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Uniqueness

US security credibility with allies is high – troop presence is key

James Russell, Co-Director of the Center for Contemporary Conflict at Naval Postgraduate School, Former Advisor to the Sec. Def. on Persian Gulf strategy, PhD Candidate in War Studies, Extended Deterrence, Security Guarantees and Nuclear Weapons: U.S. Strategic and Policy Conundrums in the Gulf, 1.5.2010
http://www.analyst-network.com/article.php?art_id=3297

Her formulation reflects a firm historic grounding in the time-honored Cold War concepts of extended deterrence and security assurances, both of which have served as vitally important tools of American statecraft since the dawn of the nuclear age.[15] Extended deterrence is the threat to use force, including nuclear weapons, against an adversary that threatens an ally. As noted by political scientist Paul Huth: “The objective of extended deterrence is to protect other countries and territories from attack, as opposed to preventing a direct attack on one’s own national territory.”[16] Security assurances are the means through which the actor drawing upon extended deterrence conveys the commitment to an ally’s security. Each of these concepts is critically contingent on the credibility of the actor extending the deterrent umbrella and the security guarantees, which may or may not involve the specific commitment of nuclear weapons.[17] To be effective, the actor receiving these assurances and the antagonist threatening action must be convinced that the security provider is prepared to follow through on its conveyed commitments.[18]  The linked concepts of extended deterrence and security guarantees are nothing new to American security strategy.[19] During the Cold War, the United States’ commitment to defend Europe became operationalized through a series of extended deterrent commitments that included the basing of nuclear weapons in Europe that could have been used in the event of a Soviet attack. In Europe, the United States and its NATO allies eventually constructed a “seamless” web of conventional and nuclear capabilities to deter and, if necessary, defeat a Soviet invasion.[20]  More recently, United States clearly still believes that the concept has great relevance in Northeast Asia. In response to North Korean nuclear and missile tests during the last several years, senior U.S. officials quickly and routinely fan out to South Korea and Japan to “assure” them of America’s commitment to their security.[21] A main target of these efforts is to forestall the possibility that either South Korea or Japan will reconsider decisions not to develop nuclear weapons. Japan in particular has a robust nuclear infrastructure and is now widely considered to be a “latent” nuclear power that could develop a weapon reasonably quickly.  As is the case in Northeast Asia, the United States today routinely acts as if extended deterrence and security assurances together constitute active, ongoing and useful tools in managing its regional security relationships in the Gulf. Secretary Clinton’s recent remarks only represent the latest evidence that this is the case. In May 2006, for example, the Bush Administration embarked on a much ballyhooed “Gulf Security Dialogue” that sought to re-invigorate U.S. security relationships with the six members of the Gulf Cooperation Council. The initiative was presented as part of a consultative process to focus attention on building regional self defense capabilities; consulting on regional security issues like the Iran nuclear program and fallout of Iran’s struggle against Sunni extremists; the U.S. invasion of Iraq; counter-proliferation; counter-terrorism and internal security; and critical infrastructure protection.[22] The dialogue came as the Bush Administration proposed billions of dollars in new arms sales to Israel and its Gulf partners that included precision guided munitions such as the Joint Defense Attack Munition and the Advanced Medium Range Air to Air Missile.  The Gulf Security dialogue is but the latest chapter of an active and ongoing practice of reassurance that dates to the early 1990s, and, in the case of Saudi Arabia, to 1945 and the assurances made by President Roosevelt to the Saudi leader, King Abdul Aziz al-Saud. The United States has worked assiduously to operationalize conventionally-oriented extended deterrence commitments and security guarantees in the Gulf. As noted by Kathleen McKiness: “Extended deterrence is not a hands-off strategy. It cannot be created from a distance through a submarine capability in the Persian Gulf or a troop deployment in another country such as Iraq. It is a real, tangible, physical commitment, to be palpably felt both by allies and adversaries.”[23] 
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Link

US withdraw from the security alliance would result in Japan nuclearization or militaristic expansion

Maria Rost Rublee, Ph.D, The Future of Japanese Nuclear Policy, Strategic Insights, Volume VIII, Issue 2, 2009, http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/rubleeApr09.html

U.S. Withdrawal. Should the United States withdraw from the U.S-Japan Security Treaty or otherwise retract the nuclear umbrella, Japan will take the nuclear option much more seriously. One Japanese defense expert noted that the most important thing the United States can do to keep Japan from going nuclear is to maintain and strengthen the U.S.-Japan security relationship.[42] A U.S. withdrawal does not, however, guarantee that Japan would take the nuclear option. A number of Japanese defense analysts noted that a very strong conventional defense could take the place of a military nuclear capability. Others mentioned that because developing a second-strike capability would take years to develop, a nuclear force was less attractive—especially considering how vulnerable the small island country is to any nuclear strike. Thus, the Japanese response to U.S. disengagement would not necessarily be a nuclear one, but the potential for a nuclear Japan certainly increases.

Impact

Asian arms races will spark nuclear conflict

Stephen Cimbala, Comparative Strategy, Anticipatory Attacks: Nuclear Crisis Stability in Future Asia, Vol. 27 #2, 2008, informaworld

The spread of nuclear weapons in Asia presents a complicated mosaic of possibilities in this regard. States with nuclear forces of variable force structure, operational experience, and command-control systems will be thrown into a matrix of complex political, social, and cultural crosscurrents contributory to the possibility of war. In addition to the existing nuclear powers in Asia, others may seek nuclear weapons if they feel threatened by regional rivals or hostile alliances. Containment of nuclear proliferation in Asia is a desirable political objective for all of the obvious reasons. Nevertheless, the present century is unlikely to see the nuclear hesitancy or risk aversion that marked the Cold War, in part, because the military and political discipline imposed by the Cold War superpowers no longer exists, but also because states in Asia have new aspirations for regional or global respect.12 The spread of ballistic missiles and other nuclear-capable delivery systems in Asia, or in the Middle East with reach into Asia, is especially dangerous because plausible adversaries live close together and are already engaged in ongoing disputes about territory or other issues.13 The Cold War Americans and Soviets required missiles and airborne delivery systems of intercontinental range to strike at one another’s vitals. But short-range ballistic missiles or fighter-bombers suffice for India and Pakistan to launch attacks at one another with potentially “strategic” effects. China shares borders with Russia, North Korea, India, and Pakistan; Russia, with China and NorthKorea; India, with Pakistan and China; Pakistan, with India and China; and so on. The short flight times of ballistic missiles between the cities or military forces of contiguous states means that very little time will be available for warning and attack assessment by the defender. Conventionally armed missiles could easily be mistaken for a tactical nuclear first use. Fighter-bombers appearing over the horizon could just as easily be carrying nuclear weapons as conventional ordnance. In addition to the challenges posed by shorter flight times and uncertain weapons loads, potential victims of nuclear attack in Asia may also have first strike–vulnerable forces and command-control systems that increase decision pressures for rapid, and possibly mistaken, retaliation. This potpourri of possibilities challenges conventional wisdom about nuclear deterrence and proliferation on the part of policymakers and academic theorists. For policymakers in the United States and NATO, spreading nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction in Asia could profoundly shift the geopolitics of mass destruction from a European center of gravity (in the twentieth century) to an Asian and/or Middle Eastern center of gravity (in the present century).14 
Uniqueness 1/2

US Japan security alliance strong now – key to regional stability

World Politics Review, the future of the US Japan Alliance, 7.7.2010, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/5975/the-future-of-the-u-s-japan-alliance

Fifty years into the U.S.-Japan alliance, policymakers in Washington and Tokyo can take comfort in the fact that both countries have sustained such a deep and broad bilateral relationship, one that has played a crucial role in preserving peace and stability in Asia. But the two sides must not waver even in the face of current and future political and economic uncertainties. The United States must continue to have a robust Asia policy with the U.S.-Japan alliance at its core, and Japan should be persistent in its efforts to realize the full potential of its regional and global contributions and leadership. To expect anything less would be to deny Asia and the world the advantages of arguably one of the most important and successful bilateral relationships in history.

Moves are currently being made by Kan that ensure strong alliance 

AFP, new japan pm to make global debut at Canada summits, 6.24.2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gcHsigeB-CLh2mEfCOwLJMt7PWyg

Kan will reaffirm the importance of the 50-year-old US-Japan security alliance and the relocation of the base in talks that are also likely to touch of cooperation on North Korea, Iran, Afghanistan and Pakistan, said Kodama. Yoshinobu Yamamoto, politics professor and international relations expert at Aoyama Gakuin University, said: "It's good for Japan to have summit talks with the United States and China, the most important foreign countries for Japan.
The alliance is strong now

Wall Street Journal, mr. kan can fix u.s. japan ties, 6.13.2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main

This is not the time for the U.S. to ratchet down attention to the alliance. While Washington has been playing defense with Tokyo for the past nine months, Beijing has been on the move in the East and South China seas and Kim Jong Il has shown what he thinks of deterrence on the Korean peninsula now that he has nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang's sinking of the South Korean navy ship Cheonan has once again focused attention on security issues in North Asia. The U.S. and Japan need to build a new strategy for preventing further erosion of the strategic equilibrium in the Pacific. Tokyo is preparing a midterm defense plan with an initial advisory board panel report due in a few months. The panel is now likely to advise strengthened security cooperation with the U.S. and other like-minded states in Asia. The Obama administration should synchronize its Asia strategy with this effort so that President Obama's visit to Japan in November on the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty provides clear future vision for the alliance. Key elements should include strengthening bilateral roles and missions for defense of the maritime commons; coordinating support for democratic norms and sustainable development in Asia; and working for a bilateral U.S.-Japan economic partnership agreement and trade liberalization in the region. Things are looking better for the U.S.-Japan alliance. Mr. Kan has taken important steps to remove uncertainty about Japan's foreign policy trajectory under the DPJ. Now the rest of Asia—friends and foes alike—will be watching to see if the Obama administration has a strategy with Japan that goes beyond defense of the status quo.

