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Non Unique – Re-Arm Now

North Korea and China are spurring Japan re-arm

Chad Groening, maginnis: japn may re-arm, 5.27.2010, http://www.onenewsnow.com/Security/Default.aspx?id=1027284

A Pentagon advisor and national defense expert says the recent revelation that North Korea was responsible for the sinking of a South Korean warship has compelled Japan to rethink its national security policy.   Tensions over North Korea's sinking of a South Korean warship are serious enough to have prompted Japan's Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama to break a campaign promise. He had pledged to close the U.S. Marine base in Okinawa, but he now says he has decided to keep Marine Corps Air Station located on the strategically important island, which is close to Taiwan and the Chinese mainland and not far from the Korean peninsula.  The island hosts more than half the 47,000 American troops in Japan under a mutual security pact.  Lt. Col. Bob Maginnis (USA-Ret.) believes Japan recognizes its vulnerability "not only because of North Korea, but also the Chinese and the Chinese aggressions."   "It's really a tough set of circumstances that the Japanese find themselves facing," he notes. "I do believe that they're going to make decisions that are in their national interests, and that well may be the need to build up its armed forces. They'll use the excuse, of course, of a hostile North Korea, which isn't getting any better, and...a growing and very robust Chinese military."  The national defense expert adds that Japan has one of the world's leading economies and may decide they no longer want to depend solely on an overstretched U.S. military for their national security.

Japan re-arm coming – North Korea and economy

The China Post, japan may now have to rearm itself, 4.13.2009, http://www.chinapost.com.tw/commentary/the-china-post/joe-hung/2009/04/13/204014/Japan-may.htm

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.  The people who began to consider Western democracy the source of all evils cheered on the army, the only stabilizing force in the nation, for the occupation of Manchuria and the founding of Manchukuo with China's "last emperor," Henry Pu Yi, as the puppet emperor. This laid the ground for expansion abroad and the building of a country organized for war.  Government policy played an important part in these developments. At first, this was because of attempts to overcome the economic crisis, but it came later to depend very largely on military needs. Military spending rose sharply from under 500 million yen and 30 percent of the budget in 1931 to 4 billion yen and 70 percent of the budget in 1937-8. And on July 7, 1937, the undeclared war between Japan and the Republic of China under Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek occurred.  In fact, Japan was among the first countries to recover from the Great Depression by massive military spending. If the current economic crisis continues to deepen, Japan simply has to sharply increase defense spending to tide it over.  It will spend its way out of the crisis.
Troops Not Key to Re-Arm

Troops don't solve allied prolif – no longer sufficient

Jacquelyn Davies et Al, VP – Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, Pres. – IFPA and Professor of International Security Studies at Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy of Tufts U, Charles M. Perry , VP and Dir. Studies – IFPA, and James L. Schoff, Associate Director Asia-Pacific Studies – IFPA, Updating U.S. Deterrence Concepts and Operational Planning: Reassuring Allies, Deterring Legacy Threats, and Dissuading Nuclear "Wannabes", 2009, http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/Updating_US_Deterrence_Concepts.pdf

In the first decade of the twenty-first century, however, that satisfaction and trust is no longer a given, and divergent threat perceptions have given rise to contending approaches to dealing with would-be proliferators and legacy challenges. Consequently, reassuring and discouraging a nuclear cascade of allies, or former allies, has emerged as a crucial element of deterrence planning, and, in the absence of consensus about the nature of the threats that we are facing, that reassurance function has become more complex and subject to more varied interpretations than it was in the past. In the wake of Iraq and in the midst of the Afghanistan war, as the United States endeavors to “reset” its forces and transform its overseas (military) “footprint,” the forward deployment of U.S. troops may not be sufficient in itself to convince American allies that our commitment to extended deterrence remains credible, especially in the case of political differences over preferred ways for dealing with emerging threats and legacy challenges. This, in turn, may lead some U.S. allies or coalition partners to conclude that their interests would better be served by pursuing their own nuclear options. As the Interim Report of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, previously cited, points out: Our non-proliferation strategy will continue to depend upon U.S. extended deterrence strategy as one of its pillars. Our military capabilities, both nuclear and conventional, underwrite U.S. security guarantees to our allies, without which many of them would feel enormous pressures to create their own nuclear arsenals. So long as the United States maintains adequately strong conventional forces, it does not necessarily need to rely on nuclear weapons to deter the threat of a major conventional attack. But long-term U.S. superiority in the conventional military domain cannot be taken for granted and requires continuing attention and investment. Moreover, it is not adequate for deterring nuclear attack. The U.S. deterrent must be both visible and credible, not only to our possible adversaries, but to our allies as well.6
Other methods suffice to sustain deterrence. Even if troops matter only tiny numbers are enough.

Karen Adams, Associate Prof. IR – U. Montana, New Great Powers: Who Will They Be, and How Will They Rise, 2005, http://www.cas.umt.edu/polsci/faculty/adams/greatpower.pdf, p. 11

Extended deterrence can be substantiated in many ways – through the deployment of expatriates such as diplomats, advisors, or troops, for example, or through the cultivation of extensive political, economic, or cultural ties. Determining how this is most efficiently and effectively done in the nuclear, information age will be the key to identifying how second-tier states become great powers, as well as which ones are furthest along that path.41  Despite the variety of options, there is a tendency in the US to focus on troop deployments, especially large ones. This is why policy makers see “command of the commons” as so vital. It is also why they discount the possibility that the US will have “peer competitors” in the near future. Yet, occasionally, officials acknowledge the logic of deterrence. For example, although during the Cold War, massive US deployments in the Korean DMZ were thought necessary to deter North Korea from attacking the South, today (when those troops are being redeployed to Iraq and within South Korea), Pentagon officials acknowledge that trip-wire forces of 5,000 are just as effective as deployments of 500,000.42
No Link – Alliance Resilient 1/2

US-Japan relations are resilient, despite conflicts – overwhelming security motivations

Ralph A. Cossa, Prof and Pres. Pacific Forum @ CSIS, 11-8-2004, “U.S. Security Strategy in Asia,” IIPS Int’l Conf., http://www.iips.org/04sec/04asiasec_cossa.pdf

