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Removal Hurts Alliance

Obama and Gates want to abide by the 2k6 agreement and relocate the base – relocation key to u.s. japan security alliance. Their 1AC.

John Feffer, the co-director of foreign policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Policy Studies, March 6, 2010, Asia Times, ”Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html,) SM
Failure to relocate the Futenma base within Okinawa might be the first step down a slippery slope that could potentially put at risk billions of dollars in Cold War weapons still in the production line. It's hard to justify buying all the fancy toys without a place to play with them. And that's one reason the Obama administration has gone to the mat to pressure Tokyo to adhere to the 2006 agreement. It even dispatched Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to the Japanese capital last October in advance of president Obama's own Asian tour. Like an impatient father admonishing an obstreperous teenager, Gates lectured the Japanese "to move on" and abide by the agreement - to the irritation of both the new government and the public. 

And

John Feffer, the co-director of foreign policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Policy Studies, March 6, 2010, Asia Times, ”Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html,) SM

For environmental, political, and economic reasons, ditching the 2006 agreement is a no-brainer for Tokyo. Given Washington's insistence on retaining a base of little strategic importance, however, the challenge for the DPJ has been to find a site other than Nago. The Japanese government floated the idea of merging the Futenma facility with existing facilities at Kadena, another US base on the island. But that plan - as well as possible relocation to other parts of Japan - has met with stiff local resistance. A proposal to further expand facilities in Guam was nixed by the governor there. The solution to all this is obvious: close down Futenma without opening another base. But so far, the US is refusing to make it easy for the Japanese. In fact, Washington is doing all it can to box the new government in Tokyo into a corner.
Their 1ac proves 2k6 agreement and relocation key to U.S. Japanese relations.

 J.E. Dyer, journalist and former intelligence analyst, who served internationally for US Naval intelligence from 1983 to 2004   March 11, 2010 “Past Time to Rethink Our Approach to Japan,” http://hotair.com/greenroom/archives/2010/03/11/past-time-to-rethink-our-approach-to-japan/” ) SM

" The Japanese perceive us as having a tiff with Japan.Newsweek offers a rare contrasting view pointing out that in some key ways, even if we are, in fact, having a tiff with Japan, our relations are still strong.But the current situation is troubling, because what it amounts to is the Obama administration being dismissively recalcitrant about something that does, in fact, involve Japanese sovereignty and Japan’s mastery of her own destiny.  The situation is that we want to move a Marine Corps air base to Futenma on Okinawa – from its previous location on Okinawa – and Okinawans don’t want the base at Futenma.  (They want it gone altogether.)  There’s been resistance to it for some time, but a previous Japanese government concluded an agreement with the Bush administration in 2006 to go ahead with the Futenma move.  Since the new prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, formed his government in September 2009, however, Japan has been rethinking the 2006 agreement. There were different ways to handle this, but what the Obama administration has done is insist, with what is perceived as summary rudeness, that the 2006 agreement be honored."

Removal Hurts Alliance

Withdrawal or shutting down Okinawan base lead to a redrawing of U.S. Japanese Alliance

Brasor, 2010(Phillip, April 25th, Japan-based journalist, Japan Tiimes, Japan Needs United Front on Futenma Fate, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/fd20100425pb.html)

Consequently, the proposal to move some of Futenma's functions to the island of Tokunoshima has been characterized as a PR disaster. Because of the residents' relatively low average income, it was hoped they'd welcome the so-called economic benefits of a U.S. base, an angle the national media always exaggerates. Every mainstream news outlet interviewed the same cram school owner, who seems to be the only business person who would welcome the base. But half the island's population showed up at a rally to oppose it. What was Hatoyama thinking? The Asahi Shimbun speculates that maybe it was simply a scheme to show Okinawans that he was at least trying to move the base somewhere else.

