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Strategy sheet

I would like to begin by saying that If you are frustrated by this aff, imagine how I feel. .  . I don’t know how much bullsh*t you’ll be hearing in the 1ac, but the 1ac that was put out to cut answers too was 40 pages long and had  advantages- each with multiple scenarios and each more ridiculous than the last. In addition, it didn’t come online until several days late. Also, when the plan text did come out, it was so blatantly non-topical I literally felt that the resolution had been brutally raped by its presence.  If your reading right here, I feel like it’s a good time to say that if you even want to show up to the round, T is probably what you are going to have to go for. Although we  weren’t  supposed to put card specific analytics in this file, most of the internal links contradict the links in some way. Also, this aff does the impossible by ignoring more internal links than a politics disad. This is good, because if the only way to advance stem cells far enough to achieve human immortality was actually to do the plan, I would probably be forced to castrate myself with a rusty spork. Similar feelings about global warming and war and such. 

Complaining completed, apology must commence. This file is a bit scant. Everything you need to win is in here, if you look/think hard enough, you’ll just have to look and think pretty flippin hard. But that’s what debate is about anyways, right??  Kentucky said there are also some Aegis  specific cards in the Japan case  neg, so I would whip that out if you have some extra time before the round. Also, I feel like a lot of the generic answers and links in there will apply. But like I said, T is highly recommended against this aff.

And not the “Japan is landmass not Oceans T”. I mean, that one is AWESOME  [and tricky] , and I would recommend it if you have time and such, but its harder to prove in round abuse. Whereas, the in round abuse on the other topicality violation will become EXTREMELY apparent pretty early in the round.

And here’s why- this is a BIG FREAKING AFF, so you have to capture case with a counterplan or K. if you’re a straight up, this poses a problem because they’ll just perm the best counterplan- the one in here. In case you haven’t read the file yet, the counterplan says that instead of ceasing cooperation with Japan, we actively pursue BMD  [ballistic missile defense]  by ourselves.  But what does help you that their perm is hekkuv abusive. When they say they can do both , they prove that reducing cooperation isn’t even effectually topical because the united states can still increase its PHYSICAL presence in  the region. So role with that. 

Also: a brief note on the file- the whole front of the file [about 15 pages] is sort of an unlabeled 1NC section. There is a frontline for each advantage there, in addition to 5 off case positions. These are all policy or T oriented- if you want to run a K this year, you should  be pretty used to getting the link off of their impact discourse anyways- plenty of that in the 1AC. Then later in the file are carded answers to the advantages that are slightly different than the ones in the frontlines, so they aren’t extensions per say. Similar deal with the off case links later in the file, but there are a decent number of answers to answers back there too-  but those are mostly analytic blocks I wrote. Also, now is a great time to congratulate you for reading this far. You must hate this aff as much as I do!!

Other interesting trivia

· Aegis is a Greek word denoting the deity blessed shield or cape worn by epic heroes. As far as I can tell, that’s pretty much how this Aegis thing works. We bless our ship under  GOA  [the great God Of Acronyms] and hope the fools on board can use some shnazzy acronym blessed radars to hit unnervingly hydra-like nukes with acronym blessed ship based missiles.

· Although their inherency card is specific to block 2A BMD, the rest of their cards probably aren’t. which is problematic for them, because we’ve already jointly developed block 1B missile defense with Japan and their impacts haven’t been triggered.

· As I was kindly reminded by a member of the lab that put this out, ballistic missile defense is actually an Offensive weapon, because it allows the nation to survive retaliatory attacks. And that’s why China’s flipping out over these. Just thought I’d pass that on.

Peace, Love, and West Coast, represent.

-Jake Lerner

T- military presence

A. Military presence must be quantifiable. This is distinct from influence – the aff conflates ends and means
Jones, 95 – Major, USAF (Bud, Air & Space Power Journal 1995-1998 (there is no date listed in the archive but this article is listed under that date range), “The Objective is Influence, not Presence  or  Its Influence (not Presence) Stupid!,” http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/influenc.html)

The objective of military presence is not simply to be present as events occur, the objective is to influence those events. Unfortunately, military presence can easily masquerade as the objective and the argument over which particular service or mix of forces can best attain the desired presence can dominate the debate and exclude other considerations. Presence and influence are related, but they are not synonymous. Presence, the mere fact or condition of being present, is much easier to achieve. It can be achieved in some special circumstances by sending a carrier battle group or amphibious force, in a greater number of circumstances by rapidly deploying Army elements, or in the greatest number of instances by the sudden impact of air power from Air Force warplanes quickly launched from distant bases--including those in the continental United States. In all these cases, presence is designed to shrink the time and distance equation so a potential military response will seem more immediate and visible. Still, the debate over who can best provide presence while limiting vulnerability and danger to US lives causes a loss of focus on the more important objective: influence.

Presence is only a component of influence (which is a much more sophisticated and in some ways subtler concept). Influence is also a much more elusive objective than presence. The influence military forces can exert in the international arena is related to their presence (or capability to be present), their core capabilities, the political will to use those forces, and, most importantly, the perception of those who you seek to influence. Moreover, in this complex world, the US military will be required to exert influence in ways not directly related to war fighting; i.e., missions like transporting and distributing humanitarian aid, providing health and physical services in support of relief efforts, and peacekeeping duties. Contrary to the current debate over which types of forces will best provide presence, the real question is: which forces will work successfully across the widest possible spectrum of events to influence future international situations?
The answer to that question is not as simple as the slogan makers seem to make it. Mere presence is no guarantor of influence; after all, the United Nations and American Express are present virtually everywhere but their influence is at best limited. For example, great claims are made about the Navy's ability to operate in the world's coastal or littoral areas and thus, so the argument goes, making it the most visible and flexible service to support forward presence. What these proponents do not acknowledge is that littoral presence may or may not provide an avenue for achieving influence. In effect, a naval presence adds only the possibility for influence.
B. Violation- the affirmative only reduces its cooperation with Japan, not any quantifiable presence therein 

C. Reasons to prefer


1. allowing unquantifiable forms of military presence in the debate round prevents us from getting concrete links to any disads or K’s because they can recharacterize cooperation, and they take away our ground for specific rearm and compensation disads that are at the core of the topic and cener around the matrieal effects of military presence


2. FX- even if the plan results in a reduction of the military, the plan text itself only reduces the cooperation making the plan fx T at best. Fx tompicality destroys debate because it completely unlimits the number of possible cases and means we’re never prepared to debate. This destroys both fairness and education because we cant get any clash in round.


3. xtra- even if they completely end military development of BMDs, cooperation on the program exists

D. Topicality is a voter to preserve fairness and education in this and future rounds

T- Japan

A. Interpretation-  Japan is a chain of islands.

Mapsofworld 2009 mapsofworld.com “Japan Latitude and Longitude” http://www.mapsofworld.com/lat_long/japan-lat-long.html

The geographical alignment of Japan  includes latitude  of 36 o 00' N and longitude  of 138 o 00' E. The particular latitude of Japan  shows its position in Northern Hemisphere. Japan is a string of Islands located amid the North Pacific Ocean and Sea of Japan towards the east of the Peninsula of Korea.

The country of Japan integrates 377,835 square kilometers of area in the Eastern region of Asia. The terra firma of Japan is pervaded by crags and mountains. The characteristic of Japan's climatic condition is a bit diverse. The northern region is cold and temperate while the southern zone is dominated by tropic climate. The latitude and the longitude of Tokyo, the capital of Japan, are 35 o 42' N and 139 o 46' E respectively. The time followed in country of Japan is UTC+9 which means the standard time of Japan is 14 hours ahead from Washington.

B. Violation- the affirmative only reduces military presence in the ocean, not on the islands themselves

C. Standards-


1. limiting the topic to within the land boundaries of the topic countries limits out a myriad of oceans cases.  Since all naval vessels come within national waters of our allies at one point or another, allowing sea based affs to be topical multiplies the geographical and intellectual area we have to research by hundreds of times. This kills education because we don’t get in depth debate, and lack of clash prevents fairness


2. topical version- the aff could just cease cooperation with Japan on its land based BMD systems


3. Extra topicality- Even if they reduce cooperation on mainland facilities, they also decrease the cooperation for sea based facilities. Allowing extra topical plans destroys any limits on the affirmative by allowing any aff that also takes the smallest topical action.

D. Vote neg on topicality to preserve fairness and education in this and future rounds.

Counterplan- Unilateral increase

Counterplan: The United States federal government should unilaterally increase its Ballistic Missile Defense in Japanese waters,  should pass climate change legislation,  should fund Japanese stem-cell research, and should ban the development of American supported BMDs in Europe. 

Japanese Rearm DA

A. Japan won’t nuclearize now but the door is open

Llewelyn Hughes, doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Spring 2007, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet); International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan”, International Security, Lexis | Suo

Japan's status as a nonnuclear weapons state remains of ongoing interest to policy analysts and scholars of international relations. For some, Japanese nuclearization is a question not of whether but of when. This article reassesses the state of the evidence on the nuclearization of Japan. It finds that support in Japan for the development of an independent nuclear deterrent remains negligible. Evidence demonstrates that ministries and agencies with responsibility for foreign and security policy have sought to consolidate Japan's existing insurance policies against nuclear threats--multilateral regimes and the extension of the U.S. nuclear deterrent to Japan--rather than seeking an indigenous nuclear deterrent. The article also finds, however, that the door to independent nuclearization remains ajar. Policymakers have ensured that constitutional and other domestic legal hurdles do not significantly constrain Japan from developing an independent nuclear deterrent. Further, recent centralization of authority in the prime minister and Cabinet Office has increased the freedom of action of leaders, enabling them to overcome political opposition to changes in security policy to a degree not possible in the past. This suggests that Japan's future position toward nuclear weapons could be more easily altered than before, should leader preferences change. 

Japanese Rearm DA

B. United states BMD development in Japanese water is the only thing preventing rapid Japanese nuclearization in response to the perceived threat of north korea

Christopher W. Hughes PhD University of Sheffield,  Reader/ Associate Professor, University of Warwick, UK  2007  “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan” asia policy, number 3 (january 2007), 75–104 • http://asiapolicy.nbr.org
Instead, as noted above, from 1964 on the most important variable in governing Japan’s consideration of and desisting from the nuclear options has not been the extent of its recourse to independent national capabilities but rather how far these have been combined with and surpassed by the provision of U.S. conventional and nuclear alliance guarantees. Japan has experienced limited alliance dilemmas of entrapment since the initiation of the second North Korean nuclear crisis. Following the advent of the Bush administration Japanese policymakers were fearful that the United States might contemplate forcefully precipitating regime change in North Korea. Koizumi’s early summitry with North Korea in 2002 was an attempt in part to demonstrate to the United States the importance of exhausting diplomatic channels and to thereby alleviate the risks of Japanese entrapment in a new conflict on the Korean Peninsula.