Uniqueness 2/2

Japan is committed to the US security alliance

The Washington Post, obama’s 5 foreign policy victories, 6.29.2010, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/06/28/AR2010062803754.html

The administration's policy toward Japan hasn't been pretty, but it has worked. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's resignation this month had to do with his mishandling of the dispute over the American base in Okinawa and his broader attempt to reorient Japanese foreign policy toward a middle course between the United States and China. The Obama administration was firm but engaged, and the result has been Japanese reaffirmation of its commitment to the U.S. alliance. This has more to do with Japan's fear of China than anything else, but the administration deserves credit for helping steer it in the right direction.

US Japan security alliance has been strengthened with new Japanese PM

Kyodo News International, japan, u.s. agree to deepen alliance, cooperate on futenma, n. korea, 6.27.2010, http://www.istockanalyst.com/article/viewiStockNews/articleid/4254904

Japan and the 


 agreed Sunday to deepen their bilateral alliance further while working closely on a range of bilateral and global issues, including the relocation of a U.S. Marine base in Okinawa, responses to North Korea's sinking of a South Korean warship and Iran's nuclear programs.
United States
During their first formal meeting held on the fringes of the Group of 20 summit in Canada, Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan and U.S. President Barack Obama also reaffirmed the importance of the security alliance between the two countries. ''We both noted the significance of 50 years of a U.S.-Japan alliance that has been a cornerstone not only of our two nations' security but also of peace and prosperity throughout Asia,'' Obama told reporters. Kan also said the Japan-U.S. alliance has played ''an indispensable role'' in ensuring peace and prosperity in the Asia-Pacific region.
Brink

Chinese aggression and North Korean hostility have Japan on the brink of re-arm
National Security, maginnis: japan 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.  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."


North Korea weapons testing has Japan on the brink of re-arm

Bloomberg, north Korean atomic tests lift lid on japan’s nuclear taboo, 2009, 

http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=aXh3PWpXzEk0&refer=asia
North Korea’s nuclear test and missile launches have Japan confronting a topic long off-limits: acquiring atomic weapons of its own. “The threat is elevated and Japan should seek to arm itself with nuclear weapons,” former Japanese air force chief Toshio Tamogami said in one of two recent interviews. “North Korea will keep testing until they develop nuclear missiles that can reach the U.S. His nonconformist message, delivered in speeches and a weekly television show that began this month, reflects a reappraisal of how Japan should defend itself against North Korea, as well as China’s growing military might. Ruling party lawmakers now are calling for a more aggressive interpretation of the nation’s pacifist constitution, designed to reassure Asian neighbors that suffered under Japanese wartime oppression. “Tamogami’s opinion is still a minority view, but it is no longer a taboo, nor seen as an extreme one,” said Yoichi Shimada, an international-politics professor at Fukui Prefectural University in central Japan. “China wouldn’t welcome a Japanese debate on nuclear armament and would feel threatened if Japan were to acquire offensive capabilities.” 

Links – Generic 1/3

The only option for Japan in a world without the security alliance is rearmament and increased militarism 

Yukio Okamoto, President of Okamoto Associates, Inc. Also serves as special advisor to the cabinet and chairman of the prime ministers’ Task Force on Foreign Relations, Spring 2002, “Japan and the United States: The Essential Alliance”, The Washington Quarterly. 

Fifty years have passed since Japan and the United States signed the original security treaty and more than 40 years have passed since the current 1960 treaty came into force. Neither Japan nor the United States has a desire to alter the treaty obligations, much less abrogate the alliance. Nevertheless, exploring potential alternatives to the alliance is worthwhile, if only to illuminate why it is likely to survive. For Japan, treaty abrogation would result in a security vacuum that could be filled in only one of three ways. The first is armed neutrality, which would mean the development of a Japan ready to repel any threat, including the region's existing and incipient nuclear forces. The second is to establish a regional collective security arrangement. This option would require that the major powers in Asia accept a reduction of their troop strengths down to Japanese levels and accept a common political culture -- democracy. Neither of these conditions is likely to be met for decades. The third option, the one outlined in the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, is for Japan's security to be the responsibility of a permanent UN military force, ready to deploy at a moment's notice to preserve peace and stability in the region. Such a force, of course, does not yet exist. None of the three possible replacements for the Japan-U.S. alliance is realistic. The alternatives also seem certain to increase the likelihood of war in the region, not decrease it -- the only reason that Japan would want to leave the U.S.-Japan alliance.

If the US were to withdraw from the security alliance leads to Japanese rearmament and militarism
Cato Institute, Ted Galen Carpenter is director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Paternalism and Dependence: The U.S.-Japanese Security Relationship, 1995
Those two events indicate that incentives matter just as much in international affairs as they do in domestic affairs. Given the threat environment in East Asia--North Korea's attempt to acquire nuclear weapons, China's increasingly  assertive behavior, and the continuing political instability in Russia--it is unlikely that Tokyo would decide to cut its  already modest military forces and budgets were it not for Washington's willingness to underwrite Japan's defense. The  attitude expressed in an editorial in the influential Asahi Shimbun, that Japan should "aim at being a conscientious-  objector nation," would be difficult to sustain if Japan had to be responsible for its own safety.[3] Hisahiko Okazaki,  Japan's former ambassador to Thailand, described a more probable reaction. If the U.S. alliance did not exist and  Japan's survival were at stake, "because of a threat from the Russians, the North Koreans, or the Chinese," Okazaki  stated, Japan would build a strong military force for itself.[4] Just as domestic welfare expenditures foster an unhealthy  dependent mentality and discourage initiative on the part of recipients, so too do international military welfare  subsidies. Nye's announcement reassured Japanese officials that it was safe for their country to continue its free-riding  habits.   Indiscreet comments by some U.S. political and military leaders in recent years suggest that the United States still does  not trust Japan, nor does it want a more activist Japanese security policy. Maj. Gen. Henry C. Stackpole, onetime  commander of Marine Corps forces in Japan, for example, stated bluntly that "no one wants a rearmed, resurgent  Japan." The United States is "the cap in the bottle," preventing Japan from embarking on that course, according to  Stackpole. "If we were to pull out of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty," he warned, "it would definitely be a  destabilizing factor in Asia."[27]  Suspicions of Japan (albeit in a somewhat more subtle form) were evident in the initial draft of the Pentagon's defense  policy guidance planning document for 1994-99, which was leaked to the press. The authors warned that a larger  Japanese role in East Asia would be destabilizing and argued that a major purpose of U.S. strategy should be to  prevent the emergence of such a political or military competitor.[28] 

Links – Generic 2/3

Perceptions of declining US influence in Asia will trigger nuclearization
Toshi Yoshihara and James Holmes, professors at the naval war college, thinking about the unthinkable, 2009, http://www.nwc.navy.mil/press/review/PressReviewPDF.aspx?q=383 
Indeed, historical precedents in ColdWar Asia provide ample evidence of the proliferation-related consequences of real or perceived American indifference to the region. In the past, perceptions of declining American credibility and of weaknesses in the nuclear umbrella have spurred concerted efforts by allies to break out. In 1971, under the Nixon Doctrine, which called on allies to bear heavier burdens, Washington withdrew a combat division from the Korean Peninsula. As a consequence, according to Seung-Young Kim, “Korean leaders were not sure about U.S. willingness to use nuclear weapons,” despite the presence of tactical nuclear weapons on Korean soil.36 Such fears compelled President Park Chung Hee to initiate a crash nuclear-weapons program. To compound matters, President Jimmy Carter’s abortive attempt to withdraw all U.S. forces and nuclear weapons from the Korean Peninsula accelerated Park’s pursuit of an independent deterrent. Similarly, China’s nuclear test in 1964 kindled “fear that Taiwan might be wiped out in a single attack, with U.S. retaliation coming too late to prevent destruction.” 37 This lack of confidence in American security guarantees impelled Chiang Kai-shek to launch a nuclear-weapons program. The Sino-U.S. rapprochement of the early 1970s further stimulated anxieties among Nationalist leaders about a potential abandonment of Taiwan. In fulfilling its pledges under the Shanghai Communiqué, which began the normalization process, the United States substantially reduced its troop presence on the island. As Nancy Bernkopf Tucker argues, “The withdrawal of American forces from Taiwan compelled the Nationalists to think more seriously about alternative ways of protecting themselves,” including nuclear weapons.38 Recently declassified materials document growing American alarm at the prospect of a nuclear breakout on the island throughout the decade.39 In both cases, sustained American pressure, combined with reassurances, persuaded the two East Asian powers to forgo the nuclear option. The Taiwanese and South Korean experiences nonetheless show that states succumb to proliferation temptations as a result of a deteriorating security environment, heightened threat perceptions, and a lessening of confidence in the United States. While Japan certainly faces far different and less worrisome circumstances, these two case studies serve as a reminder to analysts not to casually wave away the possibility of a Japanese nuclear option. 

Withdrawal of US military presence from East Asia would trigger Japanese nuclearization

Robert Lieber, professor of government and international affairs at Georgetown university, the American era: power and strategy for the 21st century,  p.167, 2005
An American withdrawal from East Asia could very well result in a Japanese decision to build a more robust conventional military capacity and to acquire nuclear weapons - a contingency that Chinese leaders implicitly acknowledge and that has muted their calls for U.S. disengagement. The potential for a Japanese decision to go nuclear is not just theoretical. The country operates a fast-breeder nuclear reactor as part of its civilian nuclear program for  producing electricity. Japanese authorities describe the fast breeder program as merely a component of their comprehensive nuclear fuel cycle, but there is another implication. The fast-breeder reactor itself is costly and difficult to maintain and is of dubious economic value 27 However, the plutonium the reactor produces is not only available as fuel for nuclear reactors, but also has the potential to be used in the manufacture of nuclear weapons. Moreover, there is an additional source of fissile material in the stock-piles of plutonium that have been reprocessed in Britain and France from Japan's used civilian  nuclear reactor fuel and then returned to Japan. 