The Tokunoshima situation shows the danger of not having a clear policy. In its manifesto, the DPJ promised to "put lives first" and rethink the base situation in Okinawa. In order to do that, however, it must first rethink Japan's security alliance with the U.S., which has not changed for 50 years. The DPJ did not have a consistent policy with regard to the alliance because of the wide range of ideological positions within the party, and that policy has become even more incoherent with the addition of coalition partners who have their own views on the subject. "You have to know what you're going to do about the alliance first," Shinzato said. "But all they are doing is talking about where to put the base."

Okinawa base key to perception of U.S. commitment to Japanese security.  Removing base from Okinawa will undermine U.S. Japanese relations. Our ev is in context of the DPJ and Japanese security, Kan will follow same plan.
Foster, 2010 (Malcolm, Associated Press Writer Seattle Times, Korean Tension Factor in Japanese Decision, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2011935491_apasjapanusmilitary.html?syndication=rss)

Japan's prime minister suggested Monday that heightened tensions on the Korean peninsula contributed to his decision to break a campaign promise and keep a key U.S. Marine base in Okinawa. Analysts say China's growing military assertiveness may also have played a role.U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, traveling in Beijing, commended Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama for making "the difficult but nevertheless correct decision" Sunday to keep Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on the strategically important island, which is close to Taiwan and the Chinese mainland and not far from the Korean peninsula."I thank him for his courage and determination to fulfill his commitments. This is truly the foundation for our future work as allies in the Asia-Pacific region," she said from Beijing.

U.S. officials traveling with Clinton, who visited Tokyo on Friday, said the March sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan - blamed on a North Korean torpedo - had deepened the understanding among Japanese officials about the importance of the U.S. military presence in Okinawa. The island hosts more than half the 47,000 American troops in Japan under a mutual security pact.

Recent examples of China's military flexing its muscle may have also been a factor in pushing Hatoyama to reverse his stance and reach an uncomfortable decision - which could contribute to his resignation in coming weeks or months amid plunging approval ratings.

In April, Chinese ships were spotted in international waters off Okinawa. A Chinese helicopter also came within 100 feet (30 meters) of a Japanese military monitoring vessel in the vicinity of a Chinese naval exercise.

"Without a doubt the sinking of the Cheonan, but probably more importantly the two Chinese incursions within a month ... certainly give him good political cover and ... make it obvious that finding a solution quickly to Futenma is in Japan's national interests," said Malcolm Cook, the East Asia program director at the Lowy Institute, a Sydney-based think tank.

"It also shows that this is an imminent issue that you can't keep kicking down the road," Cook added.

Whatever the real reasoning, recent events make it easier for Hatoyama to make a case to the Japanese public.

Hatoyama came to office last September promising to move the Marine base off the island, going against a 2006 agreement with Washington to transfer it to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of Okinawa.

But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with U.S. and Okinawan officials, Hatoyama said Sunday during a visit to the island that Futenma's facilities would be moved to the vicinity of Henoko, disappointing tens of thousands of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime.

U.S. military officials and security experts argue it is essential that Futenma remain on Okinawa because its helicopters and air assets support Marine infantry units based on the island. Moving the facility off the island would slow the Marines' response in times of emergency. Hatoyama, who had set an end-of-May deadline to resolve Futenma's location, hinted Monday that recent events played a role in his thinking. "When one considers the current situation on the Korean peninsula and in Asia, I believe what is of utmost importance is to place U.S.-Japan relations on a secure relationship of trust, and that is why I made this decision" to keep the base in Okinawa, he told reporters.

Removal Hurts Alliance

U.S. presence key to alliance, Japan Econ

Flournoy, 2010 (Michele, July 16th, U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html)

As President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Naoto Kan recently affirmed at the Group of 20 summit in Toronto, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be indispensable not only for the defense of Japan, but also for the peace and prosperity of the entire Asia-Pacific region.

The positive value of the U.S.-Japan alliance is not lost on other countries in the region; the enduring presence of U.S. forces in Japan is the bedrock for prosperity in the region.