As the nuclear crisis has unfolded and North Korea has moved largely unfettered toward acquiring nuclear weapons, however, Japan’s principal alliance dilemmas have shifted more toward possible abandonment. Japan has some reason to question U.S. implacability and capability to roll back North Korea’s nuclear program, especially as Washington has indicated that it is highly unlikely to utilize military power to force North Korea to desist and may even have to acquiesce in regard to North Korea’s existing program as long as Pyongyang does not cross the red line of proliferation to other states. In turn, Japanese policymakers might speculate that U.S. determination to defend its ally could waver, and Washington could begin to decouple its security from that of Japan. There are a number of possible symptoms of the slipping of U.S. security guarantees toward Japan. One would be Washington’s scaling back of U.S. forward-deployed forces in Japan that could be held “hostage” to North Korean nuclear attack. Others would be Washington using its advanced military technology to erect a missile defense system to defend only the United States rather than Japan or diluting the U.S.-Japan alliance by re-extending security guarantees to North Korea in a final attempt to settle the nuclear issue, the last of which might then call into question U.S. willingness to retaliate against North Korea in the event of an attack on Japan._7

Any loss of confidence in U.S. security guarantees and fear of abandonment might force Japan to fall back on its own national conventional and (possibly) nuclear resources. At the present moment, however, there appears to be little prospect of U.S. abandonment of Japan in the face of the North Korean nuclear threat. President Bush was quick on October 9, 2006 to affirm existing U.S. security guarantees to East Asian allies, and Secretary of State Rice on October 19 offered an emphatic guarantee to Prime Minister Abe, stating that “Japan’s security is the United States’ security.”__ The recent bilateral efforts to restructure and strengthen the regional and global security functions of the U.S.-Japan alliance are also not suggestive of any weakening of U.S. commitments to Japan. In accordance with the conclusion of the bilateral Defense Policy Review Initiative (DPRI) in May 2006, the United States is relocating around 8,000 Marine Corps personnel to Guam, but around 30,000 U.S. personnel stationed in Japan (including 14,000 from the U.S. Seventh Fleet) will remain. In fact, all the indications are that Japan will become an even more important provider of bases for the United States. Note
that the United States is relocating the U.S. Army I Corps headquarters to Japan, collocated with the Ground Self Defense Forces’ (GSDF) new rapid reaction force headquarters at Camp Zama. Washington is also establishing joint BMD and airspace control at Yokota, deploying its first missile defense capable Aegis cruisers to Japan, and promoting the overall integration of U.S. and Japanese forces. The DPRI has been accompanied both by some Japanese concerns that the de facto expansion of the alliance to allow for freer global deployments of U.S. forces might denude its ally’s capability to defend Japan and by concerns on the U.S. side that Japan is continuing to hedge on the extent to which Tokyo is willing to fully outline its alliance commitments to the United States in regional contingencies._9 Nevertheless, despite the inevitable cautious inching forward of the alliance relationship, it is clear both that the United States maintains an ample trip-wire presence in Japan and that there is no effective decoupling of bilateral security. On the contrary, Tokyo’s main long-term concern is surely entrapment rather than abandonment, especially given Japan’s key strategic importance to the United States in relation to North Korea, China, and even over other allies such as South Korea.40
Japanese Rearm DA

C. Japanese nuclearization triggers a regional arms race causing nuclear war

Interfax, 06, “Nuclear Japan Would Trigger Terrible Arms Race in Asia,” http://lists.econ.utah.edu/pipermail/a-list/2006-November/063410.html  | Suo

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

Naval Aegis missile deployment is key to united states naval versatility and is a cornerstone of its forward deployment strategy.

Baker Spring and Mackenzie Eaglen, 4/21, 2010 “Strengthen the Pentagon's Programs for Sea-Based Missile Defense” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/Strengthen-the-Pentagon-Programs-for-Sea-Based-Missile-Defense
The Administration's new phased adaptive approach for missile defense in Europe and the Pentagon's wider sea-based Aegis BMD program have the potential to provide robust missile defense coverage and to operate from advantageous locations at sea. The program's success will depend on adequate and sustained funding, appropriate management, and the sincerity of the Administration's political commitment to the programs. Congress needs to be a full partner with the executive branch and obtain additional information to conduct an informed assessment of the program's requirements.

Congress is ultimately responsible for providing adequate funding for shipbuilding to enable the Navy to meet the demands of its many varied missions around the globe. Additional steps to allow sea-based missile defense programs to succeed will involve transitioning management authority to the Navy, purchasing additional SM-3 interceptors, and funding research and development to increase the speed and capability of the interceptors. Most importantly, Congress needs to ensure that additional forward deployments of BMD-capable Aegis ships to European waters will not negatively affect the Navy's health and ability to meet mission demands in other areas. Congress also needs to prevent the Administration's arms control agenda from derailing the entire enterprise.

Heg DA

More specifically, active pursuit of forward deployment in Japanese waters  

Takashi Inoguchi - Japanese academic researcher of foreign affairs and international and global relationships of states. and Paul Bacon - Associate Professor of International Politics, School of International Liberal Studies, Waseda University, Japan. September 2005. International Relations of the Asia-Pacific. http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/short/5/2/117?rss=1&ssource=mfc

After the cold war, the United States clearly sought to reinforce its hegemonic strategy in East Asia, seeking a special role for itself as the principal guarantor of regional order. The United States could have withdrawn in order to let a local balance of power emerge and undertaken the role of offshore balancer. It could also have promoted multilateral regional security organizations, or sought to construct a regional balance of power that contained China. However, it did none of these things. Mastanduno argues that the United States will retain its preponderant power status in the coming years but that the task of maintaining and completing US regional hegemony will become more difficult. The two biggest challenges that the United States faces are the global war on terror and the management of the rise of China, as a result of which the longer-term prospects for East Asian order are uncertain and problematic. There are two key features of US hegemonic strategy in the region. First, the United States has cultivated a set of bilateral relationships with other key states in the region, the most important and enduring of which have been the ties with Japan and South Korea. Furthermore, the United States has reaffirmed its close partnership with Australia and sought to engage rather than contain China. This preference for a primary set of bilateral relationships is referred to as the ‘hub and spokes’ approach. The second institutional feature of US hegemony has been the US forward presence in the region, and the US intention to maintain a substantial political and military commitment to the region for an ‘indefinite duration’. US hegemonic strategy in the region has contributed to order in several ways. For China, the US presence effectively ‘contains’ Japan, and, similarly, for Japan, the US presence deters China from a bid for regional dominance. The US presence has helped to deter major powers from intensifying dangerous rivalries, and it has, in so doing, reassured smaller states whose security and autonomy would otherwise be threatened by these large states. East Asia is a dangerous neighborhood, in which smaller states must coexist with larger states that have geopolitical ambitions, territorial claims, and a history of enmity. The United States has also worked hard to manage and stabilize regional conflicts that have the potential to develop into local and possibly even systemic wars. In the 1990s, for example, the United States took initiatives in security crises between China and Taiwan, in North Korea, and in the Kashmir conflict. Finally, the United States has striven to discourage nationalist economic competition. It has pushed Japan over domestic economic reform, sought to integrate China into a globalizing world economy, and maintained access to sources of global liquidity and US markets in the wake of the Asian financial crisis. US hegemonic strategy has, therefore, made a substantial contribution to regional order in East Asia, but it also has its limitations. The United States has not sought to definitively resolve the numerous long-standing conflicts in the region, such as those between China and Taiwan, North and South Korea, Japan and China, or Japan and Korea. Rather, the United States has sought to manage relationships and crises and avoid systemic conflict. US hegemony is also incomplete, in the sense that by no means all states accept or approve of US hegemony in the region. Japan does regard the dominant regional role of the United States as constructive and legitimate, but it is also the case that Japan gains more by cooperating with rather than challenging US hegemony. The most important issue, of course, is China's long-term reaction to the US attempt to dominate the region. At present, China is grateful for the benefits of integration, but in the long run it is likely to develop its own aspirations towards and strategies for the construction of regional order.

Extend loss of Hegemony causes multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict – that’s Kagan

Normalization frontline

1. article 9 has been violated in the past without broader policy shift- naval base in Djibouti, war on terror

2. BMD cooperation with US is seen as constitutional and results in neither constitutional revison nor Japanese militarization

Peter J Brown ,  journalist, . Nov 5, 2009, US frets over Tokyo drift, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KK05Dh02.html

The outcome here is quite difficult to predict. Certain members of this new left of center coalition government, especially the Social Democratic Party (SDP), have consistently charted a pacifist course and almost automatically endorse all reductions in defense spending. Still, the SDP has not resorted to a spirited nor prolonged attack as far as Japan's plans for BMD are concerned.

"Although the SDP has never acknowledged that BMD is constitutional, it seems that they find BMD to be acceptable within their idea of Japan's constitution," said Suzuki, who added that for the SDP to adamantly oppose everything on Hatoyama's current defense agenda "would be suicidal".

"The SDP will not spread their front into lots of different issues as long as there are specific issues that need to be solved. If the US adopted some hawkish approach towards North Korea or China, the SDP may be a problem, but so far, the Obama administration has not done so," said Suzuki.
3.  Normalization happening now because of Somali pirate strikes,  despite lack of cooperation on f-16s and such

Peter J Brown journalist. Nov 5, 2009, US frets over Tokyo drift, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KK05Dh02.html

Beyond BMD, Green emphasizes the importance of the decision by the DPJ to not oppose the JSDF anti-piracy mission which suggests the "normalization" of Japanese security policy may not slow down that much under the DPJ. "This involves two new precedents, including Japan's first overseas base in Djibouti and Japan's first rules of engagement allowing the use of deadly force to protect a third nation's vessels - though against pirates rather than another state," said Green. "[Normalization] could even accelerate after next summer's [Upper House] election clears out the socialists and other obstacles to moving the government back towards the center of the ideological spectrum." Hatoyama is well aware of the forces at work here, including external forces that help to shape US-Japan relations over China, Taiwan and North Korea. In Taiwan, President Ma Ying-jeou has recently accused the US government of being too easily influenced by China as he declared that the US is stalling with respect to the planned sale to Taiwan of 66 F-16 fighter aircraft. Ma knows that he is irritating China enormously by even mentioning this sale, and he also knows that if this sale goes forward, China will be furious with the US, and will find ways to punish the US accordingly.

