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1NC AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – General

DPJ won’t succeed for other reasons – flip-flop on consumption tax

Kingston 7-9 Jeff, PhD in Asian Studies, Can Anyone Govern Japan?, Foreign Policy, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/07/09/can_anyone_govern_japan

Kan got off to a bad start with the electorate when he proposed raising comsumption taxes -- rarely a smart political move. Yes, polls show that the public is ready for an increase in consumption taxes, and media editorials supported the idea. But when Kan outlined his proposal, calling for a doubling of the consumption tax from 5 to 10 percent, he got nailed. As the prime minister was dragged into a debate about the details of his plan, he backtracked and zigzagged, looking far too much like his aimless predecessor. Hatoyama met his downfall for exactly this sort of flip-flopping, over a plan to relocate the Futenma U.S. military base away from Okinawa -- and just about everything else. Japanese voters are searching for a resolute leader in the mold of Junichiro Koizumi, prime minister from 2001 to 2006. So far, Kan looks like yet another waffler. Japan's leadership crisis couldn't come at a more inopportune time. This election is going to be about bread-and-butter issues such as unstable jobs and declining household income. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) has drawn attention to the swelling ranks of the precariat -- workers without secure jobs, decent wages, or benefits -- who now make up 34 percent of the workforce. Unemployment, at 5.2 percent, is quite high by Japanese standards, where 2 percent is the usual benchmark. The DPJ argues that the government can best address this issue, channeling tax revenues into expanded social programs. The next two most popular parties, the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which dominated Japanese politics for more than five decades, and the upstart Your Party want the government to get out of the way -- they argue that deregulation, more flexible labor laws, and lower corporate taxes will generate growth, profits, and better jobs. Even if they are sympathetic to Kan's agenda (and many are), voters have found it hard to ignore his party's short record in power so far -- which is abysmal. Since Hatoyama swept the LDP from power in September 2009, campaign-financing scandals have dogged leading DPJ figures, the U.S. alliance has frayed, and the party has yet to show any policy successes. There was a brief window after Hatoyama resigned in June for Kan to make a fresh start. He was the new face of the party, a social activist from a middle-class family who joked to reporters that he is a good debater thanks to constant bickering with his wife. He is known as Ira Ira Kan, a reference to his fiery temper, and unlike Hatoyama, he is a leader with a record of passion and toughness. And the initial signs were promising: He extended the olive branch to Washington over Okinawa and to the business community in Japan, trying to convince both that they can rely on the DPJ despite its previous stumbles. That's where the good news ends, however. The tax gaffe sent his approval rating plummeting, deep-sixing any hopes that he would rise above the politics of the past. 

DPJ won’t give-and-take in negotiations and don’t have interparty agreement – prevents any success of their agenda

Mikuriya, Professor and Ito, Chief Researcher, 7-17 Takashi and Sayuri, The way forward is for the DPJ to consider alliances on specific policies, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007160526.html

Yakushiji: Now that the Upper House is opposition-controlled, I think the government's ability to execute its policies will sharply decline. Would you agree?  Ito: There is little time left for the government to establish a growth strategy that is compatible with a sustainable fiscal strategy. If repeated, earnest suprapartisan discussions can generate a consensus and advance necessary reforms, it can be said that the outcome of the latest Upper House election is a blessing for the public.  Mikuriya: My worry is that the DPJ may not even be capable of fruitful suprapartisan policy collaboration. To negotiate and collaborate on policies with other parties, the DPJ obviously needs to set an order of priority for its policies. There can be no suprapartisan collaboration if the party cannot even discuss its policies thoroughly among its own members.  Party Secretary-General Yukio Edano said during the election campaign, "Wherever there is common ground (with another party on a given policy), a partial alliance can be easily formed." I say he is being naive. Forming a policy-based alliance requires tough bargaining, a lot of give-and-take. I doubt the DPJ is up to that sort of thing. Ozawa is probably the only person who can do it, but given his old style of politics and the problems he's got, I don't think that's going to happen.
Lack of these concessions dooms Kan’s economic reforms

Economist 7-15 Let's twist again, http://www.economist.com/node/16591215?story_id=16591215
Reform-minded upper-house LDP politicians like Mr Hayashi say they would be prepared to support the DPJ on issues such as the consumption tax if it scraps some of its more reckless public-spending proposals, such as universal child allowances. Other parties share its goal of slimming the bureaucracy.  Such voices may well be drowned out by those seeking to force the DPJ to call a new general election—with or without Mr Kan in charge. If it does not try to win them over, however, the electoral arithmetic means it has almost no chance of governing, however long it can cling to power.
AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – AT:  Afghanistan Impact

DPJ can’t solve Afghanistan – constitutional constraints

Tanaka 9
Japan Today, Foreign policy remains DPJ's weak point, http://www.japantoday.com/category/commentary/view/foreign-policy-remains-dpjs-weak-point

‘‘Does a ‘close and equal’ Japan-U.S. relationship mean for Japan to increase its military strength? Will the DPJ dare to spur a national debate on how the SDF should be used under such a policy?’’ Hiwatari said. ‘‘I don’t think the DPJ can win the trust of its ally when it’s either saying nothing or just being vague.’‘  On the refueling mission, she also suggested it would be difficult for Japan to find alternative ways to contribute to the situation in Afghanistan when the refueling mission is considered the most Japan can do under its constitutional restrictions.
Japan won’t influence facts on the ground

Miyahara, Research Fellow, Professor, Intercultural Studies, 9
Nobutaka, Japan’s Change of Government: Little Impact on Afghanistan and Pakistan, Tokyo Foundation
The birth of a new administration in Tokyo led by the Democratic Party of Japan has not made a major impression on the governments or people of Afghanistan and Pakistan. And as a practical matter, it is inconceivable that the foreign policies of the new administration will have a significant impact on the situations in these two countries.  This is obvious if we compare the visits to Kabul by Japan’s Minister for Foreign Affairs Katsuya Okada on October 11 and by US Senator John Kerry on October 19. Okada’s visit was to tour the local scene and get a grasp of the situation and of the types of support required. Kerry’s was to encourage President Hamid Karzai to agree to a runoff presidential election in line with the findings of the Electoral Complaints Commission. In general terms, Foreign Minister Okada’s visit probably served a useful purpose in helping the newDPJ administration consider the shape of Japan’s support for Afghanistan’s reconstruction. But in terms of the course of local developments, it was off key for the foreign minister to visit Afghanistan at this delicate juncture, while the ballots in the first round of voting for president were being recounted and the prospects for a runoff election were up in the air, and to meet with Karzai and his challenger to ask them about their country’s assistance requirements. Furthermore, Okada’s meeting with Karzai could give the impression that Japan has recognized his reelection as president. The fact that this caused no international ripples shows that Japan’s political stance with respect to the issue of Afghanistan is now considered to be of negligible consequence.
DPJ success means less support in Afghanistan

Klingner, Senior Fellow @ Heritage, 9
Bruce, Senior Fellow @ Heritage, DPJ Victory Poses Challenges for U.S. Alliance, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2009/09/DPJ-victory-poses-challenges-for-US-alliance

But it is clear that the DPJ will be less willing to fulfill existing bilateral U.S. force realignment agreements and more resistant to Washington's requests for Japan to expand its overseas security role. A poll of DPJ candidates taken on the eve of the election revealed that only a minority support U.S. security objectives such as dispatching Japanese forces to Afghanistan, continuing refueling operations in the Indian Ocean, and altering Japan's collective self-defense guidelines to allow for a more robust overseas defense role. More DPJ candidates favored shifting Japan's emphasis to Asia over placing a greater focus on the U.S.-Japanese alliance.
AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – AT:  Warming Impact
Oceanic cooling patterns will offset any of global warming

Patrick  Michaels, senior fellow in environmental studies at the Cato Institute, 5-16-2008, “Global-warming myth: Politics trumps science,” Lexis

The Keenlyside team found that natural variability in the Earth's oceans will "temporarily offset" global warming from carbon dioxide. Seventy percent of the Earth's surface is oceanic; hence, what happens there greatly influences global temperature. It is now known that both Atlantic and Pacific temperatures can get "stuck," for a decade or longer, in relatively warm or cool patterns. The North Atlantic is now forecast to be in a cold stage for a decade, which will help put the damper on global warming. Another Pacific temperature pattern is forecast not to push warming, either. 

Too late to prevent global warming – CO2 cuts aren’t enough

Times Online, 5-23-2008, “Copenhagen Consensus: global warming,” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article3992368.ece

There is unequivocal evidence that humans are changing the planet’s climate. We are already committed to average temperature increases of about 0.6°C, even without further rises in atmospheric carbon dioxide concentration.  The world has focused on mitigation — reducing carbon emissions — a close look at the costs and benefits suggests that relying on this alone is a poor approach.  Option One: Continuing focus on mitigation  Even if mitigation — economic measures like taxes or trading systems — succeeded in capping emissions at 2010 levels, then the world would pump out 55 billion tonnes of carbon emissions in 2100, instead of 67 billion tonnes.  It is a difference of 18 per cent: the benefits would remain smaller than 0.5 per cent of the world’s GDP for more than 200 years. These benefits simply are not large enough to make the investment worthwhile.

Warming is inevitable – even if we stop emissions temperatures will continue to rise

Robert Longley, worked with the Department of Housing and Urban Development, the Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Census Bureau, 5-14-2008, “Global Warming Inevitable This Century, NSF Study Finds,” http://usgovinfo.about.com/od/technologyandresearch/a/climatetochange.htm

Despite efforts to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, global warming and a greater increase in sea level are inevitable during this century, according to a new study performed by a team of climate modelers at the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) in Boulder, Colo.  Indeed, say the researchers, whose work was funded by the National Science Foundation (NSF), globally averaged surface air temperatures would still rise one degree Fahrenheit (about a half degree Celsius) by the year 2100, even if no more greenhouse gases were added to the atmosphere. And the resulting transfer of heat into the oceans would cause global sea levels to rise another 4 inches (11 centimeters) from thermal expansion alone.  The team's findings are published in this week's issue of the journal "Science."  “This study is another in a series that employs increasingly sophisticated simulation techniques to understand the complex interactions of the Earth,” says Cliff Jacobs of NSF’s atmospheric sciences division.
AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – AT:  Consumption Tax Impact

LDP and DPJ don’t differ on the consumption tax – doesn’t matter which party holds power

Martin 6-24
Alex, Parties focus on economy, taxes, Japan Times, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100624f1.html

Experts say, however, that despite the LDP's efforts to differentiate itself from the DPJ, the two party's policies are similar on many points. "We shouldn't be all that surprised that the two parties resemble each other in terms of policy — it's pretty much standard in developed democracies for the leading parties to converge to the center," said Harris of Observing Japan. Instead, it is looking increasingly likely that the consumption tax debate will be the center of focus and a major point of contention in the campaign. The DPJ has said it wants to begin "nonpartisan negotiations on tax reform, including a review of the consumption tax," and Kan said the party might study the LDP's plan to raise it to 10 percent, "as a reference." Hidekazu Kawai, an honorary professor at Gakushuin University, said this was a bold move by the ruling party, considering how talk of a tax hike has historically been damaging to political parties. "The public is not confident that a tax hike would lead to better social security," Kawai said, adding this shows how the public in general doesn't trust the government. Kawai pointed to recent opinion polls showing support for the DPJ suffering a mild setback and said this was a direct result of its decision to mention tax reform in its platform. But with the ruling and main opposition parties all calling for a consumption tax hike, the public doesn't have much of a choice, he said.   The recently formed Tachiagare Nippon (Sunrise Party of Japan) and New Renaissance Party have also pledged to hike the consumption tax, while Your Party, led by former LDP member Yoshimi Watanabe and the third-most popular party in opinion polls, has promised to work on cutting waste before debating a tax hike.
However, even though all parties agree on the merits, no party will give concessions on the consumption tax

Rowley 7-19
Anthony, Chances of Japan avoiding fiscal crisis seen dwindling, Business Times, http://www.businesstimes.com.sg/sub/news/story/0,4574,395444,00.html

But the moment Mr Kan even began hinting at the need to raise the tax during the recent election campaign, his popularity among voters plunged, resulting in the DPJ falling far short of its objective to gain control of the Upper House of parliament.  Even though Sadakazu Tanigaki, head of the opposition Liberal Democratic Party had also called for a consumption tax rise, the two main parties are unlikely to stroke any deal over the tax, analysts say. Instead, the LDP is expected to try to block legislation and unseat the DPJ.  Mr Kan's ability to find coalition allies has become critical in this situation. A likely candidate is former LDP veteran Yoshimi Watanabe's 'Your Party' which also favours raising the consumption tax.  But Your Party opposes plans to scrap postal privatisation which were being prepared before the election by Shizuka Kamei's People's New Party, an existing coalition partner of the DPJ. If the postal giant passes into private hands it is expected to run down holdings of government bonds.
It’s empirically true

Foster 7-14
Malcom, 'Twisted parliament' bodes ill for Japan's economy, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hlQO-kyvIEyrc0I90V5l0LFN7JTwD9GUGBQ00

The Democratic Party of Japan and its small coalition partner lost 12 seats in Sunday's upper house election, leaving it with 110 seats in the 242-member chamber. In the lower house, the coalition is short of the two-thirds majority needed to override upper house opposition to a bill.  Control of the upper house — often seen as a barometer of confidence in the prime minister or ruling party — has proved an elusive goal for governments over the past 20 years.  Japan has had twisted parliaments three other times since 1989, and each time the ruling coalition struggled to get anything done.

AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – AT:  Economy Impact

No risk of Greek-style collapse – domestic ownership of debt

Akahata 7-13
Japan: What Lessons Can be Drawn From Greek Fiscal Crisis?, Political Affairs, Lexis

“If Japan continues to follow the present path, it will become like Greece in two or three years, or even in one or two years.” This is what Prime Minister Kan Naoto is repeating claiming during the ongoing Upper House election campaign, threatening voters with the claim that their nation will fall into a financial crisis like Greece if they do not approve a consumption tax hike now. This argument can be shown to be false by the following two points:   More than 70 percent of Greek debt owned by foreigners   Comparing the two countries’ debt level, Japan’s debt amounts to nearly 200 percent of its GDP while that for Greece is a little more than 100 percent of its GDP. Both of their debt-to-GDP ratios is about 80 percent when considering their net debt, the amount calculated by deducting government financial assets from the total debt.  However, what should be emphasized is who owns these debts. In Japan, domestic financial institutions are the major holders of the bonds issued by the government. More than 90 percent of government bonds are domestically owned while only seven percent are held by foreign investors.   In the case of Greece, more than 70 percent of its national bonds are in the hands of investors outside the country. Given the fact that about 50 percent of such bonds in the United States and Germany are possessed by foreign investors, it can be said that Japan’s rate of public bonds owned by foreigners is low.   Whether selling government bonds domestically or overseas will create totally different outcomes in the country’s economic conditions. Interest payments received on government bonds will circulate within the country if the bonds are owned by domestic investors. On the other hand, they will flow outside the country if foreigners are the major bond holders.   The other major difference is the danger of a possible increase in the speculative trading of public bonds. Greece, whose bonds are mainly owned by foreign investors, has witnessed a sharp fall in stock prices since the bond holders offered them up for sale all at once. 
New taxes won’t come for a long time – means intervening variables trigger the link and they can’t solve quickly enough

Japan Newswire 7-14
Japan Economic Newswire, Kan hints at giving up on formulating tax reform plan by next March, Lexis

Prime Minister Naoto Kan indicated Wednesday that he would give up on compiling the details of a tax reform plan by the March 31 end of fiscal 2010 after his ruling party's policy chief said he doubted the deadline could be met.   "I'm now having the party's Policy Research Committee examine how to push ahead with tax reform, including it (the timing)," Kan told reporters.  The prime minister made the comments after Koichiro Gemba, chairman of the committee, said Tuesday that he believes compiling the tax reform plan by March would be "quite hard" and the DPJ should "proceed with (discussions) on the premise of consensus and understanding from other parties."  DPJ Secretary General Yukio Edano also made similar remarks Monday.  "We should not necessarily abide by the initial deadline but rather consider pressing on with it at a (slower) pace so as to gain understanding from a broad range of people," he said.
Japanese economy is still growing

Papich 7-13
Lenska, Japan: a struggling superpower, The Casual Truth, http://www.thecasualtruth.com/story/japan-struggling-superpower

Like the budget deficit, Kan is yet to announce details on how he’s going to tackle deflation and ensure it doesn’t spiral out of control.  Nevertheless, although unemployment figures continue to nudge over the 5% mark – which is very high for Japan – its economy is still growing. This is largely driven by the country's very healthy export sector and huge trade surplus (more exports than imports).
AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – Japan Economy Resilient

Japan economy resilient – bouncing back, and still has best technology

Cowie ’10 - (Ian Cowie, Head of Personal Finance at Telegraph Media Group, March 14th, 2010, “Will Japan finally shine again?”, Lexis Nexis Academic, accessed 7/16/10)
No fewer than 14 of the top 20 performers out of 1,965 unit trusts this year so far are Japan funds, according to statisticians Trustnet.  But the sector remains unloved by investors. While Isas as a whole enjoyed their biggest-ever inflow last month, investors took £503,000 more out of Japan Isas than they paid in. The explanation is that the world's second-biggest economy has been blighted by deflation for most of the past two decades. After a bubble in property valuations - which saw the land value of the Imperial Palace, Tokyo, briefly exceed all the real estate in California - burst two decades ago, share prices entered a bear market from which they are yet to recover.  The Nikkei index is trading around a quarter of the alltime peak it hit in 1990. Despite that backdrop, there is a growing group of fund managers who say it is time to reconsider the attractions of an economy that still boasts some of the bestknown electronic brands in the world.  There have been several false dawns in the Land of the Rising Sun, with increasingly ''stale'' bulls pinning their hopes on the old saw of what goes down must eventually go up. Will it be different this year? Is all the bad news already ''in the price''? Or is Japan destined to remain an investment quagmire?  Allenbridge, the Mayfairbased discount broker, is among those that argue that Tokyo may finally offer good opportunities - provided investors pick funds carefully. For while the index has remained in the doldrums, some active fund managers have provided good value.  Jonathan Wallis, director of research at Allenbridge, said: "Equity valuations in Japan are historically low and corporate earnings appear set to grow at a faster pace than in many other developed markets. The economy is geared to world trade and while the recession hit Japan more than most, we think a bounce-back could occur relatively quickly.  "A new political party is now in power for the first time, effectively, since 1955 and it has both a strong majority and a clear 'change' agenda. We are encouraged by efforts to tackle some of the economy's deep-rooted problems, such as wasteful public spending. This could be a further plus for the market if it succeeds."  Very few UK managers specialising in Japan made money for those investing in their funds over the past one, three and five years. Being in the right fund is crucial to preserving and making capital. So which managers succeeded, with at least one of their funds? Step forward: Fidelity, GLG, Invesco Perpetual, Jupiter, Morant Wright, M&G, Neptune and Royal London.  If you do not fancy trying to pick the right manager in this market, a fund of funds approach may suit. Philippa Gee, of funds of funds specialists T Bailey, said: "We feel there are some really strong companies that are looking attractively priced in Japan. It is still loosening monetary policy when all the Western economies are tightening it and the government there is making the right noises about devaluing the yen. The combination of the two could kick-start an equity revival. Now is a good time to be making a move.  "There is also the need to hedge the currency risk. A devaluation of the yen might help equities, but it will also reduce the benefits for the sterling investor, so it makes sense to introduce a currency hedge to prevent a 'two steps forward, one step' back situation.  "Overall we feel that with the prospects for the UK economy looking bleak, many investors are ready to increase their exposure to global markets. That requires much more active management and also specialist expertise around threats like currency volatility - that's where multi-manager funds can really help."  All things considered, last week was an interesting time to go to Japan and see for myself. My host in Tokyo, Chris Taylor, fund manager of Neptune Japan Opportunities, a UK-based open-ended investment company, has taken big bets here and won before. In 2008 he shorted the country's banks before they hit the buffers and delivered returns of more than 80pc to sterling investors during a year in which the Nikkei fell 40pc.  But swimming against the tide is not easy and hedging the yen backfired last year when this fund could only edge forward by 7pc. Even so, Mr Taylor remains the top performer in Japan over three and five years. He is not alone in favouring this country as the next opportunity to demonstrate that the best way to make big profits is to buy before the herd arrive.  Gartmore recently launched a Japan Absolute Return fund and GLG, PSigma, Skandia and Threadneedle are all increasing their exposure to Japan.  Tom Becket, chief investment officer at PSigma, said: "Investors have chosen to ignore Japan's geographic location on the dragon's doorstep, which allows huge opportunities for Japanese companies to benefit from Asian growth.  "One of the key investment lessons of the past few years is that you make the serious cash by betting against the rest. Japan is unloved, unfashionable, underresearched, under-owned and - most importantly - undervalued."  Similarly, Ian Burden, head of the Japan desk at Threadneedle, claims: "Although a weaker yen would reduce returns for an unhedged overseas investor, it would provide further earnings leverage to our expectations for the export sector, while moving the domestic economy towards recovery."  Japan's re-emerging market contains several hitech companies that aim to profit by tackling pollution. We visited international chemicals giant Toray, which produces carbon fibre to build modern aircraft and filtration systems to produce drinking water. Replacing half the steel and aluminium in a Boeing 787 reduces its weight by a fifth and cuts fuel costs and pollution accordingly. Toray is focused on the opportunities created by environmental concerns in general and the Kyoto Agreement to cut emissions in particular.  The company says its carbon fibres have 10 times the tensile strength of steel, while weighing only a quarter as much. The material is in everything from cars to golf clubs. Toray also makes membranes vital to desalination plants and other forms of water treatment worldwide.  Mr Taylor said: "This is the kind of technology where this country leads the world.  These companies are continuing to trade despite the grossly overvalued yen, but when the currency depreciates they will go gangbusters."  Against all that, Japan will not appeal to investors who like to drive looking in the rear-view mirror. While emerging market funds soared an average 56pc in 2009, according to Trustnet, and UK All Companies delivered 30pc, with North America and Europe notching up 19pc, the average Japan fund fell by nearly 4pc. 
AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – Japan Not Key Global Economy

