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***Topicality

*1NC T Substantial [1/2]
A. Interpretation – presence refers to the totality of US military power in a country

Blechman et al, 97 – President of DFI International, and has held positions in the Department of Defense, the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, and the Office of Management and Budget (Barry, Strategic Review, Spring, “Military Presence Abroad in a New Era: The Role of Airpower,” p. 14)

The highly complex nature of military presence operations, with manifestations both psychological and physical, makes their effects difficult to identify and assess.  Nonetheless, presence missions (whether employing forces stationed abroad or afloat, temporarily deployed or permanently based overseas, or based in the United States) are integral parts of U.S. defense strategy.  Through routine presence operations, the United States seeks to reinforce alliances and friendships, make credible security commitments to crucial regions, and nurture cooperative political relations.  More episodically, forces engaged in presence operations can dissuade aggressors from hostile demands, help prevent or contain regional crises, and, when conflict erupts nonetheless, provide an infrastructure for the transition to war.

Given its multifaceted nature, neither practitioners nor scholars have yet settled on a single definition of presence.  Technically, the term refers to both a military posture and a military objective.  This study uses the term “presence” to refer to a continuum of military activities, from a variety of interactions during peacetime to crisis response involving both forces on the scene and those based in the United States.  Our definition follows that articulated by the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff: “Presence is the totality of U.S. instruments of power deployed overseas (both permanently and temporarily) along with the requisite infrastructure and sustainment capabilities.”2

A substantial reduction is 25%

US Code, 10 (TITLE 10. ARMED FORCES SUBTITLE A. GENERAL MILITARY LAW PART IV. SERVICE, SUPPLY, AND PROCUREMENT CHAPTER 148. NATIONAL DEFENSE TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRIAL BASE, DEFENSE REINVESTMENT, AND DEFENSE CONVERSION SUBCHAPTER II. POLICIES AND PLANNING, Current as of 5/17/10, lexis)

"(f) Definitions. For purposes of this section:
      "(1) The term "major defense program" means a program that is carried out to produce or acquire a major system (as defined in section 2302(5) of title 10, United States Code).
      "(2) The terms 'substantial reduction' and 'substantially reduced', with respect to a defense contract under a major defense program, mean a reduction of 25 percent or more in the total dollar value of the funds obligated by the contract.".

*1NC T Substantial [2/2]
B. Violation –

1. We spend $4 billion a year on Japan

AP 10 (AP writer Mari Yamaguchi in Tokyo and AP National Security Writer Robert Burns in Washington, D.C. contributed to this report, “Japan balks at $2 billion bill to host U.S. troops”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/commentary/view/japan-balks-at-2-billion-bill-to-host-us-troops)

Facilities such as on-base golf courses represent a small fraction of the sum U.S. taxpayers chip in for the defense of Japan—about $3.9 billion a year, according to a U.S. State Department official who spoke on condition of anonymity because he was not authorized to discuss the details.

2. We spend $400 million a year on block 2A codevelopment and SM-3 procurement – that’s 9.8%

O’Rourke 10 (Ronald O'Rourke, Specialist in Naval Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, June 10, 2010, “Navy Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) Program: Background and Issues for Congress”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL33745.pdf)

Table 3. MDA Funding for Aegis BMD Program, FY2011-FY2015

(Millions of dollars, rounded to nearest tenth)

FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15

PE0603892C / Project MD09 1,412.6   972.0   1,063.4   1,030.0   886.0

PE0603892C / Project MD40 54.7   49.9   49.3   46.7   37.3

PE0604881C / Project MD09 318.8   405.5   416.3   337.3   227.5

PE0208866C / Project MD09 94.1   701.9   712.7   681.7   669.7

SM-3 quantities funded in the

above line

8 66 72 72 72

Subtotal above 1,880.2 2,129.3 2,241.7 2,095.7 1,820.5

PE0604880C / Project MD68 281.4 345.9 187.1 93.5 139.6

TOTAL 2,161.6 2,475.2 2,428.8 2,189.2 1,960.1

Source: Department of Defense, Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 President’s Budget, Missile Defense Agency, Research,

Development, Test & Evaluation, Defense-Wide – 0400, Justification Book, February 2010, Volume 2b and Volume 2c, and Missile Defense Agency, Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 Budget Estimates Overview, p. 25.

Notes: Table includes only MDA funding for Aegis BMD program; it does not include Navy funding for Aegis BMD program. PE is program element (i.e., a research and development account line item).

PE0603892C / Project MD09 is the Aegis BMD project within the BMD Aegis program element.

PE0603892C / Project MD40 is program-wide support within the BMD Aegis program element.

PE0604881C / Project MD09 is U.S. funding for the SM-2 Block IIA co-development project with Japan.

PE0208866C / Project MD09 is procurement of SM-3 missiles.

PE0604880C / Project MD68 is the Aegis Ashore development project within the land-based SM-3 program element.

C. Voting issue – 

1. Limits – allowing minor reductions allows countless variations of small affs likes reducing a single type of intelligence gathering or a covert op in Afghanistan or any arms transfer to Japan; makes adequate research impossible

2. Negative ground – topic disads won’t link to minor modifications, and generic ground is vitally important to protect since there are 6 different countries with diverse literature bases

2NC Violation Ext

Burdensharing means Japan pays the majority.

Kawasaki 2010 (Akira Kawasaki, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies, member of the Executive Committee of Peace Boat and NGO Adviser to the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament co-chairs, originally published in a special issue of Asian Perspective on the arms race in Northeast Asia, edited by John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee, has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, May 10, “Japan's Military Spending at a Crossroads”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads)

The third characteristic requiring attention is expenditures on ballistic missile defense. In 1998, when North Korea conducted a test that sent a long-range rocket over Japan, Japan decided to commence joint research on ballistic missile defense with the United States. Over the next five years, Japan spent around $150 million on this joint research. Then in 2003, Japan decided to introduce both the Aegis ship-based BMD (SM-3) and the PAC-3 (Patriot Advanced Capability 3) systems, announcing that the “high technical feasibility” of the systems was confirmed.

In announcing the decision to acquire BMD, the cabinet made the following comment in relation to overall defense expenditures:

 When carrying out such a large-scale program as the BMD system preparation, the  Government of Japan will carry out a fundamental review of the existing organization and  equipment of the Self-Defense Forces . . . . in order to improve the efficiency, and, at the  same time, make efforts to reduce defense-related expenditures to take the harsh economic  and fiscal conditions of Japan into consideration.

This policy of “selection and concentration” mandates the investment of huge sums into BMD even if this requires reductions in expenses in other fields.

Since then, Japan's spending on the BMD systems has been $1.1 billion in 2004, $1.2 billion in 2005, $1.4 billion in 2006, $1.8 billion in 2007, $1.1 billion in 2008, and $1.1 billion in 2009. In addition, in a separate category from BMD are closely related “key categories” that include “dealing with developments in military scientific technology” ($1.2-1.8 billion per year) and the “building of an advanced information communications network” ($1.6-2.1 billion per year). The expansion of investments in high-tech military technology and information communications networks related to BMD has also been integrated in the military transformation begun under the U.S.-led Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA) in the 1990s.

*1NC T Presence [1/1]
A. Interpretation – Presence is forces and their equipment for military operations

General Accounting Office 99 http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA396948
Report to Congressional Committees United States General Accounting Office GAO November 2001 MILITARY READINESS Effects of a U.S. Military Presence in Europe on Mobility Requirements 

The Department of Defense defines overseas presence as the right mix of permanently stationed forces, rotationally deployed forces, temporarily deployed forces, and infrastructure required to conduct the full range of military operations. Historically, these forces have been concentrated in three regions—Asia-Pacific, Europe, and Southwest Asia. Forces in Europe include the major elements of two Army divisions; six Air Force wings, which include fighter/attack, refueling, and transport aircraft; one Navy aircraft carrier battle group; and one Marine Corps amphibious group. 5 Prepositioned items include Army stockpiles of equipment for three heavy brigades, equipment and supplies for the lead unit of a Marine Corps expeditionary unit, and six Air Force air base support sets. 

B. Violation – Arms sales are contextually distinct from presence – it’s a compensation for reduced presence

Beard 95 (Michael N. Beard Lt Colonel, USAF, United States Foreign Military Sales Strategy: Coalition Building or Protecting the Defense Industrial Base)

Second, we can afford to reduce our forward presence overseas because of the access and influence that the United States maintains within regions. We have access, the ability to visit and use strategic areas, to many countries through our military -to-military contacts and our support of the weapons systems they have purchased from us.

C. Voting issue –

1. Limits – arms sales allow cooperative development on any weapon system with a topic country, creates an infinite number of affs because there’s no limit to what weapon we could sell or compensate with.

2. Makes the topic bidirectional – arms sales are a component of overall force reduction strategy

Beard 95 (Michael N. Beard Lt Colonel, USAF, United States Foreign Military Sales Strategy: Coalition Building or Protecting the Defense Industrial Base)

Another factor that supports foreign military sales of U.S. military equipment is the reduction in the overseas presence of U.S. forces. The defense drawdown coupled with governmental budget cutting measures and the end of the Cold War, the United States has reduced its overseas military presence by as much as sixty-eight percent. As of September 30, 1993, U.S. military presence in Europe was down forty-nine percent from 344,078 troops in 1989 to 166,249 in 1993 and in the Pacific, total troop strength is down sixty-eight percent from a 1989 high of 146,026 to a total of 99,022 troops in 1993.30 This is significant as measured, for example, by the increase in the time it takes the United States to respond to a crises. By arming our allies and partners with state-of-the-art military equipment and training, they are more capable of "holding an adversary" in place while the United States deploys our fighting forces from CONUS bases to the crises area. Additionally, common military and support equipment within a host country greatly reduces our strategic lift requirements in the early days of a crises.

2NC Limits Ext

Arms sales presence is a tiny limit case that should be excluded for any limit

Harkavy 89 (Professor of Political Science at Pennsylvania State University, Bases abroad: the global foreign military presence, p. google books)

At least three other methodological or boundary issues bear mention at the outset, as they relate to a clear, full definition of FMP: ship port visits, aircraft overflights and small military advisory groups. Each involves daunting problems of data collection as well as difficult grey area boundary problems in relation to more obvious (for inclusion) aspects of FMP.

Regarding naval facilities, at one end of the spectrum are the main naval bases replete with dry-docking facilities and the like. At the other end are occasional port visits for essentially diplomatic or symbolic 'showing the flag* purposes. In between, however, are more routine and maybe (in a deterrence sense) more militarily relevant ship visits for provisions, refuelling, rest and recreation (R & R), and so on, involving numerous grey area cases in which it is arguable whether or not a 'facility' or 'base' can be discerned; such visits arc perhaps also subject to fairly frequent fluctuations.60

If all port visits were considered indicative of FMP, the data management problem would, obviously, be formidable as it would also be for aircraft over- flights. Yet, this is a terribly important matter at times, the circumstances surrounding the 1973 airlifts to the Middle Eastern combatants, those in 1977- 78 to Ethiopia and Somalia, and US problems in connection with its recent raid on Libya being illustrative. About all we can do with this subject is to discuss its parameters, highlight its importance and illustrate the latter with some salient eases.61

Finally, there is the grey area regarding ground-force FMP between actual units (combat or otherwise) deployed in other nations, and the routine small training missions which accompany almost any arms sales transaction, of which obviously there arc many. The celebrated issue of the Soviet 'brigade' in Cuba, which helped torpedo SALT II in 1979, is illustrative of the issue as are also, for instance, periodic rumours about Israeli 'advisers' in Guatemala or Ethiopia, Taiwanese pilots in North Yemen, and so on. For the sake of economy, the present analysis is relegated to significant, operating field units clearly beyond the level of handfuls of seconded advisers, while still highlighting the close relationship between security assistance and basing access.

2NC AT: Interoperability

Arms sales aren’t big enough – any associated military presence isn’t substantial.  Even the broadest definition of military presence demands a bigger force number

Harkavy 89 (Professor of Political Science at Pennsylvania State University, Bases abroad: the global foreign military presence, p. google books)

The above discussion of definitions—revolving mainly around the terms foreign military presence, access, strategic access, base, facility, installation, and so on— serves to initiate a discussion of the boundaries of this study. Those boundaries are cast rather wide to encompass virtually anything that might satisfy the virtually self-explanatory criterion of fitting all three of the words which con- stitute FMP—'foreign', 'military' and 'presence'. That would incorporate not only the obvious—large air and naval bases, satellite tracking facilities, etc.— but also port visits, overflights and perhaps cadres of military advisers beyond the usual handful normal to an arms transfer relationship.
***MTCR Conditions CP

*1NC MTCR Conditions CP [1/4]
Text: The United States federal government should offer to [plan], if and only if the People’s Republic of China adheres to export control and behavior standards per the Missile 

Technology Control Regime.

Contention One – Theory

Missile defense reductions should be conditioned on Chinese export restrictions – China will say yes to concessions.

Moltz 1997 (James Clay Moltz, PhD, Assoc. Prof. Nat’l Security Affairs @ Naval Postgraduate School, “Missile Proliferation in East Asia: Arms Control vs. TMD Responses,” in the Nonproliferation Review, Summer, http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/moltz43.pdf)

Another area where Chinese behavior has clashed with U.S. policies has been in sale of missile technologies, especially to Iran, Pakistan, and other states which Washington regards as having dangerous proliferation intentions. Therefore, another missile initiative worth discussing with China would be new CBMs that would put teeth into Chinese promises regarding the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR). To date, U.S. efforts have largely failed in this regard. The problem relates in part to the lack of positive incentives offered by the United States to date in areas that China cares about. If Washington agreed to halt arms sales of TMD technologies to Taiwan, however, it is likely that Beijing would begin to treat more seriously U.S. efforts to reach a quid pro quo on halting exports of missile technology to countries of U.S. concern.

Contention Two – Proliferation

China is rapidly increasing rogue state weapons proliferation.

Kan 2009 (Shirley A. Kan, specialist in Asian Security Affairs, works in the Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division of the Congressional Research Service, “China and Proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction and Missiles: Policy Issues,”  in CRS Report for US Congress, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL31555.pdf)

Congress has long been concerned about whether U.S. policy advances the national interest in reducing the role of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) in the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and missiles that could deliver them. Recipients of China’s technology reportedly include Pakistan and countries that the State Department says support terrorism, such as Iran and North Korea. This CRS Report, updated as warranted, discusses the security problem of China’s role in weapons proliferation and issues related to the U.S. policy response since the mid-1990s. China has taken some steps to mollify U.S. and other foreign concerns about its role in weapons proliferation. Nonetheless, supplies from China have aggravated trends that result in ambiguous technical aid, more indigenous capabilities, longer-range missiles, and secondary (retransferred) proliferation. According to unclassified intelligence reports submitted as required to Congress, China has been a “key supplier” of technology to North Korea, Iran, and Pakistan for use in programs to develop ballistic missiles, chemical weapons, or nuclear weapons. Policy issues in seeking PRC cooperation have concerned summits, sanctions, and satellite exports. On November 21, 2000, the Clinton Administration agreed to waive missile proliferation sanctions, resume processing licenses to export satellites to China, and discuss an extension of the bilateral space launch agreement, in return for another promise from China on missile nonproliferation. However, continued PRC proliferation activities again raised questions about sanctions. In contrast to the Clinton Administration, the Bush Administration repeatedly imposed sanctions on PRC “entities” for troublesome transfers. Since 1991, the United States has imposed sanctions on 26 occasions on over 30 different PRC “entities” (not the government) for transfers (related to missiles and chemical weapons) to Pakistan, Iran, or another country, including repeated sanctions on some “serial proliferators.” Among those sanctions, in September 2001, the Administration imposed missile proliferation sanctions that effectively denied satellite exports (for two years), after a PRC company transferred technology to Pakistan, despite the November 2000 promise. In September 2003, the State Department imposed additional sanctions on NORINCO, a defense industrial entity, effectively denying satellite exports to China. However, for six times, the State Department waived this sanction for the ban on imports of other PRC government products related to missiles, space systems, electronics, and military aircraft, and issued a permanent waiver in March 2007.

Skeptics question whether China’s cooperation in weapons nonproliferation has warranted the U.S. pursuit of closer bilateral ties, even as sanctions were required against some PRC supplies of sensitive technology. Some question the imposition of numerous U.S. sanctions targeting PRC “entities” but not the PRC government. Others question the effectiveness of any stress on sanctions over diplomacy. Since 2002, the United States has relied on China’s “considerable influence” on North Korea to dismantle its nuclear 
*1NC MTCR Conditions CP [2/4]

weapons and praised its role, but Beijing has hosted the “Six-Party Talks” with limited results, while the United States also resumed bilateral negotiations with North Korea. China has evolved to vote for some U.N. Security Council sanctions against nuclear proliferation in North Korea and Iran. But it also has maintained balanced positions on North Korea and Iran, including questionable enforcement of sanctions and business as usual (particularly energy deals). Some have called for pressing Beijing to use effective leverage against Pyongyang and Tehran. However, North Korea’s second nuclear test in May 2009 prompted greater debate about the importance of China and the Six-Party Talks. Still, at a summit in Beijing on November 17, 2009, President Obama discussed China’s “support” for nuclear nonproliferation in North Korea and Iran.
Weakened MTCR leads to Indo-Pak conflict that escalates to global nuclear war – it’s the most probable scenario.

Blank 2009 (Stephen J. Blank, Assoc. Prof. Soviet Studies at the Center for Aerospace Doctrine – Maxwell Air Force Base, SSI expert on the Soviet bloc and post-Soviet world, Prospects for U.S.-Russian Security Cooperation, March, Strategic Studies Institute, http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/PUB892.pdf)

Other reasons for concern about cruise missiles relate to developments like the Ukrainian revelation in 2005 of illicit missile transfers of the Kh-55 cruise missile, a long-range nuclear-capable cruise missile (NATO designation AS-15 Kent) to Iran and China, and the Indo-Russian joint Brahmos project. The Kh-55 has a range of 2-300Km at subsonic speed with high precision, and represented Irano-Chinese access to a higher level of technological sophistication than was previously the case. The Brahmos (PJ-10) is a supersonic anti-ship ramjet-powered cruise missile and has a 300Km range and identical configuration for land-sea, 190 and sub-sea launching platforms.77 The spread of these systems and the fact that countries as diverse as Sweden, France, China, and Taiwan were working on advanced cruise missiles in 2005, underscore the porosity of existing anti-proliferation regimes, including the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), and the ensuing rising threat from missile proliferation which has continued without letup since 2005.78

Furthermore Gormley’s evidence of trends in cruise missiles proliferation and improvements to them underscores the danger of missile and nuclear proliferation from another angle. According to his evidence, “signs of a missile contagion abound.” Pakistan surprised the world by test launching Tomahawk look-alike cruise missiles. India, together with Russia, is developing the Brahmos supersonic cruise missile, which will have the capability to strike targets at sea or over land to a range of 290 kilometers.

In East Asia, China, Taiwan, and South Korea are rushing to develop and deploy new Land Attack Cruise Missiles (LACMs) with ranges of 1,000Km or more, while Japan is contemplating the development of a LACM for “preemptive” strikes against enemy missile bases. In the Middle East, Israel was once the sole country possessing LACMs, but now Iran appears to be pursuing cruise missile programs for both land and sea attack. Iran has also provided the terrorist group Hezbollah with unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and sophisticated anti-ship cruise missiles, one of which severely damaged an Israeli vessel and killed four soldiers during the 2006 war in Lebanon. In April 2005, Ukraine’s export agency unveiled plans to market a new LACM called Korshun. The design of this new missile appears to be based solely on the Russian Kh55, a nuclear-capable, 3,000Km-range LACM, which 191 Ukrainian and Russian arms dealers had illegally sold to China in 2000 and Iran in 2001.79

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

Certainly such trends raise the question of missile defenses, but they should also stimulate greater cooperation against missile and nuclear proliferation. And it is not only a question of missile defenses. As we shall see, in South and East Asia, for example, states and governments are also trying to counter their rivals’ offensive missile programs by developing their own “superior” programs whereby both sides rely on a purely offensive missile capability race against their rivals. Moreover, the universality of these trends makes clear that it is not only in the Middle East that we must worry about proliferation.192 

For example, we find this competitive offense model in East Asia. Because of its concerns about the consequences of the DPRK’s proliferation, Washington, in 2001 persuaded Seoul to accept a 300Km range and 500Kg payload limit on ballistic missiles as a condition of South Korea’s entry into the MTCR. Yet Washington allowed Seoul to develop LACMs with no conditions. The consequences were not long in coming, especially as South Korea, mindful of Chinese pressure, the costs involved, and its own strategic vulnerability to North Korea, has rejected participation in the U.S. missile defense system and the U.S. proposals to sell it the Patriot missile defense system. As Gormley notes,

*1NC MTCR Conditions CP [3/4]

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

The same kind of dominance of the offensive based on mutual deterrence, an inherently hostile posture between two states armed with missiles, not to mention nuclear missiles, is occurring in Taiwan. Although Washington has successfully persuaded Taiwan to steer clear of ballistic missiles, faced with China’s relentless buildup of conventional missiles against it, Taiwan bought Patriots but demurred from buying the latest U.S. hit-to-kill missile defense due to the Chinese buildup and the cost of the U.S. system. Instead, it started developing its own LACMs in 2005, originally 193 with a range of 500Km, but with the intention of ultimately deploying 500 of them with ranges of 1,000 Km on mobile launchers. Taiwanese military leaders spoke increasingly of a “preventive self-defense” strike option, to disrupt China’s plans. And recent evidence suggests that Taiwan also now has started a ballistic missile program.82

South Asia.