China NFU frontline (1/2)

1. Only Japanese nuclearization sets up the internal political influence to make china abandon NFU

Scott Moore, Undergraduate Research Assistant, East Asia Nonproliferation Program, CNS October 18, 2006 

“Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html

The depth of Chinese nationalist sentiment towards Taiwan has a parallel, though not an exact one, in anti-Japanese feeling. Like the Taiwan issue, these feelings run both deep and broad in Chinese society. The memory of Japan's invasion during the Second World War is particularly poignant; one 1996 survey reported that the word "Japan" made 81.3% of Chinese youth think most easily of the "war of resistance against Japanese aggression."[44]  The strength of anti-Japanese sentiment suggests that the Chinese government may take an aggressive stance on major increases in Japan's military capability in general, and the acquisition of nuclear weapons in particular. Anti-Japanese nationalism has been described as "the stomach-burning passion of Chinese patriots."[45] In April 2005, large protests erupted in many Chinese cities after United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan urged a plan intended to give Japan a permanent seat on the Security Council.[46] An online petition that allegedly garnered 42 million signatures in opposition to a permanent Security Council seat for Japan[47] suggests the popular resonance of these protests. Additional protests were organized in a grassroots, popular campaign largely conducted via the Internet, a feat accomplished because of the strength of anti-Japanese sentiment.[48] This phenomenon is particularly notable because much of this online protest occurred without direction by the government; an example is Japanpig.com, which simply features a sword piercing the Japanese flag.[49] This hyper-nationalism is at odds with official policy, most particularly with regards to the Diaoyu/Senkaku, a group of islands claimed by both China and Japan in the East China Sea. One internal Chinese government poll suggested that 82% of mainland citizens opposed the government's policy towards Japan and favored a more aggressive one.[50] The gap between popular opinion and elite policy suggests that under current circumstances a hyper-nationalist nexus is unlikely to form between elite and popular interests. However, if Japan pursues a policy of nuclearization, these circumstances may change. It also bodes ill for the cause of moderation in the case of conflict. Some already regard Japan as a "de facto nuclear weapons state" because it possesses stockpiles of plutonium, the necessary technological base to produce nuclear weapons, and because it possesses advanced space launch technology that could easily be applied to intercontinental ballistic missiles.[51] Furthermore, although Japan has a strong political tradition renouncing nuclear weapons, there are some signs this may be changing. In April 2002, Ichiro Ozawa, the leader of Japan's opposition Liberal Party, warned that "if China gets too inflated, the Japanese people will become hysterical," and claimed it would be easy for Japan to produce nuclear weapons.[52]Although the Chinese Foreign Ministry response to Ozawa's statements was muted,[53] there appears to be some perception that Japan is embarked on a long-term path of aggression towards China. In an article published in the Shanghai Journal of Social Studies, one analyst claimed that "all-out strategic precautions against China have become one of the main contents of Japan's strategy towards China."[54] If such a policy were seen to threaten China with Japanese nuclear weapons capabilities, hyper-nationalist elite and popular interests may converge to advocate an aggressive response.

Chine NFU frontline (2/2)

2. Only internal hypernationalism can fuel Chinese abandonment of its NFU policy. Furthermore, American nuclear dominance helps discourage first strikes

Scott Moore, Undergraduate Research Assistant, East Asia Nonproliferation Program, CNS October 18, 2006 

“Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html

The Sino-American relationship is likely to be increasingly important as the twenty first century progresses. Its nuclear dimension is of tremendous gravity not only in the context of this broader importance, but in its own right as a reflection of changes in Chinese domestic power relationships, and how China sees itself in the world at large. The danger of hyper-nationalist influence on nuclear posture, while subject to many uncertainties and constraints, is real enough. The American reaction to Chinese nuclear force modernization has tended to emphasize developments in weapons systems themselves, or sensationalized accounts of headline grabbers such as General Zhu. However, the prospects for an actual nuclear confrontation under all but very extraordinary circumstances are low. More attention should be paid to how such circumstances may develop. This brief has presented an overview of influences on Chinese security and foreign policymaking, and suggested that hyper-nationalism may pose a severe nuclear threat in the event of a Sino-American conflict over Taiwan or in the event of Japanese nuclearization. It is important to remember that in this sense we are dealing in possibility, not probability. The grave nature of nuclear weapons, however, is such that even possibility is worthy of great attention. The real potential for a catastrophic situation involving hyper-nationalism and nuclear weapons depends on the actual strength of moderate elements within influential sectors of Chinese society. Though there are many indications to suggest that in a crisis hyper-nationalist right wing perspectives would gain an upper hand, this depends heavily on circumstances. Given such uncertainty, the strength of the "nuclear taboo" is likely to be a decisive factor in the risk of a catastrophic conflict. One major factor in contemplating the actual or threatened use of nuclear weapons has been evolving perspectives that marginalize this nuclear taboo. In the West, at least, one legacy of the Cold War was a popular notion that the use of nuclear weapons, however small or in whatever situation crosses a terrible threshold, the consequences of which are too dire to contemplate. Some Western observers have begun to question whether the doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction remains relevant given American nuclear supremacy.[57] There are signs that this debate has also influenced some Chinese elites, bringing into question China's nuclear policy and force posture.

Weapons Sales Frontline

1. America has a larger GDP than Japan and devotes four times as much of that to weapons- even if japan begins to sell arms, they cant compete

2. Japan already green lighted SM-3 sales – takes out your advantage

The Mainichi Daily News, 7/25/2010, “Japan set to approve exporting new SM3 interceptors”, http://mdn.mainichi.jp/mdnnews/news/20100725p2g00m0dm001000c.html

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

3.Weapons sales aren’t key to heg- forward deployment is- that’s NDWG in 9

Europe Frontline

1. No spillover- cooperation on Japanese BMD doesn’t lead to BMDs in Europe

2. Non unique- the United states  has postured toward BMD deployment in Europe for years, but Russia remains on relatively good terms with the united states

3. Eastern European weapons better our ability to influence Russia- we can force them to have good relations with us

4. Russia has expressed willingness to work towards Iranian containment, and would see European bmd use as part of that policy

5. Obama already focusing on BMD agreement with Russia
Andrew Futter, doctoral candidate at the University of Birmingham, UK, current fellow at the Council for a Livable World, 4/7/10, (“US must prioritize BMD Cooperation with Russia”, OffNews, 

http://www.offnews.info/verArticulo.php?contenidoID=23276)

Having reached an agreement on the New START treaty in April, the Obama administration's next step in its pursuit of a new strategic partnership with Russia appears to be establishing some type of joint collaboration on ballistic missile defense (BMD). These recent efforts should be applauded, as they hold the potential to reinforce trust and cooperation between the two powers, as well as to solidify a united defense against the growing threats from Iran and North Korea. Such an accord would also appear to be integral to the prospects of achieving further nuclear arms reductions agreements and working gradually toward a world without nuclear weapons. Reaching an agreement is unlikely to be easy, but the potential diplomatic, strategic and political rewards warrant the Obama administration making BMD cooperation a top foreign policy priority. Despite the fact that the idea of U.S.-Russian BMD cooperation is several decades old, very little tangible progress has been achieved since the Global Protection System envisaged by President George H.W. Bush and his Russian counterpart, Boris Yeltsin, in 1992. While this was certainly due in part to the subsequent strategic priorities of Presidents Bill Clinton and George W. Bush, it was also a reflection of the nascent technological status of many BMD systems under development. Under President Barack Obama, and according to the recent Ballistic Missile Defense Review and Nuclear Posture Review, BMD has assumed an established role in U.S. security strategy. With the expansion of U.S. BMD activity around the globe, but particularly in Europe, and with Obama's focus on cooperation in U.S. foreign policy, the time seems ripe to attempt to negotiate some type of agreement. It would also seem prudent to begin talks before U.S. and NATO BMD systems expand to such an extent that they become an insurmountable obstacle in U.S.-Russian relations. Any such agreement is likely to be fairly rudimentary at first, perhaps beginning with some type of coordinated but separate deployments against Iran. But a gradual step-by-step process could eventually lead to sharing early warning data and perhaps even some collaboration on command and control. Such a process would significantly enhance U.S. and Russian security, strengthen bilateral relations, and bring more pressure to bear on international pariahs like Iran and North Korea.

6. US-Russia relations will not deteriorate

Radio Free Europe, 7/4/10, “Medvedev: Attempts to Derail US-Russian Ties will Fail”, 

http://www.rferl.org/content/Medvedev_Attempts_To_Derail_USRussian_Ties_Will_Fail/2090734.html)

Russian President Dmitry Medvedev says attempts to derail improvements in ties between Russia and the United States will fail. Medvedev's remarks came in a letter to U.S. President Barack Obama amid a spy scandal. Congratulating Obama on the U.S. July 4 Independence Day, Medvedev wrote: "[Our] constructive, neighborly relations...make it futile to try to downplay the importance of our achievements." Washington and Moscow have said that the U.S. arrests last week of 10 alleged spies working for Russia will not damage ties. The two sides have been working to repair strained ties, including trying to reach agreements on how to deal with Iran and North Korea's nuclear programs.
Spending Frontline

1. Venture Capitalists solve- if stem cell research has the potential to cause immortality and JET promotes business worthy language skills, investors will step in

2. Japan will cut military program before civilian initiatives 

David Allen  and  Chiyomi Sumida Stars and Stripes  reporters Published: July 26, 2010 Japan seeks decrease in payments to support U.S. bases http://www.stripes.com/news/japan-seeks-decrease-in-payments-to-support-u-s-bases-1.112317
However, because of Japan’s failing fiscal health, the government is reportedly seeking ways to reduce the payments. Japan’s Ministry of Defense had no comment Monday concerning the talks. A spokeswoman said they were still ongoing. However, the ministry usually submits its budget for the upcoming fiscal year by the end of August.

One of the major budget cuts could be the money for salaries for Japanese who work at venues operated by base Morale, Welfare and Recreation programs and base exchanges. There is also talk of reducing the pay scale for such workers, who are often paid much more than employees in similar positions in the surrounding communities.

“We understand that the government is seeking to exclude workers at leisure facilities, such as AAFES, from being employees paid by the Japanese government,” Hiroshi Zamami, secretary general of the Okinawa chapter of The All Japan Garrison Forces Labor Union, known as Zenchuro, said Monday.

He said that the union is collecting petition signatures to ask U.S. Forces Japan to stress the need to retain all 23,055 employees who work on U.S. bases. If the job cuts go into effect, it would afect the 6,341 employees at U.S. bases covered by the Indirect Hiring Agency (IHA), according to Japan’s Labor Management Organization.
General Solvency Pwnage

Capable BMD systems have already been achieved in cooperation with Japan- Their Scenarios should have already been triggered

Ronald O'Rourke Specialist in Naval Affairs 4/26, 2010 Navy Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) Program: Background and Issues for Congress http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:K2X63IdMyE8J:www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL33745.pdf+Japan+BMD+warship+locations&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESgPUj61PG1U8eMxU6QPK6HoB_dTGztlKENrIHvEZj0s1bQD6Qrif18eiWQkjFGE43kL-BZtwpzBqIiD6LxSpQO7CpFmXq3wE1KnUtcHQPAVssZqqEYtcsDVuzZ7cCLaQRLhRcd_&sig=AHIEtbTaenRdX0uGS9UEPf1YIftCMWsmQw

Japan’s interest in BMD, and in cooperating with the United States on the issue, was heightened

in August 1998 when North Korea test-fired a Taepo Dong-1 ballistic missile that flew over Japan

before falling into the Pacific.11 In addition to cooperating with the United States on development

of technologies for the SM-3 Block IIA missile, Japan is modifying four of its six Aegis

destroyers with an approximate equivalent of the 3.6.1 version Aegis BMD system. As of March

2010, three of Japan’s Aegis ships had received the modification. As mentioned earlier (see

“Aegis BMD Flight Tests”), Japanese BMD-capable Aegis ships have conducted three flight tests

of the Aegis BMD system using the SM-3 interceptor, achieving two successful exo-atmospheric

intercepts. A Japanese Aegis ship has also tracked a ballistic missile target in a U.S. Aegis BMD

flight test

Block IIA Missiles will roll out in 2012

Deagel.com, number one source for information about military equipment and civil aviation. Read the latest news on military vehicles, platforms, munitions and devices, with tons of pictures to illustrate the situation, NO DATE, http://www.deagel.com/Anti-Ballistic-Missiles/Standard-SM-3-Block-IIA_a001148013.aspx

 The Standard Missile SM-3 Block IIA is a joint program between the United States of America Missile Defense Agency (MDA) and the Japanese Ministry of Defense (MoD). The increased flexibility missile will provide greater engagement capability against a wider variety of ballistic missile threats. Raytheon and Mitsubishi Heavy Industries are developing the SM-3 Block IIA with the aim to start flight tests in 2012. The US and Japanese Navies will deploy the new weapon aboard its Aegis-equipped destroyers and cruisers.