The continued U.S. presence provides deterrence against acts of aggression and reassures other nations in the region. This presence, and the benefits it provides, is supported by significant Japanese financial contributions. This financial support is essential to the ability of the United States to maintain some of the most advanced military capabilities in the world in Japan. Japan's contribution also supports the U.S. service members prepared to risk their lives in defense of Japan and peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region.

In addition to providing deterrence in a still uncertain region, the presence of U.S. forces allows the United States and Japan to respond to humanitarian and natural disasters and to save lives.

Public Approves of Base

Most Japanese agree with U.S. bases.

Brasor, 2010(Phillip, April 25th, Japan-based journalist, Japan Tiimes, Japan Needs United Front on Futenma Fate, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/fd20100425pb.html)
Shinzato points out that U.S. bases in South Korea, not to mention the Philippines, have been closed due to strong local opposition that was supported by the general population of those countries. Local opposition to bases in Okinawa is just as strong, but there is no support from other Japanese, who tend to believe that hosting the U.S. military is the price Japan pays for having lost World War II. The U.S. is obviously sensitive to such public opinion, since it has charged the Japanese government with gaining the approval of locals for any base relocations.

Public wants bases in Nago, Econ proves

Ford, 2010 (March 2nd, Peter, Staff Writer & Beijing bureau chief, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0302/Why-some-in-Japan-support-US-bases-in-Okinawa)
But in Henoko, a small dying port where the Americans want to build a helicopter base to replace Futenma, opinions are more nuanced.

“All the men in my family are fishermen or in construction,” says Katsue Sakiyama, walking her dog through the deserted village streets on a Saturday morning. “With the economic crisis, a lot of people are having to leave Okinawa to find work. If the base were built, it would mean more jobs here.”

In nearby Nago City, where shop after shop on the main street has been shuttered by theeconomic downturn, Mayor Susumu Inamine – a fierce opponent of the plan for a new base – won January’s election by only a narrow margin.

In the town’s covered market, fishmonger Moriya Tokuyama gestures at the empty alleyways. “In an ideal world, I’d be opposed to relocating the base,” he says, slicing a fillet of tuna into sashimi for a rare visitor. “But in practice, I can’t oppose it; the survival of my business is more important.”
Public Wants Bases in Nago; community relations
Ford, 2010 (March 2nd, Peter, Staff Writer & Beijing bureau chief, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0302/Why-some-in-Japan-support-US-bases-in-Okinawa)

In the small homes clustered behind Henoko’s port, inhabited almost exclusively by old people born and bred in the village, the prospect of a huge construction project leading to a helicopter base in their backyard does not sit well with the general air of tranquility.

But even here, people are unwilling to voice their opposition too forcefully.

“At bottom, I’m against the plan,” says Masatsugu Kayo, an elderly gentleman practicing golf chips in his garden. “But this is a small traditional community where we have all known each other from childhood, and now we are split down the middle over the base issue. We don’t want to quarrel.

“If it comes down to noise pollution or losing a friendship,” he adds, “I think we’d do better to take care of our friendships.”

Uniqueness

Japan and U.S. committed to alliance

Japan Today, June 28th 2010,( http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/kan-obama-meet-for-first-time)

Japan and the United States 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.  
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.
Japan agreement strong – china relations don’t affect.

Reuters 2010 (June 27th, Obama says U.S. alliance with Japan very strong, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65Q3FP20100627)

President Barack Obama said on Sunday that Washington's alliance with Japan was very strong and underscored a commitment to a U.S. presence in the Asia-Pacific region.

He said that the deepening U.S. ties with China did not in any way weaken the relationships with Japan or South Korea.

 Compensation DA Link 

Failure to relocate Futenma Base costs U.S. billions in weapons contracts and weapons. Obama and Gates want to abide by the 2k6 agreement and relocate the base – relocation key to u.s. japan security alliance. Their 1AC.