As the foregoing analysis strongly argues, the urgency of reviving great power cooperation on proliferation and the enhanced capability of missiles and regimes is not confined to the Middle East or Northeast Asia where nonproliferation appears to have succeeded to some degree vis-à-vis North Korea. Indeed, there is a distinct spillover of proliferation trends or events from Northeast Asia to South Asia and vice versa. The North Korean-Pakistani reciprocal supply relationship of missile and nuclear technologies is an outstanding example of such spillover. At least in part due to this relationship, pressures for not only proliferation but also missile defense programs are growing in both Japan and India. In turn, those programs could ultimately have transformative strategic implications across Asia.83 Both Russia and China have already registered their strong opposition to Japan’s missile defense program and its strengthening of its alliance with America as a result of that program.84 Were India to be added to this relationship, the consequences throughout Asia and world politics would be immense and profound.
In the context of that DPRK-Pakistani relationship, we need to remember that the single biggest proliferator in the last generation has been Pakistan through the A. 194 Q. Khan operation that has been extensively described at least as regards its public record.85 Khan (whom it is difficult to believe was not working with the knowledge and consent of Pakistani military and political authorities) sold centrifuge and other technologies to North Korea and Iran as well as to other proliferators like Libya.86 As noted above, India and Pakistan are expanding the number, range, and type of their nuclear weapons and missiles, e.g., moving to submarine-based systems and developing the capability for strikes across a greater distance with conventional missiles, e.g., the Agni missile.87 Both states are also developing new and advanced conventional weapons that could be used in a bilateral or proxy war between them or between one of them and the other’s proxy. Indeed, recently there have been charges that Pakistan continues to sell nuclear technology and that Khan’s former middlemen are still trying to acquire those technologies.88

Thus the danger of a conventional war between India and Pakistan or proxies acting in their behalf presents the real possibility of an escalation first to missile war and then nuclear war. Indeed, as the stability-instability theory tells us, the possession by both sides of nuclear war capability paradoxically “makes the region (or the world) safe for conventional war” in the belief that the other side will be deterred due to the aggressor’s possession of a nuclear capability. Thus stability at the nuclear level creates the paradox of giving openings to governments or even to terrorist groups to trigger instability at lower levels of conflict. Those crises could then spiral out of control into bigger wars. The many crises in the region, the last one being in 2001-02, indicate just how precarious regional stability is, and Pakistan’s continuing ambivalence about supporting 195 terrorist and Islamist military forces in Kashmir and against Afghanistan provide ample opportunities for such a war to break out.

*1NC MTCR Conditions CP [4/4]

MTCR compliance solves – export controls dramatically slow proliferation.

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

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

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

Sokolski 2002 (Henry Sokolski, executive director of the Nonproliferation Policy Education Center, “Heritage Lecture #761,” September 6, http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl761.cfm)

Second, with renewed transfers of U.S. satellite and satellite launch integration technology to China, U.S. missile guidance-related technology might well make its way to North Korea through China. Certainly, the Chinese missile effort will continue to benefit from both direct Russian, Israeli, and European Union technical help and from indirect American missile technology transfers (e.g., from the U.S. through Israel and Europe to China). In another decade, Chinese theater solid rocket systems may have terminal guidance while longer-range Chinese rockets are likely to have multiple independently targeted reentry warheads (MIRVs). A robust UAV and an emerging UCAV Chinese export product line is also likely. Without new nonproliferation restraints, China, in short, could become a major clearinghouse for Western missile technology.
Net Benefit – 2NC Impact OV [1/2]
Weak missile proliferation regime makes rogue state proliferation inevitable – China uses US and Russian expertise to shore up missile technology and exports to other countries, including Iran and Pakistan, that's Kan and Sokolski. Blank says it destabilizes South Asia – it is the driving factor in regional the current regional arms race. Historical tensions make India-Pakistan the most likely scenario for conflict, and instability-theory indicates nuclear escalation is probable.

Even a limited nuclear exchange would cause megafires that destroy the ozone layer.

Reuters 2008 (Maggie Fox, Reuters – Economy and Politics, "India-Pakistan nuclear war would create ozone hole," April 8, Live Mint & the Wall Street Journal, http://www.livemint.com/2008/04/08231716/IndiaPakistan-nuclear-war-wou.html)

Eight nations are known to have nuclear weapons, and Pakistan and India are believed to have at least 50 weapons apiece, each with the power of the weapon the US used to destroy Hiroshima in 1945.

Mills said the study added a new factor to the worries about what might damage the world’s ozone layer, as well as to research about the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange.

“The smoke is the key and it is coming from these firestorms that build up actually several hours after the explosions,” he said. “We are talking about modern megacities that have a lot of material in them that would burn. We saw these kinds of megafires in World War II in Dresden and Tokyo. The difference is we are talking about a large number of cities that would be bombed within a few days.”

Nothing natural could create this much black smoke in the same way, Mills noted. Volcanic ash, dust and smoke is of a different nature, for example, and forest fires are not big or hot enough.

The University of Colorado’s Brian Toon, who also worked on the study, said the damage to the ozone layer would be worse than what has been predicted by “nuclear winter” and “ultraviolet spring” scenarios.

“The big surprise is that this study demonstrates that a small-scale, regional nuclear conflict is capable of triggering ozone losses even larger than losses that were predicted following a full-scale nuclear war,” Toon said in a statement.

Extinction.

Greenpeace 1995 (“Full of Homes: The Montreal Protocol and the Continuing Destruction of the Ozone Layer, http://archive.greenpeace.org/ozone/holes/holebg.html)

When chemists Sherwood Rowland and Mario Molina first postulated a link between chlorofluorocarbons and ozone layer depletion in 1974, the news was greeted with scepticism, but taken seriously nonetheless. The vast majority of credible scientists have since confirmed this hypothesis. 

The ozone layer around the Earth shields us all from harmful ultraviolet radiation from the sun. Without the ozone layer, life on earth would not exist. Exposure to increased levels of ultraviolet radiation can cause cataracts, skin cancer, and immune system suppression in humans as well as innumerable effects on other living systems. This is why Rowland's and Molina's theory was taken so seriously, so quickly - the stakes are literally the continuation of life on earth. 

And, it turns the case – continuing South Asian proliferation makes U.S.-China antagonism inevitable.

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

For China, what is at stake is the unraveling of Beijing’s carefully crafted grand strategy with potentially destabilizing consequences. Beijing cannot hope to strengthen its ties with Washington as long as North Korea and Pakistan are in serious crises and pursuing policies counter to important Chinese and US interests. For Beijing to continue to have close ties with unpredictable and seemingly irrational regimes, that starve and brutalize their own citizens, violate agreements, threaten neighbors, build and export WMD, no matter how genuine China’s own security concerns happen to be, it has a tremendous potential of driving a wedge between China and the United States. If China wants to escape from its status as a patron of rogue states and emerge as a responsible great power, it may have to distance itself from troublesome allies. China is increasingly uneasy over the growing talk in Washington and Tokyo’s policy circles that wants to hold Beijing accountable for Pyongyang’s actions or blames Beijing’s “indirect strategy” of using allies to thwart American influence and further its own military political aims instead of coming into direct confrontation with Washington over such issues like Taiwan arms sales, the Middle East, or missile defense.

Net Benefit – 2NC Impact OV [2/2]
Following the September 11 terror attacks, China was pleased with the pro-Pakistan tilt in the Bush administration’s South Asia pol icy, after a decade of estrangement and abandonment by Washington of China’s closest ally. Beijing wants to see closer US-Chinese-Pakistani ties so as to foil New Delhi’s designs to align itself with Washington to contain China and Pakistan. That policy is, however, in danger as disenchantment grows with Islamabad’s half-hearted measures against al-Qaeda and the widely-held perception in Washington’s policy circles that both China and Pakistan are “double-dealing” with the United States: on the one hand they claim to be US allies in the “War against Terror,” and on the other maintain ties with North Korea which has exacerbated the current nuclear tensions in Northeast Asia. Many observers argue that Washington may have to rethink its policies if the global campaigns against terrorism and WMD proliferation are to be decisively won. Soon after accusations were leveled against Pakistan for supplying North Korea with equipment for enriching uranium, The Washington Post’s Jim Hoagland wrote an article that declared that “[President] Pervez Musharraf’s Pakistan is a base from which nuclear technology, fundamentalist terrorism and life-destroying heroin are spread around the globe. . . . This nuclear-armed country is in part ungoverned, in part ungovernable.”71 Other reports quoted US officials as saying that after Iraq and North Korea, Pakistan would be Washington’s next headache.72 The prospect of the United States exercising greater control over Pakistan’s nuclear program, including the command and control of weapons and missile deployment is equally discomforting for China as it could both reveal and jeopardize the mutually-beneficial Sino-Pakistani military collaboration. Chinese strategists have expressed alarm over the growing entente cordiale between Japan and India based on the understanding that united they contain China and divided they are contained by China and its allies. Beijing is now concerned that Japan and India will seize on the opportunity to play up North Korea’s and Pakistan’s “roguish behavior” and take additional measures to bolster their defenses against China.73

Though preoccupied with the Iraqi and al-Qaeda threats in the short term, Washington will eventually have no other option but to act tough to neutralize the challenge posed by the Beijing-IslamabadPyongyang axis. The growing threat of nuclear terrorism post-September 11 has already resulted in the imposition of sanctions against Chinese entities three times in less than a year (Sept. 1, 2001, Jan. 24, and May 9, 2002). Beijing’s unconditional support for the “War on Terror” notwithstanding, the US ambassador to China, Clark Randt, describes China-assisted proliferation of WMD technologies as “a make-or-break issue.” By openly defying attempts to limit WMD proliferation, Kim Jong-il has undermined the credibility of the US extended nuclear deterrence guarantees throughout the region. And credibility is an integral part of deterrence. The worst-case scenario is a “nuclear domino effect” where an overtly nuclear-armed North Korea forces Japan, South Korea, and even Taiwan to go nuclear, setting off a proliferation race in Asia with serious consequences for China’s great power ambitions and regional stability on which China’s economic growth depends. This would profoundly reshape the security environment in Northeast Asia and prompt the United States to accelerate deployment of ballistic-missile defenses. In response, China would likely want to boost its arsenal, which would prompt India to expand its nuclear arsenal, which in turn would spur Pakistan to do the same—and so on and on into an ever more perilous future. Clearly, Pyongyang’s nuclear brinkmanship has the potential to derail Chinese objectives of economic development and a peaceful security environment.

As Stephen Blank points out: “Despite Chinese support and assistance in the development of those missiles and North Korea’s nuclear program, Beijing cannot be interested in North Korea flaunting them, because that ties Japan closer to Washington’s missile defense program, justifies US arguments as to its necessity, and restricts China’s military freedom of maneuver.”74 Even more worrying is the possibility that North Korea, a long-time proliferator of missile technology, could easily go into the ‘loose-nuke’ business once it starts churning out the weapons-grade plutonium and enriched uranium. Should Kim Jong-il find out the whereabouts of Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda, President Bush’s worst nightmare would become a reality. Another danger to China is that North Korea-assisted nuclear proliferation in the Middle East and sales of ballistic missiles could solidify an alliance of Israel, the United States, India and Japan, thereby fulfilling Beijing’s own paranoia of encirclement that it claims it wants to avoid.

Net Benefit – 2NC AT: Alt Caus

Chinese proliferation accelerates Indo-Pak conflict – it pressures India, bolsters Pakistan’s arsenal, and obstructs US stabilizing efforts.

Saunders et al 2k (Phil Saunders, Director of the East Asia Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, with Jing-dong Yuan and Gaurav Kampani, Senior Research Associates at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies,  "How and Why China Proliferates Ballistic Missiles to Pakistan," August 22, Rediff, http://www.rediff.com/news/2000/aug/22spec.htm)

Continuing Chinese missile proliferation to Pakistan will have the unfortunate effect of accelerating the nuclear domino dynamics in South Asia. During the 1980s China helped Pakistan acquire a nuclear weapons capability. It followed up this policy in the 1990s by proliferating ballistic missiles to Islamabad. India's own nuclear and ballistic missile advances played a role in China's decision to help Pakistan develop missile capabilities; but India cited China's policy of covert proliferation as one of the principal reasons why it made its own nuclear capability overt. Renewed Chinese missile assistance will not only help Pakistan weaponise its nuclear forces, but it will also increase pressures in New Delhi to operationalise India's proposed minimum deterrent.

Weaponisation and deployment of nuclear forces by India and Pakistan will further obstruct the US goal of arranging a formal cap or nuclear "restraint regime" in the region. Fledgling nuclear arsenals are usually characterised by complex organisational and management problems such as weak command and control, poor real-time surveillance and intelligence gathering, force stability, etc. These problems will increase the chances of a dangerous nuclear crisis in South Asia significantly.

Regardless of whether Pakistan's ballistic missile programme is the result of India's own advances, analysts in New Delhi have interpreted the Chinese transfers as another example of Beijing's attempts to contain India. In the United States, conservatives and China-bashers have begun citing China's recurring missile transfers in apparent violation of its earlier pledges as an example of Chinese perfidy. They have used the episode to press their case for robust theater and national missile defenses and have threatened to enact a China nonproliferation law that would mandate sanctions if China continues its recent proliferation behaviour.

As a result, the emerging nuclear and missile race between India and Pakistan has the potential to damage US-China relations and affect both regional and global stability. Indeed, unraveling the proliferation connection between China and Pakistan remains one of the most important and difficult challenges for global nonproliferation efforts.

Net Benefit – 2NC MTCR Solves

MTCR is the missing link – adhering to export controls ends Pakistani proliferation.

Saunders et al 2k (Phil Saunders, Director of the East Asia Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, with Jing-dong Yuan and Gaurav Kampani, Senior Research Associates at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies,  "How and Why China Proliferates Ballistic Missiles to Pakistan," August 22, Rediff, http://www.rediff.com/news/2000/aug/22spec.htm]

MTCR and the M-11 controversy 

China reportedly began negotiating the sale of M-11 ballistic missiles with Pakistan in the late-1980s and signed a sales contract in 1988. In 1991 US intelligence discovered that China had begun transferring the M-11s to Islamabad. Despite Chinese denials, the United States imposed sanctions against Chinese and Pakistani entities engaged in the trade in May 1991. In November 1991, Chinese Foreign Minister Qian Qichen and US Secretary of State James Baker reached a verbal agreement whereby China agreed to "informally abide by the guidelines and parameters of the Missile Technology Control Regime, MTCR" in exchange for the lifting of US sanctions. After China sent a letter to the US State Department in February 1992 affirming the agreement, sanctions were lifted. 

China's 1991 commitment to informally adhere to the MTCR guidelines did not end the M-11 controversy. In December 1992, reports surfaced that China had transferred 34 complete M-11 missiles to Pakistan in violation of its 1991 pledge. As a result, in May 1993, the Clinton administration re-imposed MTCR-related sanctions on Chinese entities after determining that Beijing had engaged in missile trade with Pakistan. 

During post-sanctions negotiations with the United States, China argued that the deal did not violate the MTCR as the M-11 could deliver only a 500 kg payload over an advertised range of 280 km; in a narrow technical sense therefore, the missile's capabilities did not exceed the MTCR parameters. But the Clinton administration held its ground. 

The impasse was resolved in October 1994 when the United States agreed to lift sanctions in return for a Chinese pledge that it would abide by Category I of the MTCR and ban exports of all ground-to-ground missiles exceeding the primary parameters of the MTCR. More significantly, China also agreed to the concept of "inherent capability" which binds it from exporting any missile that is inherently capable of delivering a 500 kg payload over 300 km. For example, the Chinese M-11 can deliver a 500 kg payload over a range of 280 km; but the missile's range can be extended to cover distances beyond 300 km with a reduced payload. Hence, by agreeing to the inherent capability clause, China agreed to prohibit future exports of the M-11 missile and other longer-range missile systems. 

Persistent US diplomatic efforts since then led China to reaffirm its 1994 pledge. China also agreed to actively consider joining the MTCR. In June 1998, after India and Pakistan conducted nuclear tests, China and the United States issued a joint statement affirming that they would strengthen their export control laws to "prevent the export of equipment, materials or technology that could in any way assist programmes in India and Pakistan for nuclear weapons or ballistic missiles capable of delivering such weapons." 

However, several issues pertaining to China's missile export policy remain unresolved. According to US government sources, China has interpreted its missile export controls very narrowly. Although Beijing has complied with the MTCR's Category I restrictions and had stopped the transfer of complete missile systems, it has not extended the ban to cover specific missile components and related technologies covered under Category II of the MTCR. In addition, China has kept the precise scope, content and extent of its internal missile export control list a secret. It is also unclear if this control list approximates MTCR guidelines. 

Continuing Chinese Transfers? 

New US intelligence reports suggest China has violated its 1994 pledge and has resumed missile-related technology transfers to Pakistan. Suspicions persist that Pakistan's Shaheen-1 and II medium-range ballistic missiles correspond closely to China's M-series of ballistic missiles, although there is no concrete evidence that Pakistan obtained either missile from China. 

For example, a CIA report on global weapons sales submitted to the US Congress in August 2000 states, "Chinese missile-related technical assistance to Pakistan increased during the reporting period (July-August 1999)." Similarly, another CIA report made public in February 1999 stated, "Chinese and North Korean entities continued to provide assistance to Pakistan's ballistic missile programme during the first half of 1998. Such assistance is critical for Islamabad's efforts to produce ballistic missiles..." This allegation was repeated in a February 2000 CIA report to the US Congress which said, "Some [Chinese] ballistic missile assistance [to Pakistan] continues." 

Net Benefit – 2NC China Bashing I!

The plan makes Obama look weak on China – he’ll compensate with China bashing.

China Comment 2008 (the author, Francis, possesses a BS double major in Political Science and International Studies and graduated summa cum laude, and he has worked in the United States and Pennsylvania state governments, “China and the American Election,” September 1, http://chinacomment.wordpress.com/tag/obama-china-policy/)

Despite Obama’s anti-trade rhetoric, one Chinese journalist believes that because much of Obama’s expert team consists of Clinton-era officials, his relationship will be pragmatic. Still, that same journalist believes “an Obama administration would put more pressure on China, even to the point of being more likely than the Bush administration to use the WTO to confront China in court on related issues.”

On the positive side with Obama, he will probably talk to Hu Jintao, and not overtly pressure China beyond token expressions of dissatisfaction. At least, talks will happen if Obama isn’t forced to burnish an image of diplomatic weakness, like former US President Kennedy needed to do in order to establish credibility. If Obama is perceived as “weak” after having unsuccessful talks with Iran or Syria or Hamas, then he will need to regain his political capital somehow– and that somehow could be through bashing Russia or China- traditional bugaboos.
China bashing turns the aff—creates US-China hostility and blocks cooperation.
Gosset 2008 (David Gosset, director of the Academia Sinica Europaea at China Europe International Business School, Shanghai, and founder of the Euro-China Forum, “China-bashing is a blind man's game,” May 7, in Asia Times, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/JE07Ad02.html)
But the Western "China-bashing" is also highly counterproductive. Anti-Chinese rhetoric or behaviors can only generate anti-Western attitudes within China. While Beijing and the West need to join forces to solve the immediate environmental, political and economic problems threatening global equilibrium, irresponsible activists and politicians are taking the risk to ignite new sterile antagonisms. There would be no winner in such a confrontational configuration. 

Western officials have also to realize that by their harsh, accusatory and unfair criticisms, they reinforce China's most conservative forces. The Chinese reformers working for the deepening of Deng Xiaoping's "Reform and Opening-up" need constructive and subtle international partners, not arrogant foreign demagogues manipulating issues for their own domestic and short-term political gains. 

Moreover, and over the longer term, inaccurate reports or insulting remarks by Western commentators undermine the West's intellectual and moral credibility. It is the emulation between rich and nuanced analyses, and not new forms of opposition between dogmatic statements, which can enrich the debate. 

Net Benefit – 2NC Hegemony I! [1/2]
US has to pressure China on proliferation to avoid looking like a paper tiger – missile defense is key.

Sledge 2001 (Lt. Col. Nathaniel Sledge, US Army, MA candidate @ the US Army War College, “Broken Promises: The United States, China, and Nuclear Nonproliferation,” USAWC Research Project, , http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA421820)

On the other hand, given the gains in nuclear nonproliferation and the unwritten ultimate goal of denuclearization, detractors of NMD are mystified by the mere consideration of NMD. Daniel Plesch, the director of the British-American Security Information Council, a security and defense issues research group, asserts, “With increased focus on creating a national missile defense system, the U.S. is no longer a reliable leader in the area of international legal controls on nuclear and other armaments. Its actions reinforce a steadily strengthening view against relying on mutual nuclear deterrence in national strategy.”54 More troubling is the message that this perceived lack of leadership sends to China and the weakening effect it could have on nonproliferation regimes and nuclear weapon-free zones.55 It is hard to predict what, if any, impact the NMD policy battle will have on Pakistan and India, which are considering a moratorium on nuclear tests.56 But the effect is unlikely to be positive.

In sum, U.S. flirtation with the idea of another Star Wars-like missile defense program provides Beijing and states of concern political cover for their proliferation activities. Further, it undermines U.S. credibility and leadership on nonproliferation issues.
Recommendations

The U.S. strategic goal is to impede the spread of nuclear weapons, technology, and missile delivery systems from China to states of concern. Additionally, U.S. interests are best served by the emergence of a strong, stable, open, and prosperous China.57 The recommendations that follow support these goals. Recommendations are systematically presented in the context of ends, ways and means, and elements of national power.While the recommendations call for exploiting U.S. strengths, they are constructive. In general they do not call for exploiting China’s weaknesses and vulnerabilities. Instead, they focus at the level of national (or grand) strategy.