U.S. security strategy in Asia today is built today, as it has been for the past half century, upon 

the foundation of a solid U.S.-Japan alliance relationship. This foundation, which has seen its fair share of cracks and quakes, appears remarkably resilient at present. In fact, the depth and breadth of defense cooperation between Washington and Tokyo in recent years have been unprecedented. While Japan may not yet be the “U.K. of Asia,’ as once envisioned by Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, it is not too far a stretch to call Japanese Prime Minister Koizumi Junichiro Asia’s answer to Tony Blair. Prime Minister Koizumi is one of a small, select group of Asia-Pacific leaders who have won Washington’s utmost trust and confidence (and sincere gratitude), given his unyielding support for the U.S. war on terrorism in all its manifestations and his willingness to buck domestic public opinion to provide support to the two major campaigns in Washington’s ongoing war Afghanistan and Iraq. This has paid handsome dividends in helping to achieve what both sides generally agree are the “best relations ever.”

It’s empirically denied, we’ve had major trade friction with Japan in the past

Sebastian Mallaby, NY Sun, 3-7-2006, “The China Card,” p ln

So the United States and China may be headed toward serious trade conflict. Both sides feel they have shown more than adequate good faith; both have political reasons not to make further efforts. Back in the 1980s and early 1990s, similar friction between the United States and Japan created poisonous resentment on both sides: U.S. politicians smashed Japanese products with sledgehammers, and in 1995 an anti-American demonstration in Japan became the biggest protest march in a quarter of a century.

US-Japan alliance is the strongest its ever been

Xinhua, 11-4-2004, “Koizumi,” p ln

Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi stressed Thursday on the importance of Japan-US alliance in dealing with international affairs after US President George W. Bush secured his second term.  "The Japan-US alliance is the foundation for Japan's security," he said, adding he intended to "further strengthen" the alliance.  "I want to push forward the bilateral relations based on the mutual trust and friendship already built with President Bush," the premier said.  Foreign Ministry Nobutaka Machimura also expressed the desire to continue to build a strong alliance.  Katsuya Okada, leader of the largest opposition Democratic Party of Japan, told a press conference that he hoped the United States will "place more importance than previously to international cooperation and work toward world peace and stability."  Japanese Communist Party Chairman Kazuo Shii called on the next Bush administration to make a "radical shift in Iraq policies," citing the war on Iraq as one of the key issues that divided the United States in the presidential election.  The oppositions are demanding the government not to extend the Self-Defense Forces' mission in Iraq, which is to end on Dec. 14.  As a staunch ally of Washington, Japan has been supporting US military operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. Tokyo is a major donor to the post-war Iraq and contributed around 500 troops to help in US-led reconstruction. The Japanese warships are cruising in the Indian Ocean to support US operations against terrorism.  The two countries are engaged in a realignment on US troops in Japan. Bush's reelection would be helpful for an early conclusion on that issue.  In addition, Japan is moving toward introducing US-made missile defense systems in the near future. 
No Link – Alliance Resilient 2/2

No Alliance collapse – it’s the strongest its ever been

The Daily Yomiuri (Tokyo), November 7, 2003 (Pg. 2 “Japan-U.S. alliance 'stronger than ever”, The Yomiuri Shimbun l/n

The Japan-U.S. alliance has endured because its purpose has remained valid after the Cold War and has only become stronger since the Sept. 11, 2001 terrorist attacks on the United States, according to a panel at a symposium Thursday titled "Redefining Japan and the U.S.-Japan Alliance" sponsored by the Japan Society and The Yomiuri Shimbun. "The alliance is alive and well, and is in the best shape it has been in recent history," said Michael Armacost, a former U.S. ambassador to Japan. Armacost said the alliance was forged during the Cold War against an adversary, the Soviet Union. But it has endured for several reasons. "First, some of the reasons for the alliance's existence are still valid. It allows the U.S. to project its power in the Pacific region and it protects our friends and U.S. security," he said. "Second, the alliance has allowed Japan to obtain security at a lower cost and in a way that is in harmony with its Constitution. Finally, the alliance has provided reassurance to Japan's neighbors," he added. Masakazu Yamazaki, a playwright, said the United States and Japan share a view of the world and, though Japanese were divided over the alliance: "The ideological differences are gone. Japan is united against terrorism. Only differences in nuance remain." Makoto Iokibe, a professor at Kobe University, agreed with Yamazaki, saying, "Japanese people understand that the U.S. is the only country that can broker peace in Asia." 

The US-Japan alliance is the strongest it has ever been

Balbina Y. Hwang, policy analyst for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center of The Heritage Foundation, July 7, 2005 (The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/bg1865.cfm, accessed 8/05)

Major disputes over trade and economic issues no longer dominate the bilateral discourse as they have in the past, and President George W. Bush and Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi seem to have forged a closer personal relationship than have previous leaders of the two countries. The conventional wisdom among observers of U.S.–Japan relations on both sides of the Pacific is that the bilateral relationship today is the best that it has been since the alliance was created in 1954.

Bush’s re-invigoration of the alliance will last for years. 

Robert M. Hathaway, director of the Asia Program at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars. Foreign Policy Research Institute. May 13, 2005. “George Bush’s Unfinished Asian Agenda.” http://fpri.org/enotes/20050513.asia.hathaway.bushasia.html
First, the accomplishments: By any reckoning, the revitalization of the U.S.-Japanese alliance is a major achievement that is likely to pay dividends long after Bush vacates the White House. Prime Minister Koizumi has been one of Bush’s strongest backers on the war in Iraq, and has dispatched Japanese troops to Iraq (albeit, in a non- combatant, reconstruction role), the first such deployment into a combat zone since World War II. The new-found warmth in U.S.- Japanese relations today is all the more notable in comparison with Washington’s strained ties with many of its traditional European allies.