Links – Generic 3/3

US security umbrella is key to Japan’s regional stability

Eric Talmadge, associated press writer, us jpan security pact turns 50 faces new strains, 6.23.2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080

Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders.
A break in the Japanese-US alliance would spur Japanese rearmament triggering regional instability – surrounded by hostile actors

CFR, Lee Hudson Teslik, Associate Editor, Japan and Its Military, April 13, 2006, http://www.cfr.org/publication/10439/#6

Though some experts say efforts have accelerated recently, the idea of strengthening and modernizing Japan's military is not new. Yasuhiro Nakasone, conservative prime minister during the 1980s, brought vitality to issues of nationalism and security during his tenure and urged strengthening the SDF and Japanese military ties to the United States. He was also the first prime minister to visit the controversial Yasukuni Shrine, a memorial to Japanese soldiers killed in World War II including several convicted "class A" war criminals (Koizumi has been criticized for making visits to the same shrine). Though Japan rejected U.S. requests for SDF support during the Gulf War, in 1996 the country agreed to provide nonmilitary support to American forces functioning in a military capacity "near Japan." The Japanese had only so much choice, says Tamamoto. "The Cold War ended and everything came into flux. The question was: Can we continue to rely on the United States? The first answer is, well, we have to. So what's the price?" The price, says Tamamoto, was cooperation and military modernization at Washington's behest; hence the 1996 agreement, and, to an even greater extent, the SDF's participation in Afghanistan and Iraq. Pressure from Washington has only increased since the 9/11 attacks.  Japanese pragmatists increasingly voice concerns about their country's "rough neighborhood." These concerns have fed a desire to bulk up defenses. John H. Miller, a former Foreign Service officer and associate professor at the Asia-Pacific Center for Security Studies, writes in the World Policy Journal that the main catalyst has been the "rising threat perceptions of North Korea and China." Miller points to Pyongyang's 1998 launch of a missile over the Japanese mainland, and to confrontations with North Korean spy boats, including the one sunk in 2001. As two former U.S. ambassadors to the Republic of Korea discussed in this January 2006 CFR meeting, North Korean leader Kim Jong Il continues to engage in "nuclear brinksmanship," and Japan has increasingly felt the uncomfortable pinch.  China is also increasingly perceived as a threat. According to December 2005 polls conducted jointly by Gallup and Japan's Yomiuri Shimbun, 72 percent of Japanese said they did not trust China (the lowest numbers since the poll began in the 1970s), and 73 percent feel relations will deteriorate further before they improve. Tamamoto agrees on the chilliness of relations, though he adds that "nobody wants a bad relationship with Beijing." The problem, he says, is that "the political class is stuck"—both because of Koizumi's repeated, controversial visits to the Yasukuni shrine, and because of mutual intransigence surrounding a recent textbook spat.  Finally, there are increasing concerns from within Japan that the United States might not always embrace its role as Japan's protector, should the political landscape in East Asia begin to crumble.  
.

Links – Arms Race

The US Japan Security Alliance is key to prevent regional arms race

Robert Lieber, professor of government and international affairs at Georgetown university, the American era: power and strategy for the 21st century,  p.174, 2005
Taken together, these Asian involvements are not without risk, especially vis-a-vis North Korea, China-Taiwan, and the uncertain future of a nuclear- armed Pakistan. Nonetheless, the American engagement provides both reassurance and deterrence and thus eases the security dilemmas of the key states 
there, including countries that are America's allies but remain suspicious of each other. Given the  history of the region, an American withdrawal would be likely to trigger arms races and the accelerated proliferation of nuclear weapons. It is thus no exaggeration to describe the American presence as providing the "oxygen" crucial for the region's stability and economic prosperity.37 
Japanese rearmament would spark a regional arms race and instability

Cato Institute, Ted Galen Carpenter is director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Paternalism and Dependence: The U.S.-Japanese Security Relationship, 1995
Takashi Inoguchi, a professor of political science  at the University of Tokyo, observed that the Pentagon document showed that the United States was creating "a covert  barrier to Japan's assumption of a greater role in world affairs," although Washington "has for many years publicly argued that Japan should assume more of the collective defence burden."[29]  U.S. officials and foreign policy experts who insist on keeping Japan militarily dependent rarely admit publicly that the  United States simply does not trust Japan. Instead, they contend that any significant Japanese rearmament or a more  assertive policy by Tokyo would alarm Japan's East Asian neighbors, thereby producing a regional arms race and  dangerous instability. President Ronald Reagan's first national security adviser, Richard V. Allen, summarized that  attitude when he noted that the nations of East Asia "have painful, vivid memories of Japanese military prowess in the  1930s and 1940s." Allen concluded, "If the United States disengages, or is seen to be disengaging, albeit slowly, from  Asia, and if Japan continues its dynamic regional expansion, the effect may be either that of a vacuum to be filled or a  simple lateral replacement of one influence by another. I cannot see how this will benefit U.S. interests, or that of our  non-Japanese allies and friends in the region."[32]  

US military presence key to prevent Japan rearm and multiple scenarios for Asian conflict

Larry M. Wortzel, Vice President of Foreign Policy and Defense Studies at The Heritage Foundation. WebMemo #185. January 10, 2003. “United States Military Forces in Asia Maintain the Peace and Advance Democracy.”http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/wm185.cfm

America’s primary regional security interests are best served by preserving the stability of Northeast Asia, an area plagued by war for most of the past century. Without an American military presence, deep historical animosities and territorial disputes among Russia, China, Japan, and the two Koreas would lead to a major race for military dominance. A delicate balance has existed since the end of World War Two, when Japan renounced offensive military force and rejected nuclear weapons. Pulling out US troops would destroy that balance. America’s military presence in Northeast Asia has provided the glue for security arrangements that offered protection to its allies and reassurances that helped avert an arms race among enemies that have fought each other for centuries. America’s bilateral security treaties with Japan and South Korea, respectively, ensure that United States military, political, and economic interests in the region are protected. The forward presence of U.S. troops also serves to protect the democracies of South Korea and Taiwan from hostile threats by Leninist dictatorships in North Korea and China. Japan depends on the presence of U.S. military forces. It maintains its peace constitution, eschews the development of an offensive military force, and feels secure in a nuclear age without a nuclear arsenal because of American security guarantees. For South Korea, the presence of U.S. combat forces has created the conditions that permitted democracy and a market economy to flouris

Links - Perception

Even if Japan doesn’t nuclearize controversy causes an arms race

Elizabeth Bakanic, Department of Homeland Security Graduate Fellow for Science and Technology, the end of japan’s nuclear taboo, 2008, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-end-of-japans-nuclear-taboo

So why should the world be concerned about Japan's fading nuclear allergy? Because Tokyo's attitude toward nuclear weapons is incredibly important to Japan's neighbors and the nonproliferation regime, meaning subtle changes in its attitude could carry serious security consequences for both. Historically, Japan has maintained complicated relations with many of its neighbors--specifically China, North Korea, and South Korea. While functional relationships do exist, deep mistrust and suspicions persist, creating a paranoid security environment where an innocuous change from an outside perspective sets off alarm bells in the region. So what may seem like a natural shift in Japan's nuclear attitudes may be a destabilizing change for those less trustful and less objective. Therefore, if discussing nuclear weapons becomes more acceptable in Japan, China and the Koreas might perceive this as a dangerous development and use it as an excuse to increase their military capabilities--nuclear or otherwise. 
Links – China Freakout 1/2

U.S. security alliance is key to prevent China-Japan conflict

Alastair Johnston, Professor of China in World Affairs in the Government Department at Harvard University, and Robert Ross, Professor of Political Science at Boston College, New Directions in the Study of china’s foreign Policy, 2006, google books

Notwithstanding the close and significant economic interdependence between China and Japan, there is no corresponding spillovcr into social, intellectual, or security engagement. The result is that the two societies have not come closer together. The recurring disputes about school history text. books, such as those that emerged in the spring of zooi and again in April zoos, arc not caused by ignorance of each other’s processes of decision- making on the issue. They stem from a failure of empathy on both sides. To be sure, there is a particular onus on the Japanese to stop hiding behind legalistic ramparts and confront aspects of their terrible past more openly and offer redress to the many survivors whose wartime suffering at the hands of the Japanese has barely been acknowledged. At the same time, the Chinese should stop using the issue in the pursuit of short-temi political gains. The tremendous expansion of economic exchanges has not led to the emergence of constituencies that have publicly taken a stance in favor of promoting closer ties and against manifestations that evoke hostility toward the other country. As we have seen, the contrary seems to he happening: recent trends seem to he driving the two countries farther apart. Fortunately, the two sets of executives appreciate the dangers inherent in a souring of relations and take steps to mend relations whenever they seem in danger of rupture. But in itself that is nor enough to build a sound structure for the development of stable relations in the longer term. The thinness of the Sino-Japancsc relationship places an enormous premium upon the United States as the ultimate guarantor of security in  Northeast Asia. Perhaps it is a premium that is greater than either side would like. Given the uncertainties of U.S. policy and policy-making, especially between one administration and the next, neither Beiiing nor Tokyo can be confident that the United States will he able to strike a reasoned and consistent balance in its cultivation of relations between these two giants of East Asia. The growing assertion of nationalist sentiments in both countries continually threatens to distort each side’s cultivation of relations with the United States. Even lithe spokesman ior the Chinese Foreign Ministry can assure all concerned that his country cndorscs good relations between Japan and the Umted States, as we have seen, many of his more nationalistically minded fellow ciiiens including members of the foreign policy elite) see things differently.4 Meanwhile, there is an increase in Japanese restiveness about the presence of American troops in their country. In the abscncc of a clear explanation by the American executive about the moral and strategic principles served by the alliance with Japan and the stationing of troops there, i is entirely possible that the support of the American public for continuing to place them there may erode in the not too distant future. Traditional concerns about interstate security and about the balance of power may have been overshadowed by the new security agenda of the post—Cold War era. Much emphasis is now given to war against terror, the cconemic problems of globalization, the problems of intrastate conflict, the collapse of some states and cross-border issues of smuggling of people and drugs by transnational criminal gangs, issues of health, the environment, and so on. But the traditional security issues have not gone away. The failure of thc deepening economic interdepcndcncc between the two great- est powers of East Asia to bring about closer relations in other dimensions of their relations has had effects that neither could regard as desirable. To cite but one example, the absence of proper strategic understandings between Japan and Chwa constrains them to depend on the security framework provided by the United States. That necessarily reduces their capacity to develop the independence to which each side claims to aspire.
Japan re-arm would freak out China sparking an Asian arms race