General

The United States should retain the policy of comprehensive engagement with China to integrate further a freer, more prosperous China into the international community and to prevent the spread of nuclear weapons and related material and technology to states of concern. America, however, should redouble its efforts to implement the policy consistent with its declarations, something that has been lacking in U.S. policy implementation. Comprehensive engagement requires consistent and focused engagement and enforcement, which are the keys to successful policy.

Engagement means that the United States should continue to develop a dialogue with the Chinese government and nonproliferation professionals. In doing so, U.S. officials should avoid mirror-imaging when engaging the Chinese.58 Instead, America should attempt to understand better Chinese culture, values, and objectives, including their commitment to and timetable for reforms. Such a critically informed environment will provide truly comprehensive engagement and the realization of real progress toward the goal of ending Chinese nuclear proliferation.

The United States must avoid the appearance or fact of being a paper tiger on nuclear nonproliferation. Enforcement means that the United States must exercise the political will to discipline China informationally, politically, and economically in a global context, through multilateral and transnational economic and political institutions. America must do as President Ronald Reagan once said of nuclear arms control, quoting an old Russian proverb, “Trust, but verify.” 

China, as a member of the United Nations (UN) Security Council, is a major power. Therefore, the alternatives of threatening to use military force against and/or to contain China in support of nonproliferation objectives are counterproductive, impractical, and contrary to encouraging a freer and more prosperous China. Further, such aggressive options do not advance U.S. nonproliferation goals. Military force and containment should be avoided if possible. The United States can call upon a host of other military, economic, and political ways and means.

Net Benefit – 2NC Hegemony I! [2/2]

That kills hegemony.

Sartori 2001 (Anne E., Assoc. Prof. Poli. Sci. @ Northwestern U, in International Organization 56, Winter pp. 121–149)

I demonstrate formally that diplomacy works in the absence of domestic audiences. It works precisely because it is so valuable. When states are irresolute, they are tempted to bluff, but the possibility of acquiring a reputation for bluffing often deters a state from bluffing. A state that has a reputation for bluffing is less able to communicate and less likely to attain its goals. State leaders often speak honestly in order to maintain their ability to use diplomacy in future disputes.6 They are more likely to concede less important issues and to have the issues they consider most important decided in their favor. The model thus suggests that in the (more complicated) real world, states use diplomacy to attain a mutually beneficial “trade” of issues over time.

States sometimes do bluff, of course. It is impossible to measure how often they do so because opponents and researchers may not discover that a successful deterrent threat was actually a successful bluff. Nevertheless, the model I present here has a theoretical implication about when bluffs will succeed: Diplomacy, whether it be honest or a bluff, is most likely to succeed when a state is most likely to be honest. A state is most likely to be honest when it has an honest reputation to lose, a reputation gained either by its having used diplomacy consistently in recent disputes or having successfully bluffed without others realizing its dishonesty.

Since a state that uses diplomacy honestly cannot be caught in a bluff, concessions to an adversary can be a wise policy. When a state considers an issue relatively unimportant and the truth is it is not prepared to fight, bluffing carries with it the possibility of success as well as the risk of decreased credibility in future disputes. The term appeasement has acquired a bad name, but not all states in all situations are deterrable. Many scholars believe that Hitler would have continued his onslaught regardless of Britain’s actions in response to Hitler’s activities in Czechoslovakia.7 If Britain had tried to bluff over Czechoslovakia, its attempts to deter Germany’s attack on Poland would have been even less credible. Similarly, the United States’ acquiescence to the 1968 Soviet invasion of Czechoslovakia was not a high point of moral policymaking; however, given that any threats regarding Czechoslovakia would have been bluffs, honest acquiescence was the best way to preserve credibility. In the latter case, U.S. leaders seemed to realize the benefits of honesty; when Russian ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin told U.S. president Johnson that U.S. interests were not affected by the Soviet action in Czechoslovakia, “in response he was told that U.S. interests are involved in Berlin where we are committed to prevent the city being overrun by the Russians.”8 Johnson’s words reveal that he saw a difference between Czechoslovakia, where he was honestly admitting that there was no strong U.S. interest, and Berlin, where he was threatening and prepared to go to war.

Counterplan – 2NC Say Yes Wall

1. China will say yes - Moltz evidence says concessions are key – they'll comply with export restrictions if we offer them a quid pro quo, and BMD is critical.

2. We should not have to read any evidence – remember that the thesis of their advantage is that China is afraid of theater missile defense and will do whatever necessary to avoid encirclement – they’ll probably make a concession on something as small as non-proliferation.

3. BMD is a unique bargaining chip.

Godwin and Medeiros 2k (Paul Godwin, Prof. IR @ the Nat’l War College, and Evan Medeiros, senior research assoc. in the East Asia Program @ the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, “Current History, China, America, and Missile Defense: Conflicting National Interests,” September, cns.miis.edu/archive/country_china/pdfs/godwinma.pdf)

Although challenging, theater defenses to be deployed in East Asia are more amenable to negotiation and deal-making than are bilateral NMD programs. The issue of Taiwan presents major difficulties, however. Before making any final decision, the United States must decide whether lower or upper-tier TMD enhances or degrades Taiwan’s security. Because China can simply overwhelm TMD with a barrage attack or countermeasures, the security benefits from TMD may be ephemeral, at best, and provocative, at worst. The value of TMD for the United States and Taiwan lies in its potential use as a bargaining chip. Theater missile defense transfers to Taiwan could be limited to the land-based PAC-2 or the least-advanced model of the PAC-3 in exchange for China’s restraint in deploying shortrange ballistic missiles in coastal provinces. Linking TMD sales to Taiwan with curbs on Chinese missile technology exports to both Pakistan and Iran is also in the United States security interest.

4. China explicitly links BMD and MTCR compliance – they use it to get concessions now.

Saunders et al 2k (Phil Saunders, Director of the East Asia Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, with Jing-dong Yuan and Gaurav Kampani, Senior Research Associates at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies,  "How and Why China Proliferates Ballistic Missiles to Pakistan," August 22, Rediff, http://www.rediff.com/news/2000/aug/22spec.htm]

But China's policies are not monocausal. China also uses missile sales and the ambiguity of its commitment to MTCR standards as a bargaining chip to achieve other foreign policy goals with the United States. For example, during negotiations with American diplomats, China linked the M-11 transfers to Pakistan with the US sale of 150 F-16s to Taiwan. Similarly, continuing technological assistance to Pakistan may be linked to US threats to transfer theater missile defense systems and other sophisticated conventional arms to Taiwan. China probably hopes to use the threat of ballistic missile proliferation and the carrot of full MTCR compliance to persuade the United States to forego any potential transfer of theater missile defense systems currently under development to Taiwan.

Counterplan – 2NC Say Yes – Empirics

Pressure is empirically successful – China wants a quid pro quo.

Meise 1997 (Gary J. Meise, JD candidate – Vanderbilt, “NOTE: Securing the Strength of the Renewed NPT: China, the Linchpin "Middle Kingdom",” May, 30 Vand. J. Transnat'l L. 539, Lexis)

Past efforts by the United States and other countries to control China's proliferation activities have had some degree of success. China acceded to the NPT only after France had announced it would accede to the treaty. n198 China's acceptance of MTCR guidelines was actually a quid pro quo with the United States to lift the embargo of satellite components and high-speed computers imposed on China because of its transfer of missile parts to Pakistan. n199 Furthermore, the U.S. Congress had threatened to terminate China's most-favored-nation (MFN) status if China failed to comply with the MTCR. n200 Finally, an escalated dialogue with China to reassure it of U.S. cooperation,  [*570]  commencing with former U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher's meeting with China's Foreign Minister Qian Qichen at the ASEAN conference in Brunei on August 1, 1995, n201 led to Chinese willingness to forego sales of nuclear reactors to Iran, n202 implying a possible abandonment of future transfers of nuclear technology to threshold states.

China has shown a limited response towards U.S. efforts in other areas as well, indicating that U.S. attempts to affect Chinese policy can be successful. Criticisms of U.S. efforts to curb Chinese nuclear proliferation stress the lack of consistency or systematic pressure by recent U.S. administrations. 
Counterplan – 2NC Say Yes – AT: Taiwan*

China specifically wants concessions on Japanese BMD – they’re afraid of Taiwanese protection. *

Brad Roberts, 1AC Author, member of the research staff at the Institute for Defense Analyses with expertise on the proliferation and control of weapons of mass destruction. · Adjunct professor at George Washington University · Member of DoD’s Threat Reduction Advisory Committee and chairs its panel on implementation of the National Strategy to Combat WMD · Advisor to the STRATCOM Senior Advisory Group · Member of the board of directors of the United States Committee of the Council for Security Cooperation in the Asia Pacific, September 2003, “China and Ballistic Missile Defense: 1955 to 2002 and Beyond”, http://www.fas.org/nuke/guide/china/doctrine/bmd.pdf

There is another possibility for China’s arms control strategy: that it will become directly concerned with establishing “red lines” in the U.S. BMD deployment strategies. Chinese experts and policymakers have sometimes suggested that if BMD is inevitable, then the United States should go about it in a way that minimizes its destabilizing implications. For example, the deployment by Japan of sea-based systems is seen in China as more destabilizing than the deployment of ground-based systems, as this suggests the possibility that those systems would be deployed to protect Taiwan in time of crisis or war. As another example, the deployment by the United States of space-based boost-phase interceptors is seen in China as more destabilizing than the deployment of ground-based interceptors in the continental United States, as the latter can more easily be overwhelmed by Chinese responses. More generally, Chinese experts are keenly aware of the assurances provided Moscow on the limited nature of the defenses that the U.S. will seek to deploy over the period of the Treaty of Moscow (i.e., to 2012) and wonder what assurances Washington is prepared to offer Beijing on a similar score.

And, China’s specifically delinked non-proliferation with Taiwan – they want broad assurances on our military posture.

Pei 2002 (Pei Minxin, senior associate of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, “Bush's Beijing trip - high hopes,” February 19, the Straits Times, Lexis)
In the past, Washington and Beijing remained divided over this issue. China tried persistently to link its cooperation in the non-proliferation area with US weapons sales to Taiwan, while the Americans steadfastly rejected the linkage and used threats and sanctions to coerce Beijing into compliance.

IN THE post-Sept 11 world, however, progress is more likely. The Bush administration has put more pressure on Beijing to be more forthcoming.

China has also come to understand the futility of linking its cooperation in non-proliferation with the Taiwan issue.

More importantly, Beijing is beginning to understand the dangers of WMD proliferation, especially because it faces threats from domestic and international terrorism.

So, the most likely 'deliverable' is a deal in which China publishes a list of dual-use items subject to export control, in exchange for American relaxation of export controls over the transfer of high-technology products and satellites to China.
A related objective for the American President is to obtain Chinese cooperation in the next phase of the war on terrorism.

Given the concerns aroused around the world by his 'Axis of Evil' speech, Mr Bush may want to reassure his Chinese hosts that the US has no imminent plans for military action, especially against China's long-time but troublesome ally, North Korea.

Counterplan – 2NC AT: MTCR Membership

1. This is our argument – the MTCR rejected China because it didn’t have adequate export controls, the counterplan solves.


2. MTCR membership is irrelevant – it’s a question of whether or not China complies to MTCR standards.

3. And, the counterplan results in MTCR membership – export control standards are the last barrier.

Arms Control Today 2004 ("Missile Regime Puts off China," November, http://www.armscontrol.org/act/2004_11/MTCR)

More than 30 countries dedicated to limiting the spread of ballistic missiles decided in October against letting China join their group because of Beijing’s alleged failure to meet their nonproliferation standards. They also expanded the list of items that governments should be more cautious about exporting. 

After gathering Oct. 6-8 in Seoul for an annual decision-making meeting, the 34 members of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR) made no mention of China’s membership bid, but a U.S. government official told Arms Control Today Oct. 15 that the absence of such a statement was evidence of Beijing falling short. Members could not reach the necessary consensus to offer China membership because of concerns about Beijing living up to the regime’s export control and behavior standards, according to the official, who added, “They’re not there yet.”

In the weeks preceding the MTCR meeting, the United States imposed proliferation sanctions on eight Chinese companies. One of those, Xinshidai, was specifically accused of missile proliferation. The others, two of which the Bush administration previously penalized for missile proliferation, were punished for unspecified deals with Iran, which Washington charges is covertly seeking nuclear weapons and developing ballistic missiles to deliver them.
Beijing vehemently objected to the U.S. accusations and sanctions. “We are firm and rigorous in our attitude, position, and laws and regulations on opposing the proliferation of [weapons of mass destruction] and their delivery vehicles,” Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Kong Quan stated Sept. 23. Deeming U.S. sanctions as “wrong practices,” Kong also warned that they “will not help expand China-U.S. cooperation on nonproliferation.”
Although it failed for now to win MTCR membership, China has made some headway this year in its campaign to gain acceptance as a responsible exporter. Beijing successfully acceded in May to the now-44 member Nuclear Suppliers Group, whose members restrict their nuclear trade. (See ACT, June 2004.)
Counterplan – 2NC AT: Contractor Sales

The government controls exports.

Cabestan 2009 (Jean-Pierre Cabestan, Prof. and Head of the Dept’ of Gov’t and Int’l Studies @ Hong Kong Baptist U, assoc. researcher @ the Asia Centre, “China’s Foreign- and Security-policy Decision-making Processes under Hu Jintao,” in Journal of Current Chinese Affairs, 38, 3, , p. 63-97)

Although, under Hu and because of intense US pressure, the Chinese government has shown a stronger willingness to better control nuclear- and conventional-arms proliferation and exports, some PLA-controlled companies continue to sell weapons, in particular light arms, to unreliable intermediaries or final users, but it can be argued that these decisions have been motivated by business rather than strategic interests. It is true that China’s large-arms deals (e.g., with Sudan, Nigeria, and Zimbabwe) are closely managed and controlled by the government; they are a deliberate element of China’s assistance and foreign policy. However, the “soldier” does not appear to always be able to impose its view on the “merchant”. While national-security or interest considerations have influenced some major business decisions made by Chinese national companies, the CCP leadership is not a Big Brother capable of controlling each move made by each pawn on the country’s chessboard. Any discussion of the degree to which nationalism influences foreign- and security-policy decision-making processes may take us beyond the limits of this article. Suffice it to say here that the CCP leadership under Hu Jintao has been tempted, probably more than it was under Jiang Zemin, to instrumentalize nationalism as a form of leverage against certain foreign countries; this has been particularly true of China’s relations with Japan, the USA, the European Union and – more recently – France (Hao and Su 2005).  

Theory – 2NC AT: Perm do Both

1. Doesn’t solve the net benefit – if China doesn’t have to take the condition, they won’t.

2. Severance, if they win “say no,” China would reject the plan—if we win “say yes,” vote neg on a risk of a net benefit.

3. China is moving toward more restrictive non-proliferation mechanisms now, but pressure is key.

Roy 2006 (Denny Roy, PhD, senior fellow and supervisor of POSCO Fellowship Program @ the East-West Center, “Going Straight, But Somewhat Late: China And Nuclear Nonproliferation,” February, Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=A445082&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Generally speaking, the desire to gain the benefits of improved relations with the United States and of a favorable international image has gradually prodded Beijing to move through different phases of nonproliferation policy. Initially China rejected participation in international nonproliferation regimes, characterizing them as part of a hidden agenda to deny nuclear energy to the developing world. Later China sought to enjoy the international respectability that came with committing to support international nonproliferation guidelines, while at the same time reaping the under-the-counter political and economic benefits of violating these guidelines. This proved unsustainable, as the accumulation of evidence of Chinese cheating harmed China’s image and opportunities for increased cooperation with the United States and other countries that value nonproliferation. In the present phase of this evolution in Chinese policy, the government has made serious efforts to curtail nuclear proliferation proscribed by widely-accepted international guidelines, and some Chinese officials appear dedicated to supporting in deed the nonproliferation principles often proclaimed by Chinese authorities since the 1980s.

In sum, one of the long-standing areas of bilateral friction may recede because of the apparent trend toward greater Chinese alignment with international nonproliferation norms. The modernization of China’s economy, the continued development of the Chinese legal infrastructure, and the global outlook engendered by China’s rise to great power status should reinforce this trend. In specific cases, however, the North Korean crisis shows that even if Beijing’s commitment to nonproliferation is presumed to be sincere, it remains subject to being compromised by competing, higher-ranked political or economic interests.

4. China will pocket the plan—Dalai Lama, currency, and human rights prove.

Klug 2010 (Foster Klug, staff writer - Associated Press, "Obama still seeking Chinese help on many fronts," January 16, Lexis)

The stern words of his presidential campaign, however, faded almost as soon as Obama settled in at the White House one year ago. During his first year, Obama's administration postponed a meeting with the Dalai Lama, the Tibetan monk reviled by Beijing, declined to label China a currency manipulator and was cautious in its criticism of China's human rights record.

Obama's China policy has been designed to gain concessions from a country crucial to solving global crises. Yet the United States has seen little benefit on many of its pressing problems, including nuclear standoffs with Iran and North Korea and tackling climate change and economic worries.

Theory – 2NC AT: Perm do the CP

1. Severs “resolved” which is to make a firm decision and “should which is used to imply obligation or duty [AHD @ dictionary.com] and “should,” voting issue because it co-opts the status quo which is neg ground and kills clash and education.

2. Severs immediacy.

Summer 1994 (Justice, appeal from the District Court, "Kelsey v. Dollarsaver Food Warehouse of Durant," OK 123, 885 P.2d 1353, http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CiteID=20287#marker3fn14)

4 The legal question to be resolved by the court is whether the word "should"13 in the May 18 order connotes futurity or may be deemed a ruling in praesenti. [*14 In praesenti means literally "at the present time." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 792 (6th Ed. 1990). In legal parlance the phrase denotes that which in law is presently or immediately effective, as opposed to something that will or would become effective in the future [in futurol]. See Van Wyck v. Knevals, 106 U.S. 360, 365, 1 S.Ct. 336, 337, 27 L.Ed. 201 (1882).] The answer to this query is not to be divined from rules of grammar;15 it must be governed by the age-old practice culture of legal professionals and its immemorial language usage. To determine if the omission (from the critical May 18 entry) of the turgid phrase, "and the same hereby is", (1) makes it an in futuro ruling - i.e., an expression of what the judge will or would do at a later stage - or (2) constitutes an in in praesenti resolution of a disputed law issue, the trial judge's intent must be garnered from the four corners of the entire record. Nisi prius orders should be so construed as to give effect to every words and every part of the text, with a view to carrying out the evident intent of the judge's direction.17 The order's language ought not to be considered abstractly. The actual meaning intended by the document's signatory should be derived from the context in which the phrase to be interpreted is used.18 When applied to the May 18 memorial, these told canons impel my conclusion that the judge doubtless intended his ruling as an in praesenti resolution of Dollarsaver's quest for judgment n.o.v. Approval of all counsel plainly appears on the face of the critical May 18 entry which is [885 P.2d 1358] signed by the judge.19 True minutes20 of a court neither call for nor bear the approval of the parties' counsel nor the judge's signature. To reject out of hand the view that in this context "should" is impliedly followed by the customary, "and the same hereby is", makes the court once again revert to medieval notions of ritualistic formalism now so thoroughly condemned in national jurisprudence and long abandoned by the statutory policy of this State.

4. Durable fiat is good

A. Aff ground – certain passage checks bad rollback arguments and it’s the only way fiat can logically function

B. Neg ground – key to predictable disad links, prevents aff conditionality and moving targets.

5. Distinctions in implementation are key to education

Elmore 1980 (Richard F. Elmore, Prof. Edu. Leadership and Director of Consortium for Policy Research in Education @ Harvard,

Political Science Quarterly, “Backward Mapping: Implementation Research and Policy Decisions,” pg. 605-608)

The emergence of implementation as a subject for policy analysis coincides closely with the discovery by policy analysts that decisions are not self-executing. Analysis of policy choices matters very little if the mechanism for implementing those choices is poorly understood. In answering the question, "What percentage of the work of achieving a desired governmental action is done when the preferred analytic alternative has been identified?" Allison estimated that, in the normal case it was about 10 percent leaving the remaining 90 percent in the realm of implementation. Hence, in Nelson's terms, "the core of analysis of alternatives becomes the prediction of how alternative organizational structures will behave over...time." But the task of prediction is vastly complicated by the absences of a coherent body of organizational theory, making it necessary to posit several alternative models of organization. 

Theory – 2NC AT: Condition CPs Bad

First, offense

1. Neg ground – the counterplan tests key words in the resolution which is the basis of topic education. That outweighs – international fiat is an on-face worse form of abuse and new affs multiply aff bias.

2. Aff ground – Probabilistic solvency mechanism means they just have to win China says no or impact turn the condition.

3. Strategic thinking – force them to think on their feet and defend the entirety of the plan.

Now, defense

1. Solvency advocate - 1NC Moltz evidence says the only way to get concessions on non-proliferation is a quid pro quo involving BMD, that ensures the counterplan is predictable and solves infinite regress

2. Best policy option – a logical policymaker would vote for the counterplan which is key to education and to test the opportunity-cost of the plan.

3. Counter-interpretation – we can only condition on international actors with a solvency advocate – solves predictability. 

4. Time skew inevitable – speed and good strats

5. Reject the arg not the team – reasonability means not bad is good enough and voting against us won’t stop people from reading bad affs and abusive counterplans.
***Block 2A PIC

*1NC Block 2A PIC [1/2]
The United States federal government should end joint intercontinental missile defense development programs with Japan. The United States federal government should end conditions on joint missile defense deployment with Japan that involve third-party exports of the Standard Missile-3 Block 2A missile.

The counterplan competes – Block 1A is deployed with U.S. cooperation now, Block 2A is still under development.