Japan economy not key to global economy – China has changed world order

Tabuchi ‘9 - (Hiroko Tabuchi, Tokyo-based business, econ & tech reporter for the New York Times, “China overtaking Japan with unexpected speed; Many economists expect a shift in No. 2 ranking as early as next year”, October 2nd, 2009, Lexis Nexis Academic, Accessed 7/16/10)
For years, Japan  has been readying itself for the day that it is finally eclipsed economically by China. But thanks to the global slowdown, Japan's  mismanagement of its economy and China's rise - on vivid display Thursday as Beijing celebrated the 60th anniversary of the founding of the People's Republic - that day may come sooner than anyone predicted.  Though recent wild currency swings could delay the reckoning, many economists expect Japan to cede its rank as having the world's second-largest economy to China sometime next year, as much as five years earlier than previously forecast.  At stake are more than regional bragging rights. The reversal of fortune will upend an economic order that has prevailed for 40 years, with global ramifications across arenas from trade and diplomacy to, potentially, military power.  Not long ago, Japan was ''the economic miracle,'' an ascendant juggernaut on its way to rivaling the United States, which has the biggest economy. Now, many here ask whether Japan is destined to be the next Switzerland: rich and comfortable, but of little global import, largely ignored by the rest of the world.  China has also surpassed Japan in having the biggest trade surplus and foreign currency reserves, as well as the highest steel production. And for the first time next year, China could overtake Japan as the largest automobile producer.  A new government has vowed to take Japan on a new development path, one that relies less on the exports that have long driven growth and is more focused on increasing domestic demand.  Per capita income in China is still less than a tenth that in Japan. But by other measures, the Chinese economy long ago overtook that of Japan. In terms of overall purchasing power, China surpassed Japan in 1992 and will overtake the United States before 2020.  In some ways, this reflects economic fundamentals: As countries develop, growth tends to slow. Annual growth in Japanese gross domestic product averaged 10.4 percent in the 1960s and 5 percent in the 1970s, but only 4 percent in the 1980s and 1.8 percent in the 1990s, according to Goldman Sachs. In the first decade of this century, growth has been even slower.  Some economists say Japan does not need to fear its neighbor. China became Japan's largest trading partner in 2006, and China-bound exports were among the first to show signs of recovery in the recent slump. As the global auto market stagnates, Japanese carmakers like Toyota and Nissan are making a renewed play for the Chinese market.  ''Japan is neighbors with a rapidly growing market,'' said Nobuo Iizuka, chief economist at the Japan Center for Economic Research. ''That is a great advantage, not a threat. The question is, can Japan build on that advantage?''  Still, said C.H. Kwan, a senior fellow at the Nomura Institute of Capital Market Research, a Tokyo-based research institution, ''This is a big psychological shock to Japan.'' Mr. Kwan, a native of Hong Kong, migrated to Tokyo after being awed by the 1979 book ''Japan as No.1,'' by Ezra F. Vogel, who sang the praises of the country's fast economic growth.  Now, he is working on a book of his own: ''China as No.1.''  Based on current growth and currency trends, Mr. Kwan forecasts that the Chinese economy could surpass that of the United States in 2039. And that date could move up to 2026 if China lets its currency appreciate by a mere 2 percent a year. ''We're no longer talking about China making lots of shoes,'' Mr. Kwan said. ''China is about to leave everyone behind in a big way.'' 

Japan economy not key to sustain global economy – other Asian economies fill in
The Business Times Singapore 7/4/10 – (The Business Times Singapore, “Grounds for caution amid rapid growth”, July 14th, 2010, Lexis Nexis Academic, accessed 7/17/10)
ONE of the big surprises in the global economic picture for 2010 so far is how strongly Asian economies have performed, despite lacklustre growth in the G-3 economies of the United States, Europe and Japan.  The International Monetary Fund (IMF) has just raised its 2010 growth forecast for Asia to 7.75 per cent, about 0.5 percentage point higher than it projected as recently as April. Private sector forecasts for the Singapore economy have also been progressively raised as the year has unfolded, with many economists now predicting double-digit growth. The Ministry of Trade and Industry might also raise the official growth forecast following the release of advance GDP estimates for the second quarter.  While all of this may sound like good news, there are reasons to be circumspect. As the IMF has cautioned, Asia is vulnerable to some significant downside risks.  The region's torrid growth in 2010 so far has been driven both by exports and private domestic demand. Exports have been powered partly by the inventory rebuilding in the advanced economies following the recession of 2008/09, during which inventories were substantially depleted. Private demand has been boosted by massive fiscal stimulus programmes, which were launched across the region, most dramatically in China. However, going forward, both these drivers of growth will be less conspicuous: the inventory restocking process is close to ending, and the impact of fiscal stimulus programmes will also wane from the second half of this year. After that, Asia can no longer rely on temporary growth drivers; it will have to look to traditional sources of growth - namely, demand from the G-3 and, to a lesser extent, sustained domestic consumption. 

AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – AT:  Aging Crisis Impact

Aging crisis doesn’t hurt the Japanese economy
Financial Post Investing, ian mcGugan, journalist for the financial post, Lexis: accessed 7/19, April 14, 2010, Japan in better shape than pundits say, Pg. FP9 
The thrust of recent opinion pieces on the Naked Capitalism and Money Game blogs is that Japan is facing disaster as a result of its aging population, massive government debt and persistent deflation. According to the blogs, investors should steer well clear of the world's second-largest economy. But Japan's large number of middle-aged citizens be doing right now? Presumably saving for their old ages. Saving means cutting back on current expenditures and dragging prices downward. It also means accumulating financial assets that be cashed in during the decades to come. All of this is exactly what is happening. And it's entirely sensible. True, most of the financial assets that ordinary Japanese are accumulating tend to be government bonds, but it's hard to see how this practice could lead to a crisis in the nation's finances. The real test is whether Tokyo is spending its money wisely to create a more productive economy that can afford to sustain a rising percentage of elderly citizens. On that score, Japan looks better than the prognosticators would have you believe. Its economy is ferociously competitive -- in fact, it has a sizable trade surplus, unlike the United States or the United Kingdon. Japanese GDP is growing (albeit slowly) and the unemployment rate is about half the level in the United States or Europe. The Japanese model has its weaknesses. For one thing, its internal economy is more about creating jobs than doing things efficiently. But it's difficult to see how any of this leads to economic disaster. In fact, as more Japanese retire and the national economic emphasis shifts from creating jobs to creating profits, investors in Japanese companies could receive some very nice surprises. 
No impact: Immigrants, women and elderly being introduced to the workforce

Reuters, isabel reynolds, reporter, lexis: accessed 7/19, august 8 2008, An aging Japan slowly opens up to foreigners, Pg. 11

Yanti Kartina left her family in Indonesia and joined 200 other nurses in moving to Japan, where a rapidly growing elderly population has created a desperate need for careers in old-age homes and hospitals. The nurses, who are expected to learn Japanese and requalify as they work, are seen as an important test case as Japan struggles with the world's fastest growing elderly population and a work force that is forecast to shrink, potentially devastating the economy. ''Japan is the first developed country to face this kind of population crisis,'' said Hidenori Sakanaka, a former immigration bureau chief in Tokyo who now heads a research institute. With more than a quarter of Japanese expected to be aged over 65 by 2015, the country faces serious economic consequences, including labor shortages that could weigh on the gross domestic product. A group of governing party politicians see immigration as a possible solution and have presented Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda with a radical new proposal that seeks to have immigrants make up 10 percent of the population in 50 years' time. Government figures show the work force is on course to shrink by eight million in the next 10 years. If the necessary laws are passed, mass immigration could transform a country once so wary of foreigners that it excluded them almost entirely for more than 200 years until the 19th century. ''I don't think there is any way forward but to accept immigrants,'' Sakanaka said. Even now, the idea of allowing in more foreigners is often described as a risk to Japan's relatively crime-free and homogeneous society. Many landlords refuse to rent apartments to foreigners and few Japanese employers offer immigrant workers the same rights as their Japanese colleagues. Less than 2 percent of Japan's almost 128 million population are foreign-born. Tetsufumi Yamakawa, chief economist at Goldman Sachs in Tokyo, believes that immigration, combined with efforts to draw more women and elderly people into the labor market, could lift growth above the annual 1 percent or less forecast by many analysts. ''I think this is very good timing to start thinking about this,'' he said. ''The decline is already in sight.'' The Indonesian nurses, who have been recruited to work in short-staffed hospitals and homes for the elderly, are the latest wave of controlled immigration. Government officials hope they will face fewer problems than their predecessors. More than 300,000 Brazilian immigrants of Japanese descent have been a boon for Japan's automotive and electronics factories, where many of them work. They have also helped the Brazilian economy by remitting $2.2 billion dollars home in 2005, according to the Inter-American Development Bank.
AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – AT:  US-Japan Relations Impact

U.S.-Japan cooperation on other issues outweigh Okinawa—media hype

Takashi Yokota, Associate Editor at Newsweek Japan, Special Correspondent at Newsweek International, 1-22-2010, “A Pacific Squall,” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/01/21/a-pacific-squall.html, accessed 7-16-2010

In the run-up to the 50th anniversary of the security alliance between Tokyo and Washington last week, the conventional wisdom was that the U.S.-Japan relationship was in a downward spiral. Since taking power in September, Japan's Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has insisted on revising a 2006 military realignment agreement that would relocate a controversial Marine air base on Okinawa known as Futenma from a densely populated residential area to an offshore site of another base on the island. That prompted fear in Washington that the entire deal would unravel and undermine its military realignment plans. Pundits speculated the alliance was adrift, particularly as U.S. officials seemed miffed about their new partners in Tokyo. Yet the relationship between the U.S. and Japan is not nearly as bad as it seems. Yes, there is disagreement on one issue. But the fate of a small air base on Okinawa is not the only thing that matters. On North Korea, cooperation between Japan and the U.S. is better than ever. A key part of the Obama administration's North Korea policy is to restrengthen its cooperation with Tokyo, after the Bush administration hastily pursued a nuclear deal with Pyongyang in 2008 at the expense of Japan's dearest issue: the North's 1970s abductions of Japanese citizens, who have yet to be accounted for. Despite Pyongyang's attempts to lure the U.S. into talks, Washington is treading cautiously so that the North will be unable to drive a wedge between the U.S. and its allies, as it has done before. Moreover, there is little, if any, difference between Tokyo and Washington on global issues like nuclear nonproliferation, climate change, and terrorism. In November, Hatoyama and Obama agreed to cooperate closely on nonproliferation efforts and clean-energy development. Despite Japan's decision to withdraw its refueling ships from the Indian Ocean, it has pledged $5 billion in aid to Afghanistan, a commitment Washington welcomed. Both sides also agree on the fundamentals of the security alliance. Despite the squabbling over the Futenma base, Tokyo and Washington agree on the importance of having American troops in Japan. They also agree that the burden on Okinawa—which hosts 75 percent of U.S. military bases in the nation—must be mitigated. For all the ranting by the Hatoyama administration's coalition partners—namely the Social Democrats—key cabinet members have no intentions of weakening the alliance. As Katsuya Okada said in one of his first news conferences as foreign minister, he wants to address the Okinawa problem to make the bilateral relationship sustainable "for the next 30, 50 years."  So why the gloom and doom? Obviously it's tempting to make headlines out of a rare spat between steadfast allies. In particular, the Japanese media establishment perpetuated the angst, as it is accustomed to viewing the relationship as a cozy friendship between pro-American conservatives in Tokyo and so-called Japan hands in the U.S. Truth be told, the commotion was more about inexperienced governments than fundamental differences. Having won a historic election in August, an elated Hatoyama government got carried away by its promise to carve out a "more equal" partnership with the U.S. and insisted on the Futenma issue in a way that made it look like it was taking the relationship for granted. Washington overreacted by allowing the frustrations of the Pentagon to dominate its posture. "Both capitals have lost sight of the fact that the bilateral relationship is not about housekeeping issues like the length and shape of a runway in Okinawa," says Evans Revere, an Asia expert formerly at the State Department. Now officials on both sides of the Pacific are refocusing their attention on the big issue: how the countries can meet the challenges in a changing regional-security environment. At their meeting in Honolulu earlier this month, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said Washington is "respectful" of Tokyo's decision-making process, and Okada made it clear that Tokyo is not ruling out the current agreement—which Washington wants implemented—he just wants to explore the options. Hatoyama later said Japan should be "thankful" for the security alliance with the U.S. Next month both capitals will start talks to "deepen" that alliance. As for Futenma, expect more headlines from the Japanese press, as Hatoyama tries to craft a palatable compromise plan by May. But don't believe any hype about a crisis. 

AT:  DPJ Good Advantage – AT:  US-Japan Relations Impact
(  )  U.S. Japan Alliance resilient

Joseph Nye, Distinguished Service Professor at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, 7-14-2009, “Will the US-Japan alliance survive?,” Business Day, http://www.businessdayonline.com/index. php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3739:will-the-us-japan-alliance-survive&catid=138:co mmentary&Itemid=358

In the early 1990's, many Americans regarded Japan as an economic threat. Some people - in both countries - viewed the security alliance as a Cold War relic to be discarded.  These trends were reversed by the Clinton administration's 1995 "East Asia Strategy Report." In 1996, the Clinton-Hashimoto Declaration stated that the US-Japan security alliance was the foundation for stability that would allow growing prosperity in post-Cold War East Asia. That approach has continued on a bipartisan basis in the US, and polls show that it retains broad acceptance in Japan. Most close observers of the relationship agree that the US-Japan alliance is in much better shape today than 15 years ago.  Nonetheless, the alliance faces three major challenges in a new external environment. One is North Korea, whose recent behavior has been clever and deceptive. The North Koreans have violated their agreements, knowing that China, the country with the greatest potential leverage, is most concerned about regime collapse in North Korea, and thus the threat of chaos on its borders.  Japan officially endorses the objective of a non-nuclear world, but it relies on America's extended nuclear deterrent, and wants to avoid being subject to nuclear blackmail from North Korea (or China). The Japanese fear that the credibility of American extended deterrence will be weakened if the US decreases its nuclear forces to parity with China.   It is a mistake, however, to believe that extended deterrence depends on parity in numbers of nuclear weapons. Rather, it depends on a combination of capability and credibility. During the Cold War, the US was able to defend Berlin because our promise to do so was made credible by the NATO alliance and the presence of American troops, whose lives would be on the line in the event of a Soviet attack.  Indeed, the best guarantee of American extended deterrence over Japan remains the presence of nearly 50,000 American troops (which Japan helps to maintain with generous host-nation support). Credibility is also enhanced by joint projects such as the development of regional ballistic missile defense.  Equally important are American actions that show the high priority that the US gives to the alliance, and its guarantees not to engage in what Japan fears will be "Japan-passing" in its relations with Asia. That is why it was so important that US Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's first trip was to Asia, and her first stop in Japan. It is also why it is mistaken to speak of a formal G-2 with China, rather than multilateral cooperation.  A second challenge for Japan is the dramatic rise of China's economy. Although an important trade partner, China's growing power makes Japan nervous. When re-negotiating the US-Japan security alliance in the 1990's, Japanese leaders sometimes privately asked me if the US would desert Japan in favor of China.  I responded then (and today) that there is little prospect of such a reversal, for two reasons. First, China poses a potential threat, whereas Japan does not. Second, the US shares democratic values with Japan, and China is not a democracy.  Moreover, China's internal evolution remains uncertain. While Chinese are more free today than at any time in their history, China's political evolution has lagged behind its economic progress. Unlike India, China has not solved the problem of political participation. There is always a residual danger that China will embrace nationalism to ward off domestic problems.  At the same time, it is in the interest of the US, Japan, and China that China's rise be peaceful and harmonious (in the words of Chinese leaders). Treat China as an enemy, and you guarantee enmity. That is why the strategy of integration, plus a hedge against uncertainty, makes sense for both the US and Japan. Indeed, there are strong grounds for the US, Japan, and China to engage in areas of trilateral and other regional cooperation.  Third, the US-Japan alliance will have to face a new set of transnational challenges to our vital interests, such as pandemics, terrorism, and human outflows from failed states. Chief among these challenges is the threat posed by global warming, with China having surpassed the US as the leading producer of carbon-dioxide emissions (though not in per capita terms).  Fortunately, this is an area that plays to Japan's strengths. Although some Japanese complain about the unequal nature of the alliance's security components, owing to the limits that Japan has accepted on the use of force, in these new areas, Japan is a stronger partner. Japan's overseas development assistance in places ranging from Africa to Afghanistan, its participation in global health projects, its support of the United Nations, its naval participation in anti-piracy operations, and its research and development on energy efficiency place it at the forefront in dealing with the new transnational challenges.  Given today's agenda, there is enormous potential for an equal partnership, working with others, in the provision of global public goods that will benefit the US, Japan, and the rest of the world. That is why I remain optimistic about the future of the US-Japan alliance.
1NC Japan FTA CP

The United States federal government should ratify a free-trade agreement with the government of Japan.

Solves – is key to the Japanese economy and provides uniqueness to our deterrence DA – US action gets Japan on board
Colucci, Professor of Politics and Government 8
Lamont, PhD, former diplomat with the U.S. Department of State, is an assistant professor of politics and Government at Ripon College, COLUCCI: U.S. and Japan Free Trade Agreement, Washington Times
In light of the media obsession with the economic downturn, the war in Iraq and the flavor of the month, we often forget that the stability of the international system is determined on longstanding relationships and strategic planning. One way we can address this economic crisis is to use this opportunity to push for a U.S./Japan Free Trade Agreement (FTA) - lost in an election dominated by domestic economics was any real discussion of trade and its interdependence with diplomacy.  President-elect Barack Obama can explode the fear among world leaders that he is a closet protectionist by making his flagship foray into international trade waters the U.S./Japan FTA. He can further reassure a critical ally that the United States is ever more committed to the U.S./Japan military and political alliance by demonstrating leadership in this area of economic diplomacy. No country has been more open to American culture and soft power outside of Europe and Canada than Japan (perhaps more so). America has 11 FTAs with 17 countries (two of them Pacific Rim countries, Australia and Singapore) and a recently negotiated agreement with South Korea. Japan has pursued most of her FTAs with Asian countries, but the recently negotiated agreement between the U.S. and South Korea sent a jolt throughout Japan similar to the shock they received over NAFTA.  These fears cut to the heart of Japanese trepidation, especially regarding the United States and isolationism, neglect and abandonment. If Japan wishes to avoid this, and in particular if she wants to compete with China for political and economic influence, she will encourage the creation of "Amerippon." Her most difficult constraints are her xenophobic agricultural lobby, lack of consistency from government ministries, and a deficiency of transparency. The U.S. can only commit to an FTA if it is comprehensive. However, it will take political leadership in Washington for the Japanese to create the political will to overcome their obstacles. The incoming Obama administration can make this a top priority, especially in light of the world economic crisis. Studies indicate that the current trade between the U.S. and Japan of $200 billion would be exponentially enhanced. If 10 percent of the service sectors were liberalized, Japan would gain $130 billion and the U.S. $150 billion. If 30 percent were liberalized, the total enhancement would be $350 billion.
Japanese economic growth and interdependence with the US are key to Kan success

Panda, Senior Fellow @ Institute for Defence Studies, 7-9
Rajaram, Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, Eurasia Review, http://www.eurasiareview.com/201006092885/foreign-policy-and-domestic-challenges-before-kan-naoto.html