John Feffer, the co-director of foreign policy in Focus at the Institute for Foreign Policy Studies, March 6, 2010, Asia Times, ”Okinawa and the New Domino Effect,” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh01.html,) SM
Failure to relocate the Futenma base within Okinawa might be the first step down a slippery slope that could potentially put at risk billions of dollars in Cold War weapons still in the production line. It's hard to justify buying all the fancy toys without a place to play with them. And that's one reason the Obama administration has gone to the mat to pressure Tokyo to adhere to the 2006 agreement. It even dispatched Secretary of Defense Robert Gates to the Japanese capital last October in advance of president Obama's own Asian tour. Like an impatient father admonishing an obstreperous teenager, Gates lectured the Japanese "to move on" and abide by the agreement - to the irritation of both the new government and the public. 

Politics – Flip Flop

Kan assured moving Futenma base- a close of the base shatters credibility.

Smith 10, (Sheila, Senior Fellow for Japan Studies Council on Foreign Relations,June 10th, http://blogs.cfr.org/asia/2010/06/10/prime-minister-naoto-kan’s-cavalry/)

On the foreign policy side, Kan very directly addressed the unease in Japan regarding the DPJ’s stance on the U.S.-Japan alliance. He clearly stated that the U.S.-Japan alliance was the cornerstone of Japan’s foreign policy, and then went on to add that he would abide by the May 28 U.S.-Japan agreement on relocating Futenma Marine Air Station. In parallel with that, he noted, he will work to ensure the reduction of the burden on the people of Okinawa Prefecture. Prime Minister Kan also understands that his country’s diplomacy with China is equally important to Japan’s future. Thus, while he has left no room for doubt as to the importance of the bilateral alliance, he continues to hew to the same policy stance as his predecessors when it comes to dealing with China.

U.S. Japanese Alliance Key Econ
U.S. – Jap alliance key to economy

Auslin 2010 (Michael, AEI's director of Japan Studies, was an associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International Relations,U.S. Japan Alliance, http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929)

During these decades, however, Washington's security calculations ceased to be the sole strategic rationale for the alliance with Japan. During the 1960s, Japan's economic boom commenced, and the country's real gross domestic product grew at an annual rate of 8.9 percent. While growth slowed dramatically during the 1970s due to the oil shocks, by that time, Japan had become the world's key exporter of high-tech consumer goods, steel, ships, and automobiles. In other words, Japan had become crucial to global economic growth and, increasingly, the health of the U.S. economy. From one perspective, then, the U.S.-Japan alliance became committed to defending Japan against any potential threat that could harm the new economic powerhouse. And with the Soviet Union attempting to spread its influence in Southeast Asia, Japan's role as a northern bulwark against Communism was highlighted by its successful capitalist economy, which other modernizing nations, such as South Korea, Taiwan, and Singapore, were emulating as a model

U.S.- Jap Alliance key to secure trade, allow 

Steinberg, 2010(James, Deputy Secretary of State, January 15th, The Future of U.S. –Japanese Alliance, http://tokyo.usembassy.gov/alliance/e/usj-e20100115-01.html)

Now, I see you all slightly wincing when I utter the word "cornerstone." The idea that Japan is the cornerstone of our engagement in East Asia is a phrase oft-repeated by U.S. officials, but I think it's important and perhaps timely to step back and consider what that means. This fulcrum role began and grew out of the farsighted vision of American leaders at the end of World War II, a vision that recognized the importance of building strong partnerships with democratic market economies to meet the challenges of the second half of the 20th century, not just with our wartime allies, but equally with those who had been our adversaries. This vision was predicated on an idea, validated by the time that has passed, that U.S. interests are best served by the emergence of strong, prosperous and independent democracies across the Pacific, as well as the Atlantic. Those leaders built an alliance with Japan based both on interests and values, an alliance formally consecrated 50 years ago, and an alliance that we celebrate today.