Ko, 1AC Author, 2010 (Ko Young Dae, contributor to Solidarity for Peace and Reunification of Korea, “U.S. Military Strategy on the Korean Peninsula and Missile Defense in Northeast Asia”, May 9, http://www.spark946.org/bugsboard/index.php)

The United States regards Japan as its most significant international BMD partner. Japan’s MD system is part of the US MD system. Japan’s MD system is being constructed through technical and operative cooperation with the United States. Japan has deployed the US FBX(Forward-based X band) Radar, and has interfaced its 28 ground radar networks with U.S. spy satellites. The principal weapons systems of Japan’s MD are the Aegis BMD system and the PAC-3 system. In January 2008, Japan operationally deployed SM-3 block IA, capable of intercepting long-range missiles. Currently Japan is developing SM-3 block IIA, capable of intercepting ICBMs, and scheduled to debut in 2015. Reversing its previous policy of non-deployment of THAAD, Japan intends to introduce THAAD as a higher tier defense system than a PAC-3. Japan has also deployed its self-developed FPS-XX (L Band) Radar. The FPS-XX Radar is known to have succeeded in detecting and tracking Russian long-range missiles launched from the Sea of Okhotsk. 

The counterplan solves all future BMD deployment – ending pressure ends Japan’s only incentive for exports.

Kyodo News 2010 (“Tokyo to relax export ban, send missiles to third countries,” July 25, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100725a2.html)

The government is set to allow exports to third countries of a new type of ship-based missile interceptor being jointly developed 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 ban on arms exports, the sources said.

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates asked Tokyo to consider exporting SM-3 Block 2A missiles in a meeting with Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa last October. The move followed President Barack Obama's September announcement that Washington was abandoning plans for a missile defense shield in Eastern Europe.
The United States subsequently decided to base its missile defense strategy around SM-3 interceptors, notably for responding 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 its plans to begin shipping SM-3 Block 2A missiles in 2018 and asked Tokyo to start preparing soon to strike export deals with third countries. Washington'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. wants Japan to respond by the end of the year — a demand that a senior Defense Ministry official said is hard to refuse as Tokyo wishes to continue 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 Eisaku Sato, the prime minister at the time, declared a ban on weapons exports to communist states, countries to which the United Nations bans such exports to 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.

When Tokyo signed an agreement with Washington in 2005 for bilateral cooperation on a ballistic missile defense system, U.S.-bound exports of missile interceptors to be deployed by the two countries were also exempted from the ban on arms exports.

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 the export ban are acceptable from a national security standpoint on the premise that the weapons should be strictly controlled.

*1NC Block 2A PIC [2/2]

No risk of offense – Block 1A isn’t destabilizing.

Rubinstein 2007 (Gregg A., consultant on Security, Trade and Technology at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, September 5, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects”, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf)

Summary: So far developments in US-Japan missile defense cooperation have not had the destabilizing effect on regional security forecast by various critics. Current and projected work on regional BMD systems by the US and Japan will impact the threat of short to medium range ballistic missile deployments by China and North Korea, but there is no serious evidence to support fears that BMD is feeding a more aggressive military posture by either country. Even in the case of Taiwan US-Japan missile defense programs are unlikely to have a serious effect on current tensions. On the other hand, joint BMD activity can contribute to regional security as a complement to arms control/non-proliferation efforts – per nuclear dialogue with North Korea – and a promoter of multilateral engagement in defense planning and operations. 

2NC Solvency – Exports

UPI.com 2010 ("Japan considers exporting SM-3 missiles," August 5, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2010/08/05/Japan-considers-exporting-SM-3-missiles/UPI-45581281003540/)

TOKYO, Aug. 5 (UPI) -- Japan may export the ship-launched Standard Missile-3 system, a change from the country's current ban on selling arms and weapons.

Raytheon's Standard Missile-3 block 2A system is an advanced version of the SM-3 series jointly under development with the United States and other countries.

The apparent move comes after a request last October by U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates to Japan's Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa. Japan is set to receive the first of the missiles in 2018.

The United States is expecting an answer by the end of the year, a report in Japan Times newspaper said.

The 21-foot SM-3 missile, designated RIM-161A in the United States, is a major part of the U.S. Navy's Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense System and is a compliment to the Patriot missile.
***Relations DA

*1NC Relations DA [1/4]
A. U.S.-Japan relations are fragile – domestic turmoil puts the alliance on the brink.

Washington Post 2010 ("Japan, America's top Asian ally, seems adrift. But it's not time to panic," July 28, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/07/27/AR2010072705314.html)

WHEN THE Democratic Party of Japan swept into power last summer, a new era was proclaimed. The DPJ had turned out a conservative party that had run the country since the U.S. military ended its occupation after World War II. The newcomers to power, with a huge majority in the lower house of parliament, promised to build a European-style social democracy while letting fresh air blow through the long-sealed corridors of power. There would be more openness, less corruption, more straight talk.

But for the DPJ, the first year has been a very long one -- and it's not over yet. Plans for a new welfare state collided with Japan's stagnant economy and mammoth debt. Some of the party's leaders were dogged by corruption charges that sounded a lot like the old days. The party's leader, Yukio Hatoyama, proved indecisive as prime minister and had to step down after less than a year. In elections on July 12, voters delivered a sound spanking, depriving the DPJ of a majority in the parliament's upper house and providing a modest comeback to the conservatives who had been so soundly trounced last year. And the latest prime minister, Naoto Kan, must stand for reelection within the party in September. At the moment he seems likely to prevail, but if he does not, his defeat will lead to the sixth change of prime ministership in Japan in the past five years.

All of this has left many Japanese, and some of Japan's overseas friends, wondering if Japan's problems are simply too big for its politics. Such pessimism is understandable but wrong, or at least premature. Japan remains a wealthy, productive, stable society with the world's second-largest economy. The instability of its politics reflects a healthy debate on what is, after all, a daunting problem, and one humans have never had to face in this way: how to maintain economic prosperity while declining birthrates and increasing longevity produce an older and older population. If Japanese voters are unsure about whether it's better to raise taxes or cut spending, well, join the club.

The challenge for U.S. officials is to manage day-to-day relations while safeguarding what remains a hugely important alliance in the shadow of China's growth. The bad news is that the issue that bedeviled the relationship throughout the past year, a realignment of U.S. forces in Okinawa, is likely to get kicked down the road yet again. The more important good news is that the past year's turmoil has only reaffirmed the importance of the alliance for most Japanese. Mr. Hatoyama, who came into office flirting with a more China-centric foreign policy, found little appetite for that among his compatriots. Americans should keep that in mind as the U.S.-Japan alliance bumps along in the coming months. 

B. Ending missile defense cooperation destroys the foundation of the alliance.

Rubinstein 2007 (Gregg A., consultant on Security, Trade and Technology at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, September 5, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects”, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf)

Development of missile defense cooperation has been critical to a process of “alliance transformation” that ranges from an updated concept of roles missions and capabilities for defense cooperation, to a realignment of the US force structure in Japan. 8 BMD matters have had significant impact on key areas of alliance activity: • Policy: Moving from agreement on the need for missile defense to implementing BMD cooperation has brought policy planners on both sides into closer consultation on regional security strategy, arms control/non-proliferation policy, and an expanding scope of bilateral cooperation. The US government has been obliged to rethink its positions on alliance participation in US missile defense programs, as well as the release of sensitive defense technologies to key allies. Similarly, development of BMD activities will compel the Japanese government to reconsider long-standing positions on such policy-sensitive matters as Japan’s self-imposed ban on collective defense operations, and its inflexible approach to arms export controls (see below). • Operations: Cooperation between Japan and the US on BMD operations in Northeast Asia will require a level of coordination between US and Japanese defense forces that gives unprecedented meaning to the term ‘interoperability.’ Issues of concern here include timely sharing of critical intelligence data, development of an effective command, control, and communications (C3) infrastructure, and revision of outdated polices that obstruct joint response to imminent missile threats. • Acquisitions: The SCD project initiated last year is also unprecedented in being the first effort to jointly develop a defense system for use by both countries – and probably third country allies as well. While this effort may not seem remarkable to those familiar with multinational defense projects in NATO or the EU, implementing SCD has required substantial adjustments in interaction among program management bureaucracies and defense industries on both sides. Here too BMD cooperation has brought both sides beyond the limits of long-established practices and attitudes. Missile defense cooperation points to a critical influence on US-Japan alliance evolution often overlooked in discussion of political leaders or key administration officials – the growth of institutional interaction between the US and Japanese defense establishments.
*1NC Relations DA [2/4]

C. Regional confidence in U.S. commitment is key to East Asian stability and U.S. global leadership – the impact is rapid Japan remilitarization, China conflict and war in India-Pakistan and Korea

Goh 8 – Lecturer in International Relations in the Department of Politics and International Relations at the Univ of Oxford (Evelyn, International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, “Hierarchy and the role of the United States in the East Asian security order,” 2008 8(3):353-377, Oxford Journals Database)

The centrality of these mutual processes of assurance and deference means that the stability of a hierarchical order is fundamentally related to a collective sense of certainty about the leadership and order of the hierarchy. This certainty is rooted in a combination of material calculations – smaller states' assurance that the expected costs of the dominant state conquering them would be higher than the benefits – and ideational convictions – the sense of legitimacy, derived from shared values and norms that accompanies the super-ordinate state's authority in the social order. The empirical analysis in the next section shows that regional stability in East Asia in the post-Second World War years can be correlated to the degree of collective certainty about the US-led regional hierarchy. East Asian stability and instability has been determined by U.S. assurances, self-confidence, and commitment to maintaining its primary position in the regional hierarchy; the perceptions and confidence of regional states about US commitment; and the reactions of subordinate states in the region to the varied challengers to the regional hierarchical order. 4. Hierarchy and the East Asian security order Currently, the regional hierarchy in East Asia is still dominated by the United States. Since the 1970s, China has increasingly claimed the position of second-ranked great power, a claim that is today legitimized by the hierarchical deference shown by smaller subordinate powers such as South Korea and Southeast Asia. Japan and South Korea can, by virtue of their alliance with the United States, be seen to occupy positions in a third layer of regional major powers, while India is ranked next on the strength of its new strategic relationship with Washington. North Korea sits outside the hierarchic order but affects it due to its military prowess and nuclear weapons capability. Apart from making greater sense of recent history, conceiving of the US' role in East Asia as the dominant state in the regional hierarchy helps to clarify three critical puzzles in the contemporary international and East Asian security landscape. First, it contributes to explaining the lack of sustained challenges to American global preponderance after the end of the Cold War. Three of the key potential global challengers to US unipolarity originate in Asia (China, India, and Japan), and their support for or acquiescence to, US dominance have helped to stabilize its global leadership. Through its dominance of the Asian regional hierarchy, the United States has been able to neutralize the potential threats to its position from Japan via an alliance, from India by gradually identifying and pursuing mutual commercial and strategic interests, and from China by encircling and deterring it with allied and friendly states that support American preponderance. Secondly, recognizing US hierarchical preponderance further explains contemporary under-balancing in Asia, both against a rising China, and against incumbent American power. I have argued that one defining characteristic of a hierarchical system is voluntary subordination of lesser states to the dominant state, and that this goes beyond rationalistic bandwagoning because it is manifested in a social contract that comprises the related processes of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference. Critically, successful and sustainable hierarchical assurance and deference helps to explain why Japan is not yet a ‘normal’ country. Japan has experienced significant impetus to revise and expand the remit of its security forces in the last 15 years. Yet, these pressures continue to be insufficient to prompt a wholesale revision of its constitution and its remilitarization. The reason is that the United States extends its security umbrella over Japan through their alliance, which has led Tokyo not only to perceive no threat from US dominance, but has in fact helped to forge a security community between them (Nau, 2003). Adjustments in burden sharing in this alliance since the 1990s have arisen not from greater independent Japanese strategic activism, but rather from periods of strategic uncertainty and crises for Japan when it appeared that American hierarchical assurance, along with US' position at the top of the regional hierarchy, was in question. Thus, the Japanese priority in taking on more responsibility for regional security has been to improve its ability to facilitate the US' central position, rather than to challenge it.13 In the face of the security threats from North Korea and China, Tokyo's continued reliance on the security pact with the United States is rational. While there remains debate about Japan's re-militarization and the growing clout of nationalist ‘hawks’ in Tokyo, for regional and domestic political reasons, a sustained ‘normalization’ process cannot take place outside of the restraining framework of the United States–Japan alliance (Samuels, 2007; Pyle, 2007). Abandoning the alliance will entail Japan making a conscience choice not only to remove itself from the US-led hierarchy, but also to challenge the United States dominance directly. The United States–ROK alliance may be understood in a similar way, although South Korea faces different sets of constraints because of its strategic priorities related to North Korea. As J.J. Suh argues, in spite of diminishing North Korean capabilities, which render the US security umbrella less critical, the alliance endures because of mutual identification – in South Korea, the image of the US as ‘the only conceivable protector against aggression from the North,’ and in the United States, an image of itself as protector of an allied nation now vulnerable to an ‘evil’ state suspected of transferring weapons of mass destruction to terrorist networks (Suh, 2004). Kang, in contrast, emphasizes how South Korea has become less enthusiastic about its ties with the United States – as indicated by domestic protests and the rejection of TMD – and points out that Seoul is not arming against a potential land invasion from China but rather maritime threats (Kang, 2003, pp.79–80). These observations are valid, but they can be explained by hierarchical deference toward the United States, rather than China. The ROK's military orientation reflects its identification with and dependence on the United States and its adoption of US' strategic aims. In spite of its primary concern with the North Korean threat, Seoul's formal strategic orientation is toward maritime threats, in line with Washington's regional strategy. Furthermore, recent South Korean Defense White Papers habitually cited a remilitarized Japan as a key threat. The best means of coping with such a threat would be continued reliance on the US security umbrella and on Washington's ability to restrain Japanese remilitarization (Eberstadt et al., 2007). Thus, while the United States–ROK bilateral relationship is not always easy, its durability is based on South Korea's fundamental acceptance of the United States as the region's primary state and reliance on it to defend and keep regional order. It also does not rule out Seoul and other US allies conducting business and engaging diplomatically with China. India has increasingly adopted a similar strategy vis-à-vis China in recent years. Given its history of territorial and political disputes with China and its contemporary economic resurgence, India is seen as the key potential power balancer to a growing China. Yet, India has sought to negotiate settlements about border disputes with China, and has moved significantly toward developing closer strategic relations with the United States. Apart from invigorated defense cooperation in the form of military exchange programs and joint exercises, the key breakthrough was the agreement signed in July 2005 which facilitates renewed bilateral civilian nuclear cooperation (Mohan, 2007
). Once again, this is a key regional power that could have balanced more directly and independently against China, but has rather chosen to align itself or bandwagon with the primary power, the United States, partly because of significant bilateral gains, but fundamentally in order to support the latter's regional order-managing function. Recognizing a regional hierarchy and seeing that the lower layers of this hierarchy have become more active since the mid-1970s also allows us to understand why there has been no outright balancing of China by regional states since the 1990s. On the one hand, the US position at the top of the hierarchy has been revived since the mid-1990s, meaning that deterrence against potential Chinese aggression is reliable and in place.14 On the other hand, the aim of regional states is to try to consolidate China's inclusion in the regional hierarchy at the level below that of the United States, not to keep it down or to exclude it. East Asian states recognize that they cannot, without great cost to themselves, contain Chinese growth. But they hope to socialize China by enmeshing it in peaceful regional norms and economic and security institutions. They also know that they can also help to ensure that the capabilities gap between China and the United States remains wide enough to deter a power transition. Because this strategy requires persuading China about the appropriateness of its position in the hierarchy and of the legitimacy of the US position, all East Asian states engage significantly with China, with the small Southeast Asian states refusing openly to ‘choose sides’ between the United States and China. Yet, hierarchical deference continues to explain why regional institutions such as the ASEAN Regional Forum, ASEAN + 3, and East Asian Summit have made limited progress. While the United State has made room for regional multilateral institutions after the end of the Cold War, its hierarchical preponderance also constitutes the regional order to the extent that it cannot comfortably be excluded from any substantive strategic developments. On the part of some lesser states (particularly Japan and Singapore), hierarchical deference is manifested in inclusionary impulses (or at least impulses not to exclude the United States or US proxies) in regional institutions, such as the East Asia Summit in December 2005. Disagreement on this issue with others, including China and Malaysia, has stymied potential progress in these regional institutions (Malik, 2006). Finally, conceiving of a US-led East Asian hierarchy amplifies our understanding of how and why the United States–China relationship is now the key to regional order. The vital nature of the Sino-American relationship stems from these two states' structural positions. As discussed earlier, China is the primary second-tier power in the regional hierarchy. However, as Chinese power grows and Chinese activism spreads beyond Asia, the United States is less and less able to see China as merely a regional power – witness the growing concerns about Chinese investment and aid in certain African countries. This causes a disjuncture between US global interests and US regional interests. Regional attempts to engage and socialize China are aimed at mediating its intentions. This process, however, cannot stem Chinese growth, which forms the material basis of US threat perceptions. Apprehensions about the growth of China's power culminates in US fears about the region being ‘lost’ to China, echoing Cold War concerns that transcribed regional defeats into systemic setbacks.15 On the other hand, the US security strategy post-Cold War and post-9/11 have regional manifestations that disadvantage China. The strengthening of US alliances with Japan and Australia; and the deployment of US troops to Central, South, and Southeast Asia all cause China to fear a consolidation of US global hegemony that will first threaten Chinese national security in the regional context and then stymie China's global reach. Thus, the key determinants of the East Asian security order relate to two core questions: (i) Can the US be persuaded that China can act as a reliable ‘regional stakeholder’ that will help to buttress regional stability and US global security aims;16 and (ii) can China be convinced that the United States has neither territorial ambitions in Asia nor the desire to encircle China, but will help to promote Chinese development and stability as part of its global security strategy? (Wang, 2005). But, these questions cannot be asked in the abstract, outside the context of negotiation about their relative positions in the regional and global hierarchies. One urgent question for further investigation is how the process of assurance and deference operate at the topmost levels of a hierarchy? When we have two great powers of unequal strength but contesting claims and a closing capabilities gap in the same regional hierarchy, how much scope for negotiation is there, before a reversion to balancing dynamics? This is the main structural dilemma: as long as the United States does not give up its primary position in the Asian regional hierarchy, China is very unlikely to act in a way that will provide 
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comforting answers to the two questions. Yet, the East Asian regional order has been and still is constituted by US hegemony, and to change that could be extremely disruptive and may lead to regional actors acting in highly destabilizing ways. Rapid Japanese remilitarization, armed conflict across the Taiwan Straits, Indian nuclear brinksmanship directed toward Pakistan, or a highly destabilized Korean peninsula are all illustrative of potential regional disruptions. 5. Conclusion To construct a coherent account of East Asia's evolving security order, I have suggested that the United States is the central force in constituting regional stability and order. The major patterns of equilibrium and turbulence in the region since 1945 can be explained by the relative stability of the US position at the top of the regional hierarchy, with periods of greatest insecurity being correlated with greatest uncertainty over the American commitment to managing regional order. Furthermore, relationships of hierarchical assurance and hierarchical deference explain the unusual character of regional order in the post-Cold War era. However, the greatest contemporary challenge to East Asian order is the potential conflict between China and the United States over rank ordering in the regional hierarchy, a contest made more potent because of the inter-twining of regional and global security concerns. Ultimately, though, investigating such questions of positionality requires conceptual lenses that go beyond basic material factors because it entails social and normative questions. How can China be brought more into a leadership position, while being persuaded to buy into shared strategic interests and constrain its own in ways that its vision of regional and global security may eventually be reconciled with that of the United States and other regional players? How can Washington be persuaded that its central position in the hierarchy must be ultimately shared in ways yet to be determined? The future of the East Asian security order is tightly bound up with the durability of the United States' global leadership and regional domination. At the regional level, the main scenarios of disruption are an outright Chinese challenge to US leadership, or the defection of key US allies, particularly Japan. Recent history suggests, and the preceding analysis has shown, that challenges to or defections from US leadership will come at junctures where it appears that the US commitment to the region is in doubt, which in turn destabilizes the hierarchical order. At the global level, American geopolitical over-extension will be the key cause of change. This is the one factor that could lead to both greater regional and global turbulence, if only by the attendant strategic uncertainly triggering off regional challenges or defections. However, it is notoriously difficult to gauge thresholds of over-extension. More positively, East Asia is a region that has adjusted to previous periods of uncertainty about US primacy. Arguably, the regional consensus over the United States as primary state in a system of benign hierarchy could accommodate a shifting of the strategic burden to US allies like Japan and Australia as a means of systemic preservation. The alternatives that could surface as a result of not doing so would appear to be much worse. 

Indopak conflict leads to extinction


Fai 1 (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.

Japan rearm leads to nuclear war

Interfax 6 (Interfax, “Nuclear Japan Would Trigger Terrible Arms Race in Asia,” 06, http://lists.econ.utah.edu/pipermail/a-list/2006-November/063410.html)

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.
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China war leads to extinction

Strait Times 2k (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N)

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

Korea war goes nuclear

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

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." Continues…The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
2NC Uniqueness – Brink

Japan-U.S. relations on the brink – DPJ, fiscal issues, and Japan’s dependence on the U.S. 