Block IIA Missiles will roll out after 2014 even with military pressure

Rear Admiral A. Brad Hicks, appointed Commander and Program Director in November 2005, relieving RADM Kathleen Paige. Previous commander of the Aegis cruiser USS CAPE ST. GEORGE (CG-71); Deputy Director for Combat Systems and Weapons in the Surface Warfare Directorate of the Office of the Chief of Naval Opera- tions; Deputy Commander, Naval Sea Systems Command’s Warfare Sys- tems Engineering; Head Surface Manpower/Training Requirements, Office of the Chief of Naval Operations, and Joint Requirements, Joint Staff., 12/9/2005, “ Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) System”, www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/363.pdf

What I want to show here is another part of the spiral. If we hadn’t met all of our objectives, we would have done that FTM 04-3 shot to meet them. But if you look at the bottom left of Figure 12, with the launch on TADIL capability, we will continue to enhance that capability in its accuracy, in what it feeds the whole ballistic missile defense architecture with the radar capability, and in what it feeds back to Aegis BMD from the other sensors, to buy us more battle space and more operational flexibility. We will continue to press the envelope with the command-and-control technical architecture with the battle manager for ballistic missile defense to wring out the bugs, if you will, from everything from national command authority down to the tactical shift forward, to make sure we get it right. At the end of the day it will all culminate with a Block II development, post 2012, leaving Block IIA in the 2014 timeframe, which really gives an eye-watering capability for the nation from the naval fleet.

Japan T- Don’t meet C/interp

1.  They don’t meet their counter- interpretation Japanese naval BMD systems are located in international waters 

Craig Martin, Canadian litigation lawyer, May 29, 2007, “The Case Against ‘Revising Interpretations’ of the Japanese Constitution” http://www.japanfocus.org/-Craig-Martin/2434

How has the judiciary, as the branch of government with the authority under the Constitution to interpret the Constitution, actually performed in enforcing Article 9 of the Constitution? We should begin by reviewing briefly the power of judicial review that the courts enjoy under the Constitution. As noted above, Article 81 provides that the courts are vested with the authority to interpret the Constitution and determine the constitutionality of any law, order, regulation or other act of government. In the very first case to come before it on the issue of Article 9, the Supreme Court in 1952 decided that judicial review generally was limited to ex post facto consideration of concrete cases, in the American tradition, as opposed to permitting requests, either by private litigants or the government, for determination of hypothetical questions on the constitutionality of prospective events.[14] Thus, the government cannot refer the question of whether, for example, a government policy permitting the deployment of Maritime Self Defense Force (MSDF) ships in defense of US vessels in international waters would violate Article 9, as would be possible in Germany or Canada, to name just a couple of constitutional democracies with a system that permits constitutional references.

2. Even if they have a card saying the ships are in Japanese waters or the Japanese exclusive economic zone, the ships have the capability to move outside that area- if even one ship moves outside of those waters, they are extra topical under their own definition

3. Look to where these ships CAN be over where their evidence claims they ARE. These ships are intended to shoot down Nuclear Missiles of enemy countries and their locations aren’t just made known to the public. Any evidence they read or reference as to the current location of these ships is speculation at best.

Normalization Inevitable

Changing article 9 is inevitable- political parties

Gavan McCormack, professor in the Research School of Pacific and Asian Studies at the Australian National University June 10, 2004 “Japan's Political and Constitutional Crossroads” The Asia Specific Journal: Japan Focus http://www.japanfocus.org/-Gavan-McCormack/2175

Since its founding in 1955, Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) has repeatedly called for revision of the constitution. Over the decades, attempts to carry out this policy faltered, primarily because the pacifist and democratic clauses of the constitution enjoyed broad support among the Japanese people. Unable to mobilize the two-thirds vote of both houses of the Diet required for revising the constitution, LDP efforts never went beyond the discussion stage. In the late 1990s, the prospects for revision began to shift. The centrist Democratic Party of Japan, which is not averse to revision, replaced the strongly anti-revision Social Democratic Party as the main opposition party, while continuing tensions with North Korea began to erode public support for pacifism. Sensing that its moment had arrived, the LDP set up research commissions on the constitution in both houses of the Diet in January 2000 to begin the lengthy process of building a consensus in favor of revision. While that consensus has been hard to come by (the commissions issued reports in the spring of 2005 that reflected a range of opinion), the LDP nevertheless drafted an extensive set of revisions, which it announced last October.

Revision inevitable- popular demand

John Junkerman, 2004 a Tokyo-based American documentary filmmaker “Japan's Political and Constitutional Crossroads” The Asia Specific Journal: Japan Focus http://www.japanfocus.org/-Gavan-McCormack/2175

I think the latter, and intentionally so, because there was a sense that getting people to line up behind one core group of leaders was not going to happen. But it does leave every chapter with the job of defining their own direction, which means, for the most part, they’ve been holding meetings and doing education. They’ll bring in speakers. For example, Komori Yoichi, the secretary-general of the association and a professor at the University of Tokyo, is giving talks two or three times a week. He’s a very effective speaker and has a great way of making the issue accessible and compelling. So, there’s a tremendous amount of education going on, and our film is a part of that, a way to get the conversation started. And from there, where do you go? There’s going to be a meeting in June for activists from this organization to share their experiences about how to organize effectively. Aside from that there was a gathering of 9500 people in Makihara last July, the first anniversary of the appeal. But other than that, it’s very decentralized, which is a strength, since education really needs to be done with people reaching out to their neighbors and creating small organizations in their localities that rely upon natural networks. But the question is, where to go from here. From my perspective it would be great if someone were to come up with an alternative plan for revising the constitution. There’s a widespread feeling in Japan that the constitution is in need of revision, and the poll figures show that. NHK did a poll in early April, which showed that 42 percent think the constitution needs to be revised, 19 percent say no, and 32 percent are undecided.
AT Normalization- No Impact

BMD cooperation with US is seen as constitutional and results in neither constitutional revison nor Japanese militarization

Peter J Brown is a freelance writer from the US state of Maine. Nov 5, 2009, US frets over Tokyo drift, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KK05Dh02.html

The outcome here is quite difficult to predict. Certain members of this new left of center coalition government, especially the Social Democratic Party (SDP), have consistently charted a pacifist course and almost automatically endorse all reductions in defense spending. Still, the SDP has not resorted to a spirited nor prolonged attack as far as Japan's plans for BMD are concerned.

"Although the SDP has never acknowledged that BMD is constitutional, it seems that they find BMD to be acceptable within their idea of Japan's constitution," said Suzuki, who added that for the SDP to adamantly oppose everything on Hatoyama's current defense agenda "would be suicidal".

"The SDP will not spread their front into lots of different issues as long as there are specific issues that need to be solved. If the US adopted some hawkish approach towards North Korea or China, the SDP may be a problem, but so far, the Obama administration has not done so," said Suzuki.

Normalization happening now with the Japanese response to Somalian Pirates despite lack of cooperation on f-16s and such

Peter J Brown is a freelance writer from the US state of Maine. Nov 5, 2009, US frets over Tokyo drift, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/KK05Dh02.html

Beyond BMD, Green emphasizes the importance of the decision by the DPJ to not oppose the JSDF anti-piracy mission which suggests the "normalization" of Japanese security policy may not slow down that much under the DPJ. "This involves two new precedents, including Japan's first overseas base in Djibouti and Japan's first rules of engagement allowing the use of deadly force to protect a third nation's vessels - though against pirates rather than another state," said Green. "[Normalization] could even accelerate after next summer's [Upper House] election clears out the socialists and other obstacles to moving the government back towards the center of the ideological spectrum." Hatoyama is well aware of the forces at work here, including external forces that help to shape US-Japan relations over China, Taiwan and North Korea. In Taiwan, President Ma Ying-jeou has recently accused the US government of being too easily influenced by China as he declared that the US is stalling with respect to the planned sale to Taiwan of 66 F-16 fighter aircraft. Ma knows that he is irritating China enormously by even mentioning this sale, and he also knows that if this sale goes forward, China will be furious with the US, and will find ways to punish the US accordingly.

AT Normalization- No Impact

Japans engagement in the War on Terror proves Japan will find other justifications for collective self defense

Christopher W. Hughes, professor @ University of Warwick August 2002 “Japan’s Security Policy and the War on Terror: Steady Incrementalism or Radical

Leap?” http://docs.google.com/viewer?a=v&q=cache:Bg07TGKCqVwJ:www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/csgr/research/workingpapers/2002/wp10402.pdf+japanese+BMD+%22is+constitutional%22&hl=en&gl=us&pid=bl&srcid=ADGEESgMNqDdSsLWnIthCWkHkNfuJKiNBFiHgP_QU2l4oyjVpZir76sMdG7OAQfLTLXhVLQGAUWst6H5KCTSs01rIxNWk-907M4LWtfdeC1FEX2itfsK69qfV-JYFfBtRWh22NYtrCS6&sig=AHIEtbRfOCH9RSLufhsb6kQIaA3g_-iUiQ