That alliance not only helped secure peace and prosperity for the people of Japan and the United States, but it also helped create the conditions that have led to the remarkable emergence of Asia as the cockpit of the global economy that has helped lift billions out of poverty and gradually spread the blessings of democratic governance to more and more countries of that region.

Now that alliance, of course, had its roots in the Cold War. And with the collapse of the Soviet Union and the movement towards a more market-oriented government in China, some began to question the relevance of what President Eisenhower had called our "indestructible partnership." Against the backdrop of serious trade disputes and the threat of punitive tariffs on automobiles, newspapers at the time warned us of a "crisis in the bilateral relationship." Yet under the leadership of President Clinton and Prime Minister Hashimoto, the United States and Japan set out to demonstrate that our partnership should and could adapt to the evolving dynamics of the post-Cold War Asia.

In the 14 years since the Clinton-Hashimoto declaration, the relationship has grown stronger even as it has evolved, thanks in no small measure to the people who are here tonight. We've worked together to update our alliance, through efforts ranging from the force posture realignment to the review of roles, missions, and capabilities.

The alliance has grown in scope, with cooperation on everything from developing a joint missile defense system to reducing the impact of our military footprint in Japan. And we have expanded the scope of our work together from Iraq to Afghanistan, to economic development and combating climate change. We've demonstrated an understanding that our alliance, like all good partnerships, cannot thrive if it remains static – or in the words of the Roman poet Claudian, we need to "change or die."

Squo Solves

Squo solves - Japan base will be relocated by August.

Kyodo News, July 21st 2010 (“U.S. resists 1 runway option”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-resists-1-runway-option-for-futenma-replacement)

At bilateral working-level talks in Washington last Thursday and Friday, the U.S. side claimed the two-runway option as the best, asking the Japanese side to explain the reasons behind a shift to the one-runway option, the sources said.
A Japan-U.S. joint statement in May calls for the two countries to reach a conclusion by the end of August on the specific location, construction method and other details of the facility in Cape Henoko, Nago, to replace the Futenma Air Station in the crowded city of Ginowan.
And 1ac Evidence says that Okinawans are mad they share a disproportionate amount of the cost of a U.s. base. The New base at Henoko will not be as large and will be removed from every day sight.

Tanji, 2010(Miyume, research fellow at the CASAAP, Japan Focus, http://japanfocus.org/-Makishi-Yoshikazu/1819)

In October 2005, Japan and the US reached agreement on plans to construct a military airport in Henoko, shifting the runway location from the shallow reef area slightly to the north and extending the runway from 1,500 to 1,800 m. [1] The new site, located within the US military facility and extended into the deeper Oura Bay, would effectively prevent entry by local protesters.

Okinawan researchers have recently uncovered documentary evidence refuting the claim that ‘Henoko is a Futenma substitute’: the plans call for a newly built upgraded military base using taxpayers’ money

And, relocation to Nago would solve relations, Japanese governments wants it and it has no adverse effects on the environment.

Asia Pacific News, May 7th 2010 (http://www.channelnewsasia.com/stories/afp_asiapacific/view/1055112/1/.html)

Hatoyama and his left-leaning allies have long pledged to "ease the burden" on Okinawa, but their plans to relocate the Futenma base elsewhere have failed to produce viable alternatives while badly straining ties with Washington. 

The United States has urged Japan to stick with the original pact and, according to reports, has strongly rejected the i

dea of moving any of Futenma's Marines to Tokunoshima as operationally unworkable. 
The chief government spokesman, Hirofumi Hirano, said Friday that Hatoyama was planning to visit Okinawa again on May 15, following his first trip there as premier on Tuesday, to explain his relocation plan in detail. 
Media reports said the government wanted to move the base from Okinawa's Ginowan city to coastal Henoko, as agreed in 2006.
The plan is reported to include the construction of a runway on stilts, rather than landfill, in a bid to protect corals and a marine habitat that is home to the rare dugong sea mammal. 