Newsweek 2010 (“Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy,” July 16, http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html)
As the government’s fiscal situation worsens, it becomes less and less likely that Tokyo will take up an ambitious security policy agenda. Fixing the government’s finances is a key step to addressing the other pocketbook issues with which voters are concerned. It is unlikely that a government implementing controversial budget cuts and tax increases would also take up the contentious question of how it should contribute to the defense of Japan and security in East and Central Asia. Its fear would be that the public would punish leaders perceived as focused on problems far from Japanese shores as it implements policies that hurt Japanese households. Moreover, for a cash-strapped government, the status quo, in which Japan limits its defense spending while subsidizing U.S. bases in Japan, continues to suit Japan’s interests. The logic of the Yoshida doctrine—which was formulated during the early postwar period, and which called for low defense spending combined with an alliance founded on U.S. bases in Japan—remains relevant today: Japanese leaders once saw the doctrine as the key to postwar economic development, and now the same policies provide resources for shoring up Japan’s social safety net and halting economic decline.

The irony, then, is that despite the DPJ’s desire for a more equal relationship with the United States, the political and economic logic of austerity suggests that Japan will likely grow even more dependent on the U.S. for its security, with the difference being that the relationship will be more fragile. For Japan, every U.S. initiative toward China will be scrutinized for signs that the U.S. is abandoning Japan in the region. Similarly, for Washington, every initiative to deepen cooperation within East Asia that excludes the U.S. will be questioned and may prompt grumbling about Japanese free-riding. In other words, these are the makings of a tumultuous decade for the alliance.
2NC Link – Cooperation
BMD is the lynchpin of U.S.-Japan cooperation.

Gregg A. Rubinstein, Consultant on Security, Trade and Technology at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, September 5, 2007, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects”, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf | Suo

Can missile defense continue to “lead the way” on defense cooperation between the US and Japan? There can be little question that US-Japan interaction on BMD has been critical to transition from a relatively passive security relationship to a more proactive alliance. From the perspective of capabilities development and operational activities, missile defense has energized engagement between US and Japanese defense institutions to the point where it is almost self-sustaining. Only a major shift in alliance relations would derail the process of BMD cooperation now established. Still, the degree of US-Japan interaction – as summarized in the ‘integrated’ and ‘default’ paths described above – remains uncertain as both countries continue to seek their way through untravelled territory.

Cooperation outweighs differences on BMD

Gregg A. Rubinstein, Consultant on Security, Trade and Technology at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, September 5, 2007, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects”, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf | Suo

All talk of alliance harmony not withstanding, engagement on missile defense programs will thus encounter significant areas of tension for the foreseeable future.So far US and Japanese officials have managed to reconcile changing and sometimes conflicting agendas in efforts to develop BMD capabilities. Common interests should continue to outweigh differences in advancing missile programs, but US and Japanese policy makers can never take such an assumption for granted. Success in implementation of missile defense cooperation will continue to require close engagement on all levels of concerned government and industry participants.
2NC Link – Security Guarantee
Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Congressional Research Service, 2/19/09, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, Lexis Congress | Suo

U.S.-Japanese joint development of a theater missile defense system reinforces the U.S. security commitment to Japan, both psychologically and practically. The test-launch of several missiles by North Korea in July 2006 accelerated existing plans to jointly deploy Patriot Advanced Capability 3 (PAC-3) surface-to-air interceptors as well as a sea-based system on Aegis destroyers. If successfully operationalized, confidence in the ability to intercept incoming missiles may help assuage Japan's fear of foreign attacks. This reassurance may discourage any potential consideration of developing a deterrent nuclear force. In addition, the joint effort would more closely intertwine U.S. and Japan security, although obstacles still remain for a seamless integration.
2NC Impact – Warming [1/2]
Strong U.S.-Japan relations are key to solve warming.

Calder 2010 (Kent E. Calder, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS/Johns Hopkins University, 02/01/2010 “U.S. CLIMATE POLICY AND PROSPECTS FOR U.S.‐JAPAN COOPERATION”, <http://www.us-jpri.org/en/reports/s1_calder.pdf)

Active U.S.‐Japan cooperation on energy and environmental issues has a powerful, unprecedented logic today, given prevailing political configurations in Tokyo and Washington, D.C. Both the Obama and Hatoyama Administrations place emphasis on these issue areas, and their general approaches are broadly similar. The Obama energy policy approach, for example, emphasizes downstream energy efficiency rather than upstream energy resource development. and also systematic long‐term reduction of greenhouse gas emissions. The Hatoyama priorities appear to be broadly congruent. Both  administrations are also interested in broad, systemic approaches to energy and  environmental problems, integrating technological innovation and mass‐transportation policy into solutions for energy and environmental questions. Both administrations also find multilateral cooperation congenial.  U.S. and Japanese capacities in addressing energy and environmental issues are also complementary in many important respects. The U.S. has historically   proven adept at technological innovation, and was a pioneer in nuclear and resource‐exploitation technology, such as off‐shore drilling. Japan is a global leader in promoting energy efficiency through technical innovation, as well as systems and product engineering, and in devising effective industrial standards.  Given the pressing nature of global energy and environmental problems, the general congruence of underlying U.S. and Japanese approaches to these issues, and the strategic importance of strengthening the U.S.‐Japan alliance, the two countries could productively initiate a bilateral energy and environmental dialogue. The US currently engages in such bilateral dialogues with both China and South Korea, and the logic is strong for an analogous dialogue with Japan. The two countries can also, of course, productively cooperate in broader international  fora, as they have in the COP‐15 process.  Among the concrete topics on which the U.S. and Japan can productively consider energy and environmental cooperation are the following: (1) Demonstration projects, such as energy‐efficient buildings, that illustrate novel methods for reducing resource use, and thereby reducing global emissions; (2) Clean coal technology, where their capabilities are well‐matched, in an area of fateful long‐term importance for large‐scale energy consumers such as China and India; (3) carbon capture and storage (CCS) technology; (4) mass‐transit approaches, including high‐speed rail, which reduce use of resources; (5) product standards that promote energy efficiency; (6) civilian nuclear issues, including safety and storage questions, the closed fuel cycle, and the improvement and strengthening of multilateral non‐proliferation regimes; and  (7) water use. Both countries can learn substantially from the other, thereby strengthening and broadening their vital bilateral relationship. Cooperation on energy and environmental matters, however, cannot easily serve as a substitute for cooperation in areas of hard security, such as host‐nation support, however, for both strategic reasons and do to the configuration of embedded political interests in both countries.

And, increased U.S. actions on global warming gets other countries on board key 

Harris 2009 (Paul Harris, Professor of Political Science @ Lingnan University, 09 Energy Policy, Vol. 37, Iss. 3, March)

For those interested in climate change and the global environment more generally, understanding the role of the United States is central. Its emissions of GHGs surpass those of any other country except China. On a per capita basis, US emissions of GHGs are among the highest in the world. With less than one-twentieth of the world's population, the United States produces nearly one-fourth of the world's GHGs. What is more, as the world's largest economy, the United States has considerable financial resources that can be directed at environmental problems abroad, and its technological capability has tremendous potential to help mitigate GHG pollution. If the United States were to lead on addressing climate change, it could set an example that other countries would likely follow. If it continues to reject such a leadership role, many other states will not reduce their own GHG emissions. This could leave Europe more-or-less alone in taking major action on climate change, and at worst it might induce Europe to backtrack in this respect. In other words, a lack of US climate leadership could undermine Europe's climate leadership. While the practical and political importance of US action is crucial, the United States also has an ethical obligation—as the world's largest polluter and as the world's wealthiest country—to address climate change and its consequences. A change in US policy is not only essential for effective international climate policy; it is also the morally right thing for the United States and its people to do.
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Extinction.

Tickell 2008 (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Guardian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction,” 8-11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange) qualifications inserted

We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson [Chief Scientist and Senior Adviser for Sustainable Development for World Bank, and former Chair of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change] told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King [Director of Research in Physical Chemistry at the University of Cambridge, former Chief Scientific Adviser to the United Kingdom], who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth.
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No Revision – No Vote [1/2]
Shenanigans – Article 9 can only be repealed by Diet majority and national referendum – domestic opposition makes passage impossible – our evidence postdates and takes 

out the internal link to all of their impacts.

Khan 2010 (Shamshad A. Khan, Institute for Defence Analyses, "Is Japan ready to shun the Peace Constitution?," May 19, IDSA Comment, http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/IsJapanreadytoshunthePeaceConstitution_sakhan_190510)

As the “National Referendum Law” to revise Japan’s postwar Constitution went into effect on May 18, pro-amendment lobbies in the country have expedited their efforts to get over with the US-drafted supreme legal documents, which place stringent limits on the use of force.

The national referendum law was enacted by the Shinzo Abe government in 2007 amid criticism by peace groups within Japan as well as strong remarks by neigbouring countries who viewed this development as aimed at turning Japan into a militarist state. The referendum law gave three years time to the people as well as political parties to discuss, debate, and unify their position on the issue.
As the referendum law goes into effect, the main opposition Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which has spearheaded debates on amending the pacifist Constitution since its establishment in 1955, prepares itself to submit a draft proposal of constitutional revisions in the current Diet session. Also, in its election manifesto released for the Upper House election due in June 2010, the party calls for the establishment of a new Constitution and a new law that would allow for the expeditious overseas dispatch of Self-Defense Force (SDF) personnel.
As always, the centre of the Constitutional amendment debate is the “Renunciation of War” clause1 - Article 9 - which bans Japan from maintaining “land, sea and air forces” and forbids the use of force to “settle international disputes”. To overcome the constitutional constraints in maintaining armed forces, Japan has used Article 51 of the UN charter which recognizes the right of self-defence as an inherent right of every nation and thus it has named its defence forces as Self Defense Force. But many in Japan including the Social Democratic Party (SDP) consider the SDF as an illegal and unconstitutional body. Thus, the pro-amendment lobbies in Japan want a specific clause in a revised Constitution to provide legality for its defence forces. They also advocate a revision of Article 9 because the pacifist clause has left a wider impact on Japan’s defence and security policies. Policies such as ban on arms exports and related technology, the 1 per cent of GDP cap on defence spending, the three non-nuclear principles and the ban on deployment of SDF in combat zones during UN peacekeeping operations all stem out of Article 9 and were adopted by different governments under the influence of peace lobbies in Japan. The pro-revision lobbies believe that an amendment of the Constitution, especially Article 9, will ease certain restrictions presently in place.

But hurdles before the “establishment of a new Constitution”, as the LDP envisions in its election manifesto, are many. The top-most challenge is Article 96 of the Japanese Constitution, which spells out that amendments to the “Constitution shall be initiated by the Diet, through a concurring vote of two-thirds or more of all the members of each House and shall thereupon be submitted to the people for ratification which shall require the affirmative vote of a majority of all votes cast thereon.” This article has proved to be one of the bottlenecks to amending the Constitution. Because of its specific conditionalities of two-third majority in the Diet and a public referendum, the Japanese Constitution remains unamended ever since its promulgation in 1947.

The LDP, which is to submit a draft proposal of constitutional revisions to the current Diet session, would have to rely on other pro-amendment parties including the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) to gain a two-third majority in the Diet. The ruling DPJ is not averse to the idea of revising the constitution. In fact, the DPJ leader and Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama2 as well as DPJ Secretary General Ichiro Ozawa3 have in the past presented their own proposals on how to amend the Constitution including Article 9. But since the DPJ was formed by the dissidents of the LDP and SDP, opposition will come from within a faction of DPJ which still carries the legacy of left politics. The SDP, a junior coalition partner to the DPJ government, will act as yet another drag on the issue. SDP chief Mizuho Fukushima has made it clear that she will oppose any moves on Constitution revision. “I will not allow the Diet chambers constitutional research panels to get under way,” the Japan Times quoted Fukushima as saying. Thus, gaining two-third majority on the issue of Constitutional revision in the present Diet appears very difficult.

The strong reactions from Japan’s neighbours on the Constitutional revision issue, as seen in the past, act as yet another constraint for Japan. The referendum Law drew strong criticism in the past from neighbouring countries like China and North Korea. The Chinese official news agency had termed the Japanese Diet’s passing of the bill as yet another “substantive step” in Japan’s path towards “amending the peace charter”. It opined that this step has aroused “high concern and misgivings among the people of Asia who suffered Japanese invasion and enslavement.” South Korea termed the referendum law as “a step towards militarism”. North Korea had termed the effort to revise the Japanese Constitution as a step aimed at turning Japan into a “war state”. A signed commentary carried by the leading official newspaper Rodong Sinmun had stated that “the Japanese reactionary’s moves to retrogressively revise the Constitution at any cost are aimed to turn Japan into a war state for aggression.” It seems the DPJ government which is in a process of strengthening its ties with regional countries does not want to offend its neighbours and has been skirting the issue. Prime 
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Minister Hatoyama recently said that “Debate on the Constitution should take place,” but at the same time added that “public and the government face other pressing issues that directly influence society, including reviving the economy and curbing the high unemployment rate.” This hints to the fact that Constitution revision is not on the agenda of the present government and it does not want to move beyond a “debate”.

The Japanese public which has to take a final call on the issue in a referendum as laid down in Article 96 of the Constitution also seems to be losing enthusiasm on the issue. A recent nationwide survey conducted by a pro-amendment media group, the Yomiuri Daily, suggested that 43 per cent of those polled supported constitutional reform. The daily noted that it was a “significant drop from 52 per cent recorded in a similar survey taken a year ago.” The daily also reported that 42 per cent of respondents said they opposed changes in the Constitution. Given the trends in the latest public opinion surveys it would be difficult to put revisions to the Constitution to a referendum. Thus the fate of the referendum Law enacted during the Abe regime seems to hang in the balance.
This has a real impact – constitutional revision requires an absolute majority to pass – that means the referendum fails.

Kawasaki, 1AC Author, 2010  (Akira, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies, member of the Executive Committee of Peace Boat and NGO Adviser to the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament co-chairs, originally published in a special issue of Asian Perspective on the arms race in Northeast Asia, edited by John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee, has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, May 10, “Japan's Military Spending at a Crossroads”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads)

Constitutional revision is not in the immediate offing. The referendum bill establishes a three-year moratorium on the actual referendum. Two-thirds of Diet members would need to initiate such a referendum and a majority of the voters would need to support revision for it to happen. However, the debate in Japan on constitutional revision has rapidly accelerated. Constitutional change will not only affect the size, composition, and mission of the Japanese “self defense forces.” It will also undermine peaceful relations in the East Asian region. And it will destroy one of the most important models of a demilitarized state that the world has ever seen.
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1NC 1 and 2 – We’re calling shenanigans – Article 9 cannot be repealed with a magic wand, it requires 2/3rds vote in the Japanese Diet and an absolute majority of the Japanese public to support passage in a national referendum. Their evidence is just rhetoric about Taro Aso, the former prime minister. Our evidence postdates – it’s about the current political conditions in Japan. Three critical arguments in our Khan evidence conceded by the 2AC:

1) Public referendum – the Japanese constitution has never been amended because of structural voting constraints – the public does not have enough votes for revision, 42% oppose, only 43% endorse an amendment, and Khan says it's a downward trend. More evidence, there’s no public support for constitutional revision – prefer the only evidence in the debate that assumes the current prime minister.

Harris 7/1/2010 (Tobias Harris, Japanese politics specialist, worked for a DPJ member of the upper house of the Diet 2006-2007, PhD student Poli. Sci. @ MIT, "Facing constraints in the alliance," July 1, http://www.observingjapan.com/2010/07/facing-constraints-in-alliance.html)

Prime Minister Kan Naoto had his debut on the world stage at the G20 meeting in Toronto this week. While in Toronto he had his first meeting with US President Barack Obama.

As Reuters notes, Kan met with Obama for a half-hour, considerably more time than Hatoyama got when he visited Washington in April (when Hatoyama was infamously described as "loopy"). The two leaders apparently discussed their shared love of matcha ice cream, and the Japanese media looked for signs that the two were becoming pals, looking for evidence that the relationship between the US and Japan was back on track after the Hatoyama government "strained" the bilateral relationship.

Meanwhile at gatherings in Washington to commemorate the "fiftieth anniversary" of the alliance (depending on when one chooses the date the birth of the alliance), the mood, according to Peter Ennis, was relatively upbeat following Hatoyama's decision to embrace a version of the status quo regarding Futenma and his subsequent resignation. Ennis says that the theme was "emphasize the positive."

All well and good, but as far as I can tell the alliance is right back to where it was 2007-2009, with the only difference being that the Japanese government is openly confronting the problems surrounding the implementation of the 2006 roadmap.

As I've argued before, the collapse of the Abe government in 2007 was more than just a spectacular reversal for the LDP — it marked the end of the bilateral "project" that grew out of the Nye Initiative in the mid-1990s to build a stronger, closer US-Japan alliance. After rewriting the guidelines on defense cooperation, securing (token) Japanese contributions to the Afghanistan and Iraq conflicts, and develop a new "shared values" rationale for the alliance, the project ran squarely into the wall of political realities in Japan and in the region.
Regarding the former, when faced with a government that was dead set on constitution revision, it turned out that the Japanese public was not all that interested in it, no matter what years of Yomiuri Shimbun polls said (although revisionist politicians apparently missed the polls that showed that very few felt that constitution revision was an issue deserving of the attention of national leaders). More than that, there are few signs that the Japanese public is interested in anything but the status quo as far as security policy is concerned. In other words, the status quo in which Japan spends less and less each year on defense while playing host to forward-deployed US forces. While public opinion polls are at best ambiguous regarding Japan's former refueling mission in the Indian Ocean or its ongoing anti-piracy mission off the Horn of Africa, the public isn't exactly clamoring for a more expansive role abroad for the SDF. Nor does there seem to be much support for collective self-defense, another remaining piece of the project.

The result is an unusual parallel to the Yoshida Doctrine, which, incidentally, Ambassador Katō Ryozō, who before serving as ambassador to the US for the whole of the Bush administration was deeply involved in the project to strengthen the alliance, recently declared had "completed its mission." Today Japan finds itself in a position where it needs an alliance with the US based on the forward deployment of troops not to free up resources for re-industrialization but so that it can weather its demographic plight and economic decline. The resulting arrangement looks the same, but the underlying logic is strikingly different — and remarkably fragile, resting as it does on the strength of the US commitment to Asia, the willingness of the Japanese taxpayer to provide host-nation support (and Okinawan and other communities to host US forces), and the restraint of the People's Republic of China.

Ext No Revision – No Vote [2/2]

And, it means Kan won’t push – he’s trying to appease the voters.

Kyodo News 2010 (“Stability, unity key to Kan’s success: expert,” June 11, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100611f2.html)

WASHINGTON — Ensuring stability and unity, unlike the previous administration, is key to the success of the new government of Prime Minister Naoto Kan, according to a U.S. expert. "Stability in governance and unity in terms of the execution of policy, both domestic and foreign policy, I think, will be very key to Mr. Kan's success," Sheila Smith, senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, said in a recent interview. Noting Kan is Japan's fifth prime minister in four years, Smith said, "There is a lack of stability in Japanese political thinking, but of course, serious instability in terms of governance." She also said there was "a certain amount of disunity, or at least the appearance of disunity," in the government of Kan's predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, who resigned last week after some eight months in office. "People were saying different things. It wasn't clear which way the government was going" under Hatoyama, Smith said, adding that what is needed now is a cohesive policy team. Smith said she finds the elevation of Kan "refreshing," as he is not from a political family, unlike the four previous prime ministers, who were all descended from former leaders. Coming from a citizen activist background, Kan's starting point is that governance must be responsive to the needs of citizens, as his time as health and welfare minister in 1996 proved, she said. "If he can carry that perspective effectively into the prime minister's office," Kan will succeed in steering the nation's politics, Smith said. Smith, who has followed Japanese politics over 20 years through various postings, including in Japan, pointed out that Kan and U.S. President Barack Obama may get along well due to their "pretty similar backgrounds." "Barack Obama is a community organizer from the streets of Chicago. . . . They can relate to where they came from and how they ended up in national politics and how they ended up as leaders of their two countries," she said.

2) Regional security – the Diet is committed to strengthening regional ties – China, North Korea, South Korea all actively oppose revision, and Japan will appease them – the prime minister has kicked it off the agenda.

3) Diet gridlock - the LDP is the only party that supports revision, it needs the DPJ on board, but that party is split by internal factions that support extremely liberal defense policies. And, the New Komeito party opposes collective self-defense. They can’t pass legislation without their cooperation.

Wall Street Journal 7/23/2010 (Yuka Hayashi – WSJ, "Japan's New Komeito Won't Partner With DPJ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703294904575384763505191770.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)

TOKYO—The head of a key opposition party in Japan said Friday it is unlikely to join forces with Prime Minsiter Naoto Kan's Democratic Party of Japan any time soon, underscoring the difficulty the ruling party will face in enacting policies following its major election defeat earlier this month. Natsuo Yamaguchi, chief representative of New Komeito party, said in an interview that the ruling party must stop "drifting" over important policy issues such as a proposed increase in the national sales tax and the relocation of U.S. bases in Okinawa before his party can consider taking joint action with it in parliament. DPJ leaders also must explain their involvement in campaign funds scandals more clearly, while improving "governance" in managing party affairs, he said. The DPJ's press office declined to comment on Mr. Yamaguchi's remarks, referring to party leaders' previous comments on these topics. The spotlight on New Komeito, a party closely associated with a powerful Buddhist sect in Japan called Sokagakkai, has intensified as it is considered a potential coalition partner to Mr. Kan's DPJ. Having lost its majority in one of the two chambers of parliament as a result of the July 11 elections, the DPJ now needs cooperation from smaller parties to secure a working majority to pass most types of legislation.

The impact – it takes out the entire aff – our Khan evidence says that the non-nuclear principles, arms exports, and the defense spending cap are all direct products of the Constitution. Failure to revise the constitution means Japan can’t nuclearize, it can’t export BMD to Europe, and it can’t increase its defense industrial base in a way that would destabilize Asia…they have no aff.
No Revision – De Facto Mod
Even if constitutional revision occurs, it would not affect collective self-defense.