As regards relations with China, Kan recognizes the importance of economic interdependence between the two countries. At the same time, Japan is aware of the tensions in the East China Sea, where the Chinese Navy and the Japanese Self Defence Forces look at each other with suspicious eyes. Some China watchers in Japan, including Asai, however, do not see China as a threat and blame the media for “overreacting”. Far from seeing China as a threat, Japan seems to be more concerned by the world perception of itself as an “economic dwarf” and a “political pigmy” vis-à-vis China, as a China analyst recently described to the author about Japan’s present status in the world. The immediate task before Kan, however, is to restructure the country’s economy and finances. Strengthening the country’s social welfare system is yet another priority. The stigma of the DPJ following the political fund scandal involving Hatoyama and Ozawa Ichiro (who too resigned as DPJ’s secretary general) also must be removed and the party’s image as a clean party must be reconstructed.7 During Ozawa’s tenure as secretary general, there was a lack of transparency on discussions on policy matters and this aberration needs to be corrected. While addressing issues that remained unaccomplished during Hatoyama, Kan has to present a convincing vision of Japan’s future to the people if he aims to restore the public trust. Kan faces a moribund economy and a snowballing government debt. His immediate task would be fiscal reconstruction and plug holes that have led to debts increasing endlessly, amounting to some 180 per cent of the gross domestic product. Hiking the consumption tax is one option but can prove risky. Even the popular Koizumi was tempted for a while but refrained from this step due to fear of a public backlash. Kan is likely to unveil in late June a national economic growth strategy and fiscal discipline aimed at stimulating demand. As the deputy prime minister, Kan had declared in November 2009 that Japan was in a state of deflation for which liquidity crunch was the main reason since Japanese people and companies have a great propensity to save money instead of purchasing and investing. Being an advocate of a weaker yen, he has pressured the Bank of Japan to adopt more aggressive monetary policies so that the pressure on the business community is eased somewhat. Though foreign affairs are important, getting the economy back on track would be Kan’s top most priority. With an image of a fiscal conservative, he is in favour of raising Japan’s 5 per cent sales tax. Economists say that this is vital to raise funds needed for meeting the huge social welfare costs of a greying society. In particular, if Kan pursues his fiscal policies aimed at keeping the yen weak, one can expect buoyancy in the stock market in the coming months. A weaker currency will help the Nikkei to inch closer to the 10,000-mark. If Kan can make that happen, one can expect the Japanese economy to rebound slowly. 
Japan FTA CP Solves
US-Japan free trade agreement is key to the rest of the DPJ agenda

Harris, PhD Student @ MIT, 9
Tobias, August, The DPJ will bring the ships home — and open Japan’s economy to the US?, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/08/03/the-dpj-will-bring-the-ships-home-and-open-japans-economy-to-the-us/

It appears that the Obama administration may be both a blessing and curse for the DPJ. In the Obama administration the DPJ faces a US administration that has more often than not showed itself to be not particularly alarmed by the possibility of a DPJ victory and interested in a more ‘hands-off’ approach to Japan than the Bush administration’s. At the same time, however, the DPJ has had to abandon the rhetoric on the alliance it used when George Bush was still president. With Bush the DPJ could have run a campaign like Gerhard Schröder’s in 2002 and done quite well. Not so with Obama. If the DPJ wins, I am convinced that the mere existence of the Obama administration will pressure the DPJ to be more constructive in the US-Japan relationship. Treating the Japanese government with respect and dignity — as the equal partner that the DPJ wants Japan to be, whatever the reality of the underlying power dynamics — seems to take gaiatsu in a whole new direction.  It is in this context that I find the DPJ’s call for negotiations of a US-Japan FTA of considerable interest (discussed here). If the DPJ is serious about this proposal — serious to the point of actually making it a priority and expending political capital on it — it would give some substance to the DPJ’s desire to focus on the non-security aspects of the relationship while contributing to the structural transformation of the Japanese economy and weakening the power of the bureaucracy. Naturally the fight over a US-Japan FTA would be brutal, especially in agricultural policy. In that sense, this proposal must be viewed in tandem with the party’s proposal for direct income support for farmers. As Ozawa Ichiro has argued, trade liberalization and direct income support should go hand in hand, supporting farmers as Japan liberalizes its markets. For the same reason the agriculture lobby responded vociferously to the DPJ’s manifesto (documented by Nakagawa Hidenao here). But not just the agriculture lobby: the LDP went on the offensive against the idea of a US-Japan FTA, issuing a statement that detailed the dire consequences of agriculture trade liberalization with the US.
Japan will get on board – KORUS negotiations will increase pressure to be involved in Asian liberalization

HKTDC 7
Korea FTA Seen as Increasing Possibility of FTA between U.S., Japan, Online
On 1 April, the U.S. and South Korea reached agreement on a bi-lateral FTA that is expected to create substantial economic opportunities for both countries. If approved by Congress, this deal will become the most commercially significant FTA for the U.S. since the North American Free Trade Agreement, which entered into force more than a decade ago. The text of the Korea agreement has not yet been released but a USTR fact sheet asserts that nearly 95 percent of bi-lateral trade in consumer and industrial goods will become duty-free within three years of the agreement's entry into force.  Perhaps as important as the specific trade liberalization commitments in the Korea FTA is the fact that it is the second agreement of its kind between the U.S. and an Asian country, following the FTA with Singapore that took effect in 2004. It is therefore seen as increasing the possibility of similar deals with other countries in the region. For example, the U.S. is already looking to strengthen its relationship with the Association of South East Asian Nations and may even consider an FTA with Japan. In a 4 May speech to the Asia Society, U.S. Ambassador to Japan J. Thomas Schieffer suggested than an FTA may be possible if the stumbling block of agriculture can be overcome. "If the Japanese people want to do a free trade agreement with the United States, the United States would welcome that opportunity, but ¡K only under the circumstances that all sectors of the economy are up for negotiation, including agriculture," Schieffer said.
More evidence

HKTDC 7
Korea FTA Seen as Increasing Possibility of FTA between U.S., Japan, Online
These developments have improved the prospects for a potential U.S.-Japan FTA, but perhaps nothing has pushed the idea forward as much as the successful conclusion of the FTA between the U.S. and South Korea. For one thing, Japan does not want to lose ground in the lucrative U.S. market to one of its chief economic competitors. For another, the fact that another Asian economy with its own highly influential agricultural sector was able to finalize a deal with the U.S., which puts a strong emphasis on eliminating as many barriers as possible through its FTAs, illustrates that reaching an agreement acceptable to Japan is not out of the realm of possibility.
1NC US-Japan Relations CP

The United States federal government should create an alliance task force on specific issues and create supporting civil society networks.   The United States Federal Government should start a public diplomacy effort in Okinawa explaining the purpose of American basing and addressing public concerns.  This diplomacy effort should include foreign investment, education aid and infrastructural collaboration.

Solves without reducing presence

Denmark and Kliman, both fellows @ CNAS, 10
Abraham and Daniel, June, Cornerstone: A Future Agenda for the U.S.-Japan Alliance, CNAS, Scholar
To strengthen the alliance, mechanisms for manag- ing the alliance must be updated to reflect political and strategic realities. A handful of bureaucrats in Tokyo, plus a few politicians from the long- dominant Liberal Democratic Party, once served as the primary Japanese interlocutors for this vital alliance. The advent of a DPJ administration has shattered this cozy arrangement. Furthermore, the so-called “two-plus-two,” a conclave where the U.S. Secretaries of Defense and State along with their Japanese counterparts meet to chart the future of the alliance, reflects a bygone era. Many of the security challenges the alliance now confronts require cooperation across a broader spectrum of government agencies such as the United States Agency for International Development and Japan’s International Cooperation Agency, the U.S. Treasury Department and Japan’s Ministry of Finance, and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy and Japan’s Council for Science and Technology Policy Future institutions for alliance management should therefore be inclusive, encompassing members of all the major political parties in Japan and repre- sentatives from more than just the Defense and State Departments and their Japanese equivalents. In practice, this will mean creating alliance task forces on specific issues rather than simply expand- ing the “two-plus-two” into an unwieldy whole of government dialogue. To buttress these updated institutions, the United States and Japan should create supporting networks among the next gen- eration of leaders across government, the private sector, academe, science and technology, and civil society. Washington and Tokyo also must do more to rein- force Japanese domestic support for the alliance. For most Americans the alliance is a rather abstract concept, one they occasionally see in the news. But for the Japanese people, it is a daily fact of life. Many Japanese communities host U.S. military bases and are subject to the noise, inconvenience and potential danger of living in such close prox- imity to active military training. Even Japanese communities located far from U.S. military bases encounter the alliance nearly every day in the news and political discourse. As such, the Japanese public’s support for the alliance is essential for its long-term viability. Polling in Japan shows general support for the alliance running at close to 80 per- cent, but bubbling under the surface is a good deal of pent-up frustration, especially (and critically) in Okinawa.4 The U.S. and Japanese governments must address the frustration of the Japanese public. The Japanese government and its citizens need a strategic dialogue, especially in Okinawa, which hosts a dis- proportionate number of U.S. bases and is also the poorest of Japan’s 47 prefectures. The United States must also come up with more creative – and effec- tive – ways to convey the value of the alliance to the Japanese public. Outreach to Okinawa is critical. A major public diplomacy effort in Okinawa – one that explains the purpose of American bases, listens to local concerns, and effectively addresses them – is in order. It is also time for the United States to revive long-dormant efforts to revitalize Okinawa’s economy with foreign investment, educational aid and exchanges, and infrastructure improvements, gestures more than warranted by the basing burden Okinawa has long shouldered.
US-Japan Relations CP Solves

Infrastructure collaboration builds stability in the alliance

Denmark and Kliman, both fellows @ CNAS, 10
Abraham and Daniel, June, Cornerstone: A Future Agenda for the U.S.-Japan Alliance, CNAS, Scholar

Consequently, implementing policies to brighten the respective fiscal outlooks of both Japan and the United States is essential to the long-term health of the alliance. The United States and Japan can cooperate in ways that will boost economic growth, the ultimate solution to the looming budget squeeze. The two can expand collabora- tive research in technological fields with high commercial potential and promote demand-led growth in emerging markets to generate new export opportunities. Japan, an “infrastructure superpower,” can help bring the United States  into the 21st century by partnering with it on high-speed rail and starting other initiatives to modernize America’s aging infrastructure. This would create jobs in both countries, enhance the overall competitiveness of the American economy and renew the bonds of affection that undergird the alliance. Likewise, the United States, a “start- up superpower,” can support Japan’s transition to an economy that is more hospitable to new, innovative corporations as well as large decades- old conglomerates.
Public diplomacy solves without risking collapse of extended deterrence

The Foundry 10
January, Okinawan Election Threatens U.S.-Japan Military Realignment Agreement, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/01/25/okinawan-election-threatens-u-s-japan-military-realignment-agreement/

Although the Okinawan election will make implementing the bilateral agreement even more difficult, the Obama Administration must remain resolute on the need to implement the force realignment agreement, especially maintaining U.S. Marine Corps air units on Okinawa. To garner increased Japanese support for the realignment plan, Washington should boost public diplomacy efforts to better educate Japanese officials and the populace on the necessity of forward-based U.S. forces to not only defend Japan but to also maintain peace and stability in Asia.  Despite its shortcomings, the alliance is critical to fulfilling current U.S. strategic objectives, including maintaining peace in the region. The forward deployment of a large U.S. military force in Japan deters military aggression by North Korea, signals Washington’s resolve in defending U.S. allies, and provides an irreplaceable staging area should military action be necessary.
Public diplomacy can successfully convince the public about the necessity of forward deployed forces

Klingner, Senior Research Fellow @ Heritage, 10
Bruce, 5-28, With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead

Mending the U.S.–Japan alliance will not be easy. The DPJ’s coalition partners, as well as factions within the DPJ itself, will feel betrayed by Hatoyama’s Futenma decision. The DPJ has not yet articulated its security and foreign policies, nor has it defined its vision for Japan’s global security role. Despite clamoring for an “equal alliance” with the U.S., the DPJ has failed to define its terms or display a willingness to assume greater responsibilities commensurate with such a role.  The U.S.–Japan alliance remains critical to maintaining peace and stability in Asia as well as guaranteeing shared values of freedom and democracy. It is essential that the two administrations step up public diplomacy efforts to better explain the benefits of the alliance as well as the necessity of forward-deployed U.S. military forces.
DPJ Bad – Economy Turn

DPJ economic policy collapses Japanese competitiveness

Daily Herald 9
Opposition looks to reshape Japanese economy, http://www.dailyherald.com/story/print/?id=317541

"I don't think there's all that much enthusiasm about the DPJ plan," Nakano said. "People are generally supporting the DPJ not so much because they like it but because they don't like the LDP."  The Japan Business Federation, better known as Nippon Keidanren, is officially staying neutral. But officials have been critical of the Democrats' ideas for growth.  In a statement, Chairman Fujio Mitarai urges voters to scrutinize policies before they head to the ballot box.  "What our country needs more than anything else is to focus on the future, and work toward concrete and realistic reforms of the tax, public finance and social welfare systems," said Mitarai, also chief executive of Canon Inc. "We must also establish new foundations of growth by strengthening industrial technology."  The Democrats say that growth is what they want too, and tout their measures as a way for Japan to support itself through stronger domestic consumption.  They have said they plan to pay for all the new social spending, which amounts to about 3.5 percent of GDP, by eliminating wasteful public works, streamlining the bureaucracy and tapping into hidden financial reserves.  Richard Jerram, chief economist at Macquarie Securities in Tokyo, is skeptical. He calls the Democratic platform a "quasi-socialist approach" that would destabilize public finances and hurt Japan's overall competitiveness.  "The core of the DPJ's economic policy seems to be a fantasy Robin Hood scheme, aimed at appealing to as many voters as possible," Jerram said in a recent report.
And, DPJ agenda leads to increased budget deficits – turns their impact

Green, Senior Advisor @ CSIS, 9
Michael, Senior Advisor @ CSIS, U.S.-Japan Ties under the DPJ: Reluctant Realism Redux, http://csis.org/publication/reluctant-realism-redux-us-japan-ties-under-dpj

On the other hand, the DPJ is not modifying its ambitious plans for increasing redistribution of income to citizens at home. The DPJ has promised to increase subsidies for child-care, eliminate high school fees, unify the pension fund (ultimately increasing payments overall), to increase the stimulus package to 4% of GDP (compared with 3% for the LDP), and to freeze the 5% consumption tax until at least 2012. The political effect will be to make a lot of Japanese voters, particularly in urban and suburban districts, very happy with the new government. Economically, the DPJ proposal will likely have a pronounced simulative effect on the economy leading up to next year’s Upper House elections. The problem will be the much greater budget deficits later on.
They can’t win a link – proposed deficit cuts won’t solve

NYT 6-22
Japan Issues Budget Deficit Plan, WSJ, Proquest
But questions linger about feasibility of the framework. Absent from the blueprint are detailed spending-cut plans, such as how much to scale back individual budget categories like defense and education. There also aren't timetables for specific tax increases despite Mr. Kan's calls for doubling Japan's consumption tax in the coming years.  "The government has yet to provide details of how it can achieve the goal," said Masashi Shimominami, a bond-market analyst at Mizuho Securities. Some investors also remain skeptical over whether Mr. Kan will rally enough political support for heavier taxes on consumption, Mr. Shimominami said.

DPJ Bad – Warming Turn

DPJ agenda doesn’t solve warming – collapses the economy and leads to an increase in GHG emissions

Sawa, Senior Executive Fellow, The 21st Century Public Policy Institute, 9
Akhiro, The Tokyo Foundation, The DPJ Platform on Climate-Change—A Reality Check, http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/articles/2009/the-dpj-platform-on-climate-change2014a-reality-check

Unfortunately, the DPJ's position on climate change is not merely ambitious but fatally flawed, on three separate counts.   The first flaw is that it offers no indication whatever of the economic burden its policies would impose on the nation. There is an regrettable tendency, not only within the DPJ but around the world, to ignore the cold hard truth that environmental protection involves a tradeoff in terms of economic growth and living standards. In the EU in particular, environmental protection is all too frequently treated as a sacred cow. But here in Japan, which is victim not only to a devastating recession but also to growing wealth gap stemming from the free-market reforms of Prime Minister Jun'ichiro Koizumi, the public has become alert to the potential costs and consequences of new policies, including the impact on income distribution. Thus, few voters are indifferent to theeconomic impact of a cap-and-trade system or a feed-in tariff system that would oblige electric utilities to buy all electricity from renewable energy sources at a fixed, incentive price. Prime Minister Aso made it clear that his plan's cost to the average household would amount to 76,000 yen annually. The DPJ's proposal, by contrast, skirts any mention of cost.  In some circumstances it might be argued that the DPJ was handicapped by insufficient information, lacking the ruling LDP's extensive resources for policy analysis. But where the midterm emissions-reduction targets are concerned, virtually all relevant quantitative data was made public during the lengthy process of deliberation, along with the deliberations themselves. Voters therefore have the right to expect that any competing proposal will be backed by solid facts and figures.   The second flaw in the DPJ's climate-change position is that it envisions the adoption of both emissions trading and an environmental tax, despite the fact that the two options are mutually exclusive from the standpoint of effective policy. No nation in the world has adopted or even considered adopting both options simultaneously as a strategy for fighting climate change. The DPJ platform never addresses this policy-mix issue with an explanation as to why both measures are necessary. Nor, for that matter, does it attempt to explain the inconsistency between its policies to counter global warming and its promise to eliminate tolls on expressways and reduce gasoline taxes, measures that would lead to an increase in greenhouse gas emissions.  

DPJ Bad – Ag Turn

DPJ policy subsidizes inefficient small farms – causes snowball of costs and collapse of the agricultural industry

Mulgan, PhD in Japanese Politics, 10
Aurelia, Is Japan’s DPJ a party of reform on agriculture and agricultural trade?, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/01/13/is-japans-dpj-a-party-of-reform-on-agriculture-and-agricultural-trade/

The DPJ’s political purpose here was to outflank the government’s scheme, which limited direct income support to so-called agricultural ‘bearers’. The LDP’s more restrictive approach amounted to a structural reform policy because it left small farmers out of the loop. It was designed to encourage them to sell or rent their agricultural lands to farmers wanting to expand their production scale. The DPJ’s approach, in contrast, was not a structural reform policy, because it gave no incentives to small-scale farmers to abandon agriculture. It would prop up as many inefficient, small-scale farmers as the old price support system and was condemned by one farmer in the Niigata Prefecture for ‘just throwing money at the farmers’ (Nihon Nōgyō Shinbun, 13 September 2005).  In the 2007 election, the DPJ, now under Ozawa Ichiro, reiterated the direct income proposal, now called the ‘individual farm household income support system’, inclusive of all commercial farms, large and small. It proved a real vote-winner in regional prefectural constituencies.  Ditto the  2009 election under Hatoyama Yukio. Under the direct payment scheme for farm households, the MAFF would provide financial supplementation to cover the difference between the prices farm households received for farm products and their production costs. The DPJ’s  2009 manifesto also expanded the scheme with a commitment to promote the introduction of income compensation to livestock and dairy farmers (estimated to cost another ¥200 billion) and fisheries, as well as introducing direct payments for forestry.  The DPJ’s farm income compensation policy will positively exacerbate the agricultural sector’s major structural problem – the survival of small-scale, inefficient farms. In fact, the DPJ explicitly commits itself to supporting these farms, with a direct reference to facilitating ‘the continuation of farm management, including small farms’ appearing in the DPJ’s 2009 manifesto.  A recent critique published by former MAFF official, Yamashita Kazuhito, points out the folly of the DPJ’s income compensation scheme, which will be introduced next year for rice farmers. Part-time rice farmers will have an incentive to forcibly withdraw the farmland they are currently renting to business farm households (those with agricultural income more than 50 per cent of total household income and with one or more persons engaged in farming for 60 days or more under 65 years old). This is because part-timers will be able to make more money from the direct income subsidy and from rice production adjustment (gentan) subsidies than they can from renting to business farm households. The result is that the management scale of business farm households earning their living from agriculture will decline and production costs will rise. This may, in turn, cause the financial burden of the farm household income compensation policy to snowball.