SQ Solves

Relocating to a smaller base solves – reduces burden on Okinawans and restores relations.

Kyodo News, June 4th  2010 (“Okinawa urges Kan to reduce U.S. base burden”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/okinawa-urges-kan-to-reduce-its-us-base-burden)

People in Okinawa Prefecture renewed Friday their call to reduce their burden of hosting U.S. military bases in Japan as the governing Democratic Party of Japan picked Naoto Kan as the nation’s next prime minister. 
They also reaffirmed hopes of relocating the U.S. Marine Corps Futenma Air Station out of Okinawa, although Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama’s government, which resigned earlier Friday, agreed with the United States last week to move it within the prefecture.
Okinawa Gov Hirokazu Nakaima told a regular news conference Friday that he strongly hopes Kan will try hard to reduce the dangers posed by the Futenma base and have the land returned to Japan.
Nakaima said he also hopes the new government will sharply reduce Okinawa’s burden of hosting U.S. presence in Japan. Okinawa hosts the bulk of U.S. military facilities in Japan.
On May 28, Hatoyama’s government reached a new accord with the United States to relocate the Futenma base, which is located in a densely populated area in Ginowan, to the Henoko district of Nago, Okinawa, basically endorsing their 2006 accord despite months of efforts to review it

Relocation to happen- solves U.S. japensese relations and reaffirms alliance.
The Economis, 2010 (May 28th, http://www.economist.com/node/16248757?story_id=16248757)
THERE is almost nothing for Yukio Hatoyama, Japan’s prime minister, to be proud of in his government’s new agreement with the United States, a deal that will relocate an American marine base within the Japanese island of Okinawa. Both sides can hope that the deal, formalised on May 28th, will help to rebuild trust in their 50-year-old security alliance, made more urgent by growing signs of North Korean belligerence. America, though prickly about the dealmaking at first, has played a patient waiting game that has worked well. But for Mr Hatoyama, the most tangible outcome of almost nine months of confusion over the matter has been a precipitous slide down the opinion polls.

The agreement, signed by the top diplomatic and military officials of both countries, by and large reaffirms another that was struck in 2006—the very same one that Mr Hatoyama had promised to change, until he belatedly discovered there was no better alternative. It details plans to move an unpopular marine base, known as Futenma, from the centre of the Okinawan city of Ginowan to a quiet bay on the island’s east coast, called Henoko. It also promises that America will move 17,000 marines and their dependents from Okinawa to Guam, once it is sure the replacement facility will be completed.

Jap PTX – Kan Agenda Not effected

Kan is not perceived as part of the Okinawa base problem, his agenda won’t be affected.

McCurry 2010 (Justin, June 2nd, Guardian's Tokyo correspondent, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0602/Japan-s-Hatoyama-resigns-dogged-by-Okinawa-base-dispute) 

At the very least, Kan is expected to launch a debate on a hitherto taboo policy option: raising the consumption (sales) tax from its current 5 percent to pay for rising welfare costs.

The DPJ is hoping that a quick handover will give it time to shore up support ahead of upper house elections in July. Although it has a comfortable majority in the lower house, expected losses next month will force it to approach smaller parties so it can retain control of both chambers and pass key legislation.

Hatoyama's resignation came as the government was preparing to announce a midterm plan to rein in Japan's huge public debt – now approaching 200 percent of GDP – and encourage economic growth.
Mr. Nakano says that Kan, a fiscal conservative who was not directly involved in the Futenma decision, offers the best hope of making a clean break with the past, and may even manage to coax the DPJ’s former coalition partner, the left-wing Social Democratic Party (SDP), back into the fold.


Econ Politics Impact Turn – I/L

Kan’s economicplan hurts the economy causing prolonged recession.