Hughes 2006 (Christopher W. Hughes, senior research fellow at the Centre for the Study of Globalisation and Regionalisation - U of Warwick, UK, "Why Japan Could Revise Its Constitution and What It Would Mean for Japanese Security Policy," based on his presentation at a conference on Constitutional Change and Foreign Policy in East Asia held by FPRI’s Center for East Asian Studies, March 20, http://wrap.warwick.ac.uk/1051/1/WRAP_Hughes_9871481-080709-hughes_why_japan_could_revise_its_constitution_wrap.pdf)

2. Revision to recognize de facto realities. The second scenario is that constitutional revision occurs by a similar process to above, recognizing de facto realities, but with no move to breach the ban on collective security by Diet legislation. This scenario could arise as a result of splits within the LDP or in its coalition with Komeito over fears that anything more than the recognition of current realities would open the floodgates for collective self-defense reinterpretation. It would also occur if the DPJ maintains its solidarity in both Houses and opposes anything other than the recognition of de facto realities. This is likely if Ozawa retains his grip on the party leadership, due to the fact that, unlike his predecessor Maehara, he has determined to practice adversarial politics and not to offer cooperation with the LDP on constitutional revision—shown by the DPJ’s eventual decision to submit in May 2006 an independent bill for the constitutional referendum. Moreover, Ozawa may harbour hopes of drawing the Komeito away from the LDP coalition if he shows greater sympathy with their position on the constitution. However, as with the first scenario, de facto recognition will still leave open the door to the LDP to seek to breach the ban on collective self-defense by reverting at a later date to its old tactic of simple reinterpretation. 

3. Non-revision. A final scenario is the failure of even revision attempts limited to recognizing de facto realities. It might prove simply too complex to forge intraparty LDP and LDP-Komeito consensus, compounded by strong opposition from the DPJ. This could be especially so when any draft revision is subject to prolonged Diet and public scrutiny. Or, LDP plans might yet be undermined by the bureaucracy. The CLB could reassert its dominance on constitutional issues once Koizumi, who has the popular mandate to govern assertively, retires from the premiership.44 It may also be that revision plans are dragged down by a range of controversies over other, non-security related issues involved in revision. The LDP might be banking on bundling the security measures together with measures on human rights as a means to smooth revision with the public.45 On the other hand, the LDP draft contains many controversial areas relating to patriotism, the position of the emperor, and the media which may incite political and public opposition. Lastly, achieving even the 50 percent hurdle of public approval in any case will be mightily difficult. Hence, the possibility of failure is real. But even in this instance it will not totally shut off the LDP’s and government’s options to push forward Japan’s security role. They can always fall back on revision by reinterpretation, even if this method is providing diminishing returns.

Ext No Revision – De Facto Mod

Even if there’s constitutional revision, it wouldn’t include collective self-defense – star this argument – Japan exploits loopholes in the constitution to support collective self-defense for the US, revision would just accommodate that de facto militarization to make it law, that’s Hughes. The Diet will just push to allow specific missions, it won’t make dramatic changes because it needs to keep its constituents on board. 

More evidence, the ruling party would not remove the ban.

Kyodo News 2001 ("PARTIES SHOULD BROACH SECURITY ISSUES," July 26, The Free Library - Farlex)

The three ruling parties have yet to reach a consensus about the exercising of Japan's right to collective self-defense. New Conservative Party supports a proposal for Japan to exercise that right, while New Komeito opposes it. 
The Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) has insisted that Japan should be allowed to join the main roles of U.S. peacekeeping forces by revising the Constitution, not changing the government's interpretation of the right to collective self-defense. 
No Impact – Loopholes

Article 9 is a farce – the U.S.-Japan alliance has rendered it meaningless.

Rozoff 2010 (Richard Rozoff, author, geopolitical analyst, editor of Stop NATO, frequent contributer to Global Research - Centre for Research on Globalization, "Japanese Military Joins U.S. And NATO In Horn Of Africa," April 25, Stop NATO, http://rickrozoff.wordpress.com/2009/11/09/berlin-wall-from-europe-whole-and-free-to-new-world-order/)

The term self-defense is not fortuitous. Article 9 of the 1947 Japanese Constitution explicitly affirms that “the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international disputes. To accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerency of the state will not be recognized.”

As such, in the post-World War Two period the nation’s armed forces have been called the Japan Self-Defense Forces (JSDF).

The Constitution also expressly prohibits the deployment of military forces outside of Japan, stating that it is “not permissible constitutionally to dispatch armed troops to foreign territorial land, sea and airspace for the purpose of using military power, as a so-called overseas deployment of troops, since it generally exceeds the minimum level necessary for self-defense.”

That notwithstanding, in the years following the Cold War all post-Second World War proscriptions against the use of military force by the former Axis nations have been disregarded, [2] and in February of 2004 Japan dispatched 600 troops, albeit in a non-combat role, to Iraq shortly after the U.S. and British invasion of the country. The nation’s navy, the Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force, supplied fuel and water in support of the U.S. Operation Enduring Freedom campaign in Afghanistan from 2001-2007 and again from January of 2008 to the beginning of this year, thereby violating another basic tenet of its constitution, the ban on engaging in what the document refers to as collective self-defense, the relevant section of which reads:

“Japan has the right of collective self-defense under international law. It is, however, not permissible to use the right, that is, to stop armed attack on another country with armed strength, although Japan is not under direct attack, since it exceeds the limit of use of armed strength as permitted under Article 9 of the Constitution.”

However, a 2007 Defense White Paper left the door open to further military deployments with a provision on “international peace cooperation activities.”

It is in the spirit of that elastic and evasive phrase that Japan resumed support for the war in Afghanistan in 2008 and has now secured a military base on the African continent.

The Japanese official presiding over the latter project also said that “A camp will be built to house our personnel and material. Currently we are stationed at the American base.” Kitagawa added that “We sent military teams to Yemen, Oman, Kenya and Djibouti. In April 2009, we chose Djibouti.”

A year earlier, the Kyodo News cited an official of the Foreign Ministry as confirming that “Japan and Djibouti reached a status of forces agreement” on April 3, 2009, “stipulating the terms of operations and legal status for the Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Force and related officials who will be based in the African nation during the current antipiracy mission in waters off Somalia.” [3]

The agreement was signed on the same day by Japanese Defense Minister Yasukazu Hamada and the foreign minister of Djibouti, Mahamoud Ali Youssouf, in Tokyo. The month before Japan sent two destroyers to the Gulf of Aden.

Two months later Japan deployed two new destroyers, the 4,550-ton Harusame and the 3,500-ton Amagiri, off the Horn of Africa. Also last July the Japanese press disclosed that “The U.S….asked Japan to build its own facilities to carry out full-fledged operations,” and that at the time “about 150 members of the Ground Self-Defense Force and MSDF [Maritime Self-Defense Force] stationed in Djibouti live in U.S. military lodgings near an airport.” [4] The Japanese military announced plans to construct a runway for Maritime Self-Defense Force P-3C surveillance planes and barracks for its troops.

Although Russian, Chinese, Indian and Iranian ships in the Horn of Africa are there to protect their own and other nations’ vessels and their missions are understood to be limited to anti-piracy operations and to a prescribed duration, Japan and its American and NATO allies have established permanent land, naval and air bases in the region for use in armed conflicts on the African continent.

No Rearm – Technical Barriers [1/2]
Massive technical barriers to nuclearization 

Yoshihara and Holmes 2009 (Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580)

As noted above, analysts and Japanese politicians evince conviction that Japan could erect a nuclear deterrent in a relatively short period of time. We are unpersuaded by this apparent optimism and conventional wisdom. It is true that Japan possesses all the trappings of a nuclear power. Yet the path to a credible nuclear status is likely to be long and winding. Above all, Japan needs the material capacity to develop a bomb. (40) With fifty-five nuclear-power plants in operation around the country and the nuclear sector's large reserves of reactor-grade plutonium, Japan enjoys a readily available supply of fissile material. According to Sankei Shimbun, Japan possesses enough plutonium on its own soil and in reprocessing plants overseas to produce 740 bombs. (41) How usable this reactor-grade material would be for weapons purposes, however, remains a matter of dispute among technical specialists. An internal government report unearthed by Sankei Shimbun reportedly concluded that Japan would need several hundred engineers, 200-300 billion yen (or $2-$3 billion), and three to five years to fabricate a serviceable nuclear warhead. (42) The real question would be timing. It is doubtful in the extreme that Japan could circumvent its safeguards agreement with the IAEA undetected for long. (43) While the cases of Iran and North Korea demonstrate that it is possible to bypass the IAEA, Japan holds itself to much higher, more stringent standards, having assented to one of the most intrusive, regular inspection programs in the world. (44) Furthermore, think of the diplomatic blowback: one can only imagine the uproar if such an effort on the part of Japan, a consistent, sincere opponent of nuclear weapons, were exposed to public and international scrutiny. Thus, Japanese policy makers must consider the extent to which Tokyo could withstand mounting external pressure to cease and desist while its nuclear complex amassed enough bomb-making material for a viable arsenal. Tokyo cannot expect to deceive the international community long enough to present the world a fait accompli. It would probably have to make its intentions clear--and endure international opprobrium--well before reaching the breakout threshold, if not at the outset. Even assuming that Japan can procure enough fissile materials to build an arsenal, its engineers would still have to leap over several technical barriers. First, Japan must devise an effective, efficient delivery system. The most direct route would be to arm Japan's existing fleet of fighter aircraft with nuclear bombs or missiles. The fighters in the Air Self-Defense Force (SDF) inventory, however, are constrained by four factors: vulnerability to preemptive strikes while still on the ground at their bases; limited range, as Japan possesses no strategic bombers; susceptibility to interception by enemy fighters while en route to their targets; and vulnerability to increasingly sophisticated integrated air-defense systems. Compounding these shortcomings, Japan is surrounded by water, substantially increasing flight times to targets on the Asian mainland. In light of this, ballistic or cruise missiles would likely rank as Japan's weapon of choice. (45) The challenges would be two. First, if Tokyo chose to rely on a missile delivery system, it would have to produce a workable, miniaturized nuclear warhead that could be mounted atop an accurate cruise or ballistic missile. Such a feat is not beyond Japanese engineering prowess, but it would involve significant lead time. Second, the nation must develop the delivery vehicle itself. Even the U.S. defense-industrial sector, with its half-century of experience in this field, takes years to design and build new missiles. Japan could conceivably convert some of its civilian space-launch vehicles into ballistic missiles, but it would have to perfect key components, like inertial guidance systems. If it opted for long-range cruise missiles, Tokyo would in effect find itself--unless it could purchase Tomahawk cruise missiles off the shelf from the United States, a doubtful prospect, given the highly offensive nature of Tomahawks and thus the political sensitivity of such a sale--compelled to start from scratch. Procuring and integrating satellite guidance, terrain-contour matching, and other specialized techniques and hardware would demand long, hard labor from Japanese weapon scientists. There is also the question of testing. Japan would need to ensure the safety and reliability of its nuclear arsenal. There would be no substitute for an actual nuclear test that proved this new (for Japan) technology while bolstering the credibility of Japanese deterrence. The Japanese Archipelago is simply too small and too densely populated for a test to be conducted there safely--even leaving aside the potential for a political backlash, given the memories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki it would conjure up. Tokyo could detonate a device near some Japanese-held island in the Pacific, such as Okinotori-shima. But again, the diplomatic furor from flouting the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) would be intense, while the Japanese populace would think back to the Lucky Dragon incident during the Bikini tests of the 1950s. (46) One need only recall the uproar over French and Chinese tests on the eve of the CTBT's entry into force. Computer simulations of weapon performance may be less optimal but would certainly be more palatable from a political standpoint for Japan. The Israeli experience may be instructive here for any Japanese bomb-making efforts. The technical dilemmas reviewed above demonstrate that there is no shortcut to a nuclear breakout, even for a technological powerhouse of Japan's standing. The Congressional Research Service notes, "If one assumes that Japan would want weapons with high reliability and accuracy, then more time would need to be devoted to their development unless a weapon or information was supplied by an outside source." (47) Kan Ito, a commentator on Japanese strategic affairs for nearly two decades, concurs, considering observers who predict a rapid breakout "utterly presumptuous." Declares Ito, "It is dangerous to believe such a misconception. 

No Rearm – Technical Barriers [2/2]
It will take 15 years for Japan to build up its own autonomous nuclear deterrence capability that is truly functional." (48) While one may quibble with his fifteen-year timeline, which seems unduly pessimistic, the period required to develop and field a credible deterrent would probably be measured in years rather than the weeks or months cavalierly bandied about.
Ext No Rearm – Technical Barriers

Nuclear armament impossible – even if Japan could get a warhead quickly, they couldn’t deploy it

The Daily Yomiuri, March 22, 2007, “NORTH KOREA'S NUCLEAR THREAT; Japan could build N-weapons, but...”, Lexis | Suo

Japan's nuclear power generation technology is almost as advanced as that of the United States and France. It would seem to follow that there is no reason why Japan, with such cutting-edge technology, cannot develop nuclear arms, a feat achieved by North Korea and Pakistan. When Glenn Seaborg, a participant in the Manhattan Project, visited Japan in September 1965, he asserted that Japan had the technology to produce nuclear arms in about five years. Given that more than 40 years have passed since then, can Japan actually manufacture nuclear weapons? Nuclear bombs come in two types: plutonium and uranium. Japan is said to have the technology to develop both types. But it would have to overcome many hurdles to do so. Plutonium is extracted in the process of reprocessing spent nuclear fuel from a nuclear power plant. But weapons-grade plutonium with a purity of more than 90 percent cannot be obtained from the light water reactors that are operated in Japan. It is possible to increase the purity of plutonium by shortening the period of burning fuel within a reactor by repeating the stoppage and resumption of operations and exchange of fuel. But this method is inefficient and not a realistic option. The most effective method is to use a graphite-moderated reactor, as North Korea did. But no such reactors are operated in this country, and it would take several years to build a reactor of this type. One expert said that should Japan wish to develop just one nuclear bomb, it could be manufactured using a light water reactor, and if it wants to mass-produce them, it should use graphite moderated reactors. To produce a uranium-type bomb, it is necessary to enrich the density of uranium from the 3 percent to 5 percent density needed for power generation to the more than 90 percent density required for making nuclear weapons. It is technically possible to procure weapons-grade uranium if a large number of centrifuges are used. However, the explosive yield of such a bomb is smaller than that of the plutonium type, and it is difficult to miniaturize the warhead for such a weapon. Even after procuring weapons-grade nuclear materials, it is necessary to develop a detonation device that can ensure a certain level of explosive power. In the case of an implosion-method bomb, for example, extremely advanced technology capable of simultaneously detonating at least 32 fuses within a margin of error of one-millionth of a second is required. The explosive power of the atomic bomb detonated by North Korea last October was less than one kiloton (TNT equivalent), far smaller than the four-kiloton class Pyongyang told Beijing it was going to test beforehand. The rudimentary detonation technology used in the bomb was cited as a major factor in its limited yield. Tetsuo Sawada, an expert in nuclear engineering at Tokyo Institute of Technology, said: "It takes at least a year to develop a nuclear bomb, going through the whole process from design, manufacture and verification to a detonation test. If the time needed to build a nuclear reactor and related facilities are included, it takes several years to develop a nuclear bomb." To deploy manufactured weapons and turn them into an effective deterrent force, it is necessary to develop specialized nuclear warfare units and equipment including vehicles to deliver nuclear warheads. In the case of Japan, which is a small country, it would be extremely difficult to locate a nuclear base on land, given the strong opposition among the public even to the construction of a nuclear power plant. The prevalent view is that it would be more appropriate for Japan to build a submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) system like Britain's, which is less susceptible to an enemy attack. It would take a very long time for Japan to develop a single nuclear submarine fitted with an SLBM system on its own, and costs involved would reach 500 billion yen, Sawada said. If several SLBM-outfitted submarines were built, costs would top 10 trillion yen, including research and development expenses, Sawada added. Pointing out the problems of having nuclear arms capability, Tetsuya Endo, a former deputy chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, said, "There's a big difference between the technological capability to develop a nuclear warhead and [a] meaningful nuclear weapons [defense system]."

No Rearm – Structural Barriers
The Japanese government adamantly opposes rearm and anti-nuclearization movements are gaining ground – only our evidence assumes current political conditions.

Xinhua 8/6/2010 (English.news.cn, "Symbolic gestures not enough for Japan to realize nuclear free world," http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-08/06/c_13433579_2.htm)

But Tadatoshi Akiba, the mayor of Hiroshima, and many peace activists across the country and indeed the world believe that Japan is leading the plight for nuclear disarmament and the attendance Friday by ambassador Roos and UN secretary-general Ban is a testament to the fact their voices are finally being heard.
Akiba urged the Japanese government to assert itself as global leaders for nuclear disarmament and is well placed to "turn a new page in human history."

"There still remains a great deal of animosity towards the U.S. regarding the use of atomic bombs," said McNeil.

"Some (Japanese) would still like to hear an official apology, but for many of the survivors their focus is not on the past, it's very much on the future and they feel that now Japan has a global spotlight trained on it, with the all the visiting dignitaries from so many countries -- most importantly Roos and Ban -- the Japanese government should actively work with the U.S. and the UN to ensure denuclearization becomes a reality and not just a buzzword."

"Yes, the U.S.' attendance in Hiroshima was well, well overdue, but better late than never. Now Japan can be even more proactive in ensuring global change," he said.

McNeil's sentiments were reflected by the nation's leader during a speech at Friday's ceremony.

Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan called for the human race not to repeat the horror and misery that can be caused by atomic bombs and being that Japan is the only country to have been attacked by the war-time atomic bombs, the nation has a moral obligation to lead the efforts towards the realization of a world without nuclear weapons.
Following the prime minister's speech, 1,000 white doves were released in a symbolic gesture for peace, but perhaps, as McNeil suggests, the time for symbolic gestures has long since passed and the time for Japan to actually effect change is here. 

Ext No Rearm – Structural Barriers

Institutional constraints mean that regardless of capability or will Japan can’t change foreign policy

Calder 2005 (Kent E. Calder, Ph.D. from Harvard University, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University, Fall, “Halfway to hegemony: Japan's tortured trajectory”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb137/is_3_27/ai_n29223867/)

All of my three major contentions have fortunately weathered the test of time, despite their controversial standing fifteen years ago. Japan has not, despite a huge economy that today constitutes one seventh of global gross domestic product, emerged as an effective "rule-maker" in international affairs. For example, the vaunted Miyazawa Plan of the late 1990s, aimed at promoting the financial development of a number of Asia's poorest countries, never became the standard for developing world debt relief despite its substantial intellectual content. Japan's initiative was instead preempted and superceded by the United States' own Brady Plan. Similarly, Japan failed across the 1980s and the 1990s in its efforts to modify copyright protection of software. More recently, Japan's "G-4 plan" for reforming the UN Security Council likewise failed to prevail in the 2005 General Assembly session. And the so-called Kyoto Protocol for protecting the global environment, promulgated at a landmark 1999 conference in Kyoto itself, failed to be adopted even by Japan's closest ally, the United States. Despite often strong protestations of solidarity with Japan as well as strong Japanese cooperation with global initiatives from elsewhere, the United States--not to mention the European Union, China, and other global powers--have failed to a surprising degree, given Japan's economic power, to adopt initiatives with a clear provenance in Tokyo. Time has also shown Japan's limited key-currency role of the late 1980s to be frustratingly enduring. Japan has become by far the world's largest creditor, with nearly US$2 trillion in net assets, and nearly US$800 billion in official foreign exchange reserves. Yet, the yen's share of global central bank reserves has actually declined. Japan has become significantly more open to foreign manufactured imports than was true in 1989. Indeed, the share of such imports in its total trade rose from less than 50 percent in 1990 to 61.5 percent by 2003. Yet Japan has not become either a market or lender of last resort. Indeed, China has become the largest export market for many developing nations--a more important prop for their development efforts than Japan. Only in overseas development assistance (ODA) does Japan cut a truly global figure. And even Japanese ODA has begun to recede since the late 1990s, falling by nearly one third between 2000 and 2002 alone. Institutional Barriers to Change The heart of my argument that Japan would not emerge as a global power commensurate with its economic scale for a sustained period was structural. I contended that a combination of a high degree of regulation and fragmented structures would impose a straitjacket on the Japanese political economy that would constrain its global role. This constraint would be enduring precisely because it was institutional, and embedded institutions are not changed easily by fragmented, divided political authorities.  Fragmented policy-making institutions give unusual leverage to veto-players, and the prominence of such players in Japan make change difficult except in crisis circumstances. In concluding that Japanese foreign policy-making had a stability bias, except in crisis, I employed the same logic that I did in my 1988 Crisis and Compensation, which also emphasized the importance of fragmentation in state structures in imparting a conservative cast to domestic policy formation. To conclude that Japanese policy-making would have a conservative cast, due to fragmented state structures and the inherent leverage of numerous veto-players, was not to argue that it could not change. Indeed, I did not conclude that Japanese policy-making was inevitably static. I saw it more as a dialectical tension between economic forces and external pressures, which generally were the dynamic element driving the system, and the straitjacket of embedded institutional structures and processes. In this sense, Japanese security policy certainly had the potential to gradually change over the course of the 1990s. The role of the Self Defense Forces, for example, expanded steadily from simple static homeland defense to major support for allied naval forces in the Arabian Sea during the Afghan War by the fall of 2001, and eventually to a Japanese Ground Self Defense presence that was the fourth largest in Iraq by the summer of 2005. Thus, despite Japan's institutional tendency to resist transformation, the country has, in a few discrete instances, successfully promoted changes in its foreign policy-making. The reasoning by which I concluded that Japan would move only "halfway to hegemony"--but nevertheless with a significant role in support of the United States in global affairs--highlights a somewhat unconventional set of analytical variables as the drivers in international politics. Conventional analysis tends to privilege state strategy. Because of my emphasis on the constraining impact of institutional structure on foreign policy behavior--at least in the Japanese case--I was skeptical of state strategy, or public perception, as a determinant of actual behavior. I argued that the obstacles that decision-makers face are often more important than their intentions in determining policy outcomes, and that approach seems to have been vindicated in the Japanese case. The years since I wrote have been hallmarked by repeated commitments by Japanese leaders to reform--in the security realm as well as in economics--that have proven excruciatingly difficult to implement. Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto solemnly committed--at a bilateral 1996 summit with his preeminent ally, US President Bill Clinton--to close the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station in Okinawa and to prepare an alternate site on the east coast of the island. Yet that transfer had not even begun a full decade later. Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi struggled for more than four years to reform the postal savings system and went to the extraordinary lengths of dissolving the Diet, purging his opponents from the ruling party, and holding a special election before even partially achieving his goal in late 2005. The bad debt problems spawned by the collapse of the financial bubble in the early 1990s were still haunting Japan and the global political economy, nearly fifteen years after they had originally emerged.