No Impact – Alliance Prevents Conflict 1/1

There is no risk of Japanese aggression relations are to intertwined with the US

http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/55886.pdf
Both sides recognized that regular policy and operational coordination will improve the alliance’s timely and effective response to future changes in the strategic environment and to contingencies. Close and continuous policy and operational coordination at every level of government, from unit tactical level through strategic consultations, is essential to dissuade destabilizing military build-ups, to deter aggression, and to respond to diverse security challenges. Development of a common operational picture shared between U.S. forces and the SDF will strengthen operational coordination and should be pursued where possible. Closer cooperation between defense and other pertinent authorities is also increasingly necessary. In this context, both sides reaffirmed the need to improve the effectiveness of the comprehensive mechanism and bilateral coordination mechanism under the 1997 Guidelines for U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation by streamlining their functions. 
Economic growth and interdependence will prevent conflict in the region. 

Takuma Takahashi, Nomura Research Institute, 1997, “Economic Interdependence and Security”, in Toward a True Alliance: Restructuring U.S.-Japan Security Relations, Mike Mochizuki, ed., pg. 97 

Realists looking at East Asia today see the potential for instability and conflict looming large. Some find an analogy with the situation in the nineteenth century, when the countries of Europe engaged in a series of devastating wars despite the expectation 'of economic growth and the increase in their interdependence that came from industrialization. The same could well happen as East Asia industrializes. However, on balance the pattern of economic growth and interdependence in the region mitigates the potential for geopolitical rivalry and conflict. The outlook for regional security is much better than realists seem to think. Nevertheless, there are still some potential security problems and challenges associated with economic development.
Regional multilateral institutions prevent territorial conflict. 

Takuma Takahashi, Nomura Research Institute, 1997, “Economic Interdependence and Security”, in Toward a True Alliance: Restructuring U.S.-Japan Security Relations, Mike Mochizuki, ed., pg. 105-106 

The last argument for regional stability is that the strength of territorial claims in East Asia is much weaker than in nineteenth century Europe. Before European colonial domination of the region, East Asia had not known the concept of territoriality, especially with regard to the periphery. For example, when fifty-four Ryukyuans were killed in Taiwan in 1871, an official of the Qing dynasty told a Japanese diplomat that the Taiwanese people were "outside of civilization" and so the emperor would not punish them.10 In most of East Asia, borders have been drawn according to the Western mode, but some areas remain untouched. There are at least fifteen maritime, border, or island sovereignty disputes on-going in the region. These could result from the absence of a concept of exclusive territory until recent times. Many of these disputes involve China, but at least five are among ASEAN countries. 11 In any case, East Asians appear willing to subsume the issue of sovereignty, at least for territory in peripheral areas, in the expectation of joint development. Japan has been following this concept since it successfully applied to the former Soviet Union to negotiate an exclusive economic zone for fishery rights. Recently, it has become more difficult for Japan to carry out this strategy. 12 Increased nationalism has led some East Asian countries to seek advantage over others. There have been more and more claims and counterclaims under the Law of the Sea, which defines the sovereignty of the continental shelves. But while nationalism is fanning territorial disputes, the region has begun to develop the institutions to resolve or control them. China had long refused to join multilateral discussions on territorial issues. Nevertheless, through the ASEAN Regional Forum the ASEAN states persuaded it to come to the negotiating table to discuss the sovereignty of the Spratly Islands, a regional flash point because of potential deposits of minerals and oil. The cooperative framework of APEC and the deterrent effect of the U.S. presence help to keep China from bullying smaller countries in the region.

No Impact – No Risk of Arms Race 1/3

No risk of an arms race – economic linkages between countries prevent

Correspondents Report, Asian arms race overstated: thinktank, 6 July , 2008, http://www.abc.net.au/correspondents/content/2008/s2295364.htm

Asia though is getting richer. Asia is spending more on military hardware. What do you see as the difference between modernisation and an arms race?  ANDREW DAVIES: Well modernisation, think of it this way - that the countries of Western Europe routinely buy very sophisticated tanks, aircraft, ships and submarines. And no one bats an eyelid. They've been doing it for decades and decades and decades. It's almost seen as just what sophisticated nations do, they spend a proportion of their money on that sort of equipment.  And to some extent we're seeing that in Asia as well, particularly in South East Asia. I think what's going on there is that the countries are starting to do what countries elsewhere have been doing for generations.  What are your military fears then for Asia? If it isn't an arms race, what should the region be worrying about?  ANDREW DAVIES: I think the region should be worrying about a number of things. We're entering a period that we've never been in before, where all of the historic great powers of Asia are simultaneously strong. We'll have Russia, China, India, Japan and South Korea all wealthy and strong at the same time.  And we have no experience of that. And then you add the United States into the mix and these are uncharted waters. We've literally never been here before. And it will take some careful diplomacy and shared understandings to thrash out a cooperative future.  GRAEME DOBELL: Do you see a cooperative future?  ANDREW DAVIES: I think there's plenty of scope for a cooperative future because the degree of economic linkage between the countries of the world today is much greater than it was in the past.  And it's not a matter of a couple of colonial powers fighting over regional assets. It's a matter of countries that are going to be enduring powers having to find a way to live with one another, without coming to blows which would do enormous damage to both the stability and the economics of the region. 
Asia arms race is overstated – modernization of weapons won’t trigger arms race

Reuters, Asia arms race may be overstated, July 3, 2008, http://www.reuters.com/article/worldNews/idUSSYD18401920080703?pageNumber=2&virtualBrandChannel=10215

Asia's arms race may be overstated, with defense spending on the decline as a proportion of economic growth, pointing to an increasing sense of regional security, an Australian defense conference heard on Thursday.  Conventional wisdom that a military build-up and modernization around the Indian and Pacific Oceans reflected increasing security tensions may be misplaced, Australian Strategic Policy Institute analyst Andrew Davies said. "When you look at what the other north Asian nations are doing, especially Japan, there is no evidence they are reacting to China," Davies said. While there was little evidence of an Asia-wide arms race, the region was modernizing its weapons stocks, Davies said, most obviously in China and Southeast Asia. Davies said new weapons systems coming into modernizing Asian economies were often relatively ineffective due to lack of local experience operating and maintaining them. 

Even without the alliance Japan would not rearm- the culture is too anti-militaristic. 