The second issue of collective self defence was to prove more complex for the GOJ, its position being that Japan inherently possesses this right as a sovereign state under Article 51 of the UN Charter, but that it cannot exercise this right due to interpretations of Article 9 of the Constitution which view participation in collective self defence as exceeding the limits of the necessary force for self defence. Japan in the case of the Shūhen Jitaihō was able to circumvent the issue of collective self defence as SDF actions under the law in support of the US could more easily be predicated as functioning for the defence of Japan itself. However, as noted in the section above, Japan was unable to draw the same connection between US forces engaged in actions in Afghanistan and its own security, and added to this its position was further complicated by the particular justification that the US and its other allies had selected for their campaign against terrorism. The UN Security Council (UNSC) on 12 September unanimously adopted Resolution 1368 expressing its condemnation of the attacks and determination ‘to combat by all means threats to international peace and security caused by terrorist acts’, and recognising the inherent right of individual and collective self defence called on all member states to cooperate to bring the perpetrators of the attacks to justice.46 This was followed by on 28 September by Resolution 1373 which authorised states to take a range of political and economic steps necessary to prevent the ‘commission of terrorist acts’.47 The US (and also the UK) nonetheless made clear when reporting to the UNSC on 7 October concerning its subsequent military actions in Afghanistan that these were legitimised based upon the invocation of Article 51 of the UN Charter and the rights of collective and self defence.48 In the meantime, the North Atlantic Treaty Organisation’s (NATO) response to September 11 was to invoke Article 5 of the Washington Treaty and to support the US based on the principle of collective self defence. The GOJ in seeking to articulate the legitimisation for its own response to September was then faced with the problem that the US was largely eschewing UN resolutions and justifying its military actions as an act of individual self defence, and that the US’s NATO allies were providing support as an act of collective self defence. For Japan the clear implication was that any support it provided could be construed as for the benefit of the individual security of the US and as mirroring NATO’s invocation of collective security in coming to the aid of the US as an ally, and thereby constituting a breach of its own restrictions on the exercise of the right of collective self defence. The path that the Japanese government took to navigate its way around this issue was to switch the emphasis away from the exercise of collective self defence towards an interpretation of the Constitution and SDF actions that stressed instead something akin to the concept of collective security. The GOJ was able to do this by switching at the same time the emphasis away from Article 9 as the sole justification of Japanese actions towards the Preamble of the Constitution, and by employing UN Resolution 1368 as the bridge between the Constitution and the anti-terrorism law. GOJ policy-makers were able to draw attention to the Preamble which states that Japan desires, ‘to occupy an honoured place in an international society striving for the preservation of peace, and the banishment of tyranny and slavery, oppression and intolerance’, and that it pledges its ‘national honour to accomplish these high ideals and purposes with all our resources’. GOJ policy-makers were also able to point to the fact that the UN as the highest representative of international society had issued a call under Resolution 1368 to all its members, including by implication Japan, to cooperate in order to combat terrorist actions which had been designated as threats to the preservation of international peace and security. Hence, the Preamble provided the justification for GOJ policy-makers to seek to cooperate with UN and Resolution 1368 to combat terrorism. In the turn, the next obstacle for the GOJ was how to connect Japanese cooperation with the UN with cooperation with its US ally, which, as noted above, had itself preferred to avoid the active use of UN resolutions in order to legitimise its actions in Afghanistan, and favoured instead the exercise of the right of individual and collective self defence. The ingenuity of GOJ policy-makers was evident here in the way in which they sought to utilise and interpret Resolution 1368 as the basis of Japanese actions. 

Continued…no text removed

AT: Normalization – No Impact

Continued…no text removed

Japan’s policy-makers, although they acknowledged those sections of the resolution that identified the US as the target of the terrorist attacks and reaffirmed the rights of states to respond on the basis of individual and collective self defence, emphasised instead the other sections of the resolution which identified the attacks as a threat to ‘international peace and security’ and called on concerned states to combat terrorism to preserve international peace. Hence, the GOJ sought to stress that the terrorism of September 11 was not just an attack on the US per se, but more widely upon international security in general. In this way, the GOJ would be able to portray it actions against terrorism as not designed to come to the specific assistance of the US, which would have constituted an act of collective self defence, but as designed to contribute to overall international peace and stability, so approximating more to an act of collective security rather than collective self defence. GOJ policy-makers could also reverse this logic to legitimise the provision of Japanese support to the US in its actions against terrorism. The GOJ argued that this was not support designed to assist the US in a campaign to defend the US homeland in response to September, but was support designed to assist the US in a broader campaign— based on UN Resolution 1368, even if the US did not itself use actively this particular legitimisation—to preserve international peace and security from terrorism. Moreover, to cap all this, the GOJ could also argue that its support for the US could not constitute an act of collective self defence as it did not involve the use of force on the part of Japan, as noted above.  

AT- CHINA NFU adv

1. Only Japanese nuclearization sets up the internal political influence to make china abandon NFU

Scott Moore, Undergraduate Research Assistant, East Asia Nonproliferation Program, CNS October 18, 2006 

“Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html

The depth of Chinese nationalist sentiment towards Taiwan has a parallel, though not an exact one, in anti-Japanese feeling. Like the Taiwan issue, these feelings run both deep and broad in Chinese society. The memory of Japan's invasion during the Second World War is particularly poignant; one 1996 survey reported that the word "Japan" made 81.3% of Chinese youth think most easily of the "war of resistance against Japanese aggression."[44]  The strength of anti-Japanese sentiment suggests that the Chinese government may take an aggressive stance on major increases in Japan's military capability in general, and the acquisition of nuclear weapons in particular. Anti-Japanese nationalism has been described as "the stomach-burning passion of Chinese patriots."[45] In April 2005, large protests erupted in many Chinese cities after United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan urged a plan intended to give Japan a permanent seat on the Security Council.[46] An online petition that allegedly garnered 42 million signatures in opposition to a permanent Security Council seat for Japan[47] suggests the popular resonance of these protests. Additional protests were organized in a grassroots, popular campaign largely conducted via the Internet, a feat accomplished because of the strength of anti-Japanese sentiment.[48] This phenomenon is particularly notable because much of this online protest occurred without direction by the government; an example is Japanpig.com, which simply features a sword piercing the Japanese flag.[49] This hyper-nationalism is at odds with official policy, most particularly with regards to the Diaoyu/Senkaku, a group of islands claimed by both China and Japan in the East China Sea. One internal Chinese government poll suggested that 82% of mainland citizens opposed the government's policy towards Japan and favored a more aggressive one.[50] The gap between popular opinion and elite policy suggests that under current circumstances a hyper-nationalist nexus is unlikely to form between elite and popular interests. However, if Japan pursues a policy of nuclearization, these circumstances may change. It also bodes ill for the cause of moderation in the case of conflict. Some already regard Japan as a "de facto nuclear weapons state" because it possesses stockpiles of plutonium, the necessary technological base to produce nuclear weapons, and because it possesses advanced space launch technology that could easily be applied to intercontinental ballistic missiles.[51] Furthermore, although Japan has a strong political tradition renouncing nuclear weapons, there are some signs this may be changing. In April 2002, Ichiro Ozawa, the leader of Japan's opposition Liberal Party, warned that "if China gets too inflated, the Japanese people will become hysterical," and claimed it would be easy for Japan to produce nuclear weapons.[52]Although the Chinese Foreign Ministry response to Ozawa's statements was muted,[53] there appears to be some perception that Japan is embarked on a long-term path of aggression towards China. In an article published in the Shanghai Journal of Social Studies, one analyst claimed that "all-out strategic precautions against China have become one of the main contents of Japan's strategy towards China."[54] If such a policy were seen to threaten China with Japanese nuclear weapons capabilities, hyper-nationalist elite and popular interests may converge to advocate an aggressive response.

AT CHINA NFU

2. Only internal hypernationalism can fuel chinese abandonment of its NFU policy. Furthermore, American nuclear dominance helps discourage first strikes

Scott Moore, Undergraduate Research Assistant, East Asia Nonproliferation Program, CNS October 18, 2006 

“Nuclear Conflict in the 21st Century: Reviewing the Chinese Nuclear Threat” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_80.html

The Sino-American relationship is likely to be increasingly important as the twenty first century progresses. Its nuclear dimension is of tremendous gravity not only in the context of this broader importance, but in its own right as a reflection of changes in Chinese domestic power relationships, and how China sees itself in the world at large. The danger of hyper-nationalist influence on nuclear posture, while subject to many uncertainties and constraints, is real enough. The American reaction to Chinese nuclear force modernization has tended to emphasize developments in weapons systems themselves, or sensationalized accounts of headline grabbers such as General Zhu. However, the prospects for an actual nuclear confrontation under all but very extraordinary circumstances are low. More attention should be paid to how such circumstances may develop. This brief has presented an overview of influences on Chinese security and foreign policymaking, and suggested that hyper-nationalism may pose a severe nuclear threat in the event of a Sino-American conflict over Taiwan or in the event of Japanese nuclearization. It is important to remember that in this sense we are dealing in possibility, not probability. The grave nature of nuclear weapons, however, is such that even possibility is worthy of great attention. The real potential for a catastrophic situation involving hyper-nationalism and nuclear weapons depends on the actual strength of moderate elements within influential sectors of Chinese society. Though there are many indications to suggest that in a crisis hyper-nationalist right wing perspectives would gain an upper hand, this depends heavily on circumstances. Given such uncertainty, the strength of the "nuclear taboo" is likely to be a decisive factor in the risk of a catastrophic conflict. One major factor in contemplating the actual or threatened use of nuclear weapons has been evolving perspectives that marginalize this nuclear taboo. In the West, at least, one legacy of the Cold War was a popular notion that the use of nuclear weapons, however small or in whatever situation crosses a terrible threshold, the consequences of which are too dire to contemplate. Some Western observers have begun to question whether the doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction remains relevant given American nuclear supremacy.[57] There are signs that this debate has also influenced some Chinese elites, bringing into question China's nuclear policy and force posture.
Heg Links- BMDs = Forward Deployment

Naval Aegis missile deployment is key to united states naval versatility and is a cornerstone of its forward deployment strategy.

by Baker Spring and Mackenzie Eaglen April 21, 2010, “Strengthen the Pentagon's Programs for Sea-Based Missile Defense” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/Strengthen-the-Pentagon-Programs-for-Sea-Based-Missile-Defense

The Administration's new phased adaptive approach for missile defense in Europe and the Pentagon's wider sea-based Aegis BMD program have the potential to provide robust missile defense coverage and to operate from advantageous locations at sea. The program's success will depend on adequate and sustained funding, appropriate management, and the sincerity of the Administration's political commitment to the programs. Congress needs to be a full partner with the executive branch and obtain additional information to conduct an informed assessment of the program's requirements. Congress is ultimately responsible for providing adequate funding for shipbuilding to enable the Navy to meet the demands of its many varied missions around the globe. Additional steps to allow sea-based missile defense programs to succeed will involve transitioning management authority to the Navy, purchasing additional SM-3 interceptors, and funding research and development to increase the speed and capability of the interceptors. Most importantly, Congress needs to ensure that additional forward deployments of BMD-capable Aegis ships to European waters will not negatively affect the Navy's health and ability to meet mission demands in other areas. Congress also needs to prevent the Administration's arms control agenda from derailing the entire enterprise.

Global positionioning of aegis cruisers is key to American sea dominance

April 21, 2010 by Baker Spring and Mackenzie Eaglen, “Strengthen the Pentagon's Programs for Sea-Based Missile Defense” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/04/Strengthen-the-Pentagon-Programs-for-Sea-Based-Missile-Defense

In the FY 2011 defense authorization bill, Congress should request a detailed study of the Navy's major surface combatant requirements. The study should investigate whether the new BMD architecture in Europe will require increasing the number of Aegis BMD-capable ships. If so, the Navy should answer whether the increase can be accommodated by upgrading additional existing Aegis ships or by procuring additional surface combatants. The study should also explain how BMD operations could affect the Navy's ability to meet surface fleet demands in other geographic areas and mission sets.

Overall, the study should evaluate how the Aegis BMD program can succeed as part of a balanced fleet of adequate size and strength to meet the nation's security needs. A thorough study would both highlight current shortfalls and account for the positive impact of expected technological advancements in the sea-based missile defense program. Faster interceptor speeds and more capable command and control systems that provide off-board sensor data to the Aegis system may enable fewer ships to provide equivalent levels of coverage. This type of comprehensive study will inform Congress's decisions during the FY 2012 defense budget process, specifically on whether to fund additional shipbuilding to address potential cruiser and destroyer shortfalls. If a thorough study finds that the planned surface fleet is too small, the Navy will require additional funding for shipbuilding, and Congress will require a thorough explanation of the Navy's plans for developing new surface platforms. The Congressional Budget Office has estimated that current funding levels are far too low to support the Navy's plans for a 313-ship fleet.[9] With the Administration's cancellation of the Zumwalt-class DDG-1000 destroyer program and the CC(X) next-generation cruiser program, the Navy will have little choice but to fill any surface combatant shortfalls by expanding the restart of DDG-51 procurement or to develop a new platform that will not be ready for deployment for many years.