That’s key to the Japanese economy

Mulgan, PhD in Japanese Politics, 10
East Asia Forum, Japan is the Party of Economic Reform, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/08/04/japan-is-the-dpj-the-party-of-economic-reform/ 
Why is agricultural reform vital for Japan’s economy? Professor Masayoshi Honma of Tokyo University, who headed up a task force making recommendations to Prime Minister Aso, argues that agriculture is a core sector in many regional economies. A revitalised agricultural industry could, therefore, breathe new life into many local economies. It could even become a mainstay industry for the country according to Kazumasa Iwata, head of the Cabinet Office’s Economic and Social Research Institute. One way would be to form stronger connections between farming and the industrial and commercial sectors and to make more agricultural land available to highly skilled, full-time professional farmers to expand their output and become more efficient producers by exploiting economies of scale.
1NC AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – General
(  )  Japan conventional prolif inevitable – US refusal to sell F22’s and Chinese modernization

Richard D. Fisher, senior fellow @ Int’l Assessment and Strat. Center, 7-19-2009, “F-22 fighters for Japan,” Washington Times, ln

If Japan's long-standing effort to acquire the Lockheed-Martin F-22 Raptor fifth-generation superfighter falls victim to Washington power politics, the United States may inadvertently encourage an Asian arms race over which it may have little control. It is fortunate for the United States that in what may be the last year a deal is possible, Senate Appropriations Committee Chairman Daniel K. Inouye and his supporters have decided to lead an effort to reverse a 1998 law barring foreign sale of the F-22. Through Mr. Inouye's efforts Japan now knows a slightly degraded export model of the Raptor may take five years to develop and cost about $290 million a plane for about 40, compared to the estimated $150 million the U.S. Air Force pays. Japan's long-standing quest to obtain the F-22, however, may be shot down amid the intense political struggle over the F-22s very future. President Obama and Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates have made termination of F-22 production at 187 planes a symbolic goal of their effort to cut defense spending and reorient U.S. military strategy. This has been challenged recently by the House Armed Services Committee, which approved the production of 12 more Raptors, and a Senate committee that approved production of seven more. However, the administration immediately threatened a veto, and the F-22's opponents are working hard to ensure that production ends in 2011 as currently planned. After 2011, the F-22's costs will grow significantly, so Japan and its U.S. supporters have little time to nail down a deal. However, some U.S. officials have long doubted that Japan can afford to pay for the F-22, which is why the George W. Bush and Obama administrations have not seriously promoted the F-22 for Japan. Mr. Gates reportedly favors selling Tokyo the smaller, somewhat less capable and less expensive Lockheed-Martin F-35 Lighting II. While Japan may also purchase the F-35, there are two important reasons Washington should fully support Japan's goal to acquire the F-22. First, the F-22 will be the only combat aircraft capable of countering China's expected fifth-generation fighters. Second, selling Japan the Raptor may become a critical nonnuclear means for Washington to help Japan deter a China on its way to becoming a military superpower by the 2020s. If Washington cannot provide decisive nonnuclear means to deter China, Japan may more quickly consider decisive deterrents such as missiles and nuclear weapons. Though the Chinese government says next to nothing and the U.S. government says very little, what is known about China's fifth-generation fighter program is disturbing. Both of China's fighter manufacturers, the Shenyang and Chengdu Aircraft corporations, are competing to build a heavy fifth-generation fighter, and there are serious indicators China may be working on a medium-weight fifth-generation fighter similar to the F-35. China can be expected to put a fifth-generation fighter on its future aircraft carriers, and it can be expected to build more than 187. Furthermore, China's development of anti-access capabilities such as anti-ship ballistic missiles, its buildup of nuclear-missile and anti-missile capabilities and space-warfare weapons will increasingly undermine U.S. strategic guarantees for Japan. China's development of long-range anti-air and surface-to-air missiles also threatens the electronic support aircraft critical to the "networked" U.S. air-warfare paradigm, meaning that jet fighters could quickly lose force-multiplying radar aircraft, tankers and communication satellites. As such, Japan is correct to prefer the F-22, which reportedly can fly 300 to 400 mph faster and two miles higher than the F-35 - an aircraft optimized for attack, not air-superiority missions. If Japan is serious about the F-22 and its military security, it will have to pay for both. But if Washington is serious about sustaining a strategic alliance, it should sell the Raptor to Japan and be prepared to do more as China's military looms larger.
Japanese rearm coming now – North Korea and economic crisis overwhelms extended deterrence

China Post, 4-13-2009, “Japan May Now Have to Rearm Itself,” ln

North Korea fired a long-range rocket on April 5. Pyongyang claimed the rocket sent a satellite into orbit, but the U.S. North American Aerospace Defense Command said in a statement: Stage One of the missile fell into the Sea of Japan and the remaining stages along with the payload itself landed in the Pacific. No object entered orbit and no debris fell on Japan. Well, that's the reason why the Japanese self-defense forces didn't fire missiles to destroy any debris. But along with the United States, Japan believes North Korea was testing long-range ballistic missile technology that can be used to carry a nuclear warhead far beyond its skies to Alaska. The fear of a nuclear attack from North Korea, coupled with the current economic recession, is more than likely to prompt Japan to re-arm itself. North Korea, rather than Russia or the People's Republic of China, is Japan's only potential enemy. And the country is headed by Kim Jong-Il, the erratic despot son of Kim Il-Song, who launched an invasion to kick off the Korean War in 1950. Pyongyang has gone on the record by saying it has stopped trying to make nuclear bombs, but the Japanese military suspects that they may have been stockpiled. Japan has a mutual defense treaty with the United States. Uncle Sam provides a nuclear defense umbrella for Japan under the treaty signed at the beginning of the Cold War era for protection against attacks from the Soviet Union. Thanks to the mutual defense arrangements, Japan has been able to refrain from rearmament, which is frowned upon by the United States and the People's Republic of China, along with those Asian countries that were invaded or occupied by the Japanese Imperial Army before and during the Second World War. The global financial crisis has changed the situation, however. Japan is one of the countries hardest hit by the silent tsunami, which, if not halted in time, may engulf the world like the Great Depression of the early 1930s. The Wall Street crash of 1929 precipitated a sharp decline in Japan's silk industry first. By 1931, the index of raw silk prices, with those in 1914 at 100, was down to 67, compared with 151 in 1929 and 222 in 1925. Over the same period, the index for rice fell from 257 to 114. A world slump in international trade simultaneously reduced Japan's cotton exports, driving a large proportion of unemployed girl factory workers to seek refuge in their native villages. The result was widespread poverty in rural areas. One solution Japan found to cure its economic woes was to expand military spending. The Kwantung Army created the Mukden Incident on Sept. 18, 1931.
AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – AT:  China Impact
Japan isn’t necessary to contain China – US can do it on their own 

Wen Wei Po 7/8/10 BCC Monitoring Asia Pacific  “Hong Kong paper accuses US of 'provoking' China with scheduled military drill,” Lexis Nexis

In response to the joint military exercise that the United States and the ROK militaries would carry out in the Yellow Sea as they announced, Qin Gang, spokesman for the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, said yesterday that under the current situation, all sides should keep their composure and exercise restraint, and should not do anything that may aggravate the regional tension and do harm to the national security interests in this region. In the past days running, senior Chinese military leaders openly expressed strong opposition to the entry of the US aircraft carrier into the Yellow Sea, and emphasized that China has strong will and capability to deal strikes at any invading foreign warships. The United States' action of carrying out a military exercise in an area critically sensitive to China's security under the pretext of the Ch'o'nan [Cheonan] incident will be an extremely serious military provocation to China, not only reflecting the United States' hegemonic arrogance, but also showing that the United States has extended its strategy of containing China to the military domain in an undisguised manner. China resolutely responded by unsheathing the sword and made clear its clear-cut attitude.  This was a necessary move for safeguarding regional peace. The United States should understand that Sino-US cooperation will benefit both sides, but Sino-US struggle will do harm to both sides, immediately stop its activities of military provocations, and prevent the escalation of the tense situation. In the past, the US military mainly carried out exercises in the Sea of Japan. This time, while the situation on the Korean Peninsula became tense drastically because of the Ch'o'nan incident, the United States indicated in a high-profile manner that it would carry out a joint military exercise with the ROK in the Yellow Sea, and announced that it would dispatch an aircraft carrier to take part in the drill. This was actually a targeted action of provoking China, as described in a Chinese proverb - "Xiang Zhuang's sword dance was aimed at killing Pei Gong who was then watching aside". The Yellow Sea is the gateway to the North China region where Beijing, China's national capital, is located. If American aircraft carriers can freely move into this sensitive area, that will put China's Liaodong Peninsula and Shandong Peninsula completely within the attack range of the US military force. This move taken by the US military will obviously smack of military deterrence. On one hand, the show of force in the Yellow Sea may give a warning to the DPRK; on the other hand, this is also to flex muscle towards China and conduct strategic reconnaissance against China's coastal military facilities. No matter what is the purpose, the United States' military presence at the door of China will do nothing good to the easing of the situation on the Korean Peninsula, but will just escalate the confrontation atmosphere in that region. China resolutely responded by unsheathing the sword and first carried out live fire shooting training in the East Sea, showing that China would not be indifferent to the United States' threats, and had capability and determination to protect her national security and the regional stability. China is the largest developing country undergoing the quickest development in the world, and the United States is the world's number one economic and military power. The United States went all out to contain China for the purpose of maintaining its world hegemony. However, China always upholds peaceful development. China's peaceful rise will not pose threats to any other countries, but will just be an important force for safeguarding regional and world peace. In the past, the United States continued to spread the "theory about China's military threats". Now, it presents the "US military threats" in reality. The United States wants to contain China. China certainly will stage anti-containment. The United States should be aware that the age of behaving with unbridled arrogance, as i n the days of the aircraft collision over the South Sea and the "mistaken bombing" of the Chinese embassy building, is gone for ever. Although the trial of strength between China and the United States will not end, the two sides should prevent the outbreak of large-scale conflicts. Coming into large-scale conflicts with China will bring no benefit to the United States.
U.S. cooperates with Laos to counter-balance China’s regional influence. 

Rob Corben 7/15/10 GlobalSecurity.org, “Better US, Laos Ties Seen as China Counterweight”http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/library/news/2010/07/mil-100715-voa09.htm

Regional analysts welcomed the United States' moves to boost bilateral cooperation with Laos, which are viewed as acting as a diplomatic counter-balance to China's growing regional influence.  The improved bilateral cooperation came in talks in Washington this week, at their highest level since the Vietnam War. The increased talks come six years after both countries established normal trade ties, as well as closer diplomatic relations.  The discussions between Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Laos Foreign Minister Thongloun Sisoulith were the highest level meetings between the two countries since the Vietnam War. Both countries pledged to step up exchanges, agreeing to an "open skies" pact, which allows mutual access to each other's airlines and is expected to help Laos' tourism industry.   Pradumna B. Rana, an associate professor at the Singapore-based S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, praised the moves that come as Singapore and the 10-member Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) are looking for more U.S. regional engagement.  Rana says countries in Southeast Asia think the conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan led to the U.S. to take a lower profile in the region over recent years.  "It is very welcome move and it certainly enhances the U.S.'s role in Southeast Asia and more so with the region," said Rana.  "Singapore has been making the case for ASEAN plus eight. A new grouping where you have ASEAN - including the U.S. and Russia - more open with the U.S. engagement. It's very consistent with that idea."  Australian-based regional defense analyst Carl Thayer says the moves also reflect U.S. foreign policy steps to re-engage with Asia and to be a counterweight to China's influence in the region.  China's Vice President Xi Jinping visited Laos last month with pledges of investment funds to improve infrastructure for better regional transport of Chinese goods.   Thayer says President Barack Obama has carried on with initiatives started during the administration of President George W. Bush, and those steps will act as a counter to China's own diplomatic efforts to raise its influence in Asia.  "The Obama administration is rethinking relations with Southeast Asia, and part of that obviously is to play the charm offensive game that China has been winning up until now," said Thayer.  "And Laos has seen this rise in the relationship."  
AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – AT:  China Impact

(  )  China is deterrable

Thomas Christensen, processor of political science at MIT, 2002, “The Contemporary Security Dilemma: Deterring a Taiwan Conflict,” Washington Quarterly, online
That being said, economic growth and job creation are also critical to the stability of the regime in China. The goals of economic growth and nationalism sometimes pull Beijing in opposite directions. Good economic policy requires further foreign penetration of the Chinese economy and positive relations with the United States, Taiwan, and Japan—China’s three biggest economic partners—whereas nationalist posturing in military and economic policy could easily injure relations with those major trading and investment partners. An attack against Taiwan would risk not only military disaster but also prolonged alienation of China’s economic partners. Beijing may be willing to fight over Taiwan even against militarily superior foes, but it is hardly eager to do so. Thus, deterrence is possible, but not simple.

(  )  US-China deterrence stable 

Robert S. Ross, Professor of Political Science, Boston College, 2002, “Navigating the Tiawan Strait: Deterrance, Escalation Dominance, and US-China Relations,” International Security, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v027/27.2ross.html#authbio

This article argues that the United States can be very confident that, absent a Taiwan declaration of independence, it can continue to deter the use of force by China against Taiwan. The United States possesses the capabilities—including a robust war-fighting force and "escalation dominance"—that even the most cautious analysts argued were necessary for deterring Soviet aggression. 6 [End Page 49] Moreover, Chinese leaders respect not only U.S. military capabilities but also U.S. resolve, and thus believe that American retaliatory threats are credible. Effective deterrence enables Washington to avoid policies that undermine U.S.-China cooperation while maintaining peace in the Taiwan Strait.
(  )  No U.S. china war – economic interdependence 

James Mulvenon et al. Associate Political Scientist at the RAND Corporation, 2005. RAND, “China on the Move: A Franco-American Analysis of Emerging Chinese Strategic Policies and Their Consequences for Transatlantic Relations.” http://www.rand.org/pubs/conf_proceedings/2005/RAND_CF199.pdf

Apart from the specific circumstances that suggest value in cooperation with the United States, the Chinese undoubtedly understand that sustainable growth will both require and foster growing economic interdependence between China and America. The two economies are quite complementary: America the source of new technology and insatiable consumer demand, and China an engine of production with a seemingly inexhaustible labor supply. True, this growing economic interdependence constrains the United States as well as China, which might embolden the Chinese to be less compliant. At the same time, awareness that the United States has an immense economic stake in China might cause the Chinese to feel that challenging the United States politically and militarily is not only fundamentally unwise but also fundamentally unnecessary. Opting to expand cooperation with the United States for the long haul would enable China to avoid a massive military buildup and thus to concentrate investment on internal development. At the same time, the Chinese can be expected to continue to expand their military capabilities, especially those relevant to the United States and Taiwan--their most powerful potential adversary and their most coveted symbol of national unity, respectively. Military modernization is not incompatible with a strategy of long-term political cooperation. Indeed, it could be viewed as important both as a hedge and as a way to avoid having to cooperate from a severely inferior position.
AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – AT:  China-Japan War Impact
No China/Japan arms race – inevitable and ineffective

Clifton W. Sherrill, Florida State University, July 2001, “The Need for a Japanese Nuclear Deterrent,” Comparative Strategy, 20.3, p. 267
The People’s Republic of China remains strongly opposed to Japanese possession of nuclear weapons. Accordingly, the argument has been made that Japan’s acquisition of a nuclear arsenal would spur the Chinese to upgrade their own nuclear weapons inventory, which might result in increased nuclear-arms production in India and Pakistan respectively. This argument is � awed in two major respects: First, the Chinese have been attempting actively to upgrade their nuclear arsenal, as well as their conventional offensive power projection capabilities, for the past 20 years regardless of Japan’s actions. The Cox Commission report [11] detailing China’s nuclear weapons espionage activities and theft of warhead miniaturization technology, along with continued nuclear weapons testing through the early and mid-1990s, and intercontinental-range missile development through the Chinese space launch program provide evidence of a state already committed to increasing its nuclear weapons capabilities. Second, the Chinese nuclear arsenal is far too small to pretend that the additional target sets represented by Japanese nuclear weapons would upset a mathematically derived strategic balance. Potential targets in the United States, the Republic of China, India, and Russia are far more numerous than the Chinese arsenal can match currently. A handful of new targets in Japan would have little material effect. Numerical estimates of China’s current nuclear arsenal demonstrate that it is not matched to speciŽ c potential target sets but is based on providing a force large enough to ensure a survivable retaliatory nuclear option. If this is so, then the introduction of Japanese nuclear weapons is irrelevant to the size of the Chinese arsenal. Nonetheless, the evidence indicates that China is determined to build up its nuclear capabilities whether Japan joins the ranks of nuclear weapons states or not. Rather than focusing on possible Chinese reactions, Japan would be better served to concentrate on extant Chinese actions. 
No China/Japan war – economic interdependence3 and energy cooperation

James Manicom, Ph.D. student, and Andrew O’Neil, Associate Professor of International Relations at Flinders University,  8-26-2009, “Sino-Japanese strategic relations: will rivalry lead to confrontation?” Australian Journal of International Affairs, 63.2, p. 228-229
While some analysts view competing Sino-Japanese national identities based on historical antagonism as driving perpetual bilateral tension (see He 2008; Heazle and Knight 2007), there is no evidence that policy makers in Beijing or Tokyo are in danger of being influenced by nationalist constituencies to the extent that pragmatic strategic calculations are in danger of being overridden. These strategic calculations are reinforced by the most economically interdependent relationship of any two countries in the world. Both countries remain acutely reliant on continued bilateral trade and investment for their overall economic well-being. As Sutter (2002: 39) points out: ‘China depends heavily on Japan for economic assistance, for technology and investment, and as a market for Chinese goods. Japan is increasingly dependent on China as a market, a source of imports, and an offshore manufacturing base.’ In 2004, China overtook the United States as Japan’s single most important export and overseas investment destination, and Japan remains China’s second largest trading partner (Blustein 2005). Just as significant is that the interdependent nature of the bilateral economic relationship is relatively balanced, with both sides having an equivalent stake in continuing their prosperous economic relationship. Unlike China’s lopsided trading relationship with the United States*/where China enjoys an annual surplus almost 10 times greater than that which it has with Japan*/Sino-Japanese two-way trade is more symmetrical and characterised by a high degree of complementarity. Consequently, there is much less scope for bilateral tensions arising from trade imbalances and associated disputes over market access. The second level of interdependence in the bilateral relationship is shared reliance on a small number of critical sea lanes for reliable energy supplies. For some time, Japan’s energy lifeline of oil imports from the Middle East has passed through the South China Sea, SLOC for Japan that remain vulnerable as strategic chokepoints. Indeed, this has been one of the key factors driving the SDF’s acquisition of enhanced maritime force projection capabilities, which some Japanese analysts have in the past seen as necessary to dissuade (and, if necessary, prevent) China from enforcing its claims to key island territories in the South China Sea. However, since it became a net importer of oil in 1993, China has had a much greater incentive to promote stability in the waters surrounding the same SLOC that Japan depends on for its oil supplies. Beijing and Tokyo, for reasons of economic growth and prosperity, have an overlapping incentive to ensure regional stability in Asia as a whole, including in their own immediate region of Northeast Asia (see Harris and Austin 2000). 
AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – AT:  NK Impact
No risk of war between Japan and North Korea – no incentive and the threat is exaggerated Aegis-equipped destroyers in Nagasaki prefecture in southwest Japan and a ground-based Patriot Advance 
UPI, HIROYUKI KOSHOJI, Analysis: North Korean threat to Japan, March 16, 2009, DA 7/19/10, lexis

Now North Korea seems to be posturing once again. In reality, even though North Korea fires a missile of any kind, experts agree that it would pose almost no threat to neighboring countries or the United States. Since U.S. intelligence satellites have captured the shape, size and movements of the missile, as well as the fact that it takes the North Koreans almost two days to load the liquid fuel, it is unlikely that the launch is seen as a real security threat, Okonogi said. In order to be a serious threat, the missile should be modified to use solid fuel, extend its range to reach the U.S. mainland, and be fired from an underground site where it cannot be observed so easily. &"The purpose of the launch is to receive as much return as possible for stopping the missile development. The missile is only a tool for that, and there is almost no threat,&" Kamiura said. South Korean media have reported that North Korea may launch an improved Taepodong-2, with a range of around 4,400 to 5,000 miles, compared to the earlier one with 2,500 to 4,400 miles. According to Kamiura, however, this analysis is based only on the fact that the roof of the missile assembly plant has been raised, apparently to build taller missiles that can hold more fuel. It is unclear whether the missile has a sophisticated missile guidance system that would enable it to hit its target by re-entry from outer space. Even if the launch is successful, it would only indicate that the missile might be capable of reaching Alaska, Hawaii or other outlying U.S. territories. Iran's success in launching a satellite last month could indicate that North Korea is capable of the same accomplishment, considering that the two countries are suspected of sharing technology and exchanging data. Japan and the United States have suggested they might intercept North Korea's missile, but this seems an improbable scenario, both politically and technically. If North Korea claims it is launching a communications satellite and Japan intercepts it, North Korea could take this as an act of war. Even if the situation did not escalate to that extent, North Korea could extract a heavy price from Japan or the United States over the interception. Also, the current political situation in Japan -- in which the Democratic Party of Japan has a majority in the Upper House and the ruling Liberal Democratic Party has an overwhelming majority in the Lower House -- means the Japanese government is not in a position to make risky political decisions. Even if it were politically feasible, intercepting the missile is technologically almost impossible. Japan now has sea-based Standard Missile-3 interceptor missiles deployed on two d Capability-3 interceptor missile system in six places, including four areas around Tokyo. So far, Japan and the United States have tested the system with two successful interceptions. However, a Taepodong-2 ballistic missile could not be intercepted by the SM-3, which has a range of 180 miles, because the missile heading toward the United States would fly at an altitude of more than 620 miles. In order to intercept a missile with the PAC-3, it should be moved to the expected point of impact in advance, as the PAC-3 has a range of only 12 miles. The missile defense system was developed for medium-range ballistic missiles such as North Korea's Rodong, which flies at an altitude of 180 miles. According to media reports, North Korea is believed to have deployed 200 Rodong missiles, with a range of 800 miles, aimed at Japanese targets. However, this has not been confirmed. &"Since North Korea has never released any information regarding the Rodong and nobody has ever witnessed them, it is still not sure that the Rodong is really a threat to Japan,&" Kamiura said. &"The media reported that the number of deployed Rodongs was around 100 a few years ago, and has increased to 200 recently. Then it will be 300 a few years later.&" He suggested that the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency might be behind such unconfirmed rumors. As a deterrent against multi-warhead intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-launched ballistic missiles, which Russia and China are believed to be developing, Washington plans to develop the next-generation SM-3 with multiple warheads and laser weapons and deploy them in space to intercept such intercontinental ballistic missiles, at astronomical development costs. Based on the understanding that North Korea wants to exaggerate its military threat -- and the United States possibly has an ulterior motive for exaggerating the threat as well, in wanting Japan to shoulder the tremendous cost of further weapons development -- both Japan and South Korea should be coolheaded in evaluating the real nature of the current danger. 
AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – AT:  NK Impact
North Korea Won’t Engage In War – US Involvement Acts As A Deterrent 

BBC 09 (British Broadcasting Cooperation is the largest news broadcasting organization in the world. “N Korea wants USA to regard it as equal partner at talks - Russian pundit.”BBC. May 27, 2009. Lexis. July 16, 2010.) 