Anthony DiFilippo, Prof. Sociology at Lincoln University, 2002, The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Military Arrangement: Competing Security Transitions in a Changing International Environment, pg. 103 

The problem here is not with the conclusion, but rather that it is drawn from faulty assumptions. To assume that the dissolution of the existing U.S.-Japan security alliance can lead only to Japanese rearmament is faulty, for there is clearly another viable alternative. Since the end of the Pacific War Japan has maintained a culture of antimilitarism. Specifically, in addition to renouncing war, Japan has repeatedly stressed the need for the realization of global disarmament, the total elimination of all nuclear weapons, and the strengthening of the United Nations. Because the revisionist perspective completely ignores the emergence of multilateral security systems, both global and regional, its focus is entirely on shifting military responsibility to Japan to replace the end of the security alliance with the United States.

No Impact – No Risk of Arms Race 2/3

Japan won’t go nuclear, because it’s not in the national interest

Matake Kamiya, Winter 2002, W.Q., “Nuclear Japan, p ln

As alive and fundamental as antinuclear sentiment is, it does not represent the sole factor behind Japan's nonnuclear stance. Comparing the costs and benefits of going nuclear yields at least four basic reasons why Japan's decision to remain nonnuclear is also largely based on its national interests. First, Japan's decision to go nuclear would surely undermine the stability of the international environment in which the country lives. As a resource-poor island country, friendly international relations are Japan's only hope to maintain its security and prosperity. The country imports nearly 80 percent of its total energy requirements and almost 100 percent of its petroleum requirements. n15 In fiscal 2000, Japan was self-sufficient for only 40 percent of its calories and 28 percent of its cereal grains. n16 As an island nation, Japan depends on sea-lanes for imports and exports. Thus, the Japanese are not merely speaking rhetorically when they say that world and regional peace is inseparable from the country's security and prosperity, as the government's Diplomatic Bluebook recently emphasized. n17 Since the end of World War II, Japan has used every opportunity to show the international community and especially its East Asian neighbors that it has been reborn as a nation of peace. Japan's postwar, exclusively defense-oriented policy has played a particularly large role in restoring the trust of other East Asian countries by providing clear evidence of Japan's resolve not to become militaristic again. In abiding by this policy, Japan has voluntarily limited the resources and application of its Self-Defense Forces to the absolute minimum necessary to maintain national self-defense. It has refrained from acquiring offensive weapons such as intercontinental ballistic missiles, long-range strategic bombers, and offensive aircraft carriers and imposed strict conditions on when and how the Self-Defense Forces can lawfully mobilize. According to these conditions, Japan can employ military force only if an armed attack has already been initiated against it and if dealing with the situation without using military force is impossible, but only within the limit of what is minimally necessary. Were Japan to go nuclear, more than a half-century of abiding by such conditions would immediately go up in smoke. Foreign Minster Yohei Kono's comments in August 1994, when tensions about the North Korean nuclear development program were at a peak, demonstrated a clear understanding of the stakes involved. Asked about Japan's nuclear option, Kono declared flatly that it "would not benefit Japan at all" because Japan's development of a nuclear arsenal would increase tensions with its neighbors, the United States, and presumably other countries as well. n18 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. n19 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. n20 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.  Third, Japan's decision to develop nuclear weapons would inevitably have a detrimental effect on the country's relationship with the United States -- Japan's most important bilateral relationship. U.S. leaders do not want to see Japan become a major military power, much less a nuclear power. In March 1990, Maj. Gen. Henry Stackpole, commander of the U.S. Marine Corps bases in Japan, expressed the U.S. position quite clearly: "No one wants a rearmed, resurgent Japan. . . . So we are a cap in the bottle, if you will." n21 This sentiment has been echoed by many U.S. politicians and security experts on numerous occasions, and the Japanese are well aware of it.  Fourth, and again contrary to the views of many foreign observers, the decision to go nuclear would only weaken Japan's political power internationally. In fact, Japan has won the respect of other nations for its decision not to go nuclear despite its latent nuclear capability. For example, many of the countries that have expressed their support for Japan's bid for a permanent seat on the United Nations (UN) Security Council have listed Japan's nonnuclear status as one of the reasons for their support. For example, in August 1994, Brazilian foreign minister Celso Luiz Nunes Amorim told Japanese foreign minister Yohei Kono that limiting the permanent membership of the Security Council to nuclear weapons states would not be appropriate and that Japan should be included in the rank of permanent members. n22 Thus, nuclearization would only undermine Japan's international position and the reputation it has built for itself thus far. As the second largest economic power in the world, Japan, unlike India, does not need to acquire nuclear weapons to assert its power and prestige in the world. 

No Impact – No Risk of Arms Race 3/3

Even without the alliance Japan would not rearm. 

Anthony DiFilippo, Prof. Sociology at Lincoln University, 2002, The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Military Arrangement: Competing Security Transitions in a Changing International Environment, pg. 174-175 

Some analysts speculate that without the security alliance with the United States, Japan may very well be inclined to abandon its nuclear allergy and develop nuclear weapons 47 What analysts minimize is the manifestly strong antinuclear sentiment that pervades Japan. In addition to the fact that antimilitary norms are easily ascertainable in Japan, the Japanese people overwhelmingly believe that their country should not possess nuclear weapons. While it is true that the cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki show an especially heightened disdain for the existence of nuclear weapons and nuclear testing, including the subcritical nuclear testing still performed by the United States and Russia,48 strong antinuclear sentiment continues to suffuse the Japanese culture.49 As we have seen, this strong antinuclear sentiment quickly became evident when the public overwhelmingly rejected the suggestion made by Shingo Nishimura, parliamentary vice minister for defense, when he declared in October 1999 that Japan should consider developing nuclear weapons. Japanese outrage at Nishimura's comment was so intense that he had little choice but to resign from the Obuchi government.50 Despite substantial economic development over the years and even the realist prediction that this growth would persuade it to become a military power that possesses nuclear weapons,51 Japan has thus far largely retained its aversion to excessive militarism, its strong antinuclear sentiment, and its support for the United Nations. The Japanese public wants to see the United Nations become a strong and viable force in international security. Both the Japanese public and Tokyo have also demonstrated a continuing interest in Japan's becoming a permanent member of the UN security council. There is increasing frustration in Japan relating to the disparity between Japan's financial support of the United Nations and the amount of influence that it has within this institution.
Japan’s current military forces are enough to provide defense- it would not rearm. 