Lee Poh Ping, professor at the university of Malaya, department of international relations, and M. Sami Denker, professor of economics at selcuk university, us and japan relations and their impact on the asia pacific region, 2009, http://www.sosyalbil.selcuk.edu.tr/Dergi/sayi1-8/4/2.pdf

At present regional stability is guaranteed by the American strategic commitment. If this were to be withdrawn, the absence of real trust between Japan and the East Asian countries of China and Korea, and between the Southeast Asian countries, China and Japan could trigger an Asia-Pacific arms race. In this scenario, nations anxious to maintain their security in the ensuing vacuum would feel compelled to divert vital resources to military expenditure. This and the general instability of the situation could seriously hamper the region’s economic development.

Links – China Freakout 2/2

Japan re-arm leads to Chinese militarization US military presence key to keep peace

Asia Times, china threat? It’s a blessing, 2008, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China/JI19Ad02.html

The case of the American alliance with Japan well illustrates this state of affairs. Washington's commitment to Tokyo is theoretically considered a threat by Beijing. But Beijing is not overly concerned about it and in fact welcomes it. The US military umbrella prevents Japan's re-armament, and, for many reasons, China prefers the "American threat" to the Japanese one. Without America, Japan would have to secure its own defense and all manner of prejudice and miscalculation could push Tokyo to deploy more weapons than Beijing would be comfortable with. After all, Japan has invaded China; America hasn't. China feels that America's alliance with Japan helps to allay Japan's concerns over China, thus holding Japan's own military spending in check. The same principle works in reverse: the American presence saves other Asian countries the trouble of worrying about managing China's growth. If one thinks of Asia as a kind of vast engine, with China at its hub, America then acts as a kind of engine oil in the geopolitical machinery, helping relations run smoothly throughout. Without America, China would have to deal with at least 21 hostile or semi-hostile neighbors, devoid of the old pattern of vassal ties and lacking a cultural mold for new interactions. Similarly, without America, all of Asia would have to conceive a new way of coping with a rising China, with no established multilateral institutions for the purpose and each country too weak to deal with China on a bilateral basis. This blessing, however, hinges on a delicate balance: a carefully managed distance between China, the US and the other Asian countries. Any imbalance between any two countries could cast a shadow over the entire regional equilibrium. It is not unlike the challenge of keeping the peace in Europe after the Franco-Prussian war in 1870, but on a much larger scale. Then add several active nuclear states, several failing states, growing religious fundamentalism, nationalistic movements, exploding wealth, mounting social inequality, rising criminality, etc.

Japan rearmament triggers Chinese militarization

Takashi Shiraishi, visiting professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo and president of the Institute of Developing Economies of the Japan External Trade Organization, japan-u.s. ties crucial for east asia community, 2009, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/11/10/japan-u-s-ties-crucial-for-east-asia-community/

Two things are crucial. First, all East Asian countries have formulated their security policies with the Japan-U.S. alliance as a given. If the future of the Japan-U.S. alliance were to come under question, security in East Asia would become unstable. In the worst-case scenario, the United States would withdraw its military forces to the Guam-Hawaii line and shift its strategy from the current forward defense to an offshore balancing act. Japan will then be forced to allocate far greater resources for its defense than it does now. If Japan chooses to strengthen its defense capabilities, China likely would further accelerate its military growth, with South Korea and Vietnam following suit. When East Asian countries have no choice but to prioritize defense expenditure over economic growth, the common political will to build an East Asian community will be lost. Keeping the current system in place heightens the predictability that security will be maintained. The government should bear this in mind as it decides on the kind of assistance it will extend to Afghanistan and Pakistan in their nation-building efforts, and on the issues of cooperation with Washington on its military realignment plan and relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station in Okinawa Prefecture.

Links – South Korea

Withdrawal of troops from South Korea triggers Japan re-arm

New York Times, why keep u.s. troops in south korea?, 2003, http://www.nytimes.com/2003/01/05/weekinreview/05JDAO.html

In the 1970's, Mr. Brzezinski took part in the last major debate over reducing American forces in Korea, when President Carter, motivated by post-Vietnam doubts about American power, proposed withdrawing ground forces from the peninsula. He faced resistance from the South Korean government, the Pentagon and the Central Intelligence Agency. The arguments against withdrawal then still apply today, Mr. Brzezinski says. A secure Korea makes Japan more confident, he contends. An American withdrawal from Korea could raise questions about the United States' commitment to the 40,000 troops it has in Japan. And that could drive anxious Japanese leaders into a military buildup that could include nuclear weapons, he argues. "If we did it, we would stampede the Japanese into going nuclear," he said. Other Asian leaders would be likely to interpret a troop withdrawal as a reduction of American power, no matter how much the United States asserts its commitment to the region. China might take the opportunity to flex its military muscle in the Taiwan Straits and South China Sea. North Korea could feel emboldened to continue its efforts to build nuclear arms. 

US troop presence in South Korea sends message that Japan does not have to rearm

USA Today, korea summit: paul wiseman, 2002, http://www.usatoday.com/community/chat/0613korea.htm

The United States says it keeps troops in South Korea to deter aggression from the North. Some say the threat from the North is exaggerated. I asked some regular South Korean citizens about this today, and many seem reassured by the presence of U.S. troops -- although their enthusiasm for hosting American soldiers is sure to diminish if relations between North and South continue to improve. The U.S. military presence also sends a message to China (don't get too aggressive) and Japan (don't worry, we'll protect you; you don't have to rearm.) The North-South rapprochement is going to make this a very hot topic in the future.

Links – Prolif

U.S. security guarantee key prevent destabilizing Japanese prolif

Elizabeth Bakanic, master's student at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, 6-9-2008, “The end of Japan's nuclear taboo,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-end-of-japans-nuclear-taboo

Maintain strong relations. While U.S. assistance and security guarantees may still be adequate to ensure Japan won't seek nuclear weapons, strong, repeated, and clear assurances of the U.S. security umbrella for Japan and of an unwillingness to tolerate a nuclear-armed North Korea are especially necessary given changing relations with China and the Koreas. Combined with close and respectful relations including continued high-level visits and consultation on regional issues, this should emphasize Japan's continued importance to Washington and slow down the attitude shift, hampering any negative consequences. Change may be inevitable, but gradual change is less noticeable and destabilizing.

Security guarantees key to prevent Japan prolif 

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”

American policies toward Japan and other regions of the world will have the greatest impact on whether the Japanese decide to acquire nuclear weapons in the future. The United States can best avert such a development by pursuing three policies. First, American officials must overcome any doubts among the Japanese about the credibility of the U.S. extended deterrence guarantee. As former Japanese prime minister Morihiro Hosokawa observes, It is in the interest of the United States, so long as it does not wish to see Japan withdraw from the NP1 and develop its own nuclear deterrent, to maintain its alliance with Japan and continue to provide a nuclear umbrella.”0’ U.S. officials should reaffirm at every opportunity Washington’s willingness to defend Japan against external threats.

Impacts – Arms Race 1/2

Japanese rearm will lead to global war.

Guoli Liu, Professor of Political Science @ The College of Charleston. 2004. Chinese Foreign Policy in Transition. Pg. 15

Unless this nuclear crisis is resolved, peace on the Korean Peninsula will remain fragile. Both Beijing and Washington are deeply concerned about the frightening consequences of North Korea arming itself with nu​clear weapons. If the worst case scenario becomes a reality, the Japanese leaders might decide to put an end to Japan’s constitutional restraint and build nuclear weapons. Right-wing Japanese politicians already boasted that Japan could build a lot of nuclear weapons in a short period of time. In terms of technological and economic resources, Japan’s nuclear option is certainly viable. The real issue is political and strategic. Owing to Japan’s militaristic history and its past brutal invasion of its neighbors, a Japan with nuclear weapons will become a serious threat to peace. A nu​clear arms race in East Asia will certainly disrupt the balance of power in the region and threaten global peace and security.

Japan militarization would lead to arm race sparking regional conflict

Asia Times, south korea must choose sides, 2006, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html

Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China. 

Japan re-arm causes Asian arms race

Taipei Times, doubts grow in japan over US nuclear umbrella, 2009, http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2009/05/27/2003444613

That anxiety has reinvigorated a debate about whether Japan should acquire a nuclear deterrent of its own and reduce its reliance on the US. Japan has the technology, finances, industrial capacity and skilled personnel to build a nuclear force, although it would be costly and take many years. The consequences of that decision would be earthshaking. It would likely cause opponents to riot in the streets and could bring down a government. South Korea, having sought at least once to acquire nuclear weapons, would almost certainly do so. Any hope of dissuading North Korea from building a nuclear force would disappear. China would redouble its nuclear programs. And for the only nation ever to experience atomic bombing to acquire nuclear arms would surely shatter the already fragile international nuclear non-proliferation regime. 