***Regional Security

Non-Unique – Taiwan PAC-3
Non-unique – their internal link evidence says Taiwanese PAC-3 procurement would cause Chinese backlash – oops, we already did that.

Defense News 2010 (Wendell Minick, "Taiwan's BMD Coming Online," March 22, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4547996)

TAIPEI - New Taiwanese ballistic missile defense (BMD) capabilities are slowly coming online as China continues to build up its ballistic and cruise missile threat against the island.

Systems and equipment either entering service or in the pipeline include new early warning radar, an air defense command, Patriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3) anti-missile systems and an upgrade of older PAC-2 Plus systems to PAC-3 standards.

Taiwan redoubled its BMD efforts after the 1995-96 Taiwan Strait missile crisis, in which China launched 10 Dong Feng-15 (M-9) short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs) into the waters around the island. At that time, China had about 350 SRBMs deployed against Taiwan. That number has grown to 1,300, along with an unknown number of cruise missiles.

"China continues to field very large numbers of conventionally armed SRBMs opposite Taiwan and is developing a number of new mobile conventionally armed medium-range systems," says the Pentagon's February "Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report."

Citing China's development of ballistic missiles, including anti-ship missiles, the report notes a growing imbalance of power across the Taiwan Strait. This "concerns the United States," the report says.

Taiwan first took an interest in the Raytheon Patriot anti-missile interceptor after the first Gulf War, ordering four PAC-2 fire units and 200 missiles in 1992. These are currently deployed around Taipei.

Despite expectations that Taiwan would procure more PAC-2s, debate in political circles in Taipei held up further procurements until 2007 when the U.S. released a $939 million upgrade of the PAC-2 systems to PAC-3 configuration.

Since 2008, the U.S. government has released $5.91 billion in two deals for 444 PAC-3 missiles, seven AN/MPQ-65 radar sets, 282 Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio Systems and 50 Multifunctional Information Distribution Systems.

Taiwan has also developed the Tien Kung (Sky Bow) series of anti-missile defense systems. Similar to the Patriot system, Tien Kungs are deployed throughout Taiwan and outer islands of Penghu and Tungyin.

In 2004, the U.S. released an $800 million long-range ultra-high-frequency early warning radar (EWR) program to Taiwan. The Surveillance Radar Program was scheduled to go online in 2009, but mudslides have delayed construction efforts. The site is at Leshan Mountain (Happy Mountain) in west central Taiwan and will be able to see deep into China.

A former U.S. defense official said the facility would go online by the end of 2011.
Ext Non-Unique – Taiwan PAC-3
Minnick 2010 (Wendell Minnick, March 22nd,  Staff Writer Defense News, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4547996)

TAIPEI - New Taiwanese ballistic missile defense (BMD) capabilities are slowly coming online as China continues to build up its ballistic and cruise missile threat against the island.

Systems and equipment either entering service or in the pipeline include new early warning radar, an air defense command, Patriot Advanced Capability-3 (PAC-3) anti-missile systems and an upgrade of older PAC-2 Plus systems to PAC-3 standards.

Taiwan redoubled its BMD efforts after the 1995-96 Taiwan Strait missile crisis, in which China launched 10 Dong Feng-15 (M-9) short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs) into the waters around the island. At that time, China had about 350 SRBMs deployed against Taiwan. That number has grown to 1,300, along with an unknown number of cruise missiles.

"China continues to field very large numbers of conventionally armed SRBMs opposite Taiwan and is developing a number of new mobile conventionally armed medium-range systems," says the Pentagon's February "Ballistic Missile Defense Review Report."

Citing China's development of ballistic missiles, including anti-ship missiles, the report notes a growing imbalance of power across the Taiwan Strait. This "concerns the United States," the report says.

Taiwan first took an interest in the Raytheon Patriot anti-missile interceptor after the first Gulf War, ordering four PAC-2 fire units and 200 missiles in 1992. These are currently deployed around Taipei.

Despite expectations that Taiwan would procure more PAC-2s, debate in political circles in Taipei held up further procurements until 2007 when the U.S. released a $939 million upgrade of the PAC-2 systems to PAC-3 configuration.

Since 2008, the U.S. government has released $5.91 billion in two deals for 444 PAC-3 missiles, seven AN/MPQ-65 radar sets, 282 Single Channel Ground and Airborne Radio Systems and 50 Multifunctional Information Distribution Systems.

Taiwan has also developed the Tien Kung (Sky Bow) series of anti-missile defense systems. Similar to the Patriot system, Tien Kungs are deployed throughout Taiwan and outer islands of Penghu and Tungyin.

In 2004, the U.S. released an $800 million long-range ultra-high-frequency early warning radar (EWR) program to Taiwan. The Surveillance Radar Program was scheduled to go online in 2009, but mudslides have delayed construction efforts. The site is at Leshan Mountain (Happy Mountain) in west central Taiwan and will be able to see deep into China.

A former U.S. defense official said the facility would go online by the end of 2011.

"It is the best radar in the world in terms of range and capabilities," he said. "It's powerful due to size and aperture. But what really makes it powerful is the software that can handle a huge amount of tracks. It can handle not only air breathing and ballistic missile targets, but can also conduct surveillance on sea tracks and satellites."

Non-Unique – Sea-Based BMD

No internal link – their evidence is from 2003 – we’ve had sea-based BMD since 2007.

Global Security 2008 ("DDG-177 Atago (DDG 7,700 ton) Class," June 8, http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/world/japan/7700ton.htm)

Planning by the Japan Defense Agency Maritime Staff Office included two additional Aegis ships in the 2000 five-year budget. At least two Improved Kongo-class DDGs were planned, with displacement of 7,700 tons standard to 10,000 tons full load. The first of these, the Atago, was commissioned on 15 March 2007. The new class of Guided Missile Destroyer will be equipped with the latest version of Aegis system and will have a hanger that is capable ot storing 2 helicopters. Construction will start as soon as 2002. Currently there is the possibility that at least four more Kongo Class DDG will be constructed, these four will be able to house at least one SH-60J ASW helicopter, much like the USN Burke Flight IIA's.

No China War – Minimal Deterrence
China would never initiate a US-Sino conflict – posture of minimal deterrence 

Zbigniew Brzezinski- national security affairs advisor to the Carter administration - 2/05 (“Make Money, Not War,” Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/story/cms.php?story_id=2740)

There will be inevitable frictions as China’s regional role increases and as a Chinese “sphere of influence” develops. U.S. power may recede gradually in the coming years, and the unavoidable decline in Japan’s influence will heighten the sense of China’s regional preeminence. But to have a real collision, China needs a military that is capable of going toe-to-toe with the United States. At the strategic level, China maintains a posture of minimum deterrence. Forty years after acquiring nuclear-weapons technology, China has just 24 ballistic missiles capable of hitting the United States. Even beyond the realm of strategic warfare, a country must have the capacity to attain its political objectives before it will engage in limited war. It is hard to envisage how China could promote its objectives when it is acutely vulnerable to a blockade and isolation enforced by the United States. In a conflict, Chinese maritime trade would stop entirely. The flow of oil would cease, and the Chinese economy would be paralyzed.    

No Asia War – Tensions Low
No Asian war – tensions are low

Bitzinger 9 (Richard A. Bitzinger, Senior Fellow at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies and Barry Desker, Dean of the S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies and Director of the Institute of Defense and Strategic Studies, Nanyang Technological University, Singapore, 2009.  Survival vol. 50 no. 6, “Why East Asian War is Unlikely,” p. Proquest)

Yet despite all these potential crucibles of conflict, the Asia-Pacific, if not an area of serenity and calm, is certainly more stable than one might expect. To be sure, there are separatist movements and internal struggles, particularly with insurgencies, as in Thailand, the Philippines and Tibet. Since the resolution of the East Timor crisis, however, the region has been relatively free of open armed warfare. Separatism remains a challenge, but the break-up of states is unlikely. Terrorism is a nuisance, but its impact is contained. The North Korean nuclear issue, while not fully resolved, is at least moving toward a conclusion with the likely denuclearisation of the peninsula. Tensions between China and Taiwan, while always just beneath the surface, seem unlikely to erupt in open conflict any time soon, especially given recent Kuomintang Party victories in Taiwan and efforts by Taiwan and China to re-open informal channels of consultation as well as institutional relationships between organisations responsible for cross-strait relations. And while in Asia there is no strong supranational political entity like the European Union, there are many multilateral organisations and international initiatives dedicated to enhancing peace and stability, including the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum, the Proliferation Security Initiative and the Shanghai Co-operation Organisation. In Southeast Asia, countries are united in a common geopolitical and economic organisation – the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) – which is dedicated to peaceful economic, social and cultural development, and to the promotion of regional peace and stability. ASEAN has played a key role in conceiving and establishing broader regional institutions such as the East Asian Summit, ASEAN+3 (China, Japan and South Korea) and the ASEAN Regional Forum. All this suggests that war in Asia – while not inconceivable – is unlikely.
No Asia War – Structural Checks

No escalation – structural factors check conflict 

Alagappa 8 (Muthia Alagappa, Distinguished Senior Fellow, East-West Center PhD, International Affairs, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, 2008.  “The Long Shadow,” p. 512)

International political interaction among Asian states is for the most part rule governed, predictable, and stable. The security order that has developed in Asia is largely of the instrumental type, with certain normative contractual features (Alagappa 2003b). It rests on several pillars. These include the consolidation of Asian countries as modern nation-states with rule-governed interactions, wide- spread acceptance of the territorial and political status quo (with the exception of certain boundary disputes and a few survival concerns that still linger), a regional normative structure that ensures survival of even weak states and supports inter- national coordination and cooperation, the high priority in Asian countries given to economic growth and development, the pursuit of that goal through partici- pation in regional and global capitalist economies, the declining salience of force in Asian international politics, the largely status quo orientation of Asia's major powers, and the key role of the United States and of regional institutions in pre- serving and enhancing security and stability in Asia. 

China Mod Inev – Regional Fears

BMD has nothing to do with Chinese modernization – the plan doesn’t solve aggression or regional fears.

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

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

Non-Unique – China ASAT Now

Non-unique or empirically denied – China has been developing and testing ASATs for several years.

GlobalSecurity.org 2010 ("Chinese Anti-Satellite [ASAT] Capabilities and ABM Capability ," June 25, http://www.globalsecurity.org/space/world/china/asat.htm)

Not merely did China demonstrate an ASAT capability on January 11, 2007 more recently it demonstrated the SC-19 ASAT in an ABM roll in country when it tested the derivation on the modified KT-1 which is derivation on the DF-31 ICBM on January 11, 2010. Also see :DF-21

On 17 January 2007 Craig Covault, writing in Aviation Week & Space Technology, reported that China conducted a successful anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons test at about 5:28 p.m. EST on 11 January 2007. A kinetic kill vehicle launched by a medium range ballistic missile destroyed an inactive Chinese weather satellite. The Chinese Feng Yun 1C (FY-1C) polar orbiting metrological satellite had been launched in 1999. The ASAT was launched from or near the Xichang Space Center, and intercepted the target at an altitude of variously reported as either 530 or 537 miles. This altitude is consistent with the operational altitudes of American and Japanese imagery intelligence satellites.

"The U.S. believes China's development and testing of such weapons is inconsistent with the spirit of cooperation that both countries aspire to in the civil space area," National Security Council spokesman Gordon Johndroe said. "We and other countries have expressed our concern regarding this action to the Chinese."

China does not have a publicly acknowledged dedicated anti-satellite effort. Existing Chinese launch capabilities could provide the basis for the development of such a system. The missile used for the 17 January 2007 test was not immediately identified. National Security Council spokesman Gordon Johndroe said the ASAT was launched on a ground-based medium-range ballistic missile. This would probably be the DF-21 / CSS-5 medium range ballistic missile, with a range of 1800 km carrying a 600 kg warhead.

CNN's Jamie McIntyre reported on 17 January 2007 that this successful test followed two or three earlier unsuccessful attempts. These prior attempts had not been previously reported in public. This would be generally consistent with the flight history of the small commercial satellite launch vehicle, called KT-1 (Kaituozhe-1), based on the solid rocket motors of the DF-31 ICBM. This system has consistently failed to place satellites into orbit, a flight profile consistent with a direct ascent ASAT test. The ASAT launcher is known as the KT-409 derivation of the DF-31, and KT-1 space booster.

R&D on fundamental technologies applicable to an ASAT weapons system have been ongoing since the 1960s. Under the 640 Program, the space and missile industry’s Second Academy, traditionally responsible for SAM development, set out to field a viable antimissile system, consisting of a kinetic kill vehicle, high powered laser, space early warning, and target discrimination system components. This program was abandoned in 1980.

Preliminary research on ASATs has been carried out since the 1980s, at least partly funded under the 863 Program for High Technology Development.

PLA-affiliated publications assert that while China does not yet possess the capability to destroy satellites with high-powered lasers, they are capable of damaging optical reconnaissance satellites.

The 1998 Report to Congress "Future Military Capabilities and Strategy of the People's Republic of China", states "China already may possess the capability to damage, under specific conditions, optical sensors on satellites that are very vulnerable to damage by lasers. However, given China’s current interest in laser technology, it is reasonable to assume that Beijing would develop a weapon that could destroy satellites in the future."

Non-Unique – Space Debris Now

Space debris empirically denied – US and Russia tested more than fifty ASATs during the Cold War and continues offensive testing.

Krepon and Black, 1AC Authors, 2009 (Michael Krepon, co-founder of the Henry L. Stimson Center, formerly worked at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency during the Carter administration, MA - School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins U, Prof. Politics at U of Virginia, and Sam Black, Research Assoc. with Stimson Center's Space Security and South Asia programs, formerly worked as a Research Assistant at the Center for Defense Information, where he focused on Space Security and Missile Defense issues, BA Gov't and MA Public Policy at U of Maryland, "Space Security or Anti-satellite Weapons?" May, Space Security Project - Stimson, http://www.stimson.org/space/pdf/Stimson_Space_Booklet_2009.pdf)

The United States 

During the Cold War, the United States tested ASAT weapons 34 times. After the Cuban missile crisis, President John F. Kennedy approved of the deployment of one Nike Zeus and three Thor missiles designed for use as ASAT weapons. These missiles took many hours to prepare for launch and carried nuclear warheads that, if used, would have damaged US satellites, as well. These ASATs were mothballed because they were impractical. During the Reagan administration, the Pentagon favored a “hit to kill” ASAT carried under the wing of an F-15 fighter aircraft. This ASAT was used to destroy an aging US weather satellite in 1985. Now the Pentagon has shifted its interest away from ASATs that cause debris fields to those that employ “temporary and reversible” effects, such as jammers and lasers. It has not, however, foreclosed destructive ASAT testing. In February 2008, the Pentagon used a sea-based missile defense interceptor to destroy a dead intelligence-gathering satellite, ostensibly to avoid a potential public health hazard posed by the satellite’s unused fuel. This ASAT test was designed to minimize space debris.

Despite the 2008 ASAT test, the Bush administration was unable or unwilling to implement the Air Force’s ambitious plans for fielding “offensive counterspace” capabilities. These programs have not ranked high on the Pentagon’s budget priorities, and they have been strongly opposed on Capitol Hill. During the Bush administration, the Pentagon focused instead on demonstrations in space of multi-purpose technologies that could eventually be used to harm satellites, but that also could be used for peaceful purposes. One such program is the Experimental Satellite Series (XSS), which makes close approaches to satellites and other space objects. Such “proximity operations” in the future could be used to inspect and repair friendly satellites or to interfere with hostile ones. The Air Force also operates the Starfire Optical Range in New Mexico, which is home to a number of directed-energy research programs. In addition, the Missile Defense Agency is developing an airborne laser in a 747 aircraft. Lasers can be used for satellite inspections and station keeping, as well as for war-fighting purposes.

China

In 2007, China succeeded in destroying one of its own satellites using a modified ballistic missile, after having carried out two previous tests. China also has lasers that could be used for peaceful or war-fighting purposes in space. China’s 2008 manned space mission also deployed a small satellite, the BX-1, which was used for proximity operations, like those performed by the XSS.

Russia

The Soviet Union tested ASATs 20 times up until 1982. During the 1970s, Moscow favored a “co-orbital” ASAT that sidled up to the target satellite and exploded. This weapon was unreliable and took over an hour to approach its target, which greatly reduced the element of surprise. The Soviet Union also maintained ground-based lasers that could be used against satellites. Moscow still possesses the capability and technology to test ASATs by using lasers, jammers, ballistic missiles, and air defense interceptors.

Diversionary Theory Wrong

Diversionary theory is wrong – it’s too difficult to distract the public from the economy and it empirically forces leaders to decrease crisis escalation.

Baker 2004 (William D. Baker, currently teaches American Studies, American Government, Comparative Politics, and other social science courses in the Department of Humanities at the Arkansas School for Mathematics, Sciences, and the Arts in Hot Springs, Arkansas,received his Bachelor of Arts in Foreign Service and his Master of Arts in Political Science from Baylor University, and his Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of Alabama, "The Dog That Won't Wag: Presidential Uses of Force and the Diversionary Theory of War," in Strategic Insights, Volume III, Iss 5, May,  http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2004/may/bakerMay04.html)

The diversionary theory of war, the widely held belief that presidents will be predisposed toward uses of force in militarized interstate disputes as a means of boosting their own public approval ratings, diverting public attention from domestic political or economic troubles, or to influence impending elections, assumes, of course, that the rally effect is in fact real, or at least that presidents believe that it is. However, key elements of the diversionary theory of war have been brought into question as a result of this research. Despite popular presumptions to the contrary, presidents are in fact not more likely to become involved in crises when their popularity is low, and actually are more likely to enjoy higher than average public approval levels prior to becoming involved in militarized disputes. The economic data presented also suggest that presidents are not more inclined to seek out foreign military diversions when the consumer confidence in the health of the economy is low, but that in fact consumer confidence and expectations tend to be higher than average prior to a dispute. Similarly, the proximity of elections does not appear to be a factor in the onset of militarized interstate disputes either.
***Japan Spending – General

No Internal – BMD Too Small

BMD not key – it’s less than 4% of the defense budget.

Akira Kawasaki, 1AC Author, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies, member of the Executive Committee of Peace Boat and NGO Adviser to the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament co-chairs, originally published in a special issue of Asian Perspective on the arms race in Northeast Asia, edited by John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee, has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, May 10 2010, “Japan's Military Spending at a Crossroads”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads

In a breakdown of Japan’s 2009 military budget, Self-Defense Force (SDF) salaries comprised 44 percent; purchase of equipment including weapons, aircraft, and ships made up 17 percent; research and development 2.5 percent; base-related costs (including the burden of maintaining U.S. forces stationed in Japan), 9 percent; and other costs related to the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, 1.5 percent.

The breakdown of equipment purchases comes to $1.6 billion for aircraft, $1.9 billion for ships, $1 billion for missiles, $1.1 billion for firearms and vehicles, and $1.2 billion for ammunition. Particular importance has been placed on the modernization of the Air Self-Defense Force’s F-15 fighter planes and the upgrade of warning and surveillance radars. In addition, the government allocated around $1.1 billion for “dealing with ballistic missile attacks” and around $600 million toward “efforts for development and use of space” for the purpose of “enhancing operational infrastructure” of the ballistic missile defense (BMD) system.

No Internal – No Tradeoff

No internal link – BMD only forces internal tradeoffs, means non-military programs aren’t cut.

Akira Kawasaki, 1AC Author, contributor to Foreign Policy in Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies, member of the Executive Committee of Peace Boat and NGO Adviser to the International Commission on Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament co-chairs, originally published in a special issue of Asian Perspective on the arms race in Northeast Asia, edited by John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, has been a Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University. He is a former associate editor of World Policy Journal. He has worked as an international affairs representative in Eastern Europe and East Asia for the American Friends Service Committee, has taught a graduate level course on international conflict at Sungkonghoe University in Seoul, May 10 2010, “Japan's Military Spending at a Crossroads”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/japans_military_spending_at_a_crossroads

In announcing the decision to acquire BMD, the cabinet made the following comment in relation to overall defense expenditures:

 When carrying out such a large-scale program as the BMD system preparation, the Government of Japan will carry out a fundamental review of the existing organization and  equipment of the Self-Defense Forces . . . . in order to improve the efficiency, and, at the  same time, make efforts to reduce defense-related expenditures to take the harsh economic  and fiscal conditions of Japan into consideration.

This policy of “selection and concentration” mandates the investment of huge sums into BMD even if this requires reductions in expenses in other fields.
***Japan Spending – JET

Gannon Bad – No Quals

Your author is a hack – he used to work for JET.