Anthony DiFilippo, Prof. Sociology at Lincoln University, 2002, The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Military Arrangement: Competing Security Transitions in a Changing International Environment, pg. 163-164

Reminiscent of the Cold War, the most commonly used justification for the continuation of the bilateral security alliance is that instability still exists in the Asia-Pacific region. Today, Washington and Tokyo identify North Korea and China as the principal sources of potential instability in the region.12The justification for the existence of the alliance is that it provides some assurance to Japan that it will not have to contend alone with foreign threats that jeopardize its national security. Moreover, it is often said that Japan's neighbors would be enormously uneasy if the bilateral security alliance did not exist, for, sans the U.S. restraint, they would fear impending Japanese rearmament. After weaving together these diverse threads, observers typically draw the specious conclusion that the U.S.-Japan security alliance is necessary to stabilize the Asia- Pacific region. However, there is no valid reason for Japan to maintain the Cold War security alliance with the United States. To assume that Japan needs the protection afforded by the United States is erroneous, as is the reasoning that without the bilateral alliance Japanese rearmament would be imminent. Japan's military capabilities are good enough to provide the nation with an adequate defense during most times. Moreover, multilateral security, especially over time, could develop into the chief form of defense for Japan and other nations as well. An effective multilateral security system, when combined with both regional and international mechanisms, would eliminate the need for Japanese rearmament. Such a system would also eliminate any need for revising or recklessly reinterpreting Article 9-Japan's war-renouncing constitutional clause-and with the dissolution of the bilateral security alliance, would markedly reduce regional tension and threats. But Tokyo insists that multilateral security cannot sufficiently provide for the real-world security threats that Japan currently faces. 
No Impact – Can’t Test the Bomb

Not enough space to test

Newsweek, the n word: why japan won’t go nuclear, 2009, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/06/12/the-n-word.html

For another, Japan—a crowded island nation—lacks the space to test a bomb. Japan has large stockpiles of plutonium for its nuclear-energy industry. But plutonium-type bombs require physical testing to verify their efficacy. (Uranium bombs are considerably simpler and so may not need physical testing, but Japan doesn't have the weapons-grade uranium to make such a device.) While some experts argue that Japan could test a plutonium weapon by detonating it underground, others—including former defense chief Shigeru Ishiba—insist that there is simply nowhere to do so in such a densely populated nation. Simulations would not be sufficient; those only work after at least one actual test.

Japan can’t test the bomb, can’t build the bomb fast enough and would have to overcome many technical barriers

Goliath, thinking about the unthinkable: tokyo’s nuclear option, 2009, http://goliath.ecnext.com/coms2/gi_0199-10940253/Thinking-about-the-unthinkable-Tokyo.html

as noted above, analysts and Japanese politicians evince conviction that Japan could erect a nuclear deterrent in a relatively short period of time. We are unpersuaded by this apparent optimism and conventional wisdom. It is true that Japan possesses all the trappings of a nuclear power. Yet the path to a credible nuclear status is likely to be long and winding. Above all, Japan needs the material capacity to develop a bomb. (40) With fifty-five nuclear-power plants in operation around the country and the nuclear sector's large reserves of reactor-grade plutonium, Japan enjoys a readily available supply of fissile material. According to Sankei Shimbun, Japan possesses enough plutonium on its own soil and in reprocessing plants overseas to produce 740 bombs. (41) How usable this reactor-grade material would be for weapons purposes, however, remains a matter of dispute among technical specialists. An internal government report unearthed by Sankei Shimbun reportedly concluded that Japan would need several hundred engineers, 200-300 billion yen (or $2-$3 billion), and three to five years to fabricate a serviceable nuclear warhead. (42)    Thus, Japanese policy makers must consider the extent to which Tokyo could withstand mounting external pressure to cease and desist while its nuclear complex amassed enough bomb-making material for a viable arsenal. Tokyo cannot expect to deceive the international community long enough to present the world a fait accompli. It would probably have to make its intentions clear--and endure international opprobrium--well before reaching the breakout threshold, if not at the outset.    There is also the question of testing. Japan would need to ensure the safety and reliability of its nuclear arsenal. There would be no substitute for an actual nuclear test that proved this new (for Japan) technology while bolstering the credibility of Japanese deterrence. The Japanese Archipelago is simply too small and too densely populated for a test to be conducted there safely--even leaving aside the potential for a political backlash, given the memories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki it would conjure up. Tokyo could detonate a device near some Japanese-held island in the Pacific, such as Okinotori-shima. But again, the diplomatic furor from flouting the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) would be intense, while the Japanese populace would think back to the Lucky Dragon incident during the Bikini tests of the 1950s. (46) One need only recall the uproar over French and Chinese tests on the eve of the CTBT's entry into force. Computer simulations of weapon performance may be less optimal but would certainly be more palatable from a political standpoint for Japan. The Israeli experience may be instructive here for any Japanese bomb-making efforts.   The technical dilemmas reviewed above demonstrate that there is no shortcut to a nuclear breakout, even for a technological powerhouse of Japan's standing. The Congressional Research Service notes, "If one assumes that Japan would want weapons with high reliability and accuracy, then more time would need to be devoted to their development unless a weapon or information was supplied by an outside source." (47) Kan Ito, a commentator on Japanese strategic affairs for nearly two decades, concurs, considering observers who predict a rapid breakout "utterly presumptuous." Declares Ito, "It is dangerous to believe such a misconception. It will take 15 years for Japan to build up its own autonomous nuclear deterrence capability that is truly functional." (48) While one may quibble with his fifteen-year timeline, which seems unduly pessimistic, the period required to develop and field a credible deterrent would probably be measured in years rather than the weeks or months cavalierly bandied about. 
No Impact – No Re-arm (DPJ)

Domestic political support for Japanese nuclearization has declined

Newsweek, the n word: why japan won’t go nuclear, 2009, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/06/12/the-n-word.html

There's one other roadblock to consider: Japan's top nuclear hawks have seen their power weaken considerably in recent years. Abe lost most of his clout after abruptly resigning as prime minister two years ago. In February, Nakagawa resigned as finance minister in disgrace after appearing drunk at a news conference. And also is practically a lame duck these days, with little room for bold moves.