North Korea does not want a war but is trying to get some political concessions by means of balancing on the verge of an armed conflict, Aleksandr Pikayev, head of the department for disarmament and conflict settlement at the Russian Academy of Sciences Institute of World Economy and International Relations, told Ekho Moskvy radio on 27 May. He was commenting on North Korea's statement that it is withdrawing from the 1953 agreement on the ceasefire with South Korea.  Pikayev said: "The statement that North Korea is breaking the 1953 truce is extremely serious. The situation is rather explosive, even if we assume that North Korea in reality does not want a war, which is quite possible, because in this case it would have to wage a war not only on South Korea but also on the USA that supports the latter. I would like to hope that no military actions will follow. However, no-one can guarantee that peace will be preserved."  Konstantin Asmolov, a member of the Centre For Korean Studies at the Institute For Far East Studies at the Russian Academy of Sciences, told Ekho Moskvy on the same day: "North Korea now counts approximately on the following: the USA will either have to regard it not as a rogue state but as an equal partner at the negotiations in relation to whom it is necessary to observe one's share of obligations, or everything will move towards a war that theoretically no-one will resort to. 

North Korean nuclear deterrence will be stable

John Park, Director of the Korea Working Group at the U.S. Institute of Peace, and Dong Sun Lee, Assistant Professor of International Relations at Korea University, 2008, “North Korea Existential Deterrence and Diplomatic Leverage,” The Long Shadow
While an inadvertent nuclear escalation is a significant potential threat, it does not justify an alarmist view. The potential danger of an unwanted nuclear conflict will eventually breed caution on both sides and reduce the odds of its realization (Jervis i989). The United States will likely avoid applying provocative military and economic pressures for fear of a crisis spiraling out of control into a nuclear j exchange. In fact, Clinton &dministration officials feared this possibility of in— advertent escalation and therefore hesitated to resort to limited use of force or economic sanctions—even when Kim Jong Ii was suspected of having only one or possibly two nuclear devices of unproven potency. Since Pyongyang attained a greater retaliatory capability following its nuclear test, preemption carries higher risks. Should Pyongyang’s retaliatory capability grow, the possibility of U.S. preemption will further decrease. For its part, Pyongyang will avoid overly provocative brinkmanship tactics and participate in negotiations—at least until it moves out of a period of vulnerability when it is not yet able to deploy a secure nuclear force capable of hitting major U.S. urban-industrial targets (CNS 2006: ii). A preemptive strike will be Pyongyang’s last resort in any case, because such a strike would provoke a massive retaliation by Washington. Although the possibility of a preemptive war cannot be altogether dismissed, history tells us that states rarely have launched preemptive attacks because these actions carry considerable political costs of appearing to be an aggressor (Reiter 1995). Given the nuclear taboo, nuclear preemption will have a far greater political backlash; so there has been no such attack.

AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – AT:  Japan-ROK Impact
Japan-ROK animosity is already high – fights over textbooks 

Yonhap, 12-26-2009, “S. Korea raps Japan’s new education handbook,” ln
South Korea expressed "strong" regret Friday over Japan's renewed campaign to reinforce its territorial claim to Dokdo, a set of craggy islets that are effectively controlled by South Korea, officials said.  Foreign Minister Yu Myung-hwan called in Japanese Ambassador Toshinori Shigeie to deliver an official South Korean position on the issue, ministry officials said.  "Minister Yu summoned the Japanese envoy at 4:30 p.m. and expressed worries and regret over Japan's move," a ministry official said, requesting anonymity.  The move came in response to Japan's education handbook released earlier in the day that calls for high schools to teach students in classrooms that Japan is locked in a territorial row with neighboring South Korea over Dokdo.  "Whatever claim the Japanese government makes, our (South Korean) government stresses the position once again that no territorial dispute exists between the two sides," Moon Tae-young, a foreign ministry spokesman said in a statement issued earlier.  Dokdo, which lies in the East Sea that is rich in fish and hydrate gas, traditionally belongs to Korea, but Japan has laid claim to it since its brutal colonization of the Korean Peninsula from 1910-45, often causing diplomatic spats with Seoul despite ever-growing cultural and economic relations. "The revision of the educational guidelines for high school textbooks injects a wrong perception about territory into Japan's future generation," Moon said, adding that Japan's move is regrettable, as it may negatively influence the development of future-oriented relations between the two neighbors.  South Korean officials said Japan's position on Dokdo remains unchanged in principle, but took note of the fact that Japan's Education Ministry did not directly mention Dokdo in the new educational document.  The manual to be used at high schools nationwide for a decade says that teachers "need to deepen the understanding (of students) on territorial issue by providing accurate information based on the Japanese government's proper claim and their study at junior high school."  The education handbook for junior high schools, published last year, states students should learn that disputes between Japan and South Korea over Dokdo are similar to those between Japan and Russia over the Northern Territories. It describes them as "Japan's own territory, but they are currently occupied illegally by Russia. It also reads "Japan's demand for their return needed to be taught correctly."  At that time, South Korea strongly protested against Japan's publication of the handbook that could affect textbook publishers, even recalling its Ambassador to Japan Kwon Chul-hyun. Another foreign ministry official said in a background briefing for reporters that the Japanese government led by Yukio Hatoyama seemed to have taken into account its relations with South Korea in dropping the explicit description. Hatoyama has been in an apparent dilemma, as he seeks to improve relations with Asian neighbors under his "fraternity" campaign while struggling to win support from conservatives ahead of key parliamentary elections next July.  The Dokdo issue is not only a diplomatic issue, but also a sensitive political topic here, as anti-Japanese sentiment lingers among many South Koreans due to Japan's colonial rule. They argue Japan has yet to offer an apology for its atrocities during the period. South Koreans are already upset about Japan's latest decision to pay only 99 yen (US$1.08) in a welfare pension refund to each of seven South Korean women who were forced laborers during the colonial era.
Japan-ROK relations manage cooperation despite historical issues

Japan Economic Newswire, 8-20-2009, “Japanese editorial excerpts,” ln

During the latter half of Kim's term as president, relations became strained due to then Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi's repeated visits to Yasukuni Shrine and disputes over Japanese history textbooks.  But there is no doubt that Japan-South Korea ties have conspicuously deepened in both quality and quantity. The powerful role that Kim's leadership played in this progress must never be forgotten.  The dogged pursuit of his convictions also shone in Kim's approach to the divided nations of South and North Korea. Often criticized for appeasing Pyongyang, Kim never budged from his belief that the only way to change North Korea was through engagement rooted in sustained exchange and cooperation.  Yet Kim also struggled with the sheer height of the barriers that he faced. Contrary to his hopes, North Korea has not relinquished its nuclear and ballistic missile development programs. Prospects for resolving those issues are still out of sight.  Japan-South Korea relations also remain sensitive over unresolved disputes over history and territories.

AT:  Japan Rearm Advantage – AT:  Japan-ROK Impact
Territorial disputes, text book inaccuracies, historical disputes, and Japanese disrespect for South Korea culture devastate relations
Esther Pan writer at the Council of Foreign Relations Japan's Relationship with South Korea Oct. 27, 2005 Accessed July 19, 2010 http://www.cfr.org/publication/9108/japans_relationship_with_south_korea.html//Donnie
What are the major bilateral issues between the two countries? They include: Territory. Japan and Korea have a long-standing dispute over a group of uninhabited islands in the Sea of Japan that the Japanese called Takeshima and the Koreans call Dokdo. Each side claims the volcanic islets, located between South Korea and Japan. The conflict—which experts say is about territorial integrity and also fishing rights in the seas around the islands—stirs intense feelings. In March, two elderly South Koreans protested Japanese claims to the islands in front of the Japanese Embassy in Seoul by each cutting off a finger. Textbooks. Critics across Asia have accused Japan of glossing over its wartime atrocities and responsibility in grade-school textbooks. Anger over such textbooks sparked a series of violent anti-Japan riots in China in April. History. In March, Roh called for Japan to apologize and possibly pay compensation for colonizing Korea. Hundreds of comfort women, whose existence Japan did not acknowledge until 1992, are also demanding compensation and a formal apology from the Japanese government. A non-governmental compensation fund for former comfort women set up in 1995 is set to close in 2007. The shrine visit. When Koizumi visited Seoul in June, Roh urged him to build a new, secular war memorial and visit that one—instead of Yasukuni—to minimize tensions across Asia. The two countries also agreed to collaborate on historical research, and Japan promised to investigate the cases of South Koreans brought to Japan as forced labor during World War II. Then Koizumi went to the shrine, and much of the goodwill from the June visit went down the drain. “Should Japan only pay lip service to what we say during Ban’s trip, it will be difficult not only to have President Roh visit Japan by the end of the year, but also to restore bilateral relations during Koizumi’s time in office,” a South Korean official warned October 25.  
A history of Japanese oppression will prevent relations from ever blossoming 

Esther Pan writer at the Council of Foreign Relations Japan's Relationship with South Korea Oct. 27, 2005 Accessed July 19, 2010 http://www.cfr.org/publication/9108/japans_relationship_with_south_korea.html//Donnie
Experts say the history of wars, occupation, and oppression by Japan in the region lead to disproportionate reactions by South Korea. “Japan and Korea will have to get to a relationship where Japan does one move, andKorearesponds with one move. Now, Japan does one and Korea does ten,” Kang says. But this kind of diplomatic overreaction is not all that uncommon, he says. Kang points to the U.S. antipathy towardFranceafter it refused to support the Iraq war, when politicians were saying “freedom fries” instead of French fries. “It’s not just Asian countries that are needlessly provocative,” he says.
No Conventional Rearm

No risk of military buildup – doesn’t want to spend money on it even though they don’t believe the US will stand up to an aggressive China in the squo

J.R. Nyquist, Patriot, 12-2-2005, “JAPANESE REARMAMENT AND THE CHINA THREAT,” http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/1202.html

Given that Japan prefers to spend less that 1 percent of GNP on defense and openly questions America’s willingness to oppose an aggressive China, what is Japan’s strategy? Japan is cutting its tanks and artillery pieces by a third in order to spend more money on its elderly. The idea of a Japanese military buildup (even in response to China’s buildup) is a myth. Japan’s way of dealing with China may be found in a new opening to Russia. In the last two years Japan has dramatically increased its trade with Russia, investing heavily in Russian oil and gas projects. Toyota plans to build an auto plant in Russia. Japanese military analysts believe that China will not move against Japan if Japan and Russia draw economically closer. (This idea is undoubtedly encouraged by Moscow.)
No Japan conventional prolif – 

a. Massive national debt will remain for the foreseeable future

Reuters, 11-18, “OECD chief: no reform in sight on Japan public debt,” http://www.reuters.com/article/marketsNews/idUST21727420091118

There is no end in sight to Japan's ballooning public debt with the country having put off targets for reforming its fiscal conditions, the head of the OECD said on Wednesday. "With the annual budget deficit approaching 10 percent of GDP, public debt is on track to rise even further to over 200 percent by 2011," Angel Gurria, secretary general of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, told a forum in Tokyo.
b. prevents conventional strike development  -- politically outweighs national security interests 

Isabel Reynolds, 4-6-2009, “North Korea rocket revives Japan pre-emptive strike talk,” Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/topNews/idUKTRE5351KP20090406?sp=true

Japan's pacifist constitution has been interpreted as allowing a military only for self-defense and some experts say a pre-emptive strike doctrine would stretch that too far.  At present, Japan lacks the necessary missiles or long-range bombers, and acquiring them would be costly.  Given the ballooning national debt and rising spending to combat Japan's worst recession since World War Two, the political momentum may be lacking to transform the armed forces.  Japanese politics has been stalemated by a divided parliament -- the country has had three prime ministers in less than two years and an election is due by October.  "It is very hard to focus for very long and very hard, even on things as important as national security, given the economy," said Richard Samuels, a political science professor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology and an expert in Japan's security policy.
No Japan Prolif – Capability
Japan lacks the capability to go nuclear quickly

Matake Kamiya, associate professor of IR at the National Defense Academy of Japan. The Washington Quarterly. “Nuclear Japan:Oxymoron or Coming Soon?.” 2002. Page 63-75
Those who emphasize the potential for Japan to go nuclear in the foreseeable future argue that, of all the elements required to be a nuclear power, the only one that Japan lacks is the will. The proponents of this view are mistaken, however, because Japan currently has only latent, not immediate, nuclear capability. In other words, even if Japan decided to build its own nuclear arsenal tomorrow, it could not achieve that goal overnight. First, Japan has intentionally avoided acquiring the necessary weaponsgrade plutonium to make bombs; Japan’s plutonium stockpile consists only of reactor-grade plutonium. Although some kind of small-scale nuclear bomb production with reactor-grade plutonium may be possible, experts generally agree that bomb production with this kind of plutonium involves an extremely dangerous technological process and that such bombs are likely to be too unstable and too militarily unreliable to be deployed as acl Matake Kamiya 70 THE WASHINGTON QUARTERLY _ WINTER 2002-03 tual warheads. In fact, no country has ever tried to produce nuclear weapons with reactor-grade plutonium. If Japan decided to develop its own nuclear weapons, it would surely choose to do so with weapons-grade plutonium because the process would be much easier, safer, and cheaper. The amount of weapons-grade plutonium, however, that Japan could obtain from existing nuclear power plants would be limited. For a major power such as Japan, having a small number of nuclear warheads is militarily meaningless. A militarily meaningful nuclear arsenal would require production of hundreds of warheads, which would first necessitate that Japan spend at least a decade constructing new facilities to extract the grand amount of weapons- grade plutonium required.23 These facts clearly demonstrate that Japan’s plutonium program and its plutonium stockpile are unrelated to the possibility of nuclearization. Japan’s acceptance of comprehensive International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards further assures that Japan operates its plutonium program strictly for peaceful purposes. Moreover, since 1994, Japan has disclosed specific figures on its plutonium stock as part of its effort to promote the transparency of the country’s nuclear-fuel recycling program, to help assuage any inevitable suspicion of Japanese intentions. The second technological hurdle that Japan must clear before claiming to possess a militarily meaningful nuclear arsenal entails ballistic missile development. For Japan, tactical nuclear weapons would be useless in practical terms; as an island nation, it would find few meaningful targets for such weapons. But Japan would have to devote many years to developing a ballistic missile program before achieving deployment capability. Among other difficulties, converting Japan’s H-2 rocket into a form for military use is not realistic. Liquid oxygen and liquid hydrogen, the fuels used to power Japan’s H-2, must be maintained at extremely low temperatures. Because maintaining the huge H- 2 at these temperatures for extended periods of time is practically impossible, technicians must first cool the H-2’s fuel tanks before they are filled, shortly before launch, a process that requires at least a few hours. Finally, Japan lacks the technology necessary to build an accurate inertial guidance system and the reentry mechanisms that are essential for ballistic missiles. Even if Japan technologically mastered ballistic-missile development, its small physical size (in territorial square miles) would still make it vulnerable to a first strike. Land-based missiles on such a small territory would not ensure a retaliatory capability, and air-launched missile systems would not necessarily receive adequate warning time to allow the deploying aircraft to scramble to secure locations. Japan would have to deploy submarines to possess a credible second-strike capability. For that purpose, Japan would be faced with building nuclear engines as well as an extensive terrestrial or satellite communications grid to support their activities. The time needed for Japan to make this extensive list of technological strides can more realistically be measured in decades than years. In conclusion, for all its latent nuclear potential, Japan is not capable now, nor will it be anytime soon, of going nuclear quickly. The likelihood that Japan would secretly pursue nuclear weapons development without the world knowing about it, even if Japan had the desire, is minimal. Japan is an open society; all of its nuclear power activity is subject to IAEA regulation; and it is practically incapable of surmounting all the technological hurdles without international assistance. 

AT:  Japan BMD Advantage

Missile defense reiterates US extended deterrence commitments – key to successful assurance

Tow, Professor of IR, and Choong, Senior Writer @ Straits Times, 1
William, William, Asian Perceptions of BMD: Defence or disequilibrium?, Contemporary Southeast Asia, Proquest

BMD is a reflection of this trend. Without a BMD "shield" supplementing increasingly formidable RMA capabilities in their armed forces, will Americans really be willing to sacrifice Los Angeles for Tokyo, Seoul, or Sydney? If not, can the United States still continue to be a credible "balancer" in a region where massive casualties incurred during wars has been the historical rule rather than the exception? As Paul Dibb has speculated, "the manner in which the United States intervenes [in future Asian conflicts] will be strongly shaped by domestic considerations".31 American and allied offshore power might well be sufficient to quell maritime crises in Asia-Pacific littorals. TMD would supplement such operations by deterring conflict escalation via missile strikes launched in anger or frustration. The introduction of U.S. ground forces in future Asian conflicts - and the significant casualties they would inevitably incur - would be increasingly controversial under such circumstances. Extended deterrence would become more "qualified" as a result of greater reliance on RMA and TMD to fulfill U.S. geopolitical objectives without introducing U.S. ground forces into regional combat environments, especially those affected by WMD applications.  Alliance burden-sharing has also become more integrated with changing American extended deterrence strategy in the region. U.S. expectations for allied participation in BMD research and development have intensified now that Japan and Australia collaborate with American TMD programmes. Such participation signals to potential regional adversaries that brandishing missiles with WMD warheads cannot automatically intimidate them. TMD may decrease these potential adversaries' propensity to redouble their own capabilities to overcome BMD. U.S. extended deterrence is thus sustained without directly involving the American nuclear arsenal in the process.
Significant political opposition to Japanese TMD
Mitchell, Professor @ Pitt and Member of CSIS Working Group on TMD, 1
Gordon, Japan-U.S. Missile Defense Collaboration: Rhetorically Delicious, Deceptively Dangerous, The Fletcher Forum of World Affairs, Scholar

Japan’s interest in BMD dates to the mid-1980s, when several Japanese companies participated in the Pentagon’s WESTPAC project, a preliminary study of missile defense requirements in the Western Pacific. The Japanese government got directly involved in BMD discussions in 1993, when an official Japan-U.S. TMD Working Group was created “to provide a forum for regular discussion of TMD.”2 Subsequently, U.S. corporations and defense officials lobbied heavily for Japan to endorse the TMD concept and pursue collaborative missile defense pro- jects. Some commentators criticized such back room lobbying because it pre- empted more robust public discussion regarding the wisdom of TMD for Japan. As one editorial in the Tokyo Mainichi Shimbun argued, “[A]mid the absence of government and public arguments, the actual situation is that the defense indus- try is jumping the gun...”3 Toshiyuki Toyoda, a physicist at Meiji Gakun University, expressed similar skepticism with the observation that “people who harbor a blind belief in technology may be easily deceived by the promoters of these expensive schemes.”4  Such reservations did little to temper American zeal in promoting a Japanese TMD system. At the second meeting of the Japan-U.S. TMD Working Group in 1995, U.S. Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO) represen- tatives presented Japanese officials with a 40-page document entitled “Japan’s  Choices Regarding TMD.” Strongly endorsing several Asian theater missile defense options, the report warned that TMD is “the last military business oppor- tunity for this century.”5 While visiting with a senior Japan Defense Agency (JDA) official, a former U.S. Deputy Undersecretary of Defense said on March 10, 1995 that “relations with the U.S. military, industry, and Congress will suffer if no progress is made in introducing the TMD.”6 After release of the 1995 report, JDA officials questioned the feasibility of TMD and protested the lan- guage of BMDO’s presentation on the grounds that it “gives the impression that Japan has already committed itself to the TMD.”7
AT:  Offshore Balancing Good Advantage
Offshore balancing leads to chaos & destabilizing competition

Gary J. Schmitt, Resident Scholar and Director of Advanced Strategic Studies at AEI. “To Be, or Not to Be . . . an Empire.” American Enterprise Institute. June 25 2007. http://www.aei.org/outlook/26387. Accessed 7/17/2010.
An additional problem, perhaps tied to the way the book is structured, is that Layne spends the majority of his time criticizing the argument for primacy without giving the reader much of a handle on the particulars of his own preferred strategy. As a result, we do not know whether his model of "offshore balancing" is more British in style--that is, fairly active in playing the decisive power broker among the other competing states--or more passive in content, such as the United States in the 1920s and 1930s.  If the former, a key problem with the strategy is that it requires a far more calculating style of statecraft than the United States has ever had. And even if we had Henry Kissinger upon Henry Kissinger to carry it out, would the American people really let their government play this particular game of international politics, shifting partners based on power relations rather than on the character of the states themselves? The disappearance of the United States as a security guarantor is likely to lead to more competition among states and to the creation of a more chaotic and fluid international environment. Britain had a hard enough time playing this role in its day, finding itself in numerous conflicts regardless.  If the latter, the passive offshore balancing approach leads to the question of whether such a strategy results in putting off a security challenge until it may be far more difficult to deal with. Layne's bet, at least in the case of Iran and China today, is that if the United States would only get out of the way, other powers would naturally begin to meet the challenge. It is possible, but doing so might create even more destabilizing competition among other regional powers or lead those same powers to acquiesce to China or Iran's new hegemony, fueling their ambitions rather than lessening them.  The history of international relations suggests that most great crises result from neglecting to address more minor ones early on. As Thayer argues, it is probably less costly to nip these threats in the bud to than wait for them to become full-blown security crises.   And speaking of money, Layne's argument about looming imperial overstretch is itself a stretch. Even with all the problems in Iraq, a war in Afghanistan, and an emerging hedging strategy vis-à-vis China, the defense burden is still barely over 4 percent of the U.S. gross domestic product. The United States has had far higher defense burdens in the past while still retaining its status as the world's economic juggernaut. There may be plenty of reasons to worry about the U.S. economy, but "guns over butter" is not one of them.  Moreover, while pulling back from a forward-leaning defense strategy would undoubtedly save money, offshore balancing would still require the United States to have a major military establishment in reserve if it wanted to be capable of being a decisive player in a game of great power balancing. Is the $100 billion or so saved--or, rather, spent by Congress on "bridges to nowhere"--really worth the loss in global influence that comes from adopting Layne's strategy?  As someone who has been called a neoconservative, I read Thayer's argument in friendlier light. Nevertheless, his presentation suffers from its own problems. First, in response to Layne's argument that Iraq has been an unmitigated disaster, Thayer tries too hard to put a happy face on the problem. But a strategy of primacy does not rest on success in Iraq. It may tell us how prepared or unprepared we are for that role, but it does not necessarily vitiate the primacy strategy's general validity. That said, having a strategy dedicated to maintaining primacy puts a premium on preemption--not necessarily military preemption, but certainly a strong impetus to use all the tools of statecraft to shape the security environment and other states' behavior. As such, it is an inherently active and open-ended strategy that requires heading off challenges before they become threats. 