Impacts – Arms Race 2/2

Nuclear multipolarity breaks down, causing destabilizing arms races

James Wirtz, Associate Professor of National Security Affairs at the U.S. Naval Post-graduate School, “Beyond Bipolarity: Prospects for Nuclear Stability After the Cold War,” The Absolute Weapon Revisited, ed. Paul, Harknett, and Wirtz, 1998, p. 150-151

A multilateral nuclear balance can be viewed as a seamless web in international politics in two distinct ways. First, changes in one state’s arsenal would spread across the international community like ripples on a pond as states adjusted their nuclear arsenals to an increase or decrease in a potential competitor’s nuclear capability. If the People’s Republic of China, for example, made a concerted effort to deploy a large ICBM force, the nuclear policies of the United States, Russia, Britain, France, India, Pakistan, Japan, and North Korea would unlikely remain unchanged. Second, states might begin to calculate the nuclear balance based on a variety of scenarios related to their ability to deal with several primary and secondary threats simultaneously. American policymakers, for example, might believe that their START II arsenal could deter an increasingly hos​tile and well-armed China but would hold little residual capability against a resurgent Russian, North Korean, or Iranian nuclear threat. Nuclear multilateralism undermines the prospects for arms-race sta​bility. Arms-race stability is possible in a multilateral situation if strategic interactions are broken down into their constituent bilateral relationships: the bipolar superpower competition, for instance, overshadowed a degree of nuclear multilateralism during the Cold War. But if one views the strate​gic relationships in a multilateral situation collectively, then the security dilemma becomes acute. Worst-case assumptions would dictate that states plan not only to deter a single adversary, but to maintain a secure second-strike capability against the most demanding set imaginable of current and future adversaries. Another source of arms-race instability could emerge over concerns about an inability to cover an expanding target set in a second-strike situ​ation. For example, as additional nuclear states emerge or existing nuclear states expand the size and capabilities of their arsenals, American forces intended to deter a militarily significant but politically nonexistent Rus​sian threat could appear inadequate. The possibility that the United States might need to retaliate against several opponents after suffering a coordi​nated nuclear attack could create pressures for an increase in the size of the U.S. arsenal. But new strategic deployments under these circumstances would exacerbate the security dilemma. It would be difficult for other statesmen to believe that additional weapons, intended to deter several nations, would not be employed in a concentrated attack against a single state. Moreover, this situation would be exacerbated if hard-target kill capabilities are increased in nuclear arsenals or if states fail to emphasize survivability in their nuclear forces. A large prompt hard-target kill capa​bility intended to cover extensive target sets in several countries might be viewed with alarm by some leaders because these weapons could be used in a concentrated counterforce attack against a single nation. Even if a state just sought a robust assured destruction capability against all potential nuclear antagonists, it would be difficult, if not politically impossible, to demonstrate how this capability did not threaten the retaliatory forces of individual states.

Arms race would ignite regional conflict

Asia Times, south korea must choose sides, 2006, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Korea/HI09Dg02.html

Japan must then consider its options in countering an openly nuclear, reunified Korea without USFK. Already building momentum to change its constitution to clarify its military, it's not inconceivable that Japan would ultimately consider going nuclear to deter Korea. As in South Korea, there is no technological barrier preventing Japan from building nuclear weapons. While the details of the race and escalation of tensions can vary in any number of ways and are not inevitable, that an arms race would occur is probable. Only the perception of threat and vulnerability need be present for this to occur. East Asia could become a nuclear powder keg ready to explode over something as childish as the Dokdo/Takeshima dispute between Korea and Japan, a Diaoyu/Senkakus dispute between China and Japan, or the Koguryo dispute between Korea and China. One could argue that the US would be able to step in and moderate things before such an escalation could occur. Considering the recent US record on influencing either North or South Korea, it is perhaps unwise to count on it being able to do so at some crucial point in the future.

Impacts – China Freakout

Collapse of US Japan security alliance leads to regional instability drawing in China

Associated press, 3RD LD: Opposition rejects calls for nonpartisan talks on sales tax hike, 6.22.2010, http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=D9GGAMQ81&show_article=1

At the debate, Kan reaffirmed the importance of the Japan-U.S. alliance for Japan and the surrounding region, with a particular emphasis on China.  "I'm paying great attention to China's burgeoning military power and thinking that we must watch out for it," he said.  Touting the notion of a "balance of power," Kan said that as long as Japan and the United States continue to work closely as security allies, the three-way relationships between Japan, China and the United States will remain stable.  But "if such cooperation breaks down, instability is likely to arise in various senses," he said.  
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]

Impacts – Prolif 1/2

Japan is key to prevent prolif – prolif is the greatest threat to our security

Morton H. Halperin, Ph.D. in International Relations, 7-9-1999, "The Nuclear 

Dimension of the U.S.-Japan Alliance", The Nautilus Institute, 

http://www.nautilus.org/archives/library/security/papers/Halperin-US-Japan.pdf

Preventing the proliferation of nuclear weapons is increasingly cited as one of the most important, if not the most important, objective of U.S. policy in the post-cold war period. Speaking before the NATO-Russia Permanent Joint Council in December 1997, for example, Secretary of State Madeleine Albright said, “I trust we also agree that the gravest potential threat to our security in the next century may come from beyond Europe, from the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.”1 Furthermore, both NATO and the G-8 have emphasized the centrality of the proliferation problem.2  Preventing nuclear proliferation depends on addressing the problem not only on a global basis, but also region by region in key areas of the world. Specifically, preventing further proliferation in Northeast Asia— and in particular, in Japan— is the subject of this paper. If conflict is to occur among the major nuclear weapons powers, it is most likely to take place in Northeast Asia. The United States, Russia, and China all have substantial military forces in the region as well as major stakes in the area; in addition, there are many sources of potential conflict among the three and their allies within the region, including the future of both the Korean peninsula and Taiwan, and control of both natural resources and territory in local seas. Not only do these three most active nuclear weapons states confront each other in this area, but it is also the home to four other states — Japan, Taiwan, South Korea, and North Korea — that have contemplated the development of nuclear weapons and have the capacity to develop a serious nuclear weapons capability.5 Thus, there is no doubt that the future of nuclear weapons in the international system will be determined in substantial part by what happens in Northeast Asia, and the future of international politics in this area will have a major impact on efforts to control nuclear proliferation. 
Japanese rearmament would trigger an Asian arms race and widespread prolif

U.S. News and world report, 2003, p. 33.

Faced with a nuclear breakout by a hostile regime, Japan reconsiders its antinuclear taboos, fields a larger missile force of its own, and plunges into developing a shield against incoming missiles with the United States. South Korea, with one eye on the North and the other on Japan, follows suit. China reacts with more nukes and missiles of its own. Taiwan, outgunned, opts for more missiles and, perhaps, nuclear bombs. A nervous Russia shifts nuclear and conventional forces for defense against its old rivals, China and Japan. India, a foe of China, expands its nuclear forces, a step that causes Pakistan to do likewise. An Asian arms race snaps into high gear. No wonder that one former U.S. official who helped guide North Korea policy warns of a new "domino effect" in Asia. 
Unchecked Proliferation leads to Nuclear War and Extinction.
Victor A. Utgoff, “Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions”, Deputy Director of the Strategy,

Force, 2002 Vol.44, Iss. 2 p. 87-90, proquest

What would await the world if strong protectors, especially the United States, were [was] no longer seen as willing to protect states from nuclear-backed aggression? At least a few additional states would begin to build their own nuclear weapons and the means to deliver them to distant targets, and these initiatives would spur increasing numbers of the world’s capable states to follow suit. Restraint would seem ever less necessary and ever more dangerous. Meanwhile, more states are becoming capable of building nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. Many, perhaps most, of the world’s states are becoming sufficiently wealthy, and the technology for building nuclear forces continues to improve and spread. Finally, it seems highly likely that at some point, halting proliferation will come to be seen as a lost cause and the restraints on it will disappear. Once that happens, the transition to a highly proliferated world would probably be very rapid. While some regions might be able to hold the line for a time, the threats posed by wildfire proliferation in most other areas could create pressures that would finally overcome all restraint. Many readers are probably willing to accept that nuclear proliferation is such a grave threat to world peace that every effort should be made to avoid it. 

Impacts – Prolif 2/2

Nuclear weapons will cause an arms race, prolif and nuclear terrorism resulting in extinction

Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, David Krieger, Dangers of Nuclear Proliferation and Terrorism, 1997, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/1997/07/00_krieger_dangers.htm

The greatest nuclear danger that I am concerned with is not the proliferation of nuclear weapons to other states, though that is a grave danger. Of even greater concern is the invidious belief of policy makers in a small number of states that they have a right to maintain nuclear weapons indefinitely, and that in their hands nuclear weapons do not constitute a threat either to their own citizens or to the remainder of humanity. This is a foolish belief that discounts the principle that if something can go wrong it will go wrong. It is also a belief that is likely to encourage proliferation to other states and possibly to terrorist groups as well.  There is no reason to be assured that nuclear weapons in the hands of the current nuclear weapons states will not result in tragedy surpassing all imagination. One can only wonder what it is that makes most citizens of nuclear weapons states so complacent under these circumstances. Clearly, for the most part, otherwise normal people have learned to live with the terror of nuclear weapons and, in doing so, have become accustomed to condoning terrorism at a national level.  It is this situation that compounds the danger because without the vigorous protests of citizens in the nuclear weapons states, there is no impetus to change the status quo. And if the status quo with regard to reliance on nuclear weapons does not change, there will surely be proliferation and it will be only a question of time until nuclear weapons are again used in warfare. My second proposition is that proliferation of nuclear weapons is virtually assured given the continuation of present policies by the nuclear weapons states. So long as the nuclear weapons states maintain that nuclear weapons are necessary for their security, we can expect that other countries will desire to have these weapons. Statements condemning proliferation by leaders of nuclear weapons states, like Mr. Clinton's response to India's testing, will not be taken seriously so long as the U.S. continues its current policy of maintaining its nuclear arsenal for the indefinite future.