JetWit, 1AC Author, introducing Jim Gannon, served as the Executive Director of the Japan Center for International Exchange, fellow with the US-Japan Network for the Future, 7/3/10, “JET ROI: “JET Program on the Chopping Block””, http://jetwit.com/wordpress/2010/07/03/jet-roi-jet-program-on-the-chopping-block-by-james-gannon/ | Suo

Jim Gannon (Ehime-ken, 1992-94) has served as the Executive Director of the Japan Center for International Exchange (JCIE/USA) (www.jcie.or.jp) in New York since 2002, the US affiliate of one of the leading nongovernmental institutions in the field of international affairs in Japan. JCIE brings together key figures from around the world for programs of exchange, research, and dialogue designed to build international cooperation on pressing regional and global challenges. Before joining JCIE in 2001, Jim conducted research with the Japan Bank for International Cooperation and taught English in rural Japanese middle schools as part of the Japan Exchange and Teaching Programme. He received a BA from the University of Notre Dame, conducted graduate research at Ehime University in Japan, and has a master’s degree from Columbia University’s School of International and Public Affairs. Mr. Gannon is also a fellow with the US-Japan Network for the Future, operated by the Mike and Maureen Mansfield Foundation, and his recent publications include “East Asia at a Crossroads” in East Asia at a Crossroads and “Promoting the Study of the United States in Japan” in Philanthropy and Reconciliation: Rebuilding Postwar US-Japan Relations.

Gannon Bad – Vested Interest
And, he’s posting on a JET alumni blog – vested interest.

JetWit, no date, “About”, http://jetwit.com/wordpress/about/

JetWit was created to be (among other things):

A library of things written or created by JET alums (eg, newsletter articles) and/or links to things created by JET alums.  If it was created by a JET alum, hopefully you can find it here.

A place to publish and/or promote and/or bring attention to things created by or accomplished by JET alums.

A source of job listings, especially related to writing, interpreting and translating, as well as freelancing in general.

A directory of JET alums who are doing (or have done) interesting things or are established in various fields.

A place for freelance or independently working JET alums to post professional profiles for employers to see.

A way to raise the profile of JETAA in general by showing all the interesting things that JET alums have done and accomplished.

A place for current JETs to look for jobs and helpful info and helpful alumni as they prepare to return home.

AT: Japan Soft Power

Roland Kelts, lecturer at Temple University, June 11, 2010, “SOFT POWER HARD TRUTHS; Soft power useful, but Japan needs to find smarter approach”, Lexis | Suo

"The Politics of Pop Culture" was the title and theme of an academic conference hosted by Temple University's Tokyo campus last weekend and featuring an international roster of scholars and authors. Topics included video games, otaku culture, anime and manga--and especially, the still nebulous concept of "soft power." Most participants were dubious about the idea at best, poking at the phrase all day until it practically deflated. (One Japanese professor went so far as to call it "rubbish.") Joseph S. Nye's original coinage in the late 1980s referred to the power of political persuasion derived from a culture's attractiveness to others. Nye has addressed this notion several times since then, notably in 2005, when he argued that American soft power was on the decline during the George W. Bush administration, and warned that the global coalitions necessary to fight the so-called "war on terrorism" would be at great risk without it. But it was the use of the term in reference to Japan, published in a 2002 article cited in this column last month, that seemed to change everything, at least on this side of the Pacific. Prof. Kukhee Choo from the National University of Singapore presented ample evidence of how the phrase suddenly ignited governmental efforts to exploit soft power. The number of meetings and proposals related to those efforts spiked dramatically, starting in the early years of the 21st century. The bureaucrats' catchall term of focus, Prof. Choo noted, has just recently shifted from "content" to "brand." Political support for pop culture appeared to peak last year under the short-lived prime ministership of avowed manga fan Taro Aso, whose much ballyhooed plans for a national anime and manga museum were scuttled as soon as he was. But Choo told of her encounter with even shorter-lived former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who scoffed defensively at her suggestion that his props for pop might be lacking. The scheduling of the conference turned out to be auspicious: Only a few days earlier, Hatoyama's humiliating resignation after less than a year in office provided a convincing backdrop for talk of lacking leadership--a softening of power, indeed. Amid the flurry of activity in Nagatacho aimed at buttressing Japan's pop culture industries, what's most striking, of course, is how badly they seem to be sagging, particularly in the market the government is targeting: the United States. Successive years of declining sales in anime and manga merchandise (what keynote speaker, author and translator Frederik L. Schodt called a "cratering" market) has resulted in the severe layoffs reported last month at major U.S.-based anime and manga distributors, producers and publishers, and the outright collapse of others. Even so, as Schodt and I both demonstrated during our presentations, attendance at U.S. conventions, expos and festivals celebrating Japan's pop culture continues to climb, in some cases at a dizzying rate. Seattle's Sakuracon, for example, has more than tripled its numbers in the span of five years. And in another scheduling coincidence: on the same Saturday of the Tokyo conference, organizers in New York were staging the fourth annual "Japan Day @ Central Park," the largest celebration of Japanese culture in my other hometown. Over 45,000 are estimated to have attended last year's event. Sadly, this disparity points to what's really soft: the quality of the ideas and strategies for promoting Japan's cultural attractiveness, and their execution. Two years ago, I watched from the front row as a Japanese ambassador strolled onstage during the opening ceremonies of a massive anime festival. He held one hand behind his back, and as he greeted the tens of thousands from the podium, he revealed and quickly donned a Doraemon mask. Some tittered and applauded, a few shouted out the character's name. But Doraemon, while enormously popular and immediately recognizable in Japan and many Asian nations, is a virtual unknown to most Americans, where the anime has never received a proper airing. Here he was, the magic blue cat, selected by the Japanese government as its "anime ambassador" to the world, greeting many who had probably never seen his show. The fumbling persists. As Prof. Dan White of Rice University recounted, Japan's kawaii taishi, or cute ambassadors, are three young models plucked by the government last year, dressed up in infantilizing lolita-style, street fashion and schoolgirl outfits--and, in one instance at least, spun around onstage for audiences to observe. It's worth noting that Nye, Obama's first choice for ambassador to Japan, recently revised his soft power phrase, and now advocates the use of "smart power," a hybrid employment of soft and hard (military/financial) strengths. While that may be equally vague, the importance of using power of any kind smartly definitely isn't.
JET Stupid
Brian J. McVeigh, visiting assistant professor at the University of Arizona, Summer 2010, “Soft Power Superpowers: Cultural and National Assets of Japan and the United States (review)”, The Journal of Japanese Studies, Volume 36, Number 2, MUSE | Suo

In the next chapter, David L. McConnell explores how the Japanese state's "flagship program," the Japan Exchange and Teaching (JET) Program, is used to "open up" Japan and to improve its image abroad. The statistics of this program are impressive: it has a half-billion dollar annual budget (eclipsing better-known programs, such as the Fulbright Program and the Peace Corps). But McConnell warns that size does not necessarily equal positive impact and asks if such a program really promotes an attractive image of the country. Also, how do participants interpret their own experiences? What do JET alumni do after they return home? McConnell investigates other relevant issues, such as the problems and possibilities of [End Page 379] top-down state intervention to shape overseas perceptions and the nature of the state: since different ministries supervise JET, the potential for turf wars is strong and competing interests at the national and local levels complicate policy coordination. He concludes by noting that the JET Program is not necessarily teaching people to like Japan (winning the hearts and minds of foreign youth, we might say). However, it socializes them to be able to communicate with the Japanese.
***Japan Spending – Science

Squo Solves – Budget Fix Now
Dennis Normile, contributor to ScienceInsider, December 28, 2009, “Japan's Science Budget Not as Bad as Feared”, http://news.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2009/12/japans-science.html | Suo

Japan's researchers let loose a sigh of relief on 25 December when the new administration's first budget revealed only minor changes in science and technology priorities. Overall spending on S&T won't be known for some time. But "the overall total has probably not decreased," says Koichi Kitazawa, president of the Japan Science and Technology Agency, which administers government grants and promotes technology transfers. He adds that new funding for emerging fields probably makes up for those areas being cut. The winners, given in a Japanese summary of major budget items by the Ministry of Education, include a near tripling of funding, to $107 million, for several new and expanded "green initiatives" intended to make Japan a low-carbon society and grants for basic research by academics, up 1.7% to $3 billion. One of the biggest losers is the $1.3 billion, 7-year Next-Generation Supercomputer project. The previous administration had earmarked $290 million for the effort; the new government will provide $230 million. "It will delay development and affect users," says Tadashi Watanabe, who heads the project for RIKEN, a network of national labs headquartered near Tokyo. It is due to be completed in 2012. The Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science and Technology (JAMSTEC) is facing a 6% cut in its roughly $400 million annual budget. Asahiko Taira, a JAMSTEC executive director, says that with their high fixed costs, "reductions will come out of pure research-related money," though they will try to minimize the impact on the drill ship Chikyu, Japan's contribution to the Integrated Ocean Drilling Program. The SPring-8 synchrotron, near Kobe, will have to get by on 2% less than this year, or about $93 million. "It's not a big cut, but it will have some effect," says Koki Sorimachi, head of planning for the RIKEN Harima Institute, which operates SPring-8. At one point, scientists feared much worse. When the Democratic Party took power last August it announced it would rewrite the rules for preparing budgets, starting with the budget for fiscal 2010 proposed by the long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party just 2 days before its historic electoral defeat. In November, a task force set up to identify fat in the budget recommended freezing spending on the supercomputer pending a review, shrinking JAMSTEC's budget 10% to 20%, and slashing funding for SPring-8 by one- to two-thirds. The ensuing storm of protests from scientists—including most of Japan's living Nobel laureates—got most of the funding restored. But scientists are taking it as a wake-up call and pondering strategies for future budgets. "If scientists can't explain their work to policymakers, they are going to see their budgets go down," warns Kitazawa. The cabinet approved the budget on 25 December and it will go to the legislature in January, where few changes are expected. It takes effect on 1 April.

Squo Solves – iPS Now
Japan not key – US scientists have already patented the necessary technology.

Michael D. West, 1AC Impact Author, Ph.D. from Baylor College of Medicine concentrating on the biology of cellular aging, June 2010, “Immortal Stem Cells for Anti-Aging Therapies”, http://www.lef.org/magazine/mag2010/jun2010_Immortal-Stem-Cells-for-Anti-Aging-Therapies_01.htm

Fahy: However, you referred in your paper to the possibility of developments such as the use of germ cell extracts and the like that might be able to improve the efficiency of making fully successful iPS cells. Do you have plans to actually pursue that, and is it a practical approach?

West: Yes. We are now developing a technology we call ReCyte™. ReCyte™ uses testicular cells called EC cells that we genetically engineer to express large quantities of these master regulators such as Oct4, Sox2, and Lin28 to be little time machines to transport a patient’s cells back in time. ReCyte™ is a technology designed specifically to increase the efficiency of reprogramming, and to do so on a robotic, commercial scale. Based on our understanding of how all this technology works, we believe this will allow us to manufacture a product for resetting the clock of aging in cells inexpensively and efficiently and improve the quality of reprogramming, making the safest and most efficacious cells available for patients that can be produced as of today. 

Kent: You may be right about that, but right now the best you can do is one out of six. And as I understand it, the way this technology will be most effectively used is to take somatic cells from individuals and turn them back into embryonic-like cells. What is the chance that you’ll be unable to do so effectively in a particular individual?

West: In our paper we manually created these lines, so we only made six cell lines, one of which properly rewound the clock. With the newer robotic platform we are developing, we could increase that number of lines markedly. So, even with no improvements in efficiency, we could increase the number of lines to make a successful outcome for a particular patient highly probable.

Fahy: Is the ReCyte™ process patented by BioTime?

West: Yes. ReCyte™ is a proprietary technology of BioTime and is based on several issued and pending patents.

Fahy: Do you also have exclusive ownership over the process of choosing cells that spontaneously maintain their telomeres and excluding those that don’t? 

West: We’ve filed for patent protection on the selection process to identify these cell types based on the data in our paper.

No Solvency – iPS Fails
Lrn2science plz – it would just solve some diseases, not lead to human immortality.

Michael D. West, 1AC Impact Author, Ph.D. from Baylor College of Medicine concentrating on the biology of cellular aging, June 2010, “Immortal Stem Cells for Anti-Aging Therapies”, http://www.lef.org/magazine/mag2010/jun2010_Immortal-Stem-Cells-for-Anti-Aging-Therapies_01.htm

Kent: How do you see regenerative medicine dealing with non-dividing cells such as neurons and muscle cells, which are critically important?

West: Non-proliferating cells can become injured or lost as a result of aging, so to extend human longevity, medicine needs to have a way to replace those cells and tissues as well. For example, in Parkinson’s disease, cells are lost in the mid-brain, resulting in the progressive symptoms of the disease, which we can only partially treat today, and the loss of heart muscle cells can progress to heart failure, now a leading cause of death in the United States. The hope of regenerative medicine would be for the first time to add to the doctor’s toolbox products that could allow the regeneration of these cells and tissues to replace those worn out with age and thereby essentially cure these important diseases for the first time.
***Weapons Exports

No Internal – No Policy Shift
Japan can already sell arms to the US – wouldn’t compete with domestic contractors any more than the squo.

Kyodo News, 1AC Author, 6/25/10, “Tokyo to relax export ban, send missiles to third countries”, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100725a2.html

Japan has a policy of not exporting weapons or arms technology in principle. The policy dates back to 1967, when Eisaku Sato, the prime minister at the time, declared a ban on weapons exports to communist states, countries to which the United Nations bans such exports to 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.

No Internal – Export Exemption
Missile defense is specifically exempted from export restrictions – star this card, it takes out their entire advantage.

Kyodo News, 1AC Author, 6/25/10, “Tokyo to relax export ban, send missiles to third countries”, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100725a2.html

When Tokyo signed an agreement with Washington in 2005 for bilateral cooperation on a ballistic missile defense system, U.S.-bound exports of missile interceptors to be deployed by the two countries were also exempted from the ban on arms exports.

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 the export ban are acceptable from a national security standpoint on the premise that the weapons should be strictly controlled.

***Europe BMD

No Solvency – Export Exemption
No solvency – Japan will make export exceptions.

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. 

No Internal – Russia Doesn’t Care
Gregg A. Rubinstein, Consultant on Security, Trade and Technology at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, September 5, 2007, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current 

Status, Future Prospects”, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf | Suo

Russia: Russia has been at odds with US on missile defense measures since announcement early in the Bush administration of its intent to withdraw from the ABM Treaty and develop a National Missile Defense (NMD) system. 23 Like China, Russia has never accepted the argument that a limited NMD capability against accidental or rogue-state/terrorist missile launches has no impact on strategic deterrence. Russia has been even more disturbed by US efforts to bring forward elements of a missile defense shield to Europe, especially in the territory of former Warsaw Pact allies – thus its fierce resistance to proposed BMD deployments in Poland and the Czech Republic. On the other hand, Russia has had little to say on US-Japan missile defense activities. Russian officials have occasionally joined Chinese counterparts in voicing concern over BMD cooperation as a tool for extending US influence in the Asia-Pacific region. Otherwise Russian dialogue with Japan has raised missile defense in the context of defusing problems with North Korea. 24

Russia isn’t threatened by Japan BMD

Agence France Presse, April 14 2008, “Japan reassures Russia over missile defence”, Lexis |Suo

Japan on Monday reassured Moscow that an anti-missile shield planned with the US military was no threat to Russia and was aimed only at North Korea. Japanese Foreign Minister Masahiko Komura told his Russian counterpart Sergei Lavrov in Moscow that the missile shield was needed in response to communist North Korea's missile and nuclear programmes. "Concerning cooperation with the United States on an anti-missile defence system, it must be said that Japan's situation forced this on us," Komura told journalists. "It is in no way aimed at Russia." Russia has expressed strong opposition to US anti-missile plans, particularly a system of 10 interceptors and a radar based in Poland and the Czech Republic. Lavrov said Moscow "accepted the explanation" of Japan.

Europe BMD Good – Russia/Iran

Frank Gaffney Jr., president of the Center for Security Policy, February 10, 2009, “Counting the consequences”, Lexis | Suo

Team Obama has vowed not to support ballistic missile defenses unless they "work and are cost-effective." It is an article of faith for the left that neither is true, no matter how many successful tests are conducted of our anti-missile systems. And over the weekend, Vice President Joe Biden left the impression with NATO allies that such a standard would preclude the previously approved U.S. deployment of radars and interceptors in Eastern Europe. (Mr. Levin has already said he would "love to cut missile defense." ) Likely consequence: Friendly governments reliant on American protection from Russian revanchism will be undercut, the Kremlin will be emboldened and the Iranian mullahs - who just demonstrated long-range missile capabilities - will have in the future a free ride in threatening, or even attacking, Europe with nuclear-armed ballistic missiles.
Europe BMD Good – Iran/North Korea/Modelling

Howard Berman, Democratic member of the United States House of Representatives, Chairman of House Committee on Foreign Affairs, June 24, 2009, “The July Summit and Beyond: Prospects for U.S.-Russia Nuclear Arms Reductions”, Hearing of The House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Lexis | Suo

The U.S. has already indicated that our planned deployment of ground-based missile defense components in Europe is on the table, but a retreat on missile defense in Europe would set a dangerous precedent for similar restrictions worldwide and would ensure that the American people remain vulnerable to nuclear ambitions by others. In fact, North Korea is believed to be planning to launch its next missile at Hawaii. This possibility is regarded by the Pentagon as sufficiently serious that Secretary Gates has quickly beefed up our missile defenses there. This retreat from European missile defense would also put our forces abroad and other critical allies, such as Israel and Japan, in peril from countries such as Iran and North Korea, whose increasingly capable missiles are being prepared to carry nuclear and other unconventional weapon payloads.
***Disads

2NC START DA

Backpedaling on missile defense specifically derails START – the GOP will withdraw support

Reuters 7/29/2010 (David Alexander - Washington, "Republican concerns could stall START treaty," July 29, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66S5KM20100729?type=politicsNews)

WASHINGTON (Reuters) -Senate Republicans voiced objections on Thursday to the new START nuclear arms treaty with Russia, raising concerns that could delay efforts to hand President Barack Obama a foreign policy victory ahead of the November elections.

At a Senate Armed Services Committee hearing, Republicans said the accord could impede U.S. plans for an anti-missile defense system and pressed the Obama administration to release the full treaty negotiating record to answer their questions.

"We originally were told that there would be no references to missile defense in the treaty and no linkage drawn between offensive and defensive weapons," Senator John McCain said, adding that one section included a "clear, legally binding limitation on our missile defense options."

1NC Japan Rearm DA

There’s a forced choice between re-armament and TMD
Umbach 1999 (Frank, German Society for Foreign Affairs Fellow, Jane’s Intelligence Review, “World Get’s Wise”, www.dgap.org/texte/pyonyang2.ht)

If Japan, South Korea and Taiwan were to feel insecure and isolated, they might be tempted not only to renounce their former non-nuclear weapon status but also to acquire long-range offensive maritime and air strike warfare capabilities as a deterrence option and a military alternative to TMD systems. Conventional, offensive, precision-strike warfare capabilities — intended to destroy missile launchers, storage bases, logistic sites, road or rail transport systems and C3I infrastructure — are based on pre-emptive or even preventive strike options. Such drastically enhanced conventional offensive counterforce postures, however, would be much more destabilising for the entire region and more dangerous for China itself. In this light, China should be more concerned about a future security environment where its non-nuclear neighbours are without TMD capabilities because of the ‘near-certainty of war’, particularly in an escalating crisis.
2NC Japan Rearm DA

Missile defense key to Japanese assurance – without they’ll develop their own nuclear capability

Payne 2009 (Keith B., Payne, Ph.D., Ceo and President, National Institute of Public Policy, and Former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Forces Policy and Commissioner on the Congressional Strategic Posture Commission, June 24, “The July Summit and Beyond: Prospects for U.S.-Russia Nuclear Arms Reductions”, Hearing of The House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Lexis)

A number of our key allies, including Japan, have indicated and some have said explicitly that the combination of missile defense capabilities and our extended nuclear umbrella is what allows them to feel assured so that they don't need to move into alternative ways for security, which could include their own nuclear capability.

Cutting missile defense causes Japan nuclearization

Cohen 2009 (William S. Cohen, chairman of the Cohen Group, served as secretary of defense from 1997 to 2001 and is a former Republican senator from Maine. May 28,  “No time to cut missile defense”, Lexis)

Cutting missile-defense funding at this critical juncture sends the wrong signal to both our adversaries and our allies. It would embolden North Korea, Iran and other rogue states to pursue missiles of increasing range. It would also confuse our allies and undermine their trust in America's security guarantees. If the United States is vulnerable to the threat of a missile attack by a rogue state, allies could lose confidence in America's nuclear deterrent - which could lead nations such as Japan to pursue a nuclear deterrent of their own.

1NC Six Party Talks DA

Gregg A. Rubinstein, Consultant on Security, Trade and Technology at the International Institute for Strategic Studies, September 5, 2007, “US-Japan Missile Defense Cooperation: Current Status, Future Prospects”, http://www.japanconsidered.com/OccasionalPapers/Rubinstein%20USJA%20BMD%20article%20090507.pdf | Suo

Korea: North Korean missile launches and nuclear weapons testing last year have given Japan further reason to emphasize BMD operations and acquisition programs. 20 Current and planned US-Japan activities are likely to offset the regional threat posed by Nodong and Taepodong missiles, but do not directly address North Korean nuclear programs or the problem of weapons and missile proliferation. At best, BMD developments can provide leverage for current Six-Party talks on North Korean nuclear capabilities and, eventually, general resolution of tensions on the Korean peninsula. 
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