Japan will not re-arm

New York Times, imagining a nuclear-armed japan, 2.2.2010, http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:TKt6NMpYeVAJ:query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html%3Fres%3D9401E2DD153BF931A35751C0A9669D8B63+%22To+me+a+nuclear-armed+Japan+seems+like+the+remotest%22&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a
To me a nuclear-armed Japan seems like the remotest possibility, even in 30 years. This is a nation drenched in a peace-at-any-price mentality after Hiroshima and Nagasaki and under the influence of a Constitution that renounces war, a legacy of postwar American occupation.  Successive Japanese governments have had no choice but to uphold the three non-nuclear principles of not possessing, making or letting in nuclear weaponry. Meanwhile, Japan's new Democratic government is making an issue of a past secret deal alleged to have been struck between Tokyo and Washington to enable nuclear-armed U.S. vessels to visit or come near Japan. 
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Prolif good – slow and deters conflict 

Kenneth Waltz, Emeritus Professor of Political Science, UC Berkeley, “A nuclear Iran: promoting stability or courting disaster?”, Columbia University Debate, 2007, nexis

First, nuclear proliferation is not a problem because nuclear weapons have not proliferated. "Proliferation" means to spread like wildfire. We have had nuclear military capability for over fifty years, and we have a total of nine militarily capable nuclear states. That's hardly proliferation; that is, indeed, glacial spread. If another country gets nuclear weapons, and if it does so for good reasons, then that isn't an object of great worry.  Every once in a while, some prominent person says something that'sobviously true. Recently, Jacques Chirac [president of France] said that if Iran had one or two nuclear weapons, it would not pose a danger. Well, he was right. Of course, he had to quickly retract it and say, "Oh no, that slipped out, I didn't know the microphone was on!"  Second, it doesn't matter who has nuclear weapons. Conversely, thespread of conventional weapons makes a great deal of difference. Forinstance, if a Hitler-type begins to establish conventional superiority, it becomes very difficult to contain and deter him. But, with nuclear weapons, it's been proven without exception that whoever gets nuclear weapons behaves with caution and moderation. Every country--whether they are countries we trust and think of as being highly responsible, like Britain, or countries that we distrust greatly, and for very good reasons, like China during the Cultural Revolution behaves with such caution.  It is now fashionable for political scientists to test hypotheses.Well, I have one: If a country has nuclear weapons, it will not be attacked militarily in ways that threaten its manifestly vital interests. That is 100 percent true, without exception, over a period of more than fifty years. Pretty impressive.

Nuclear proliferation stops conventional wars

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 45

Fourth, new nuclear states will feel the constraints that present nuclear states have experienced. New nu​clear states will be more concerned for their safety and more mindful of dangers than some of the old ones have been. Until recently, only the great and some of the ma​jor powers have had nuclear weapons. While nuclear weapons have spread, conventional weapons have pro​liferated. Under these circumstances, wars have been fought not at the center but at the periphery of interna​tional politics. The likelihood of war decreases as deterrent and defensive capabilities increase. Nuclear weap​ons make wars hard to start. These statements hold for small as for big nuclear powers. Because they do, the gradual spread of nuclear weapons is more to be welcomed than feared.

Proliferation lessens the frequency and magnitude of wars

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 36-37

For a number of reasons, deterrent strategies prom​ise less damage than war-fighting strategies. First, deter​rent strategies induce caution all around and thus reduce the incidence of war. Second, wars fought in the face of strategic nuclear weapons must be carefully limited be​cause a country having them may retaliate if its vital in​terests are threatened. Third, prospective punishment need only be proportionate to an adversary’s expected gains in war after those gains are discounted for the many uncertainties of war. Fourth, should deterrence fail, a few judiciously delivered warheads are likely to produce sobriety in the leaders of all of the countries in​volved and thus bring rapid deescalation. Finally, war-fighting strategies offer no clear place to stop short of vic​tory for some and defeat for others. Deterrent strategies do, and that place is where one country threatens an​other’s vital interests. Deterrent strategies lower the probability that wars will begin. If wars start neverthe​less, deterrent strategies lower the probability that they will be carried very far. Nuclear weapons lessen the intensity as well as the frequency of war among their possessors. For fear of es​calation, nuclear states do not want to fight long and hard over important interests—indeed, they do not want to fight at all. Minor nuclear states have even better reasons than major ones to accommodate one another and to avoid fighting. Worries about the intensity of war among nuclear states have to be viewed in this context and against a world in which conventional weapons have become ever costlier and more destructive.
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Proliferation deters large-scale regional war

David Karl, Ph.D. International Relations at the University of Southern California, “Proliferation Pessimism and Emerging Nuclear Powers,” International Security, Winter, 1996/1997, p. 90-91

Although this school bases its claims upon the U.S-Soviet Cold War nuclear relationship, it admits of no basic exception to the imperatives of nuclear deterrence. Nothing within the school’s thesis is intrinsic solely to the super​power experience. The nuclear “balance of terror” is seen as far from fragile. Nuclear-armed adversaries, regardless of context, should behave toward each other like the superpowers during the Cold War’s “nuclear peace.” The reason for this near-absolute claim is the supposedly immutable quality of nuclear weapons: their presence is the key variable in any deterrent situation, because fear of their devastating consequences simply overwhelms the operation of all other factors.’Martin van Creveld alleges that “the leaders of medium and small powers alike tend to be extremely cautious with regard to the nuclear weapons they possess or with which they are faced—the proof being that, to date, in every region where these weapons have been introduced, large-scale interstate warfare has disappeared.” Shai Feldman submits that “it is no longer disputed that the undeclared nuclear capabilities of India and Pakistan have helped stabilize their relations in recent years. It is difficult to see how escalation of the conflict over Kashmir could have been avoided were it not for the two countries’ fear of nuclear escalation.” The spread of nuclear weap​ons technology is thus viewed by optimists as a positive development, so much so that some even advocate its selective abettance by current nuclear powers.’
Proliferation prevents miscalculations of damage which empirically causes the bloodiest wars