Heg DA- Sweeet gen. link

Aegis cruiser prevent proliferation and project American Hard and Soft Power

Hicks , 2k8 (Alan, Rear Admiral USN, is Program Director and Commander, Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense. Joint Forces Quarterly, “Seabased ballistic: missile defense.(FORUM),” pg online @ http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-35134683_ITM //ghs-ef)

BMD supports broader political goals because it can help discourage the proliferation of ballistic missile technology and WMD by reducing incentives to develop, acquire, or use these weapons. Furthermore, the ability to extend reliable protection to allies and friends can have a significant mitigating effect on their desire to produce or acquire their own offensive systems as a deterrent against other nations in a region. At the same time, it can encourage the willingness of potential allies to act in concert with the United States during a conflict.  Deploying long-range BMD at sea provides a dramatic deterrent and war-winning capability. Because we can position ships closer to anticipated ballistic missile launch points, our Aegis cruisers and destroyers can provide hundreds of thousands of square kilometers of defended area, encompassing entire geographic regions. The world's oceans permit this forward positioning at sea, enabling the Navy to achieve ascent phase intercept in just the areas we are most likely to need it (for example, the Sea of Japan, Arabian Gulf, and the Mediterranean Sea).  Forward deployed BMD ships also provide substantial political and military leverage. Naval forces are mobile. They can arrive on the scene early and sustain themselves for days. In fact, naval forces are normally the first on scene when a crisis is imminent. They provide great operational flexibility. Naval ships project a positive and engaged U.S. image to reassure friends and to encourage regional stability. They are relatively independent of host nation support and can influence political events immediately on arrival. BMD-equipped ships buy time for negotiation and promote the cohesion essential for allied coalitions. 

Heg DA- A2 Aegis Fails

1. our link evidence references the strategic benefit of the destroyers themselves, not the Aegis system on board. Even if Aegis fails, the fancy contraptions on board give us an excuse to have very capable cruisers and destroyers in the national waters of allies all over the globe

2. Even if Aegis systems can’t shoot down ballistic missiles, it is still one of the most advanced tracking radars in the world and can preserve hard power through its capablility to shoot down enemy aircraft

3. The perception of American power and forward deployment provided by BMD warships provides enough global stability to avoid triggering our impact and make sure they never have to undergo a trial by fire

4. There are dozens of varieties of Ballistic Missile defense systems. The Affirmative has to prove NONE of them have the capability to consistently shoot down ICBM’s for you to even weigh this arg- their plan kills cooperation on all kinds of BMD projects

Prolif/Rearm DA- Link

US Japan alliance is fragile—only reasserting security commitments through BMD protection will prevent nuclearization

Emma Chanlett-Avery, specialist in Asia affairs, and Mary B. Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation 2009 (, Mary B., Analyst in Nonproliferation, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf//sb)
Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.25 U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “ ... the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan.”26 Most policymakers in Japan continue to emphasize that strengthening the alliance as well as shared conventional capabilities is more sound strategy than pursuing an independent nuclear capability.27 During the Cold War, the threat of mutually assured destruction to the United States and the Soviet Union created a sort of perverse stability in international politics; Japan, as the major Pacific front of the U.S. containment strategy, felt confident in U.S. extended deterrence. Although the United States has reiterated its commitment to defend Japan, the strategic stakes have changed, leading some in Japan to question the American pledge. Some in Japan are nervous that if the United States develops a closer relationship with China, the gap between Tokyo’s and Washington’s security perspectives will grow and further weaken the U.S. commitment.28 These critics also point to what they perceive as the soft negotiating position on North Korea’s denuclearization in the Six-Party Talks as further evidence that the United States does not share Japan’s strategic perspective.29 A weakening of the bilateral alliance may strengthen the hand of those that want to explore the possibility of Japan developing its own deterrence. Despite these concerns, many long-time observers assert that the alliance is fundamentally sound from years of cooperation and strong defense ties throughout even the rocky trade wars of the 1980s. Perhaps more importantly, China’s rising stature likely means that the United States will want to keep its military presence in the region in place, and Japan is the major readiness platform for the U.S. military in East Asia. If the United States continues to see the alliance with Japan as a fundamental component of its presence in the Pacific, U.S. leaders may need to continue to not only restate the U.S. commitment to defend Japan, but to engage in high-level consultation with Japanese leaders in order to allay concerns of alliance drift. Disagreement exists over the value of engaging in a joint dialogue on nuclear scenarios given the sensitivity of the issue to the public and the region, with some advocating the need for such formalized discussion and others insisting on the virtue on strategic ambiguity.30 U.S. behavior plays an outsized role in determining Japan’s strategic calculations, particularly in any debate on developing nuclear weapons. Security experts concerned about Japan’s nuclear option have stressed that U.S. officials or influential commentators should not signal to the Japanese any tacit approval of nuclearization.31 Threatening other countries with the possibility of Japan going nuclear, for example, could be construed as approval by some quarters in Tokyo.

Prolif/Rearm DA- Link

A.Missile defense key to stop Japanese and Taiwan nuclearization

Waldron IN ’03 [Arthur, Lauder Professor of International Relations at the University of Pennsylvania “IMPORTANT SHIFTS COMING IN ASIAN SECURITY’ Heritage Lecture #807, 10/29/03,  pg online @ WWW.HERITAGE.ORG/RESEARCH/ASIAANDTHEPACIFIC/HL807.CFM //wyo-ef]

So far, the American approach to the emerging nuclear problem has stressed non-proliferation, which simply has not worked. Strategists give the name "extended deterrence" to assurances given by country A to country B that country A will go to nuclear war and see itself destroyed in order to protect country B. If you are a country B and you don't believe that, then you want to have your own nuclear weapons in case country A backs down at the critical moment. But is the promise of such an American "nuclear umbrella" credible today? I think not.China already has the capability to hit perhaps twenty U.S. cities, which would take us all the way from New York (metropolitan area a little short of eight million) to Boston (about 500,000). By 2010 she will be able to hit perhaps sixty, which would get us all the way down to Newark, N.J. (population about 268,000). This threat will greatly constrain our decision making. It will make the idea of an American "nuclear umbrella" utterly implausible.Now if countries do not believe someone else is going to protect them, they take steps to protect  themselves. When they choose nuclear means to do so, that is called "proliferation." Among the countries that have already made that decision because they don't really believe in American extended deterrence are three of our oldest and closest friends and allies: namely, Britain, France, and Israel--all of which insist on maintaining their own robust and independent nuclear forces. Along with nonproliferation, our other response to the new situation has been the attempt to develop anti-missile systems. Indeed, ask how we are expecting two of our most important friends, Japan and Taiwan, to cope with the nuclear and missile threat I have described, and the answer is: deploy an effective missile defense system.
Prolif/Rearm DA- Impacts

Proliferation Risks Massive Nuclear Wars

Victor Utgoff, Deputy Director, Strategy, Forces and Resources Division, Institute for Defense Analyses, SURVIVAL, Summer 2002, ASP.

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

Prolif/Rearm DA- A2 article 9 link turn

1. Their evidence merely indicates the plan would be perceived  as a go- ahead from Washington to pursue remilitarization, but there’s not drive to pursue such militarization as long as there is a continued American presence in those waters

2. This is a Non unique argument at best- we isolate a very different scenario for Japanese Rearmnament than the 1AC

3. Even if the plan prevents a unique scenario for nuclearization, the counterplan avoids two such scenarios by eschewing  the cooperation that provides a go-ahead to Japanese warhawks in favor of a pro BMD policy that reassures Japanese Nuk-a-phobes.

<don’t  forget to  cross apply the frontliine to this advantage. Or maybe read it now if you have nothing better to do. . .>

Prolif/Rearm DA- A2 Aegis Fails

1. There are dozens of varieties of Ballistic Missile defense systems. The Affirmative has to prove NONE of them have the capability to consistently shoot down ICBM’s for you to even weigh this arg- their plan kills cooperation on all kinds of BMD projects

2. Our Disad is about the Japanese perception of Aegis’ security. Japanese sentiments obviously buy into the idea that Aegis works, as they are currently cooperating with us on it

3. Aegis has failed in trial runs in the past but Japanese politicians are still relying on it, so  there’s no reason for them to stop unless it fails a trial by fire, in which case we’re all dead anywho

Counterplan- AT Perm

CP: AT Perm

1. Default to textual competition-  the counterplan is still textually competitive because it has different words than the plan. Default to textual Competition because it lets you find the best policy option in the round and encourages smart plan text writing which makes you smart for law school and such. The perm is intrinsic because it contains words that are in neither the plan text nor the counter plan text.

2. The perm still links to the net benefit-  as long as it is nessesary to cease  cooperation in addition to pursuing unilateral BMD capabilities their will be a solvency deficit in the creation of those systems. The severing of ties requires inherent diplomatic shit, whereas letting those ties fal by the wayside allow for greater focus on the BMD system any risk of the slightest timeframe deficit for the perm means you vote neg on the possibility to prevent the devastation of rearm and great power wars.

3. Perm proves plan isn’t even effectually topical because in the world of the aff theres still ample room for GREATER United States military presence in Japan.

AT CP is Plan Plus

1. The plan has the United States federal government take  a single specific action: ending COOPERATION with Japan on the Issue of BMD. They argue that this is a reduction of America’s military presence in Japan. The counterplan foregoes this action in favor of  Increasing America’s military presence in the region. Even if the plan can be followed by a unilateral BMD increases and still be topical, counterplan is an alternative mechanism for plan passage. If the mechanism for plan action is to reduce cooperation by increasing unilateral system armnament,  it is literally the opposite of the Resolution regardless of whether or not the end result of that mechanism – cooperation- is resolutional.

AT CP cant solve- perceived presence

1. Their evidence is all specific to COOPERATION between the united states and Japan on BMDs whereas our link stories for the disads are based on the PRESENCE of those systems. Force them to  provide even one link story that is specific to American Presence in Japanese waters rather than mere cooperation.

<Kernoff made me do it, I didn’t want to waste trees, I promise.>

AT CP cant Solve- perceived cooperation

1. Countries aren’t stupid- they will be able to discern the nature of the policy through their intelligence agencies, PR releases by Washington, and simple observation

2. Your evidence talks about cooperation, not perceived cooperation

3. If cooperation can be perceived, lack of cooperation can be perceived as well

4. Empirically proven- unilateral actions by the united states are broadcast as such-  bay of pigs, Panama Canal, funding of the Mujahadeen etc

CP- AT US cant build Unilaterally

1. We have Aegis systems throughout the globe that have been built Unilaterally. 

 2. Naval studies and test flight conclude we can successfully build block 2B BMD

US Navy 7/31/2009 “Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense Test Successful” http://www.navy.mil/search/display.asp?story_id=47327

KAUAI, Hawaii (NNS) -- In conjunction with the Missile Defense Agency (MDA), U.S. Pacific Fleet ships and crews successfully conducted the latest Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) at-sea firing event on July 30.