AT:  Offshore Balancing Good Advantage
Offshore balancing empirically fails

Thomas Donnelly, Resident Fellow and Director, Center for Defense Studies at AEI. “One Crusader’s View.” American Enterprise Institute. October 20, 2008. http://www.aei.org/article/28811. Accessed 7/17/2010.

The Bush years have also marked a transition in U.S. military strategy and posture, from being an "offshore balancer," to talk like a social scientist, to a deeper involvement. We're still more a balancer, for all the interventions since 9/11, but we've come ashore and we're not leaving. An Obama Administration may value Afghanistan over Iraq, and may eventually reduce our overall "footprint," but the fundamental commitment continues. These are tactical, not strategic adjustments (although they may contribute to a strategic adjustment if they spiral into a larger defeat). Nor will it be easy to return to the comfy concept of the past, that we can entrust our interests to the tender mercies of the region's monarchs and autocrats. We may have more modest definitions of what better governance looks like in Iraq and Afghanistan, but it would be a reflection of that larger defeat if we again pretended that it looked like Saddam Hussein or Mullah Omar.  This may indeed be carrying our principles past pride to hubris, if not a crusade per se (since our motives are entirely secular and worldly rather than religious) then perhaps a vaulting ambition that may o'erleap itself. On the other hand, the conservative offshore-balancing approach was tried for more than five decades and was ultimately found wanting; the "small-footprint" strategy failed long before and even more catastrophically than in Iraq circa 2006. The attacks of September 11, 2001 were many things, but they were critically a reflection of the idea that Afghanistan was simply a place to fight Russians and that an erratic "indirect approach" could meet all our needs. It's not just the American crusading impulse that argues for a larger force, persistently present, in the Middle East, but a realistic appraisal of our own interests and strategy. To repeat: the conservative strategy was given a long trial, and it failed. Of course it did not produce liberty, but it also did not produce the stability that was its one and only goal. 
AT:  Okinawa Rape Advantage

Okinawan’s Overreact to Violence Claims- Statistics Prove USFJ Commit Less Crimes

DPRK Studies 7 (DPRK studies is a weblog that focuses chiefly on social, political and security issues in North Korea. “U.S. MILITARY CRIME IN OKINAWA: MYTH VS. REALITY.” February 11, 2007. http://www.dprkstudies.org/documents/asia015.html. July 19, 2010.) 
Many Japanese and Okinawan NGOs seek the reduction or removal of USFJ (U.S. Forces Japan) from Okinawa, where American troops have been stationed since taking the island in World War II.       One of the primary justifications given is that USFJ uses nearly 75 percent of the island for military facilities. (Japan Oks, 1997)  However, another angle often used is that USFJ personnel commit relatively more, and more violent, crimes compared to native residents:      Japan called on the U.S. military on Wednesday to crack down on crimes by servicemen, a day after police issued an arrest warrant for a U.S. Marine for attempted rape on Okinawa, home to most of the U.S. forces in Japan. (Lies, 2002)  This perception is often echoed:      For some local Okinawans, the attack only served to reinforce their feeling that the forces are not welcome on the island. “These incidents happen again and again. There seems to be no end to crimes against Okinawans,” said Hagu Kido, a 25-year-old computer salesman who works near Kadena. In the past the people of Okinawa have reacted with fury to crimes committed by US forces, whose presence dominates the island. (Japan rape, 2001) [emphasis added]       This begs the question: Do U.S. service members stationed in Okinawa actually commit more crime than the local population? If so, how much more crime do American service members in Okinawa commit? According to the available statistics, the answer is not only that USFJ members do not commit more crime, but that they actually commit several times less crime than Okinawans.       In order to reach this conclusion with any level of confidence, one needs some specific information:  1.) The number of U.S. SOFA [1] status personnel (active duty service members, civilians & dependents) in Okinawa:          There are approximately 50,000 SOFA status personnel in Okinawa. This includes about 21,000 Marines, 8,000 civilian employees, 12,000 dependents, and about 9,000 USAF active duty, civilian, and dependents. (Active Duty, 2002; Major Marine, 2003 & Deployment, 1994)  2.) The number of male Okinawans in a comparable age group to the SOFA status group (roughly 15-50), and the ratio of Okinawans vs. SOFA status:       Japan’s population is about 127 million. Okinawa’s population is about 1.29 million, or about 1 percent of Japan’s population.       The number of males in the most likely age group to commit crimes (15-64) in Japan is approximately 43 million, or 33 percent of the population. The comparable number of Okinawan males is about 426,000. However, since the likelihood of committing a crime tapers severely after 50 (i.e., senior citizens rarely commit violent crimes), the group of Okinawan males will be reduced to about 400,000. (World Factbook, 2002 & Outline, 2001)       SOFA status personnel at 50,000 vs. 400,000 comparable Okinawans yield a ratio of 1:8. SOFA personnel make up about 3.9 percent of the overall Okinawan population, and about 20 percent of the most likely offender population (this is skewed slightly in favor of the Okinawans since Japanese males are excluded, while SOFA females and children are included).   3.) Data on the numbers of crimes committed by both Japanese and military in Okinawa & putting the numbers together:       SOFA personnel comprise approximately 3.9 percent of the populating and committed about 1.7 percent of crimes (average, 1972-2001), or about half as much crime compared to the entire population of Okinawa. In the past ten years of data (1992-2001) SOFA personnel committed only 0.82 percent of crimes in Okinawa, or nearly five times less than the general population. (The Number of, 2001)       Although this does not take into account a very small fraction of crimes committed on USFJ installations, there is no possible way to deny that USFJ personnel commit several times less than the native population on Okinawa. Links in the references section below are available for anyone who would like to verify the above conclusion. Japanese, NGO members, or anyone else who continues to insist that, “There seems to be no end to crimes against Okinawans,” are not obviously not aware of the facts, or are purposely dissemination misleading information in order to further other ends likely related to the removal of USFJ from Okinawa and Japan. 
AT:  Environment Advantage – AT:  Ocean Bio-D Impact 

Ocean bio-d is toast for other reasons – sea level rise and salinity 

Environmental Protection Agency, climate change, November 30th, 2007, http://www.epa.gov/bioiweb1/aquatic/climate.html

Global climate change poses a serious threat to many aquatic ecosystems. Over the last century, increased global temperatures have caused sea levels to rise approximately 15-20 cm (6-8 inches) worldwide, and is expected to continue to rise at an average rate of 1-2mm/year. This rise in sea level is due primarily to the melting of mountain glaciers, the expansion of ocean water due to warmer ocean temperatures, the pumping of ground water, and the melting of the polar ice sheets. On average, for every foot of sea level rise, the ocean moves inland 50-100 feet. At this rate, low lying areas and coastal aquatic ecosystems such as estuaries, marshes, and mangrove forests are being threatened. Higher salinities caused by increased evaporation, greater levels of tidal inundation, increased occurrences of flooding, and increased shoreline erosion are significantly altering the composition of these ecosystems, affecting both the plants and animals living in these habitats.  If measures are not taken to help prevent further global warming, aquatic biodiversity could be greatly affected. Not only could the composition of species within specific ecosystems be greatly altered, but species extinction could also occur. 
Acidification kills ocean bio-d
ABC, 7-1-05, Australian Broadcasting Corporation, “Ocean species at risk,” http://www.climateark.org/articles/reader.asp?linkid=43653

Thousands of marine species are at risk from global warming because of acidification of the world's oceans, scientists said.  Britain's Royal Society said in a report that the seas were currently absorbing one tonne of carbon dioxide - the prime greenhouse gas, per person per year and were simply running out of capacity to absorb it.  It called on next week's summit of the Group of Eight (G8) industrialised nations to take action.  "Our world leaders meeting at next week's G8 summit must commit to taking decisive and significant action to cut carbon dioxide emissions," society oceanic expert John Raven said.  "Failure to do so may mean that there is no place in the oceans of the future for many species and ecosystems that we know today," he said.  The Royal Society said the carbon sink-holes of the oceans were being overtaxed by the rising output of carbon dioxide from power stations burning fossil fuels, raising their acidity and with it the threat to life.  "Basic chemistry leaves us in little doubt that our burning of fossil fuels is changing the acidity of our oceans," he said.  "The rate of change we are seeing to the ocean's chemistry is a hundred times faster than has happened for millions for years." 

Habitat loss is the vital internal link to ocean bio-d
Louis A. Helfrich, Richard J. Neves, and James Parkhurst, Professor of fisheries at Virginia Tech, Professor of Fisheries in the Fisheries and Wildlife Department at Virginia Tech, Associate Professor of Wildlife Wildlife Extension Specialist, Sustaining America's Aquatic Biodiversity Why Is Aquatic Biodiversity Declining, October 2003, http://www.ext.vt.edu/pubs/fisheries/420-521/420-521.html

Aquatic habitats are the areas where water plants and animals live and obtain shelter, water, nutrients, and food for survival. Loss of habitat is the major reason why aquatic biodiversity is declining. Many of our native aquatic habitats were lost as early pioneers cleared the land, drained and filled wetlands, and cleared streamside forests.   Our natural biodiversity is lost through many careless human activities including: the large-scale cutting of streamside forests, the overharvest of native plants and animals, the indiscriminate use of pesticides, draining and filling of wetlands, mining, stream gravel dredging, water pollution, flood control, dams, irrigation and water diversions, road construction, and the conversion of wetlands to agricultural and city development.  Preventing habitat loss is the first important step to take in protecting our native species, and restoring important degraded habitat is the second step. By protecting critical habitats and restoring degraded ones, by insisting on smart development and restricting urban sprawl, especially in sensitive riparian (streamside) areas, river corridors, and wetlands, we assure our native aquatic biodiversity will be sustained. 
AT:  Environment Advantage – AT:  Coral Reefs Impact
Squo solves- Transplanted coral growing fast and alt cause for damage

The Daily Yomiuri, February 7, 2009, Lexis Nexis
Baby coral transplanted in the Sekisei coral-reef lagoon in Okinawa Prefecture under a coral-reef regeneration program are growing steadily, according to the Environment Ministry and Tokyo University of Marine Science and Technology. The Sekisei Lagoon, which extends between Ishigakijima and Iriomotejima islands, is located about 450 kilometers west of the prefecture's main Okinawa island and is the country's largest coral reef. The lagoon area also includes the smaller islands of Taketomijima and Kuroshima. Researchers working on the joint project first implant fertilized coral eggs into ceramic beds. Once the eggs have grown into larvae 1 centimeter to 2 centimeters in diameter, they take the ceramic beds to the lagoon and attach them to rocks in the seabed. Since the project began in fiscal 2004, about 7,500 baby coral have been transplanted. In some areas, scientists have found staghorn coral of about 10 centimeters in height where they planted baby coral last year. Recent mass generation of Acanthaster starfish and coral bleaching in the area have caused catastrophic damage to the lagoon. Because of the damage, the reef has diminished to about 20 percent of its largest recorded size

Alt Cause- overfishing, hobbyists, pollution affect biodiversity which plan can’t solve for

Amy Mathews Amos, July 16, 2010, Amy Mathews Amos is an independent environmental consultant advising conservation groups and others on marine conservation issues, “Killing Nemo and his Coral Home”, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/30778/, accessed: 7-16-10

But it’s not just fish populations that get destroyed. Coral reefs are structures produced by living organisms in oceans. The primary organisms typically are stony corals that secrete an exoskeleton of calcium carbonate, creating a reef that supports the corals and a huge variety of other animal and plant life. Divers often squirt cyanide into reefs to stun fish, making them easier to catch. Cyanide typically doesn’t kill the fish outright, but it does kill corals and other life on the reef. Divers also often pry corals apart to find fish hiding in crevices, destroying a reef structure that took decades or centuries to build.  All of this comes at a time when corals can least afford it. Pollution and overfishing for food are major problems on these reefs. And corals are notoriously vulnerable to increases in water temperature and other effects of climate change. According to Tissot, the net effect of removing reef fish in such large numbers is that we are making coral reefs less able to handle stresses like global climate change. “Our best defense against climate change is a stable reef with an intact ecosystem. A reef that retains its own natural complexity will be more resilient to these changes.”  The good news and the bad is that this destruction is driven largely by demand in the United States and Europe. Because we created most of the demand, we can also change it.  According to Dr. Eric Borneman, a coral biologist at the University of Houston and an author on the aquarium hobby, “Just reducing the mortality rate would make a huge, huge difference.” He urges hobbyists to buy fish only from reputable businesses that source from responsible exporters that can trace their fish to its source. These businesses sell healthy fish that clearly have been handled well throughout their journey.  Although they may be more expensive initially, the higher survival rates of these fish make them less costly because they don’t need to be replaced—and therefore don’t fuel demand for overfishing on coral reefs. He also urges hobbyists to learn “which fish are almost impossible to kill and which are almost impossible to keep alive” in captivity. Those that won’t survive in a tank should never be removed from a reef.  Brian Plankis, president of the nonprofit Reef Stewardship Foundation, maintains, “Everyone can take action to help coral reefs, not just hobbyists.” He recommends reducing your personal carbon footprint by driving a more fuel-efficient vehicle, taking public transportation, and purchasing electricity from renewable sources.  Ultimately, changes need to happen on the water in source countries to eliminate overfishing and cyanide use. But changing demand in the United States can help: without a market, there’s nothing to sell. Changes to U.S. import laws are needed to prevent unregulated or poorly managed fish from entering the country. Stricter shipping requirements to reduce the number of fish that die en route may also be necessary.  In the meantime, keep rooting for Nemo. The future of the world’s coral reefs may depend on it. 
AT:  Defense Spending Bad Advantage

Defense spending cuts now – entitlement mentality has undermined crucial defense spending 

Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation May 11, 2010 [“Defense Spending is Not the Problem” Available online at http://blog.heritage.org/?p=33368 Accessed July 16, 2010]

He laments the level of spending on new weapons and equipment, but modernization spending is a lower share of the overall defense budget, compared to spending on operations and manpower, than in earlier periods. He rebels against the excessive bureaucracy in the Pentagon, but asks for acquisition reform legislation from Congress that only adds to the oversight functions within the acquisition system. Most discouraging, Secretary Gates asserts that military health-care costs “are eating the Defense Department alive.” This is clearly so, but the Secretary fails to recommend the kind of systemic reforms that would produce large and long-term savings that could be plowed back into building a more modern and capable military.  In reality, the defense budget is suffering from the same ailments affecting the larger federal budget, only to a lesser degree. It is the driving force of the entitlement mentality. Military in-kind and deferred benefits continue to grow on a per capita basis and constitute a far larger share of compensation than what is found in the private sector. The Department of Defense should permit growth in cash compensation and look to transform defined benefit programs into defined contribution programs under the concept of “continuum of service” so that military personnel can build health care and retirement nest eggs over the full expanse of their professional lives.  

Defense spending is too low now to support a large, capable and technologically advanced military – further cuts undermine national security

Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy at The Heritage Foundation May 11, 2010 [“Defense Spending is Not the Problem” Available online at http://blog.heritage.org/?p=33368 Accessed July 16, 2010]

Left unexamined, Secretary Gates’ statement would lead the average American to conclude that it is defense spending that is bankrupting the federal government and threatens to bankrupt the country. In fact, it is Secretary Gates’ statement that deserves closer, harsher scrutiny. While the fiscal condition of the government, as Secretary Gates contends, is parlous, it is wrong to assume that the defense budget is the source of this problem. From the historical perspective, the share of both federal spending and the overall economy committed to defense activities is down significantly from the levels seen in the 1950s, 1960s, 1970s and 1980s. Despite the fact that the nation is engaged in two larger-scale conflicts as part of the larger war against the forces of terror, one in Afghanistan and the other in Iraq, the defense budget is only marginally higher relative to federal spending and the overall economy than its low point in the 1990s.  Viewed prospectively, it is entitlement spending on health care and retirement that is estimated to absorb 100 percent of federal revenues by roughly the middle of this century. The federal government can and should devote marginally higher shares of its budget and the overall economy to defense than what is in President Obama’s longer-term budget projections. This is because these investments are necessary to maintaining an overall military that is large enough, manned by capable service personnel and technologically advanced enough to defend the American people and meet America’s security commitments around the world. 
AT:  US-Japan FTA Advantage – No US-Japan FTA
US Japan FTA won’t happen – concern for agriculture and automobiles

The Nikkei Weekly 6/28/10 – (The Nikkei Weekly, “Interview: Is ACCJ on the same page as Japan Inc.?”, June 28th, 2010, Lexis Nexis Academic, accessed 7/19/10)
Interview: Is ACCJ on the same page as Japan Inc.?  Prime Minister Kan produced a growth strategy that seeks to tap foreign investment and demand in achieving economic expansion. Thomas Whitson, president of the American Chamber of Commerce in Japan, shared his views on the new government's policies and the current state of the Japanese market.  Q: What are the prospects for a U.S.-Japan free trade agreement? Do you see one in the immediate future?  A: Well, no. I think there are knowledgeable people on both sides who agree that it would have tremendous positive effects in both countries to develop jobs and investment and increase gross domestic product. There's just no question about that. However, there are issues of agriculture. It seems to me that the South Korea-U.S. FTA is a very high-quality agreement, which would benefit both countries. But it is not ratified yet. They can't get over the agricultural issue and automobiles, which is really too bad because the benefits outweigh any disruption.  Right now - and this is a concern for both Japanese companies and certainly our American companies - we are worried that Asia is developing trade architectures, in other words, free trade areas, that do not include Japan and the U.S.  Q: If an FTA is difficult, what are the options?  A: The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation forum offers the best, though not ideal, opportunity to discuss deregulation. Close cooperation will enable the U.S. and Japan, as consecutive APEC hosts, to promote sustainable economic growth, increase exports of goods and services and generate new jobs. The ACCJ has released recommendations on how the U.S. and Japan can make this happen and will continue to be an active partner to help APEC economies deepen their economic relationships and spur growth. 

US Japan FTA will be stopped by farmers’ lobby

Auslin 7/1/10 – (Michael Auslin, director of Japan studies at the American Enterprise Institute and a columnist for WSJ.com, “Can Mr. Kan Save Japan?”, July 1st, 2010, Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704103904575337661778908390.html, accessed 7/19/10))
Yet Japan faces difficulties reaching these goals, as any movement on free trade continues to be hamstrung by the powerful farmers' lobby. The country also faces tough competition abroad; countries ranging from China to France and South Korea are aggressively hawking their fast trains and nuclear plants around the globe.  Responding directly to the export challenges, Goshi Hosono, the DPJ's young deputy secretary general, explains that Japan's technological prowess can compete with any other nation's and that "we can be a full service provider of such technologies, owing to our capabilities and safety records." Yet the country will have to lobby aggressively for market share abroad, which is one reason Transportation Minister Seiji Maehara is currently in the U.S. making a pitch for Japan's bullet-train system. 