Kenneth Waltz, The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate, 1995, p. 6-7

Certainty about the relative strength of adversaries also makes war less likely. From the late nineteenth cen​tury onward, the speed of technological innovation in​creased the difficulty of estimating relative strengths and predicting the course of campaigns. Since World War II, technological advance has been even faster, but short of a ballistic missile defense breakthrough, this has not mat​tered. It did not disturb the American-Soviet military equilibrium, because one side’s missiles were not made obsolete by improvements in the other side’s missiles. In 1906, the British Dreadnought, with the greater range and firepower of its guns, made older battleships obso​lete. This does not happen to missiles. As Bernard Bro​die put it, “Weapons that do not have to fight their like do not become useless because of the advent of newer and superior types.” They may have to survive their like, but that is a much simpler problem to solve. Many wars might have been avoided had their out​comes been foreseen. “To be sure,” George Simmel wrote, “the most effective presupposition for preventing strug​gle, the exact knowledge of the comparative strength of the two parties, is very often only to be obtained by the actual fighting out of the conflict.” Miscalculation causes wars. One side expects victory at an affordable price, while the other side hopes to avoid defeat. Here the dif​ferences between conventional and nuclear worlds are fundamental. In the former, states are too often tempted to act on advantages that are wishfully discerned and narrowly calculated. In 1914, neither Germany nor France tried very hard to avoid a general war. Both hoped for victory even though they believed the oppos​ing coalitions to be quite evenly matched. 
Proliferation makes states too afraid of escalation to risk tension

Peter Lavoy, Assistant Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, Security Studies, Summer, 1995, p. 707

Also in 1963, Richard Rosecrance claimed that fears about the strate​gic consequences of nuclear proliferation were exaggerated: “The nth country ‘problem’ may not turn out to be a major ‘problem’.” At the close of the decade, Rosecrance identified what be considered might become another salutary feature of nuclear proliferation: “If each threat of minor war makes the two greatest states redouble their efforts in tandem to prevent major war, it is even conceivable that nuclear dispersion could have a net beneficial impact. Several years later Robert Sandoval advanced what he called a “porcupine theory” of nu​clear proliferation. According to this view, states with even modest nuclear capabilities would “walk like a porcupine through the forests of international affairs: no threat to its neighbors, too prickly for predators to swallow.”

Impact Turn – Strong Alliance ( Sino Japanese War

Strong US-Japan relations increase the probability of Sino-Japanese war

Wu Xinbo, IR professor at the center for American studies and dean of the school of international relations and public affairs at Fundan University in Shanghai, the end of the silver lining: a Chinese view of the U.S.-Japanese alliance, 2005, Washington quarterly page 119-130, http://www.docstoc.com/docs/34235886/Wu-Xinbo-2005-The-End-of-the-Silver-Lining-A-Chinese-View-of-the-US-Japanese-Alliance-The-Washington-Quarterly-%5BWinter-2005-2006%5D-Volume-29-Number-1-pp-119%EF%BF%BD130/

As the U.S.-Japanese alliance has strengthened, Japan has embraced the idea that a rising China is a strategic rival. In December 2004, Japan’s new National Defense Program Guidelines named China as a possible threat to its national security for the first time.10 Beyond discussions of the North Ko- rean threat, the guidelines turned to China, expressing strong concern over China’s modernization of nuclear and missile capabilities as well as its naval and air forces and the expansion of its area of operation at sea. The new guidelines, which set out Japan’s defense policies for the next decade, sug- gested that Japan should be attentive to China’s future course. Prior to this, Japan’s Ground Self-Defense Force developed a defense plan to prepare for a possible Chinese attack. 11 Furthermore, in February 2005 the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee released a joint statement laying out a set of common strategic goals for the alliance. Noteworthy was its inclusion of China-related issues, including Taiwan. Although the wording was subtle, the fact that Japan and the United States officially recognized confronting these issues as one of their common strategic goals suggests that China will increasingly drive security cooperation between Tokyo and Washington and underscores Japan’s increased focus on China as a priority concern on its na- tional security agenda. From Tokyo’s and Washington’s perspectives, Japan’s return to normalcy means greater military might and a more active and assertive security policy. Beijing, however, is very concerned with the orientation of Japan’s security policy, viewing it as one of the key factors affecting stability in Northeast Asia as well as China’s security environment.12 Given Japan’s well-equipped Self-Defense Forces (SDF) and particularly its advanced naval and air forces, Japan is already a major military power in Asia. Moreover, its military strength continues to grow as Tokyo seeks to develop its power projection, intelligence collection, and ballistic missile capabilities. The Chinese also wonder whether Japan will continue to lower the threshold for its overseas military activities. In the late 1990s, the revised U.S.-Japanese defense guide- lines and the Laws Regarding Contingencies in the Surrounding Areas of Japan made it possible for Japanese troops to be involved in a conflict outside of Japanese territory.
This leads to nuclear war

Zbigniew Brzezinski, Former Sect. Of State, the choice: global domination or global leadership, 2004, page 226 google books

How the power dynamics in the Far East are shaped by the inter​relationship among America, Japan, and China will also affect global stability. The United States should seek to translate the emerging equilibrium among itself, Japan, and China into a more structured security relationship. Geopolitically, Asia roughly resembles Europe prior to World War I. America has stabilized Europe but it still faces a potential structural crisis in Asia, where several major powers still contend, though checked by America’s peripheral strategic presence. That presence is anchored by the American-Japanese connection, hut the rise of a regionally dominant China and the unpredictability of North Korea signal the need for a more active U.S. policy to promote, at a minimum, a triangular security relationship. As argued earlier, such a triangular equilibrium, to be enduring, will require a more internationally engaged Japan that will have gradually assumed a wider range of military responsibilities. Creating this equilibrium might entail, in turn, fostering a trans​Eurasian multilateral security structure for coping with the novel dimensions of global security. Failure to engage China and Japan in at least a de facto security structure could eventually trigger a dangerous tectonic shift, perhaps involving the unilateral remilitarization of Japan, which already has the potential to very quickly become a nuclear power, in addition to the already grave challenge posed by North Korea’s quest for a nuclear arsenal of its own, The need for a collective regional response to North Korea reinforces the more general point that only a co-optive American hegemony can cope effectively with the increasingly pervasive spread of weaponry of mass destruction, whether among states or extremist organizations. [P. 226-227]
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Strong US-Japan alliance causes Taiwan war