Japan prolif would destroy the NPT, the Japanese economy, and cause an East Asian arms race

Takashi Yokota, Associate Editor at Newsweek Japan, 2009, The N Word, http://www.newsweek.com/id/201859
Japan, moreover, now occupies the nuke-free high ground and would risk losing its innocence if it went nuclear. According to an internal 1995 study by Japan's defense establishment, reversing the country's no-nukes policy would trigger the collapse of the Nuclear Non--Proliferation Treaty regime, as the withdrawal of the world's only nuclear victim could fatally undermine confidence in the system. Such a move would also severely damage relations with Washington—Tokyo's most important ally—and the alarm in Beijing and Seoul could set off a nuclear race across East Asia. Japan would get the blame. 
 The consequences for Japan's energy supplies and economy could be equally catastrophic. If Japan broke out of the NPT, the countries that now supply it with nuclear fuel, including Canada, Australia and the United States, would surely hold back their shipments, which are currently conditioned on the fuel's peaceful use. That would be a nightmare for Japan, which relies on nuclear energy for nearly a third of its electricity.
Japanese prolif would lead to a rapid destabilizing arms race

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

To many security experts, the most alarming possible consequence of a Japanese decision to develop nuclear weapons would be the development of a regional arms race.33 The fear is based on the belief that a nuclear-armed Japan could compel South Korea to develop its own program; encourage China to increase and/or improve its relatively small arsenal; and possibly inspire Taiwan to pursue nuclear weapons. This in turn might have spill-over effects on the already nuclear-armed India and Pakistan. The prospect—or even reality—of several nuclear states rising in a region that is already rife with historical grievances and contemporary tension could be deeply destabilizing. 
Impacts – Indo-Pak Arms Race 1/2

Japanese re-arm would cause an India/Pakistan arms race

Irene Kunii, why japan just might build nukes, Business Week page 22, 2003, lexis

But if Japan decides to build its own nukes, get ready for an Asian arms race. China would likely want to boost its arsenal, which would prompt India to develop more nuclear weapons, which would spur Pakistan to do the same -- and on and on into an ever more perilous future.  

This would lead to unintentional nuclear exchange

R. Rajaraman, professor of theoretical physics school of physical sciences new delhi, nuclear weapons in south asia risks and their reduction, 2002, http://www.pugwash.org/reports/rc/Rajaraman.pdf

The point is not that our own early warning systems in India will also be prone to false alarms. In fact we will probably not have the luxury of even such a fallible early warning system. This is not just because of the costs involved but also because of geography. The missile travel time between Pakistan and India is only about 5 minutes — far too short a time to provide any meaningful warning. (Bombs delivered by planes will take longer, but that is offset by the difficulty in spotting the bombers carrying nuclear weapons from the dozens of other similar planes in action during wartime.) One would therefore have to settle for indirect indicators that give a little more time to react — things like signs of unusual activity at missile launch sites. airfields and nuclear ammunition depots of the enemy, intelligence reports of their military plans and political intentions and so on. These can yield at best secondary evidence of an impending attack, much less concrete and more amenable to misinterpretation. A very plausible scenario is one where, at a time of wartime crisis, such indirect evidence suddenly peaks to a crescendo and points towards an imminent nuclear attack. Such evidence may be very strongly indicative, but it is unlikely to be one hundred percent certain. One can imagine the extraordinary dilemma that the country's political leadership would then face. They may find themselves under immense pressure from the more hawkish elements among them and the military to launch a preventive attack within a matter of hours if not minutes. Notwithstanding any declarations of No First Use. and no matter how responsible the leadership is or how conscious they are of the gravity of a wrong decision it is still hard to imagine them just sitting on their hands and waiting for the bombs from the other side to land before retaliating. Herein lies the serious risk of circumstances forcing a hasty panic-driven nuclear attack in response to a perceived threat that may eventually turn out to have been false. The pressure to launch a preventive attack would be all the more intense if missiles and bombers loaded with nuclear weapons were already fully deployed and ready to take off in minutes. When such fire-power is kept primed day after day, ready to be used any moment, it is itching to be fired. The mere availability of such capability generates a momentum of its own to the decision making process. There is very little doubt that the decision to drop the bombs over Hiroshima and Nagasaki was in part influenced by the fact that the bombs, only recently fabricated after a massive military and scientific effort, were sitting there, waiting to be tested over a "real target". Finally, the fact that the antagonist also carries a similar nuclear arsenal with very similar risks, increases the danger many-fold. What may be viewed as a purely deterrent weapon by one side cannot, if kept in a state of ready-to-fire alert, be distinguished by the other side from a capability mounted to make a surprise first attack. Each side, in evaluating the threat from the other, will not only have to consider the likelihood of a deliberate attack, but also factor in the possibility of inadvertent, unauthorised or hasty crisis driven attacks. Such increased perceptions of threat can bounce back and forth between the strategic calculations of the two countries, getting magnified in the process.
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And Indo-Pak war leads to extinction

Reuters, india-pakistan nuclear war would cause ozone hole, 2008, 

http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSN07279855
Nuclear war between India and Pakistan would cause more than slaughter and destruction -- it would knock a big hole in the ozone layer, affecting crops, animals and people worldwide, U.S. researchers said on Monday. Fires from burning cities would send 5 million metric tonnes of soot or more into the lowest part of Earth's atmosphere known as the troposphere, and heat from the sun would carry these blackened particles into the stratosphere, the team at the University of Colorado reported. "The sunlight really heats it up and sends it up to the top of the stratosphere," said Michael Mills of the Laboratory for Atmospheric and Space Physics, who chose India and Pakistan as one of several possible examples. Up there, the soot would absorb radiation from the sun and heat surrounding gases, causing chemical reactions that break down ozone. "We find column ozone losses in excess of 20 percent globally, 25 percent to 45 percent at midlatitudes, and 50 percent to 70 percent at northern high latitudes persisting for five years, with substantial losses continuing for five additional years," Mills' team wrote in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. This would let in enough ultraviolet radiation to cause cancer, damage eyes and skin, damage crops and other plants and injure animals. "The smoke is the key and it is coming from these firestorms that build up actually several hours after the explosions," he said. "We are talking about modern megacities that have a lot of material in them that would burn. We saw these kinds of megafires in World War Two in Dresden and Tokyo. The difference is we are talking about a large number of cities that would be bombed within a few days." Nothing natural could create this much black smoke in the same way, Mills noted. Volcanic ash, dust and smoke is of a different nature, for example, and forest fires are not big or hot enough. The University of Colorado's Brian Toon, who also worked on the study, said the damage to the ozone layer would be worse than what has been predicted by "nuclear winter" and "ultraviolet spring" scenarios. "The big surprise is that this study demonstrates that a small-scale, regional nuclear conflict is capable of triggering ozone losses even larger than losses that were predicted following a full-scale nuclear war," Toon said in a statement.
India-Pakistan conflict leads to nuclear war

Hindutva News Analysis, July 15, 2007, “The Ominous Symptoms of a post-Musharraf Indo-Pak Nuclear War http://64.233.167.104/search?q=cache:ft9cT9nqp_4J:hindutva.org/indopakwar.html+musharraf+coup+pakistan+war+india&hl=en&ct=clnk&cd=7&gl=us

This dangerous but certain scenario could see the beginning of the world's first post-Hiroshima nuclear war. The result could be the nuclear decimation of large parts of North India and to a lesser extent of other parts of India. If India responds swiftly, in kind, to the first Pakistani nuclear attacks, then Pakistan could face complete decimation during the course of this war.  This could prophetically prove the US assertion the South Asia sits on a nuclear powder keg. A possibility of nuclear war that existed before September 11th has now increased manifold. Even before that fateful day, the declare Pakistani policy has been that if they lose a conventional war, they would use nuclear weapons. They have never committed themselves to a "no first use" policy for nuclear weapons, as India has done. So the danger of nuclear war between India and Pakistan which was always there has now only become more acute. 

Impacts – North Korea

Japanese re-arm leads to North Korean instability

Masaru Tamamoto, Sr. Fellow World Policy Institute, The Emperor’s New Clothes Can Japan Live Without the Bomb?, 2009, http://www.mitpressjournals.org/doi/pdf/10.1162/wopj.2009.26.3.63?cookieSet=1)

If Tokyo were to embark on a nuclear program, the historical antagonism between Japan and North Korea would only contribute to provoking Pyongyang in a manner the international community is trying so hard to avoid. Any escalation of the threat carries the danger of breaking down deterrence. So, even among Tokyo’s hawks, a nuclear Japan, propelled by fear of abandonment and North Korean belligerence, makes little security sense.

North Korean nuclearization sparks global prolif and nuclear instability.

Wade L. Huntley, director of the Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Research, north korea and the npt, 2005, http://www.fpif.org/reports/north_korea_the_npt

North Korea’s reinvigorated nuclear program provides Pyongyang with the capability to fuel proliferation fires worldwide by exporting fissile materials, nuclear weapons development technologies and expertise, or even completed operational weapons. This potential, highlighted by recent questions as to whether uranium discovered in Libya might have originated in North Korea,5 constitutes probably the greatest direct threat that a nuclear North Korea poses to the NPT and to global nuclear stability. 