US Japan free trade won’t pass – death blow to Japanese farmers

The Nikkei Weekly ‘9 – (The Nikkei Weekly, “Farmers, governors force DPJ back to drawing board”, August 10th, 2009, Lexis Nexis Academic, accessed 7/19/10)
The DPJ is moving to revise aspects of its campaign platform, notably its support for a free trade agreement with the U.S., which Japan's farmers fiercely oppose. Tatsuo Hirano, a lawmaker who handles agricultural affairs, on Aug. 5 assured the powerful central union of agricultural cooperatives that a DPJ government would not lower tariffs on rice and other major farm products.  At a press conference after the union meeting, Hirano said the statement on a Japan-U.S. FTA, which appears in the foreign policy section of the manifesto, could be misinterpreted and that it lacks an adequate explanation.  According to the initial plank, the DPJ had planned to take trade-pact negotiations with the U.S. beyond where preceding Japanese governments were willing to go. But representatives of agricultural cooperatives hit back, arguing that doing so could deal a death blow to Japanese farmers.  The plank has sparked widespread protest, and the ruling coalition is increasingly using it as ammunition with which to attack the DPJ. The DPJ's backtracking suggests a fear of losing rural votes.  The DPJ is also taking heat for what it did not include in its manifesto. The party now plans to insert a promise to create a forum that would foster cooperation between local and national governments, something prefectural governors have been strongly urging. 
AT:  Plan ( Guam Shift/Guam Shift Bad
Guam does not have the infrastructure to support U.S. troops

AFP Agence  France Presse, quoting u.s. commander, march 25, 2010, “Japan Base Deal Tough on Guam: US Commander,” DA 7/16/10, lexis

A controversial base deal with Japan will impose a tough burden on Guam, which is ill-equipped to handle thousands of relocated troops, the commander of US forces in Asia said on Thursday. Japan is reviewing a 2006 pact under which the United States would shift some 8,000 troops from Japan's crowded Okinawa island to Guam, with some of the government's left-leaning allies seeking more US concessions on an air base. Admiral Robert Willard, head of the US Pacific Command, defended the 2006 plan and said that there would also be pressure on Guam, a US island territory which has fewer than 200,000 people. "The pressures on infrastructure in Guam will be challenging," Willard testified before the House Armed Services Committee. He said that Guam's port was "inadequately suited" to handle ships involved in construction. "I think it's acknowledged that Guam infrastructure is suffering from inadequacies now, given the population on Guam, and that any additions to the population are likely to pressurize its water systems, power systems, waste-disposal systems, sewage systems and the like," he said. But he said that military and political leaders were working to "get it right." Nancy Sutley, President Barack Obama's environment adviser, is visiting the island this week to assess the challenges presented by the military move. Willard was responding to a question by Representative Solomon Ortiz, a Democrat from Texas, who told the commander: "The people of Guam are great people, and I don't want them to feel that we're taking them for granted." The United States has warned that the plan to move troops from Okinawa will not go ahead if Japan revisits other parts of the agreement. The plan called for the Futenma air base, which lies in the crowded urban center of Ginowan, to be moved to a quiet village. But some allies of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama want the base off Okinawa entirely. Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada is expected to travel to Washington early next week for talks on issues including the Futenma dispute. 
Shift to Guam risks conflict with China
Shirley Kan, Specialist in Asian Security Affairs, and Larry Niksch, specialist in Asian Affairs, Congressional Research Service, “Guam: U.S. Defense Deployments,” May 22, 2009, DA 7/18/10
China’s civilian and military commentators commonly suspect that the U.S. defense build-up on Guam partly has been aimed at China, which has threatened to use the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) against Taiwan. U.S. policy on helping Taiwan’s self-defense is governed not by a defense treaty but by the Taiwan Relations Act (TRA), P.L. 96-8. Some concerns about the PLA’s accelerated modernization since the Taiwan Strait Crisis of 1995-1996 also have expanded beyond a focus on Taiwan to include PLA preparations for possible conflicts with the United States and Japan. In Southeast Asia, despite reduced tensions since the mid-1990s, China claims much of the South China Sea as well as the disputed Spratly and Paracel Islands in that sea as its “sovereign territory.” The PLA has increased its attention to Guam and has been building up its submarine force (both nuclear-powered and diesel-electric). In November 2004, the PLA Navy sent a Han-class nuclear attack submarine to waters off Guam before intruding into Japan’s Taiwan and a need to deter North Korea. At the same time, he stressed U.S. transparency, saying “we’re not doing this [buildup] under the cover of darkness.”19 Still, a policy challenge has been to deter any aggression by China as well as to assure it that a U.S. goal is cooperation with this rising power as a “responsible stakeholder.” The Commander of Pacific Air Forces said in May 2005 that the PLA’s modernization gave him “pause for interest” but did not make a difference in significant force redeployment.20 Also, in 2006, Guam became a focal point for improving military-to-military relations with China. To blunt charges that Guam’s build-up targets China, PACOM’s Commander, Admiral Fallon, invited PLA observers to the U.S. “Valiant Shield” exercise that brought three aircraft carriers to waters off Guam in June 2006. The PLA Navy sent a Deputy Chief of Staff and specialist in submarine operations to lead the observers, who also boarded an aircraft carrier and visited Guam’s air and naval bases. Two C-17 aircraft flew supplies from Guam to China for earthquake relief in May 2008.    
1NC Japan Prolif DA
A. Japan won’t proliferate now because they trust U.S. defense assurances 

James Schoff, Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies at IFPA, March 2009, “Realigning Priorites,” Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

The short answer to the nuclear question in Japan is “no.” We have found no evidence to suggest that Japan has notably more interest in developing an indigenous nuclear deterrent as a result of North Korea’s test, and we have not detected any specific new steps that Japan has taken to shorten its theoretical lead time for launching a domestic nuclear weapons program.1 The perceived threats are not sufficient to warrant such a dramatic policy shift, and the alliance with the United States is still considered up to the challenges at hand. Moreover, the Japanese public would not be supportive of a nuclear push. In fact, a few of Japan’s policy moves in the past few years arguably make it harder to embark on such a path (the discontinuation of its M-V solid-fueled rocket program and the quiet return of five hundred kilograms of highly enriched uranium to the United States over the past decade are two such steps). By many estimates (including our own), Japan remains about two years away from a functioning, minimal nuclear deterrent, which is consistent with U.S. intelligence assessments from as far back as 1966. This two-year nuclear lead time appears to strike the right balance for policy makers in Tokyo between political realities and diplomatic prudence, while maintaining a strategic hedge in case of a drastic change in circumstances. 
B.  Troop presence is key to prevent proliferation – key signal of resolve

Davis et al 9  

Jacquelyn, Ex. VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Prof. Int’l. Sec. Studies – Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U. and former DOD Consultant, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis White Paper, “Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes"”, February, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf, p. 7-8

No such formula was put into place in Asia, which in any case lacked a multilateral framework comparable to that of NATO. Instead, for Japan and South Korea, the U.S. extended deterrence guarantee was explicitly tied to the bilateral U.S. security relationships that were developed with each country and were made manifest in the forward deployment of American forces. As in NATO, these were regarded by their host governments as “trip-wire forces” necessary to ensure the steadfast nature of the U.S. commitment to come to their defense in a crisis, even one where nuclear escalation was possible.5 In South Korea, the United States deployed as it still does a sizable contingent of U.S. Army and Air Force troops to deter a renewed North Korean attack and to signal U.S. resolve to escalate to whatever level might be necessary to repel such an attack, thereby underscoring America’s extended deterrent commitment to the Republic of Korea (ROK). In Japan, the United States Navy has home-ported one of its aircraft carriers at Yokosuka, while the Marines deployed forces on Okinawa, the Army at Camp Zama, and the Air Force at bases near Tokyo and Misawa, to reinforce the notion of extended deterrence. That said, the extended deterrence concept has not always seemed convincing to U.S. allies, and, were it not for the forward deployment of American troops, the willingness of the United States to put itself at risk to protect Allied interests would probably have been more widely questioned than it has been to date. Nonetheless, despite the fact that some U.S. allies, such as France and Israel, chose to go down the nuclear path themselves, most NATO nations, Japan, and even the ROK, despite putting into place the capacity for exercising a nuclear option should political and/or strategic circumstances change, have been satisfied that they shared with the United States a common threat perception and trusted that the United States would come to their defense if necessary.

1NC Japan Prolif DA
C.  Japan prolif sparks an East Asian arms race that goes nuclear

Van Jackson, Exec. Ed. Of Asia Chronicle, 5-8-2009, “Can U.S. Nuclear Plan Prevent Asian Arms Race?” YPFP, http://www.ypfp.org/content/can-us-nuclear-plan-prevent-asian-arms-race

One of the myriad fears associated with North Korea’s possession of nuclear weapons is the potential for it to spark a nuclear arms race in Asia.  The doomsday scenario plays out rather intuitively:  1) North Korea confirms unequivocally that it will be keeping its existing nuclear weapons or possibly adding to its stockpile; 2) Japan, which has repeatedly mentioned its belief that  a nuclear North Korea is a threat to Japanese security, dramatically builds up its defensive and offensive military capability, possibly developing its own nuclear program while it pushes for greater involvement in transnational security issues such as terrorism; 3) China, continuing to see Japan as the only near-peer realistically capable of challenging its regional leadership, is threatened by Japan’s remilitarization and responds by increasing its own military spending; 4) Partly in response to China’s increased military expenditures and partly in response to nagging historically based concerns over Japan’s remilitarization, both South Korea and Taiwan build up their own conventional armaments, potentially engaging in secret nuclear programs as well.  Under such circumstances, political risk indicators would shoot through the roof and foreign direct investment inflows of capital would quickly dry up as multinational corporations seek a safer, more stable region in which to do business.  The region’s resulting economic contraction would place increasing pressure on national governments to pander to xenophobic and nationalistic sentiments, as has been done many times before, thus stoking the fire of conflict.  The region, in sum, would become a powder keg. This is not overly pessimistic hyperbole but a realistic scenario according to the classic literature on security dilemmas.[1]  Just imagine a world where the most powerful countries in Asia all either possess nuclear weapons or are engaged in covert programs to develop a nuclear weapons capability, each in the name of its own security.  Such a dreadful possibility is exactly what the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) was designed to prevent.
No Japan Prolif – Brink

Japanese re-arm is on the brink – credible US extended deterrence is key

Toki 9

Masako, Project Manager and Research Associate for the Center for Nonproliferation Studies, Monterey Institute for International Studies, James Martin Center for Nonproliferation Studies, http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_japan_north_korea_threats.html

U.S. extended deterrence has been the cornerstone of Japan's security, even in the aftermath of the Cold War. The Japanese government is trying to complement extended deterrence with missile defense which is widely viewed consistent to Japan's exclusively defensive defense policy.  Now Japan stands at the crossroads that its defense policy might depart from the exclusively defense oriented posture with the increasing discussion over a preemptive strike capability. If this discussion becomes more realistic, it is very likely to undermine regional stability. This will make the regional cooperation to tackle the North Korea's missile and nuclear issues more difficult. Both South Korea and China are adamantly opposing Japan's acquisition of such a capability. If Japan seriously seeks to form a unified front with the regional players, Tokyo must apply more pragmatic and sustainable options. Intensifying missile defense and preemptive option, if not counter-productive, cannot be seen not long term solutions; instead Tokyo should seek out more regional cooperation and strengthen arms control and nonproliferation regimes.   Japan is uniquely placed to uphold and promote the principles of nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament as the only country to have been attacked by nuclear weapons. Many survivors of those attacks, referred to as Hibakusha, expressed anger against North Korea's nuclear weapon test. The tests are seen as running contrary to the recent increasing momentum in nuclear disarmament, especially after President Obama's historical speech calling for a world without nuclear weapons in Prague in April. Some Hibakusha also expressed concern that the test could refuel debate on Japan's nuclearization and more hawkish defense policy.[42] Moreover, several disarmament advocate groups in Japan questioned Tokyo's perpetual reliance on the extended nuclear deterrence of the United States.  With the global movement toward a world without nuclear weapons led by world leaders including president Obama, Japan still needs to be protected under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. For Japan, the denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula is an essential condition for Tokyo to get rid of the U.S. nuclear umbrella. The extended nuclear deterrence has been perceived as an essential factor for a strong alliance between the two countries. In fact, in the wake of this nuclear weapon test, both countries confirmed that the extended deterrence needs to be reinforced. But once global nuclear disarmament has become more realistic undertaking after the United Stated and Russia have achieved a significant reduction in nuclear arsenals through their bilateral arms control negotiation, extended deterrence issues need to be more seriously discussed among U.S. allies. Japan is now facing a serious dilemma in deciding between nuclear umbrella and nuclear abolition. Increasing nuclear threats from North Korea force Japan to seriously consider which direction the country should go. At the same time, this could be the opportunity for Japan to conduct more pragmatic debate for nuclear disarmament with its allies and other countries, including China. Neither initiative in creating a more secure and peaceful regional framework nor global nuclear disarmament movement should be less prioritized.
US extended deterrence is on the brink – reassurance is key

Schoff 9

James, Associate Dir. Asia-Pacific Studies – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence”, March, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf

Extended deterrence in the U.S.-Japan alliance is under pressure because it is more complicated than before (thanks largely to missile proliferation, China’s expansion of air and sea power, and nuclear modernization in the region), and this challenge comes at a time when America’s and Japan’s security priorities are diverging. For decades, extended deterrence was thought of in simple terms, characterized by robust U.S. security commitments to its allies overseas and underwritten predominately by the provision of a nuclear umbrella to deter war with the Soviet bloc. The U.S. commitment to counter the Soviet threat was largely unquestioned in Tokyo, and the details about how deterrence worked mattered little. Today, deterrence is still a primary concern for defense planners, but there is less consensus regarding exactly who is to be deterred and how. U.S. deterrence doctrine has become muddled, as some emphasize the role of defenses, some push for bigger and better conventional options or seek more assertive alliance partners, and others talk about deterrence tailored to fit different situations. It is time to bring clarity to this important subject, not by simplifying the policy but by realigning priorities and deepening Japan’s understanding of the policy. U.S. verbal assurances to Japan will continue to be useful, but increasingly a more concrete and common understanding about how deterrence functions in East Asia will also be necessary. The United States is deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons in supporting extended deterrence, which is acceptable provided Washington works proactively with Tokyo to shore up the multiple other components of deterrence (strong political and economic relations, conventional air and sea power, missile defenses, intelligence sharing, and scenario-based planning involving military, diplomatic, and economic cooperation). Deterrence has always been about more than just the nuclear umbrella, but this fact is often overlooked, given the power and symbolism of those weapons. Deemphasizing the role of nuclear weapons is a welcome development, but it should be accompanied by an intense period of political, diplomatic, and strategic consultations covering non-proliferation policies, regional diplomatic and security initiatives, and bilateral security cooperation.

No Japan Prolif – Domestic Politics

(  )  Japanese public opposes nuclearization 

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth Nikitin, Nonproliferation analyst, 2-19-2009, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” Congressional Research Service 

In general, public opinion on defense issues in Japan appears to be shifting somewhat, but pacifist sentiment remains significant. In the past, Japanese public opinion strongly supported the limitations placed on the Japanese military, but this opposition has softened considerably since the late 1990s. Despite this overall shifting tide, the “nuclear allergy” among the general public remains strong. The devastation of the atomic bombings led Japanese society to recoil from any military use of nuclear energy. Observers say that the Japanese public remains overwhelmingly opposed to nuclearization, pointing to factors like an educational system that promotes pacifism and the few surviving victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki who serve as powerful reminders of the bombs’ effects.   A review of recent articles and interviews with prominent Japanese opinion-makers and experts revealed a near-consensus of opposition to the development of nuclear weapons.20 Realist-minded security observers cite the danger of threatening China and causing unnecessary instability in the region, while foreign policy managers point to the risk of weakening the U.S. alliance. Some observers claim, however, that a younger generation of upcoming elites may be more nationalistic and therefore potentially more supportive of the option in the future.

(  )  No Japan prolif – public support 

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, Professors of Strategy at U.S. Naval War College, Summer 2009, “Thinking About the Unthinkable” Naval College War Review Vol. 62, No. 3
In any event, Japan’s “nuclear allergy” persists to the present day. Matake Kamiya explains Tokyo’s self-imposed injunction against bombmaking in terms of the general pacifism codified in Japan’s peace constitution, lingering memories of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and antimilitary sentiments dating from the interwar years.11 As a result, concludes Kamiya, opposition to nuclearweapons “is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society. . . . [I]t is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize.”12 The vastmajority of observers in Japan and in theWest are inclined to agree with Kamiya, if for different reasons. Indeed, very few scholars have lent credence to rationales for a nuclear buildup.
Japan Prolif Link – Troops
Withdrawal from Japan signals an end to allied assurance – sends signal of weakness to key Asian allies

Auslin 10 Michael, AEI Fellow, U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments, House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific, and the Global Environment, http://www.aei.org/speech/100130

Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region. There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad. Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after. Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time. There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa. Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific. Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions. The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either. It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region. From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm. And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts. Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region.

Only troop presence ensures Japanese non-proliferation – nuclear guarantee alone is insufficient

Nye 9  Joseph, Prof. IR – Harvard U., Korea Times, “Will US-Japan Alliance Survive”, 7-14, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2009/07/137_48423.html

Japan officially endorses the objective of a non-nuclear world, but it relies on America's extended nuclear deterrent, and wants to avoid being subject to nuclear blackmail from North Korea (or China). The Japanese fear that the credibility of American extended deterrence will be weakened if the U.S. decreases its nuclear forces to parity with China.  It is a mistake, however, to believe that extended deterrence depends on parity in numbers of nuclear weapons. Rather, it depends on a combination of capability and credibility.  During the Cold War, the U.S. was able to defend Berlin because our promise to do so was made credible by the NATO alliance and the presence of American troops, whose lives would be on the line in the event of a Soviet attack.  Indeed, the best guarantee of American extended deterrence over Japan remains the presence of nearly 50,000 American troops (which Japan helps to maintain with generous host-nation support). Credibility is also enhanced by joint projects such as the development of regional ballistic missile defense.
Withdrawal magnifies threat from North Korean nukes – leads to Asian arms race

Jiji Press Ticker 10 U.S. Commander Stresses Importance of Okinawa Base, Lexis

A U.S. Marines commander on Wednesday emphasized the significance of the Marines staying in Okinawa, the southernmost prefecture in Japan, in terms of quick reactions to contingencies in East Asia. In a speech in Tokyo, Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder, commanding general for U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, said that the U.S. military "must be based in Okinawa" to maintain security in a region where there are potential threats to Japan, including North Korea's nuclear and missile programs. Regarding the controversial relocation of the Marines' Futenma airfield in Ginowan, Okinawa, he stressed that "it is not just about a local base issue," given the importance of the Japan-U.S. alliance for regional stability and economic prosperity. The Japanese government has been looking into an alternative site, as part of a review to the 2006 bilateral agreement to move the Futenma base to the Marines' Camp Schwab in Nago in the same prefecture. Regarding calls by some members of Japan's ruling coalition for the Futenma military facility to be moved out of the prefecture, or even out of Japan, Stalder warned that if countries in the region begin to see the U.S. military presence in Japan receding, they would "drastically increase their defense budgets...leading to a regional arms race."
Japan Prolif Link – Assurances
(  )  Symbols are key – the plan would be devastating for the credibility of deterrence 

James Schoff, Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies at IFPA, March 2009, “Realigning Priorites,” Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis

In terms of balancing the security equation for Japan or stemming the slide from security surplus to security deficit, the preferred option is to minimize the potential threat side of the equation and eliminate the need for the allies to react stridently to bolster deterrence. As House of Representatives Speaker Kono Yohei explained in 2008, “We should establish a peaceful diplomatic environment in East Asia, improve security conditions there, and make, at least, a large U.S. military presence at the current level unnecessary.” If Kono’s vision comes to pass and Chinese and Russian military modernization programs level out, North Korea denuclearizes, and regional tensions wane, then pressure on the deterrence question and the future of the U.S.-Japan alliance will similarly be reduced. This would of course be the best option for all concerned. But if China does not restrain itself, for example, or if North Korea is emboldened by new missile and WMD capabilities, then deterrence must be considered in prudent ways that do not contribute to a security dilemma in the region. This is more easily said than done, for one country’s deterrent is often another nation’s perceived threat demanding a response, contributing to a vicious cycle. Symbols have always been important to the U.S.-Japan alliance and to the concept of deterrence, whether the symbol is the nuclear umbrella, basing a U.S. aircraft carrier in Japan, or forward deploying a hundred thousand U.S. military personnel in East Asia (including a sizable contingent of Marines in Okinawa). Some of these symbols remain intact, but others are changing and seem less visible. High-ranking U.S. officials have disparaged the future viability of technology supporting the nuclear umbrella during the RRW debate, and the number of forward-deployed U.S. troops in South Korea and Japan is declining. The Pentagon talks more about stability operations and counterinsurgency as core missions for the military, while it lists “deterring conflict” as only the fourth of five objectives in the 2008 National Defense Strategy. Some Japanese defense planners fear that Washington is distracted by conflict in the Middle East and Central Asia, viewing everything through a prism of hunkered-down homeland defense. The reality is quite different, and an interesting dichotomy has developed whereby an American visitor to Tokyo can hear worry about a U.S. pullback, and the same week in Beijing listen to concern about America’s build-up in the region! Objectively speaking, overall the United States is increasing its military capabilities in the Asia-Pacific region, not pulling back. This mild build-up is actually one of the many objectives of its global repositioning of forces in response to a perceived shifting of “the global community’s ‘center of gravity’ [toward] the Asia-Pacific region.” The build-up is hard to quantify, however, as it relies mostly on less visible measures such as upgrading equipment, more frequent and longer rotational deployments (of F-22s, B-2s, SSGNs, among other assets), access agreements with partners in the region to broaden deployment flexibility in times of crisis, and similar incremental moves. Taken together, all of these improvements suggest that external balancing vis-à-vis North Korea and China has actually been achieved to some degree, even if those in Japan who worry about America’s security commitments do not realize it. Part of the reason for this is that as old symbols of deterrence are phased out, they are being replaced with a diffuse range of more capable (but only vaguely understood) assets, oftentimes deployed from farther away. The assurance effect is less concrete and immediate, though the deterrence effect might actually be stronger, given the flexibility of use. The problem is that the relationship of these new assets to specific deterrence scenarios involving the alliance has not been explored adequately. Through continued explanation and consultations with Japan (beyond ad hoc briefings), many of America’s regional posture adjustments described in this report should reassure Japan in the short term. Still, the United States is also reaching the limit of what it can invest in East Asian security, and longer-term questions remain about how deterrence is expected to function in the alliance. Part of this challenge can be addressed through the current bilateral dialogue focused on base realignment in Japan and alliance transformation (which includes a reassessment of the allies’ roles, missions, and capabilities, or RMC). The rest of the challenge might require a new forum for bilateral dialogue and policy making, which we discuss later.
Japan Prolif Bad – Laundry List