Wu Xinbo, IR professor at the center for American studies and dean of the school of international relations and public affairs at Fundan University in Shanghai, the end of the silver lining: a Chinese view of the U.S.-Japanese alliance, 2005, Washington quarterly page 119-130, http://www.docstoc.com/docs/34235886/Wu-Xinbo-2005-The-End-of-the-Silver-Lining-A-Chinese-View-of-the-US-Japanese-Alliance-The-Washington-Quarterly-%5BWinter-2005-2006%5D-Volume-29-Number-1-pp-119%EF%BF%BD130/

THE TAIWAN STRAIT Of Beijing’s various concerns about the U.S.- Japanese alliance, the most acute is the potential impact on China’s handling of the Taiwan issue. Unfortunately, the strengthened U.S.-Japanese alliance has led to Japan’s accelerated involvement in the Taiwan issue, as demonstrated by the February 2005 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee joint statement, which in turn has further harmed Sino-Japanese relations. The widespread anti-Japa- nese protests in China in the spring of 2005 were aroused not only by his- torical and territorial disputes but also by Japan’s unwarranted interference in what China perceives as its core national interests in the Taiwan issue. To Washington and Tokyo, the alliance will serve first and foremost as a formidable deterrent against Beijing’s possible use of force against Taiwan. Should deterrence fail, their alliance would serve as a platform for a joint U.S.-Japanese response to a contingency in the Taiwan Strait. In 1996 and 1997, when the United States and Japan worked to revise their defense co- operation guidelines, they included the Taiwan Strait in the parameters. Even though Tokyo insisted that the parameters are situational rather than geographical, the Taiwan Strait and the Korean peninsula have been listed by Tokyo and Washington as the two potential hot spots necessitating U.S.- Japanese security cooperation in East Asia. Since the defense cooperation guidelines were revised, both U.S.-Taiwanese and Japanese-Taiwanese secu- rity ties have been remarkably enhanced. Given the long-held U.S. security commitment to Taiwan, the expansion of U.S.-Taiwanese military relations may be expected. The growth of Japanese-Taiwanese security ties, however, should be attributed to the expanded mission of the U.S.-Japanese alliance. In fact, interaction between Washington and Tokyo on the Taiwan issue has been increasing, with Tokyo more actively consulting and coordinating with Washington in its relations with Taipei. After listing Taiwan as a common strategic objective in February 2005, Japan and the United States are re- ported to be working on a joint war plan for the Taiwan Strait. 16 As the U.S.-Japanese alliance assumes the function of security guarantor to Taiwan, it serves to embolden the separatist forces in Taiwan, who believe that, no matter which side provoked a war in the Taiwan Strait, Washington and Tokyo would be ready to come to their rescue. Based on this calculus, Taiwan has been pushing for the creation of a “U.S.-Japan-Taiwan security coali- tion” in recent years.17 For Beijing, the hard reality is that, if the situation in Taiwan spins out of control and requires force, it has to be prepared to deal not only with the United States but also with a militarily more active and capable Japan.
A war over Taiwan would involve the use of nuclear weapons.

Rex Li, Senior Lecturer @ Liverpool John Moores University. Editor: Suisheng Zhao, Professor of US-China studies @ University of Denver. 2004. Chinese Foreign Policy. Pragmatism and Strategic Behavior. Pg. 40-41

Not surprisingly, America’s continued support for Taipei is seen as a means of obstruct​ing the PRC from achieving reunification with Taiwan. Beijing’s suspicion of U.S. inten​tions heightened when China was depicted as America’s “strategic competitor” by some foreign policy advisors of the George W. Bush administration.161 In April 2001, President Bush said in public that the United States would do “whatever it took to help Taiwan defend itself ?‘ In the meantime, he approved the sale of a massive arms package to Taipei that would enhance Taiwan’s capability to break potential Chinese blockades. Despite the need to secure Beijing’s support for its international campaign against terrorism, Washing​ton has not abandoned its commitments to Taiwan. If anything, it has developed closer defense ties with the Taiwanese military and allowed senior Taiwanese leaders and offi​cials to visit the United States. A leaked Pentagon report has allegedly suggested that nuclear weapons could be used against China in the event of a conflict across the Taiwan Strait.162 It is clear that on a variety of strategic, political, and economic issues, the perceptions of Chinese and American policy-makers differ profoundly.’63 While the events of September 11 and the “war on terror” may have provided a new opportunity for U.S.​China cooperation, the expansion of America’s antiterrorist networks in Central, South, Southeast, and Northeast Asia has exacerbated Chinese fear of a strategic encirclement of - China. Chinese leaders and elites are convinced that the Bush administration is seeking to maintain America’s unipolar position in the global system through the development of a National Missile Defense system and a Theater Missile Defense system in Asia as well as other unilateral actions.
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China will use nuclear weapons in a conflict over Taiwan.

Richard Fisher, with International Assessment and Strategy Center and John Tkacik, Senior Research Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, China’s Military Power, 2005, Federal News Service

First, the PLA is expanding its capabilities for strategic coercion and strategic denial. Chinese General Zhu Chenghu's recent comments indicate that China uses its nuclear weapons not just for deterrence but also for political coercion. General Zhu's willingness to consider nuclear Armageddon came in response to a question about possible U.S. defense of Taiwan.
Taiwan conflict causes nuclear war. –text modified

Chalmers Johnson, author of Blowback: The Costs and Consequences of American Empire, 5/14/2001, The

Nation, Pg. 20

China is another matter. No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious US militarists know that China’s minuscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads). Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world’s most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear [war]holocaust. However, given the nationalistic challenge to China’s sovereignty of any Taiwanese attempt to declare its independence formally, forward-deployed US forces on China’s borders have virtually no deterrent effect.