Impacts – Nanotechnology

Japan will deploy offensive nanotechnology risking extinction

Joseph Huang, The Coming War with Japan!, 2003, www.hope-of-israel.org/japwar.htm)
Japan is already more militarized than most Americans and Australians think. Its wealth could quickly become a means to build one of the world's most technologically advanced arms industries in a short time. Over the next decade, Japan will evolve a new generation of military technology easily convertible from defense to offense. A 'Star Wars' type system is another possibility. Having brought Japan into the initial stages of Star Wars research, the United States may abandon the programs as too costly, especially with the end of the cold war, a new administration under the Democrats, and a growing deficit to worry about. Japan, with its combination of high technologies and financial resources, will be quite willing to develop and perfect such a system. Japan is known for its ability to adapt technology for its own use, especially in miniaturising high-tech products, ranging from camera, television, video camera, motor vehicle and electronics. Japan is reportedly ahead in the field of nanotechnology. When this new technology is combined with artificial intelligence, the effect could be more dreadful than nuclear weapons!! New Weapon Technology In an eye-opening book, titled Engines of Creation by K. Eric Drexler, the author explains the coming revolution in machine building, a new-found technology that will enable us to construct machines a thousand times smaller than a microchip, or the same size as an enzyme. This field of technology is called 'nanotechnology' (nano means the billionth part), and could be used to revolutionize research into all areas of our lives from within the heart of the living cell to the depths of space itself. The machines or molecular assemblers will be able to analyze and construct virtually anything that can be conceived, atomic layer by atomic layer. Machines might be programmed, for example, to enter individual cells and repair damage or destroy diseases, even prevent the very process of aging. Similarly, small machines could be sent into outer space to construct spaceships or complex scientific equipment out of basic ingredients that need be nothing more than earth and air. Once they control the machine tools and combine with a system of artificial intelligence to automate engineering, final products could flow forth almost like magic! Deadlier than Nuclear Weapons Writing on nanotechnology, Drexler warns, "Replicators can be more potent than nuclear weapons: to devastate Earth with bombs would require masses of exotic hardware and rare isotopes, but to destroy all life with replicators would require only a single speck made of ordinary elements. Replicators give nuclear war some company as a potential cause of extinction, giving a broader context to extinction as a moral concern" (Engines of Creation, pp. 174). 
Nano will spin the arms race out of control igniting global conflict
Mike Treder, Executive Director of the Center for Responsible Nanotechnology. “Molecular Nanotechnology Fully Loaded With Benefits and Risks,” The Futurist 1/5 2004
Molecular manufacturing raises the possibility of horrifically effective weapons. As an example, the smallest insect is about 200 microns; this creates a plausible size estimate for a nanotech-built antipersonnel weapon capable of seeking and injecting toxin into unprotected humans. The human lethal dose of botulism toxin is about 100 nanograms, or about 1/100 the volume of the weapon. As many as 50 billion toxin-carrying devices-theoretically enough to kill every human on earth-could be packed into a single suitcase. Guns of all sizes would be far more powerful, and their bullets could be self-guided. Aerospace hardware would be far lighter and offer higher performance; built with minimal or no metal, such craft would be much harder to spot on radar. The awesome power of MNT may cause two or more competing nations to enter into an unstable arms race. Increased uncertainty of the capabilities of an adversary, less time to respond to an attack, and better targeted destruction of the enemy's resources during an attack all make nanotech arms races less stable than a nuclear arms race. Also, unless nanotech is tightly controlled on an international level, the number of nanotech nations in the world could be much higher than the number of nuclear nations, increasing the chance of a regional conflict expanding globally. Criminals and terrorists with stronger, more powerful, and more compact devices could do serious damage to society. Chemical and biological weapons could become much deadlier and easier to conceal. Many other types of terrifying devices are possible, including several varieties of remote assassination weapons that would be difficult to detect or avoid. If such devices were available from a black market or a home factory, it would be nearly impossible to detect them before they were used; a random search capable of spotting them would be a clear violation of current human rights standards in most civilized countries.
Impacts – US Economy

Japanese re-arm collapses US economy

Robert Morgan, RFI Analysis, clinton’s china policy: unintended consequences, 1999, http://www.pelagius.com/AppleRecon/monsoon.html

It's no longer a joking matter or a discussion relegated to the likes of Japanese Nationalists over whether Japan should re-arm in order to defend itself from aggression. It's being whispered and discussed as a possible necessity in light of the Clinton Administration's caving in to China over defending them from Chinese or North Korean missiles. Suddenly, there is talk about having to increase defense spending and re-arming for "self-defense," which is allowed under Japan's Constitution. How long would it take for the Japanese to build nuclear weapons? Missiles? Not long. Missile defenses? Not too long. Extremely expensive yes. Long? No. That will have consequences. The Japanese will need hard currency to make the appropriate purchases, etc. It's no longer a matter of national pride but survival. Therefore, they will need those Dollars in their massive Dollar reserves as well as those Dollars currently locked into Treasuries. If they have to, they will use those reserves in order to finance their national defense. And to hell with the U.S. and the impacts that it would have on the American economy and markets. Defense contractors might have salad days, but the ripple effects throughout the rest of the U.S. economy and markets would be disastrous. If the Japanese have to re-arm to protect themselves, and therefore repatriate even more capital to finance it then the Bond would tank and rates would rise. It takes a lot of money to build and deploy a national defense that has been minimal all these years. And while those Dollars would be used to buy and manufacture tangible goods, the impacts it would have on the Japanese economy might not be as stimulative as some might think. Yes, the "unthinkable" has become the thinkable in Japan now. And as the Bond tanks so will the U.S. markets. Flight to quality and safety would be the norm. But even then it wouldn't prove to be safe as rates would continue to rise. And those higher interest rates would also stall the U.S. economy with the aforementioned exceptions. Think Japan in the '90s. Don't take this lightly, or as our engaging in gloom and doom scenarios. Think of the massive build up the United States had to undergo during World War II. Think of the expenditures the U.S. had to undergo during World War I and the resultant inflation. Think of all the treasure that was expended during the Cold War and the costs that it inflicted. Not to mention the inflation that it caused. Yes, the economy and markets flourished for the most part during the Cold War but it came at a high cost. Don't expect history to repeat itself if Japan has to re-arm. And we wouldn't blame them if they did. This potential "arms race" and "New Cold War" could cause a huge disruption in the global economy and both Japan's and the United States' economies are inextricably linked. Some would dispute that assertion, but we disagree. If Japan has to re-arm it would have very negative consequences in the U.S. and the entire globe. 

Economic decline causes extinction

Phil Kerpen, National Review Online, October 29, 2008, Don't Turn Panic Into Depression, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/10/29/opinion/main4555821.shtml

It’s important that we avoid all these policy errors - not just for the sake of our prosperity, but for our survival. The Great Depression, after all, didn’t end until the advent of World War II, the most destructive war in the history of the planet. In a world of nuclear and biological weapons and non-state terrorist organizations that breed on poverty and despair, another global economic breakdown of such extended duration would risk armed conflicts on an even greater scale.  
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Japanese re-arm collapses Japanese economy

Robert Morgen, RFI analysis: Clinton’s china policy unintended consequences, 1999, http://www.pelagius.com/AppleRecon/monsoon.html

It's no longer a joking matter or a discussion relegated to the likes of Japanese Nationalists over whether Japan should re-arm in order to defend itself from aggression. It's being whispered and discussed as a possible necessity in light of the Clinton Administration's caving in to China over defending them from Chinese or North Korean missiles. Suddenly, there is talk about having to increase defense spending and re-arming for "self-defense," which is allowed under Japan's Constitution. How long would it take for the Japanese to build nuclear weapons? Missiles? Not long. Missile defenses? Not too long. Extremely expensive yes. Long? No. That will have consequences. The Japanese will need hard currency to make the appropriate purchases, etc. It's no longer a matter of national pride but survival. Therefore, they will need those Dollars in their massive Dollar reserves as well as those Dollars currently locked into Treasuries. If they have to, they will use those reserves in order to finance their national defense. And to hell with the U.S. and the impacts that it would have on the American economy and markets. Defense contractors might have salad days, but the ripple effects throughout the rest of the U.S. economy and markets would be disastrous. If the Japanese have to re-arm to protect themselves, and therefore repatriate even more capital to finance it then the Bond would tank and rates would rise. It takes a lot of money to build and deploy a national defense that has been minimal all these years. And while those Dollars would be used to buy and manufacture tangible goods, the impacts it would have on the Japanese economy might not be as stimulative as some might think. Yes, the "unthinkable" has become the thinkable in Japan now. And as the Bond tanks so will the U.S. markets. Flight to quality and safety would be the norm. But even then it wouldn't prove to be safe as rates would continue to rise. And those higher interest rates would also stall the U.S. economy with the aforementioned exceptions. Think Japan in the '90s. Don't take this lightly, or as our engaging in gloom and doom scenarios. Think of the massive build up the United States had to undergo during World War II. Think of the expenditures the U.S. had to undergo during World War I and the resultant inflation. Think of all the treasure that was expended during the Cold War and the costs that it inflicted. Not to mention the inflation that it caused. Yes, the economy and markets flourished for the most part during the Cold War but it came at a high cost. Don't expect history to repeat itself if Japan has to re-arm. And we wouldn't blame them if they did. This potential "arms race" and "New Cold War" could cause a huge disruption in the global economy and both Japan's and the United States' economies are inextricably linked. Some would dispute that assertion, but we disagree. If Japan has to re-arm it would have very negative consequences in the U.S. and the entire globe.