During this event, entitled Stellar Avenger, the Aegis BMD-equipped ship, USS Hopper (DDG 70), detected, tracked, fired and guided a Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) Block (Blk) IA to intercept a sub-scale short range ballistic missile. The target was launched from the Kauai Test Facility, co-located on the Pacific Missile Range Facility (PMRF), Barking Sands, Kauai. It was the 19th successful intercept in 23 at-sea firings, for the Aegis BMD Program, including the February 2008 destruction of the malfunctioning satellite above the earth's atmosphere.

3. even if we cant build block 2b missile defense, we can use existing block 1B which can similarly defend against nuclear threats.

CP- AT we need Japanese Intel to locate missiles

1. Aegis is primarily a radar system-  the whole point of it is o provide intelligence

2. Japan would still provide intelligence even if we were pursuing the system unilaterraly- it would be in there best interest to prevent global nuclear devastation

3. Realistically, we could get intelligence from other allies in the region like South Korea  and Taiwan
4. It doesn’t matter whether these systems could ACTUALLY shoot down missiles, our heg links come from having versatile ships in those waters and japaenes rearm is based on perception


AT Regional Prolif

Nuclear weapons deter war – India-Pakistan prove
(David Karl, Ph.D. International Relations at the University of Southern California, “Proliferation Pessimism and Emerging Nuclear Powers,” International Security, Winter, 1996/1997, p. 90-91, AP)
Although this school bases its claims upon the U.S.-Soviet Cold War nuclear relationship, it admits of no basic exception to the imperatives of nuclear deterrence. Nothing within the school's thesis is intrinsic solely to the superpower experience. The nuclear "balance of terror" is seen as far from fragile. Nuclear-armed adversaries, regardless of context, should behave toward each other like the superpowers during the Cold War's "nuclear peace." The reason for this near-absolute claim is the supposedly immutable quality of nuclear weapons: their presence is the key variable in any deterrent situation, because fear of their devastating consequences simply overwhelms the operation of all other factors.10 Martin van Creveld alleges that "the leaders of medium and small powers alike tend to be extremely cautious with regard to the nuclear weapons they possess or with which they are faced-the proof being that, to date, in every region where these weapons have been introduced, large-scale interstate warfare has disappeared."11 Shai Feldman submits that "it is no longer disputed that the undeclared nuclear capabilities of India and Pakistan have helped stabilize their relations in recent years. It is difficult to see how escalation of the conflict over Kashmir could have been avoided were it not for the two countries' fear of nuclear escalation." The spread of nuclear weapons technology is thus viewed by optimists as a positive development, so much so that some even advocate its selective abettance by current nuclear powers.12 



Proliferation deters war – threats of retaliation prevent attack

(Bruce D. Berkowitz, 03/1985, JSTOR, The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 29, No. 1 [Mar., 1985], pp. 112-136, “Proliferation, Deterrence, and the Likelihood of Nuclear War” http://www.jstor.org/stable/174041, p.114-115, AP)

The pro-proliferation argument. Other writers have argued that although proliferation may increase the probability of nuclear war in the short run, in the long run, proliferation will decrease and eventually eliminate the probability of nuclear war. Often these writers admit that, in the best of worlds, nuclear weapons would not exist. But they go on to argue that, because nuclear technology has been discovered and widely promulgated, nuclear disarmament is impossible. Therefore, they conclude, the best feasible goal is to proliferate nuclear weapons selectively, but steadily. One of the earliest proponents of this argument was the retired French Air Force General Pierre Gallois (1961). More recently, the argument has been formalized and elaborated by such scholars as Intriligator and Brito (1981), Waltz (1982), and Bueno de Mesquita and Riker (1982). The argument of these writers is as follows: Any nuclear power can launch a nuclear attack against any nonnuclear power, because there is no threat of retaliation. However, nuclear powers cannot attack other nuclear powers (at least not with nuclear weapons), because any such in its early stages may raise the probability of nuclear war, because an increasing number of nuclear powers would be poised to attack a fairly large number of nonnuclear powers. But, they say, in its later stages proliferation will lower the probability of nuclear war because most states would then have the ability to retaliate and would thus be immune from nuclear attack. Indeed, these theorists would claim that when all states have nuclear weapons, the probability of their being used would be zero, because every state could threaten retaliation. The main danger of proliferation, according to this argument, is that obstacles to proliferation may stop the spread of nuclear weapons halfway, so that a significant number of nuclear powers would be presented with a large number of nonnuclear powers, the kind of situation to breed nuclear war.

AT Europe ADV

Impacts should have already happened- US has begun building BMD system in Europe and Russia has not yet retaliated
Monterey Institute, 4/10, “BMD: Eastern European Sites and New Developments”, Monterey Institutes’s James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, 

http://www.nti.org/f_wmd411/f2d3_31.html)
Background. In January 2007, the United States unveiled a plan to deploy a ground-based mid-course (GMD) system in Eastern Europe as part of its broader ballistic missile defense (BMD) system. Initial U.S. proposals outlined the construction of a radar station in the Czech Republic and the deployment of 10 interceptor missiles in Poland by 2012. Preliminary bilateral negotiations between the United States and the Czech Republic and Poland indicated a positive, albeit cautious response from the two proposed host states. The system was designed to defend against “rogue” states, such as Iran and North Korea. Given its proximity to Europe and unresolved questions regarding its nuclear energy program, Iran has been cited as the primary threat. Iran has an active missile development program and has conducted several flight tests. However, estimations on the extent of Iran’s missile program have been speculative at best, and several experts have highlighted fundamental problems in Iran’s missile program. Experts estimate that Iran will be able to test a long-range missile by 2015, although this is conditional on foreign assistance. Partially due to new threat assessments concerning the Iranian missile program, the Obama administration has chosen to shelve the Bush administration's plans for a long-range missile defense system in favor of a system aimed at short- to medium-range missiles. This new system will largely consist of the use of Standard Missile (SM)-3s, which have tactical (but not strategic) capabilities. Domestic Resistance in Poland and the Czech Republic. The BMD system proposed under the Bush administration encountered a great deal of resistance.

In Poland, since early 2007, public opinion polls indicated a lack of support for the Polish government’s willingness to host interceptor missiles; a significant portion of the general population resisted the American proposal. In October 2007, elections in Poland ousted the previous pro-U.S. government. The new government’s lack of enthusiasm for missile defense and more conciliatory attitude toward Russia initially called into question Poland’s participation in the system. On August 20, 2008, however, Poland and the United States signed a formal agreement on missile defense, drawing harsh criticism from Russia. Meanwhile, in the Czech Republic domestic resistance produced similar delays in bilateral negotiations with the United States. However, in April 2008, the United States and the Czech Republic announced that they had reached an agreement to construct the radar component of the system in the Czech Republic by 2012. The agreement was formally signed on July 8, 2008 and included guarantees by the United States to provide the Czech Republic with missile defense.

AT: Europe adv

American Missile defense capabilities in Europe are key to maintain current power balance between the US and russia
Michael A. Needham - CEO of Heritage Action for America – 7/12/2010

(“Right Strikes Against START” http://www.dodbuzz.com/2010/07/12/right-strikes-against-start/ ty)
Lost in the media frenzy is the fact that many noted and respected foreign policy observers have serious concerns with the treaty. Those concerns revolve around one simple question: does New START make America safer?  Policymakers need only to look at the comments from the Russians themselves. Yury Savenko, the First Deputy Chairman of the Duma Defense Committee has been quoted as saying that, “Whether the Americans want it or not, they, after adopting the New START treaty, will give us a breathing space that we can use to reform and modernize the country’s nuclear missile potential.” From a Russian perspective, the treaty allows them to increase the effectiveness of their nuclear arsenal.  Not only are the Russians excited about their modernization prospects, the treaty does not require any reductions in their tactical nuclear weapon arsenal. The Heritage Foundation’s James Carafano says, “If we were really serious about cutting nukes we would have stuck with the more drastic limits imposed by the original treaty. [T]he treaty does nothing to address tactical nuclear weapons, something the Russians have in vast supply. … Russia holds a 10:1 advantage in tactical nuclear weapons over the United States.”  Unfortunately, Senators Kerry and Lugar have swept aside these legitimate concerns that New START will enable Russia’s nuclear capabilities to exceed that of America’s.  Perhaps even more alarming is that the treaty actually undermines America’s defensive capabilities. As Russia’s strength grows, relative to our own, and the dual threats of North Korea and Iran go unaddressed, New START restricts America’s missile defense capabilities. According to Bob Joseph, the former Undersecretary for Arms Control at the State Department, the administration has shifted from saying there are ‘no limitations’ on missile defense to there are ‘no constraints on current and planned programs.’ Given President Obama’s already scaled back missile defense program, these statements demonstrate the administrations belief that development of robust missile defense is limited by this treaty.  The subtle shift in the Administration’s rhetoric is cause for concern. While the administration may be satisfied, New START vanquishes any hope for a robust, post-Obama defense shield.  A limited missile defense policy is also contrary to the goals of the treaty. The latest Nuclear Posture Review highlights the importance of missile defense in reducing our reliance on nuclear weapons. However, as Eric Edelman, former Undersecretary for Policy at the Department of Defense points out, “New START unfortunately introduces limits and obstacles to further development of precisely these means of defending the country.”  Thus, we are left more dependent on the obsolete strategy of deterrence.  A credible argument can be made that New START empowers Russia (and, by default, other nuclear countries) and weakens America. Yet, Senators Kerry and Lugar seem more interested in sullying the messenger. 

AT: Europe Advantage


US missile defense installations are key to check Russia
Hertitage Foundation, 7/22/10, Senate Should Not Rush to Ratify START, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/07/22/senate-should-not-rush-to-ratify-start/, AL

The New START treaty imposes significant limitations on U.S. ballistic missile defenses, and new limitations continue to be revealed as the treaty is scrutinized. The newest restriction—which has not yet been addressed by the Administration or proponents of the treaty—is a limitation on test-target missiles and their associated launchers, which are used to test U.S. ballistic missile defense systems. Testing is an essential element of the research and development needed to produce the best missile defenses. Consequently, such limitations are unacceptable. When viewed together, it is clear that the treaty’s Preamble, the Russian unilateral statement on missile defense, and remarks by senior Russian officials suggest an attempt by Russia to limit or constrain current and future U.S. missile defense capabilities by threatening to withdraw from the treaty should the U.S. expand its missile defenses “qualitatively” or “quantitatively.” There are grave concerns about the treaty in the Senate, and Senators have expressed reservations. Furthermore, there are reports that U.S. negotiators actually told the Russians that the U.S. had no intention of deploying strategic missile defenses in Europe. Only a careful review of the negotiating record can set the record straight. Beyond missile defense, there are also concerns about the inadequacy of the verification regime. The degree of verifiability is very low. The treaty also fails to account for Russia’s enormous tactical nuclear arsenal, which might be up to 10 times larger than America’s. Also troubling is the complete exclusion of mobile Russian rail-based ICBMs and launchers from New START language. In their absence, the Russians could deploy an unlimited number of these systems. In addition to these drawbacks, what is clear regarding New START and missile defense is that a pattern is emerging: the slow surfacing of specific provisions within New START that limit U.S. missile defense options, followed by explanations and excuses from the Administration. Considering the rising threat from Iran’s nuclear and missile programs, not to mention North Korea’s existing threat, limiting America’s ability to defend itself should be a non-starter. This treaty solidifies Russia’s role as a dominant nuclear power by putting the Russian arsenal on par with ours. It is a classic example of nuclear diplomacy going awry, and will only lead to Russia seeking further concessions down the road. Once that is understood, it will become clear why this treaty is wrong for the U.S. 