Japan prolif would cause an East Asian arms race, North Korean hostility, destroy the NPT, and the US-Japan alliance 

Kurt Campbell, senior vice president and director of the International Security Program and Chair in National Security at CSIS, and Tsuyoshi Sunohara, visiting fellow in the International Security Program at CSIS, 2004, “The Nuclear Tipping Point”
It was in the context of this increasingly disturbing environment that the Japanese Defense Agency conducted a secret investigation into Japan’s nuclear option in late 1995. Although the full details of the thirty-one-page report have never been released, in 2003 the Asahi Shim- bun obtained a copy of the report and revealed some of its findings. The study resoundingly reaffirmed Japan’s non-nuclear status and outlined the numerous drawbacks that would result from Japan’s nuclearization. In particular, the study found that Japan’s acquisition of nuclear weapons would destroy the military balance in Asia and possibly cause an arms race with China, a nuclear South Korea, or an openly hostile North Korea. According to Asahi, the report said that “Japan would effectively destroy the basis for the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty; the reliability of the U.S. nuclear umbrella would he undermined and Japan would he viewed as distrustful of its military alliance with the United States; landi neighbors would fear that Japan was taking a more independent defense policy stance.’26

Japan Prolif Bad – East Asia War

Japanese rearm causes massive tension and arms modernization—causes massive power war in East Asia  

Zhu Feng the director of International Security Program and professor in the School of International Studies of Peking University “AN EMERGING TREND IN EAST ASIA: MILITARY BUDGET INCREASES AND THEIR Impact” Summer 2009 accessed July 16, 2010 IMPACT http://www.asianperspective.org/articles/v33n4-b.pdfDonnie 

However, Japan’s international stance is not fixed and unchangeable. China’s growing international clout is beginning to transform Japan’s long-held self-restraint in defense thinking. China’s military spending surpassed Japan in 2006, and the gap between Tokyo and Japan will continue to grow as long as the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) remains bent on rapid modernization. China’s military spending will, sooner or later, produce less tolerant behavior from Japan. At the same time, the constructive U.S.-China relationship calls into question the U.S. commitment to protect Japan if Tokyo comes into conflict with Beijing. There is a remarkable tendency in Tokyo to see U.S. efforts to engage China as detrimental to Japan. Many Japanese aligned with the Liberal Democratic Party mistakenly interpret efforts to engage China as hostility, or at least, the malign neglect of their own country.30 Japan’s international behavior and calculations, meanwhile have been premised on a strong U.S.-Japan security alliance. In return, domestic political dynamics have done little to modify Japan’s geostrategic perspective. In the short and medium term, maintaining the U.S.-Japan security alliance is important mainly due to the China factor. Nevertheless, in the long run, it remains unclear if the comprehensive improvement of the PLA’s power capability both in quantity and quality will eventually undermine Japan’s confidence, shake up alliance politics, and prompt Tokyo to embark on a significant rearming process. Reinforcing Japan’s military commitment to its alliance with the United States would be one way of addressing the growing China concern. On the other hand, a rejuvenated nationalism in Tokyo could push the country into assuming a more independent role in security. In either case, China might be less motivated to slow down its pace of military modernization. The major powers in East Asia might increase their struggle for geopolitical gain in the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, and perhaps the entire East Asian region. Thus, a looming great-power rivalry will overshadow the region  
Turn- Japan nuclearization spark nuclear arms race in Northeast Asia, kills Japan’s military security

Matake Kamiya, associate professor of IR at the National Defense Academy of Japan. The Washington Quarterly. “Nuclear Japan:Oxymoron or Coming Soon?.” 2002. Page 63-75
 Second, contrary to what most foreign observers believe, nuclearization would actually threaten Japan’s military security. A decision to go nuclear might trigger an arms race in Northeast Asia—in a worst-case scenario, prompting the two Koreas and Taiwan to accelerate their nuclear development or go nuclear as well—ultimately reducing regional and global security. Japan’s Defense Agency soberly recognizes this reality. An unofficial study conducted in 1994 by Defense Agency officials and Self-Defense Forces officers at the behest of Administrative Vice-Minister Shigeru Hatakeyama concluded that Japan’s possession of its own nuclear arsenal had little if any strategic merit.19 In a 1996 presentation, Lt. Gen. Noboru Yamaguchi of the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Forces—reportedly a participant in the 1994 study group—asserted that, even without the protection of a U.S. nuclear umbrella, Japan would be worse off with its own nuclear arsenal.20 He emphasized that, because Japan is an island country with a large part of its population of more than 120 million living in a small number of densely populated cities, nuclear armament would not suit Japan because of its inherent vulnerability to nuclear attack. As a result, Japan is better off in a world where just a few states possess nuclear weapons capability. Consequently, going nuclear would only endanger Japan because, while bringing only minimal military benefits to the country, such a move would motivate numerous other currently nonnuclear states to pursue proliferation. 
Japan Prolif Bad – US Heg

Japanese rearm hurts US heg – causes counterbalancing

Dr. David Robinson, prof @ Edith Cowan University Why the West should Discourage Japanese Military Expansion Mar 29,2010 accessed July 16, 2010 www.japss.org/upload/10.robinson.pdf 

While the US had urged Japanese remilitarisation since the late 1960s, it was only after the collapse of the Soviet Union that Japan was forced onto this path [Mackerras, 1998, p49]. Bhubhindar Singh notes that the Gulf Crisis demonstrated a new element of uncertainty in international affairs which could best be dealt with through multilateral military cooperation [Singh, 2008, pp313-314]. Thus in 1991 Japan was called upon to support the war against Iraq amid an unexpected “storm of international criticism” [Pyle, 1998, pp126-127]. In 1992 the UN Peacekeeping Operations Cooperation Bill allowed Japan to deploy troops overseas in limited logistical and humanitarian roles, which they did in Cambodia [Pyle, 1998, pp126-127]. This was a shift in Japanese strategic attitudes. Ichiro Ozawa, who oversaw Japan’s political realignment from 1993, “expressed his desired course for Japan to be a ‘normal country’ that pursues its own interests by using all the foreign policy tools that other countries use: economic might, military prowess,   and diplomatic skills” [Sata, 2001, p200]. Since then the Self-Defense Force has been authorised to use an increasingly wide range of weaponry in their operations, and public support for Japan’s use of force for defensive purposes has risen [Inoguichi, 2006, pp4-5]. So far Japanese security policy remains triangulated between its still-pacifist constitution, the UN Charter, and the US-Japanese Security Treaty [Singh, 2008, p314]. However, sections of the Japanese media and political establishment increasingly call for Japan to acquire a greater range of defence systems, including long-range fighters, nuclear submarines, a missile defence system, and intelligence-gathering satellites [Inoguichi, 2006, pp13-15]. Self-Defence Force spending is increasing dramatically, and there are calls to amend Article 9 of the constitution, and even to produce nuclear weapons [Matthews, 2003, p76]. Eugene Matthews argues that Japan nationalism is rising and, “This development could have an alarming consequence: namely, the rise of a militarized, assertive, and nuclear-armed Japan” [Matthews, 2003, pp74-75]. Japan is slowly shifting its political attitudes and institutional capabilities towards force projection outside of its borders, with the encouragement of the United States. Matthews writes that mainstream Japanese nationalists want, “the respect, political influence, and power commensurate with being the world’s second most important economy and a major contributor to world affairs” [Matthews, 2003, p85]. Meanwhile, for America there is less motivation to carry Japan’s defence load, as technology lessens the US Navy’s reliance on Japanese bases – which are themselves high-value targets for enemy nations [Samuels, 2007, p192]. Japan’s new strategy involves contributing to the international community responsibly, while being seen as increasingly independent from the United States [Singh, 2008, p316]. Pyle notes that, ironically, in the past the Yoshida Doctrine actually denied Japan the opportunity to demonstrate its responsibility as a military power [Pyle, 1998, p130]. Most analysts recognise that a more independent Japanese foreign policy will lead to divergences from American policies  and goals [Sata, 2001, p2198]. Pyle writes that Japanese cooperation, is not so much the result of shared values as it is of the realist appraisal of the value of the alliance. … Japan will seek maximum autonomy for its own purposes … It will not wish to be hostage to the global strategy of the United States or to its relations with China and Korea [Pyle, 2007, p368]. Inoguichi and Bacon hypothesize that the new relationship might conform to patterns such as the ‘British Model’ of a special relationship, a ‘German Model’ of ‘regional embeddedness’ and institutionalism, or a ‘French Model’ of strong autonomy [Inoguichi, 2006, pp4-5]. But these limited scenarios echo the sentiment of George Friedman that, “Conventional political analysis suffers from a profound failure of imagination” [Friedman, 2009, p3]. While Japanese political moderates may maintain the current relationship with America, more nationalistic elements could, shift Japanese doctrine from a tethered, defensive realism to an untethered, offensive realism, in which strategists would be ever alert to exploit opportunities to expand Japan’s power. … It would join the other great powers in a permanent struggle to maximize national strength and influence [Samuels, 2007, p193]. American domination of Japanese foreign policy helped to stabilise Asia during the Cold War. Détente with China, founded on having a common Soviet enemy, would have been complicated by an independent Japan; and removing any Japanese threat to Southeast Asia helped to focus their efforts on combating Communist influence. It is possible that a newly-militarised Japan may either pose a renewed threat to other Asian states, and thus generate instability, or alternatively enhance its relationship with regional powers like China, potentially to the detriment of US regional influence.     

Japan Prolif Bad – North Korea

Japan relying upon the U.S. is key to prevent threatening North Korea which would destabilize the region and lead to war
Ellis S. Krauss, professor of Japanese politics and policy-making at the Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies at the University of California at San Diego, “Abductions, not nukes, drew media,” Washington Times, August 4, 2006, DA 7/19/10, lexis
Question: Before North Korea's July 4 missile tests, its kidnapping of Japanese to train North Korean infiltrators attracted more attention in Japan than did Pyongyang's nuclear program. Why is that? Answer: Personally, although I totally sympathize with the families and think North Korea's behavior was a major violation of human rights, I think that the Japanese media paid so much attention to this problem that it was paying less attention to the far more important problem of North Korea's nuclear program, which, after all, could involve Japan, the United States and South Korea in war with North Korea if it is not resolved. It is a very dangerous situation on the Korean Peninsula; and yet, it was the abduction issue that seemed to get most of the media attention in Japan. Why? I think there are many possible reasons: Because the abduction issue involves human-interest stories and appealing video that the media loves; because Japanese are very sympathetic to problems of the families that have been separated; because the families have been very skillful in managing media attention to the issue; and I suspect because there are conservative politicians who would like to use this issue to stir up fear of North Korea to justify greater attention to building up Japan's defense. Q: What can Japan do to help resolve the issue of Pyongyang's nuclear aims? A: It must be a multilateral effort, as in the six-nation talks [involving North Korea, South Korea, China, Japan, Russia and the United States]. Japan has little credibility or leverage with North Korea on the issue at all, in part because of the hatred of North Korea over Japan's occupation [of the Korean Peninsula from its annexation in 1910 until Japan's World War II defeat in 1945], and in part because the abduction issue gives all the "cards" to North Korea. If Japan built up its military forces and threatened North Korea, it would only destabilize the region more, risk war and probably be counterproductive, because North Korea would use that as an excuse to build its nuclear weapons program even more. So the only smart and practical thing Japan can do is to rely on multilateral negotiations and the military strength of the U.S.   
AT:  Japan Can’t Go Nuclear

Japan has enough plutonium to build up to 2000 nuclear weapons 

Benjamin Self and Jeffrey Thompson, Senior Associates and Editors at Stimson Institute, December 2003, “Japan's Nuclear Option: Security, Politics, and Policy in the 21st Century,” Stimson Institute, http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?id=91

Japan’s high supply-to-demand ratio of nuclear material—reactor-grade plutonium in particular—raises the question of whether Japan could technically possess the necessary materials and a latent capability to develop a nuclear weapons program. Many Japanese nuclear energy and policy experts maintain that Japan possesses only reactor-grade nuclear materials that cannot be used to develop “practical weapons.”31 In other words, they claim that rudimentary explosive devices could be created that cause damage, but that these weapons would not be strategically effective. Some go as far as to say that developing nuclear weapons with reactor-grade nuclear materials is impossible. Along these lines, Japan officially maintains that it does not currently possess a capability to develop nuclear weapons with its civilian nuclear energy program Analysts differ on whether reactor-grade plutonium, which Japan possesses in abundance (in plutonium-oxide form), can be used to develop nuclear weapons. According to one study conducted by a group of American nuclear experts, whether plutonium is reactor-grade or weapons-grade is not the distinguishing factor determining whether a nuclear weapon can be produced. Put simply, plutonium that is enriched to reactor-grade levels can be used to produce nuclear weapons if a critical mass—the quantity and density required for an explosive chain reaction—of that material (that is inversely proportionate to the enrichment level of the material) can be amassed.32 These analysts suggest that a nuclear weapon, potentially crude or sophisticated, with a similar impact to the bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki during World War II could be produced using the bare critical mass of reactor-grade plutonium as follows: 10kg of Pu239, alpha-phase metal (with a density of 19.86 grams per cubic centimeter [gm/cc]) 35kg of Pu02 (Plutonium-Oxide), (at full crystal density of 11.4gm/cc)33 Conducting a simplistic calculation using the data from the table above on Japan’s current plutonium management (see the section on Plutonium and Nuclear Energy in Japan) reveals that Japan’s domestic plutonium supply might have the potential to produce approximately 162 to 421 nuclear weapons, and its overseas plutonium supply the potential to produce 925 to 2,398 weapons, as of 2001.34 An estimate of the maximum number of nuclear weapons Japan can produce is between these two numbers. However, since most of Japan’s plutonium supply is in plutonium-oxide form, an accurate estimate of the number of nuclear weapons Japan can produce is most likely closer to the lower figures.35 
Japan could develop nuclear weapons in less then six months 

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, Professors of Strategy at U.S. Naval War College, Summer 2009, “Thinking About the Unthinkable” Naval College War Review Vol. 62, No. 3
Will Japan go nuclear? Doubtful—but what if it does? It is possible to envision circumstances  that would impel Tokyo and the Japanese populace to cast aside their longstanding dread of  nuclear weapons, constructing an arsenal of their own for the sake of national survival. Menacing  strategic surroundings or a collapse of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty are two of these. If some  nightmare scenario did come to pass, the common wisdom is that Japan could build a working  bomb in short order. In 1991, Richard Halloran averred that “Japan is N minus six months,”  although he saw no evidence that Japan entertained any ambition to tap its latent weapons  capability. 2  In 2007, Gary Sick, a well-known commentator on Middle East affairs, reported  being privately told that Japan “could do it, sort of, over a long weekend.” 3  Japan, that is, may  now qualify as a “threshold state,” a term “commonly understood to mean possession of the  indigenous ability to acquire nuclear weapons within a relatively short time frame, ranging from  a few hours to several months.”
2NC Japan F-22 Impact Module

Even absent nuclearization, the plan spurs F22 sales to Japan – we’d have to trade it to bolster our commitment to the alliance

Emma Chanlett-Avery, analyst in Asian Affairs @ CRS, and Mary Beth Nikitin, Nonprolif Analyst @ CRS, 5-9-2008, “Japan’s Nuclear Future,” CRS, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/08058CRS.pdf

U.S. Security Commitment. Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.24 U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “...the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan.”25 During the Cold War, the threat of mutually assured destruction to the United States and the Soviet Union created a sort of perverse stability in international politics; Japan, as the major Pacific front of the U.S. containment strategy, felt confident in U.S. extended deterrence. Although the United States has reiterated its commitment to defend Japan, the strategic stakes have changed, leading some in Japan to question the American pledge. Some in Japan are nervous that if the United States develops a closer relationship with China, the gap between Tokyo’s and Washington’s security perspectives will grow and further weaken the U.S. commitment.26 These critics also point to what they perceive as the soft negotiating position on North Korea’s denuclearization in the Six-Party Talks as further evidence that the United States does not share Japan’s strategic perspective.27 A weakening of the bilateral alliance may strengthen the hand of those that want to explore the possibility of Japan developing its own deterrence. Despite these concerns, many long-time observers assert that the alliance is fundamentally sound from years of cooperation and strong defense ties throughout even the rocky trade wars of the 1980s. Perhaps more importantly, China’s rising stature likely means that the United States will want to keep its military presence in the region in place, and Japan is the major readiness platform for the U.S. military in East Asia. If the United States continues to see the alliance with Japan as a fundamental component of its presence in the Pacific, U.S. leaders may need to continue to not only restate the U.S. commitment to defend Japan, but to engage in high-level consultation with Japanese leaders in order to allay concerns of alliance drift. Congressional leaders could face pressure to re-consider allowing the sale of the F-22 Raptor aircraft in order to bolster trust in the alliance.28
Japanese F22s would cause a regional arms race, wreck competitiveness, and hurt US-China Relations

Matthew H. Molloy, Lt Col USAF, June 2000, “U.S. Military Aircraft For Sale,” https://research.maxwell.af.mil/papers/ay2000/saas/molloy.pdf

On the negative side of a potential Japanese F-22 export proposal are several elements ranging from regional stability to technology exploitation. First, the stealth and long range qualities of the F-22 would certainly raise eyebrows in the region as well as among Japanese pacifists as to why Japan was acquiring an inherently offensive weapon. Such a deal would certainly not stand well with the Koreans who still harbor animosity toward the Japanese for their brutal occupation during World War II. In fact, Japan’s acquisition of the E-767 raised some concern in South Korea. From their perspective, the AWACS’ long-range detection capability represented a more offensive posture on the part of Japan. Unable to afford these aircraft themselves, the Republic of Korea (ROK) became interested in a 737-700 with the “MESA” radar, the same configuration Australia is purchasing under its “Wedgetail” program (a lower cost Airborne Early Warning and Control system derivative). Nonetheless, the AWACS issue highlights the security dilemma that would be exacerbated by any unilateral F-22 export to Japan. The second element working against the sale is Japan's expressed interest in replacing their F-15s with an indigenously produced fighter. A U.S.-Japanese coproduction of the F-22 through offset agreements may surface as an attractive compromise. However, from a technological standpoint, this would be a dangerous prospect that could threaten national security. According to Lockheed Martin, the most closely guarded secrets with the F-22 involve the manufacturing and production techniques as well as the advanced materials used for building the aircraft. Additionally, the Japanese track record for guarding close-held dual-use secrets was tarnished in 1987 with the alleged sale of "submarine-quieting" technology to the Soviet Union by the Toshiba Corporation in violation of Western export controls. The third detractor of a Japanese F-22 deal would be the potential compensatory demands from either Taiwan or South Korea. Though both these countries have significant security concerns, they also would pose a risk to the security of the F-22 should such consideration be given (if for no reason other than their close proximity to the adversary). Compensatory exports to Taiwan and South Korea also could potentially destabilize the Asian-Pacific region and would certainly hinder U.S.-China relations.
No Japan F22 – AT:  Uq Overwhelms

Selling the F22 to Japan isn’t totally dead – significant congressional support still exists, despite the ban

Megan Scully, 9-11-2009, “Committee Agrees To Open Door,” National Journal’s CongressDaily, ln

The Senate Appropriations Committee voted unanimously Thursday to approve an FY10 Defense spending bill that would allow the Defense Department to develop an export version of the radar-evading F-22 Raptor fighter jet.  While the committee bill, if enacted, would not repeal a decade-old law prohibiting foreign sales of the stealthy fighter, it would mark a significant step forward in opening up the Lockheed Martin Corp.  jet to U.S. allies just as the plane's domestic production lines are winding down.  "It's a good next step," a Senate aide said of the F-22 provision in the $636.3 billion spending bill.  For years, lawmakers in both chambers have thwarted any effort to sell the F-22 overseas, arguing that exporting the advanced technologies in the fighter jet would pose a significant security risk. But proponents of exporting the plane argue that selling an export model of the F-22, stripped of secret U.S. technologies, would eliminate that risk.  House lawmakers approved a floor amendment to the FY07 Defense appropriations bill that would lift the ban. But export opponents in the House and Senate eliminated that provision during conference negotiations on the bill.  The Senate's language in the FY10 bill will likely meet stiff resistance from House appropriators -- especially Appropriations ChairmanDavid Obey, author of the 1998 ban on F-22 exports -- who continue to be concerned about the security implications of selling the F-22 abroad.  While the Senate bill maintains the export ban, it says the Defense Department "may conduct or participate in studies, research, design and other activities to define and develop an export version of the F-22A." The committee report accompanying the bill encourages the Air Force to use F-22 research and development funds to begin work on an export version of the fighter.  The House bill, which was approved in July, continues the ban and does not open the door to developing an exportable version of the fighter.  But the political landscape could be shifting a bit as domestic production of the F-22 comes to an end -- a development the program's supporters in Congress fear will lead to thousands of aerospace jobs lost in dozens of states.  Both the House and Senate already have approved versions of the FY10 defense authorization bill with language demanding the Pentagon report to Congress on the costs of developing an exportable version of the F-22 and any potential strategic implications.  Japan is considered the most likely customer for the F-22, particularly as North Korea continues its ballistic missile testing. South Korea, Australia and Israel have also have expressed interest in buying the plane despite a price tag that could top $150 million a jet.
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