Japanese economic collapse causes Asian instability and collapses trade and democracy

Wall Street Journal, japan’s downturn is bad news for the world, 2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123483257056995903.html

If Japan's economy collapses, supply chains across the globe will be affected and numerous economies will face severe disruptions, most notably China's. China is currently Japan's largest import provider, and the Japanese slowdown is creating tremendous pressure on Chinese factories. Just last week, the Chinese government announced that 20 million rural migrants had lost their jobs. Closer to home, Japan may also start running out of surplus cash, which it has used to purchase U.S. securities for years. For the first time in a generation, Tokyo is running trade deficits -- five months in a row so far. The political and social fallout from a Japanese depression also would be devastating. In the face of economic instability, other Asian nations may feel forced to turn to more centralized -- even authoritarian -- control to try to limit the damage. Free-trade agreements may be rolled back and political freedom curtailed. Social stability in emerging, middle-class societies will be severely tested, and newly democratized states may find it impossible to maintain power. Progress toward a more open, integrated Asia is at risk, with the potential for increased political tension in the world's most heavily armed region.
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Asian economic stagnation causes global conflict escalation

American Enterprise Institute, Averting Disaster, 2009, http://www.aei.org/publications/pubID.29339/pub_detail.asp)

As they deal with a collapsing world economy, policymakers in Washington and around the globe must not forget that when a depression strikes, war can follow. Nowhere is this truer than in Asia, the most heavily armed region on earth and riven with ancient hatreds and territorial rivalries. Collapsing trade flows can lead to political tension, nationalist outbursts, growing distrust, and ultimately, military miscalculation. The result would be disaster on top of an already dire situation.  Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict.  No one should think that Asia is on the verge of conflict. But it is also important to remember what has helped keep the peace in this region for so long. Phenomenal growth rates in Japan, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, China and elsewhere since the 1960s have naturally turned national attention inward, to development and stability. This has gradually led to increased political confidence, diplomatic initiatives, and in many nations the move toward more democratic systems. America has directly benefited as well, and not merely from years of lower consumer prices, but also from the general conditions of peace in Asia.  Yet policymakers need to remember that even during these decades of growth, moments of economic shock, such as the 1973 Oil Crisis, led to instability and bursts of terrorist activity in Japan, while the uneven pace of growth in China has led to tens of thousands of armed clashes in the poor interior of the country.  Now imagine such instability multiplied region-wide. The economic collapse Japan is facing, and China's potential slowdown, dwarfs any previous economic troubles, including the 1998 Asian Currency Crisis. Newly urbanized workers rioting for jobs or living wages, conflict over natural resources, further saber-rattling from North Korea, all can take on lives of their own. This is the nightmare of governments in the region, and particularly of democracies from newer ones like Thailand and Mongolia to established states like Japan and South Korea. How will overburdened political leaders react to internal unrest? What happens if Chinese shopkeepers in Indonesia are attacked, or a Japanese naval ship collides with a Korean fishing vessel? Quite simply, Asia's political infrastructure may not be strong enough to resist the slide towards confrontation and conflict. This would be a political and humanitarian disaster turning the clock back decades in Asia. It would almost certainly drag America in at some point, as well. First of all, we have alliance responsibilities to Japan, South Korea, Australia, and the Philippines should any of them come under armed attack. Failure on our part to live up to those responsibilities could mean the end of America's credibility in Asia. Secondly, peace in Asia has been kept in good measure by the continued U.S. military presence since World War II. There have been terrible localized conflicts, of course, but nothing approaching a systemic conflagration like the 1940s. Today, such a conflict would be far more bloody, and it is unclear if the American military, already stretched too thin by wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, could contain the crisis. Nor is it clear that the American people, worn out from war and economic distress, would be willing to shed even more blood and treasure for lands across the ocean.  The result could be a historic changing of the geopolitical map in the world's most populous region. Perhaps China would emerge as the undisputed hegemon. Possibly democracies like Japan and South Korea would link up to oppose any aggressor. India might decide it could move into the vacuum. All of this is guess-work, of course, but it has happened repeatedly throughout history. There is no reason to believe we are immune from the same types of miscalculation and greed that have destroyed international systems in the past.  Here are some things America, its allies, and all interested nations in Asia can do to mitigate the possibility of the worst happening. The United States will have an opportunity to arrange a meeting of the region's top leaders on the sidelines of the APEC summit in Singapore later this year. There, President Obama might express his determination to intervene at the first sign of possible conflict--even if that means putting U.S. forces in between ships aiming their guns at each other. President Obama might also establish an Asia crisis ad hoc committee in Washington, at the National Security Council, to keep tabs on possible flare-ups. Perhaps most important, Washington must get clear assurances from its allies that they will stand with us should hostilities erupt and that any aggressor will be met with a united front.  None of this may be needed. Decades of economic integration and political discussion have made Asia a far more peaceful place. But war, like politics, is local. The pain being felt in Asian countries, their sense of national honor, and fears about their future, may coalesce into a toxic brew. Without preparation now, the world may be paying the price for years to come. 
AT – Troops Not Key to Re-Arm

US troops are key to prevent Japan re-arm

Joseph Nye, former Assistant Secretary of Defense and Dean of Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government, will US-Japan alliance survive, 2009, 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.

US military presence in Japan is key to preventing re-arm

Asia Times, the cheonan sinking… and korea rising, 6.3.2010, http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/06/02/the-cheonan-sinking-and-korea-rising/

That role is traditionally played by Japan, which is locked in a zero-sum economic battle with China and highly suspicious of Chinese military motives. The US forward military presence in Japan pre-empts Japanese rearmament, reduces the incentives for a regional arms race, and is welcomed by many regional actors including, perhaps, China itself.

US military presence is key to preventing Japan re-arm

Patricia Ebrey et al, East Asia: Acultural, Social and Political History, Professor with Joint Appointment: Early Imperial China, Song Dynasty, at the University of Washington in Seattle, received her Ph.D. from Columbia University, 2005, page 528, google books

The U.S. military presence in East Asia has had a strong stabilizing effect. It has prevented Japans rearmament and has stemmed both the growing Taiwanese desire for independence and China's ability to take Taiwan by force. It has blocked a North Korean invasion of the South and a southern invasion of the North. If the United States finds a way to reach a negotiated solution of problems with North Korea, ii might be able to maintain a beneficial presence in East Asia. Otherwise, the United States could spark an even more disastrous Korean war, or East Asia might decide to solve its own problems without U.S. interference. South Korea. Taiwan, and Japan are [is] at a crossroads. In terms of security, they face east, allied militarily with the United States and Australia. In terms of prosperity, they now face west as they strengthen economic cooperation with China.

AT – Japan Can’t Build the Bomb

Japan has the capability to develop nuclear weapons quickly

Yonhap News, s. korea has ability to build nuke weapons quickly, 3.18.2010, http://english.yonhapnews.co.kr/national/2010/03/18/39/0301000000AEN20100318000300315F.HTML

"Several friends or Allies of the United States, such as Japan and South Korea, are highly advanced technological states and could quickly build nuclear devices if they chose to do so," said the Joint Operating Environment (JOE) 2010, released on Feb. 18 by the U.S. Joint Forces Command to forecast possible threats and opportunities for the U.S. military. The report's description of South Korea is similar to its 2008 edition, which categorized South Korea, Taiwan and Japan as three "threshold nuclear states" that "have the capability to develop nuclear weapons quickly, should their political leaders decide to do so."

Japan has the capabilities and finances to quickly build a nuclear arsenal

Brookings, prudence and realism in japan’s nuclear options, 2006, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2006/1110japan_matsumura.aspx

The world is watching Japan's reaction to North Korea's nuclear test for signs that it may go nuclear itself. Japan, already a virtual nuclear superpower, could build an arsenal ranked only behind the U.S. and Russia. It possesses plenty of fissile material, and its space program's advanced rockets could easily be converted to carry nuclear payloads. The nation also clearly has the financial capacity to join the nuclear club. Finally, Japan's pacifist Constitution could be interpreted to tolerate the possession of nuclear weapons for purely defensive objectives, or for deterrence by retaliation.

AT – Japan Won’t Re-Arm

The DPJ doesn’t solve the risk of arm race – national security dominates public acceptance

Lawrence Wittner, professor of history at the State University of New York​ Albany and a contributor to Foreign Policy In Focus, japan’s election and anti-nuclear momentum, 2009, http://www.zcommunications.org/japans-election-and-anti-nuclear-momentum-by-lawrence-s-wittner

At the moment, the degree to which the Japanese elections will increase the clout of this burgeoning nuclear abolition campaign remains uncertain. The DPJ faces a number of challenges if it is to implement its nuclear-free promises. Although public sentiment in Japan is strongly antinuclear, there is also a rising fear of North Korea's nuclear program - a fact that might lead to an erosion of the new administration's nuclear-free doctrine. Compromise on maintaining a nuclear-free Japan is alluring, as Japan has the scientific and technological capability to produce nuclear weapons easily and quickly. Furthermore, many Japanese (and particularly LDP members), though uneasy about Japan's development of nuclear weapons, feel comfortable under the U.S. nuclear umbrella. Thus, they might resist international efforts to create a nuclear-free world.

Japan will rearm if it feels threatened

Mitsuo Takai, retired colonel and former researcher in the military science faculty of the Staff College for Japan’s Ground Self Defense Force, japan’s priority: non-nuclear conventional weapons, 2009, http://www.upiasia.com/Politics/2009/09/11/japans_priority_non-nuclear_conventional_weapons/1755

Against the backdrop of China's rapid military buildup, there are rising voices in Japan arguing in favor of nuclear armament – a hitherto unthinkable option in the only nation that has ever suffered a nuclear catastrophe in human history. Although I share these concerns about the emerging threat from across the Sea of Japan, I believe our military posture should be oriented toward strengthening conventional weapons, rather than putting Japan in the group of rogue nations of the world who would create horrible environmental pollutions as a means of warfare.