AT Russian Relations- no impact to war

A US first strike would cripple Russia, retaliation would be impossible 

Liber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Press Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania 2006
(Keir Liber, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Notre Dame, and Press Associate Professor of Political Science at the University of Pennsylvania, Spring 2006, International Security, The End of Mad The Nuclear dimension of US Primacy http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/isec.2006.30.4.7) 

A critical issue for the outcome of a U.S. attack is the ability of Russia to launch on warning (i.e., quickly launch a retaliatory strike before its forces are destroyed). It is unlikely that Russia could do this. Russian commanders would need 7–13 minutes to carry out the technical steps involved in identifying a U.S. attack and launching their retaliatory forces. They would have to (1) confirm the sensor indications that an attack was under way; (2) convey the news to political leaders; (3) communicate launch authorization and launch codes to the nuclear forces; (4) execute launch sequences; and (5) allow the missiles to fly a safe distance from the silos.38 This timeline does not include the time required by Russian leaders to absorb the news that a nuclear attack is The End of MAD? 21 under way and decide to authorize retaliation. Given that both Russian and U.S. early warning systems have had false alarms in the past, even a minimally prudent leader would need to think hard and ask tough questions before authorizing a catastrophic nuclear response.39 Because the technical steps require 7–13 minutes, it is hard to imagine that Russia could detect an attack, decide to retaliate, and launch missiles in less than 10–15 minutes. The Russian early warning system would probably not give Russia’s leaders the time they need to retaliate; in fact it is questionable whether it would give them any warning at all. Stealthy B-2 bombers could likely penetrate Russian air defenses without detection. Furthermore, low-flying B-52 bombers could fire stealthy nuclear-armed cruise missiles from outside Russian airspace; these missiles—small, radar-absorbing, and flying at very low altitude— would likely provide no warning before detonation. Finally, Russia’s vulnerability is compounded by the poor state of its early warning system. Russian satellites cannot reliably detect the launch of SLBMs; Russia relies on groundbased radar to detect those warheads.40 But there is a large east-facing hole in Russia’s radar network; Russian leaders might have no warning of an SLBM attack from the Pacific.41 Even if Russia plugged the east-facing hole in its radar network, its leaders would still have less than 10 minutes’ warning of a U.S. submarine attack from the Atlantic, and perhaps no time if the U.S. attack began with hundreds of stealthy cruise missiles and stealth bombers.

AT Europe adv


Missile Defense in Europe  is key to prevent War

Ann Shibler, John Birch Society 6/30 

(June 30, 2010, Stop the New START Treaty, http://www.jbs.org/component/content/article/1009-commentary/6378-stop-the-new-start-treaty)

On April 8, 2010, in Prague, President Barack Obama and Russian President Dimitry Medvedev signed the New START Treaty. It must be ratified by 67 U.S. senators, and the Russian Parliament, of course, in order to take effect. The Obama Administration and top brass in the military are in favor of quick ratification. The gist of the arguments for what the Obama Administration calls its cornerstone of strategic security are the same old canards about national security and fear of nuclear weapons in the hands of rogue nations that Americans have been fed for decades, with a couple of new ones thrown in. Secretary Clinton and Secretary Gates warned that failure to sign on to the START treaty would result in the loss of U.S. leadership in the global effort to prevent nuclear proliferation, while approval would strengthen the United States' credibility in arms reduction with China. On June 28 the New York Post reported that some senators asked for the negotiating record for START but that their request has been denied by the Obama Administration. “Is there something in the blow-by-blow transcript of the talks with the Russians that the White House doesn't want senators to see?” asked the Post, adding, “Some fear the administration did some winking and nodding with the Kremlin on missile defense that won't show up in the treaty language. Team Obama says START doesn't limit US missile-defense plans, but the administration's remarkable weakness so far on missile defense is cause for anxiety.” The treaty places a ceiling on warheads -- 700 missiles and bombers with 1,550 deployed warheads for both countries -- which admittedly is fewer than during JFK's administration. But a bigger problem rears its head with some confusion over missile defense systems. The U.S. -- Secretary Hillary Clinton and Secretary Robert Gates, Sen. John Kerry, and a few others -- insists that there is no limitations on missile defense in the treaty. The Russians on the other hand stated, “[New START] can operate and be viable only if the United States of America refrains from developing its missile-defense capabilities quantitatively or qualitatively.” This is reinforced by the language in the treaty's pre-amble that admits to “the link between strategic offensive and strategic defensive armaments.”  U.S. News and World Report online noted that Republicans are moving toward acceptance of the Treaty, starting with Indiana's Sen. Richard Lugar. After political heavyweights James Baker, Henry Kissinger, and Brent Scowcroft let it be known that they were in favor of the Treaty, the Republican count is said to be going up. “Washington Whispers” column authors said that those three had assured Republicans that New START “will not affect any U.S. missile defense plans.”  Senator Jim Inhofe disagrees, adamantly. After the June 17 Senate hearings on New Start, Inhofe said, “I said this when the Treaty was signed in April and my sentiments remain the same:&nbsp; I remain concerned about several critical pieces of this security treaty:&nbsp; modernization, force structure, missile defense, verification and most importantly, our overall ability to deter our enemies.” The START treaty should be rejected by all of us, as it is an act of deception -- the primary beneficiary will definitely be the Russians whose word has never exceeded the value of the paper the treaties they sign are printed on. And a presidential “road to zero” policy is foolish and invites disaster with countries such as China, North Korea, Pakistan and Syria seriously ramping up their arsenals, leaving America vulnerable. To place this New Start Treaty in historical context, consider that on September 25, 1961, President John F. Kennedy spoke at the United Nations and presented the United States' proposal for "general and complete disarmament under effective international control." This disarmament proposal was then issued as "Freedom From War: The United States Program for General and Complete Disarmament in a Peaceful World," Department of State Publication 7277, September 1961. According to "Publication 7277": In Stage III progressive controlled disarmament and continuously developing principles and procedures of international law would proceed to a point where no state [nation] would have the military power to challenge the progressively strengthened U.N. Peace Force and all international disputes would be settled according to the agreed principles of international conduct. Thus, the New START Treaty is the latest installment in a long series of disamament treaties between the United States and Russia (formerly the Soviet Union) that began in 1961. Furthermore, the New START Treaty continues the half-century, sovereignty-destroying tradition of disarming the United States while implicitl y acknowledging the United Nations and its NATO subsidiary as the world's premier military power. A preemptive strike would be in order for defeating this treaty by warning our senators early on that Americans are not in favor of playing games with the Russians, or watering down their own country's strategic defense system in light of other countries increasing their nuclear capabilities. Contact your senators in opposition to ratification of the START Treaty.

AT Warming [in econ adv]
We have passed the point of no return- any attempt to solve warming is doomed to failure

David Adam, 2008, “Too Late? Why Scientists say we should expect the worst”, Guardian.co.uk, 

http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/2008/dec/09/poznan-copenhagen-global-warming-targets-climate-change)
At a high-level academic conference on global warming at Exeter University this summer, climate scientist Kevin Anderson stood before his expert audience and contemplated a strange feeling. He wanted to be wrong. Many of those in the room who knew what he was about to say felt the same. His conclusions had already caused a stir in scientific and political circles. Even committed green campaigners said the implications left them terrified. Anderson, an expert at the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research at Manchester University, was about to send the gloomiest dispatch yet from the frontline of the war against climate change. Despite the political rhetoric, the scientific warnings, the media headlines and the corporate promises, he would say, carbon emissions were soaring way out of control - far above even the bleak scenarios considered by last year's report from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and the Stern review. The battle against dangerous climate change had been lost, and the world needed to prepare for things to get very, very bad. "As an academic I wanted to be told that it was a very good piece of work and that the conclusions were sound," Anderson said. "But as a human being I desperately wanted someone to point out a mistake, and to tell me we had got it completely wrong." Nobody did. The cream of the UK climate science community sat in stunned silence as Anderson pointed out that carbon emissions since 2000 have risen much faster than anyone thought possible, driven mainly by the coal-fuelled economic boom in the developing world. So much extra pollution is being pumped out, he said, that most of the climate targets debated by politicians and campaigners are fanciful at best, and "dangerously misguided" at worst.
In the jargon used to count the steady accumulation of carbon dioxide in the Earth's thin layer of atmosphere, he said it was "improbable" that levels could now be restricted to 650 parts per million (ppm). The CO2 level is currently over 380ppm, up from 280ppm at the time of the industrial revolution, and it rises by more than 2ppm each year. The government's official position is that the world should aim to cap this rise at 450ppm. The science is fuzzy, but experts say that could offer an even-money chance of limiting the eventual temperature rise above pre-industrial times to 2C, which the EU defines as dangerous. (We have had 0.7C of that already and an estimated extra 0.5C is guaranteed because of emissions to date.) The graphs on the large screens behind Anderson's head at Exeter told a different story. Line after line, representing the fumes that belch from chimneys, exhausts and jet engines, that should have bent in a rapid curve towards the ground, were heading for the ceiling instead. At 650ppm, the same fuzzy science says the world would face a catastrophic 4C average rise. And even that bleak future, Anderson said, could only be achieved if rich countries adopted "draconian emission reductions within a decade". Only an unprecedented "planned economic recession" might be enough. The current financial woes would not come close.
Aegis Good- deterrence

Aegis Solves for Deterrence

Hicks 2k8

(Alan, Rear Admiral USN, is Program Director and Commander, Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense. Joint Forces Quarterly, “Seabased ballistic: missile defense.(FORUM),” pg online @ http://www.accessmylibrary.com/coms2/summary_0286-35134683_ITM //ghs-ef)

The ballistic missile is a global weapon. MDA has made substantial progress toward increasing not only missile defense coverage for friends and allies, but also allied participation in developing and deploying missile defense systems. Multilayered defense for the Northwestern Pacific theater will be realized in the near future when Aegis BMD (midcourse and terminal), TPY-2 radar, and PAC-3 are fielded. Allied navies are actively participating in U.S. missile defense flight tests. Joint studies have led to research and now joint development. BMD foreign military sales cases have been established. The potential exists for a global land- and seabased BMD force through a coalition of international cooperation.  Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense enhances global and regional deterrence, providing an umbrella of protection to forward deployed forces and friends and allies, while performing a strategic role in homeland defense. The Missile Defense Agency, with significant contributions from Aegis BMD, and our allied coalition members are forming the initial foundation of international cooperation to deter and defeat a critical transnational challenge, the proliferation of ballistic missiles. 
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