. If something isn’t topical, then there’s no reason why we should waste time researching it—there’s literature on puppies, but that doesn’t make them topical. 

2NC—AT:  Excluding weapons bad

1. Just because other people read an affirmative doesn’t mean it’s topical. Just proves how crucial it is to reject them. We’re key to checking untopical affs that are being run now. 

2. Saying weapons are military presence justifies an affirmative that withdraws one type of missile from one of the topic countries, or even one soldier’s gun. 

2NC—AT:  “Substantial” checks

1. Their argument doesn’t make sense- an affirmative can increase any miniscule program by 200% and it would meet substantial interpretations. 

2. Substantial is arbitrary because there are many interpretations of substantial.

3. Doesn’t mean they’re topical—something can be substantial but not military presence. 

2NC—AT:  Prove we’re unreasonable 

1. We proved that they’re unreasonable above. If good is good enough then they’re bad. They create an unlimited number of affirmatives. 

2. All words in the resolution still need to be treated like they have meaning. Words in the topic have to exclude certain things, so we should strive to have the least arbitrary definition, which we have proven we provide. 

Case list

They could remove: 

COIN forces in Afghanistan, troops from Okinawa or Futenma, or from AN
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