Ishiguro 2010(Rie, July 9th, Reuter Writer and Editor, “Japan’s growth plan may hurt not boost the economy” http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49997120100709 
 If history is anything to go by, Japan's plan to boost the sluggish economy by pouring cash into so-called growth sectors could do more harm than good by adding a drag on the country's already relatively low productivity.

Prime Minister Naoto Kan hopes to win votes in Sunday's upper house elections with a growth strategy he says will increase real growth to 2 percent a year.

Analysts have already criticised the strategy as too ambitious when measured against growth for the decade up to the financial crisis in 2008 of about 1.3 percent a year.

One part of the plan, to make sharp cuts in corporate tax, could help. But a pledge to prioritise spending on sectors including the environment, healthcare, tourism and overseas infrastructure development may actually undermine the economy. "What the government is trying to do is not much different from the past pork-barrel politics where the government invested in public works projects to create jobs when the economy was in a recession," said Hideo Kumano, chief economist at Dai-ichi Life Research Institute. "When the government intervenes, it tends to ignore the price-setting mechanism of open markets where high prices are paid to high-quality services, barring companies from boosting profitability and productivity."

Providing government support to handpicked industries tends to shield them from the competitive pressures that would make them strong and more productive, analysts say.

PRODUCTIVITY

Japan's productivity is already the lowest among developed nations. At 70 percent of U.S. productivity, Japan was the bottom of the list for the 15th straight year in 2008, figures from the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development show.  Analysts blame low productivity on the failings of past growth strategies, where governments shelled out trillions of yen to support inefficient industries. In 2000, a government led by then Prime Minister Yoshiro Mori spent about 4 trillion yen ($45 billion) in a stimulus package focused on public works projects.

That gave a temporary boost to the construction industry mostly by increasing jobs, but also shielded it from competition. The result was a sharp drop in productivity. While the economy's overall productivity rose 13 percent between 2000 and 2007, in the construction sector it fell 1 percent, an industry group survey shows. Most of the growth areas defined by the government, such as nursing care, belong to the service sector. The government is aware of past failures from government intervention but it is hoping this time around that the policy mix in the growth strategy will overall provide a boost for the economy.

That said, the main growth engine for the economy has been the manufacturing sector, where output rose 19 percent in the decade up to the 2008 financial crisis. The services sector grew at less than half that pace and more slowly than the overall economy. Most industries chosen also represent a small percentage of Japan's service sector. Health care, for example, is just 9 percent of the sector. OECD figures also show services productivity growth of just 0.64 percent a year between 1991 and 2007,lagging behind manufacturing's gains of 3.45 percent a year.

COMPETITION

That reflects the domestic focus of the services industry compared with the international exposure of Japan's manufacturers, such as Canon Inc and Tokyo Electron, and another argument against government intervention.

"Only exposure to intense competition can induce companies to come up with ideas for survival," said Mitsuru Taniuchi, professor of economics at Tokyo's Waseda University. "The government has no way of knowing in advance which companies will turn out to be winners," he said. Private-sector health care is one area that the government tried to support previously in an attempt to promote growth and reduce the burden on publicly provided health care.

But it reduced its support to reduce its own spending, raising questions about its staying power this time around when the government is trying to tackle a public debt burden close to 200 percent of GDP.

Analysts also question if the sector can grow without some relaxing regulations, which some companies say stifle profitability and expansion.  One bright spot for the strategy though is a goal to cut Japan's 40 percent corporate tax rate, which is the highest among OECD countries. But that might not go down well with the public at a time when the government is floating the idea of doubling the 5 percent sales tax. It would also add challenges to a government that is trying to rein in public debt. Some analysts say Kan's policies lack coherence and he should focus instead on more deregulation, even though this has been blamed by many ruling party officials for a widening social disparity in Japan.

"The conventional wisdom that the government spending should play a leading role in boosting growth won't do any good," said Koichi Haji, chief economist at NLI Research Institute.

"The government needs to let the private sector allocate resources more freely."

Econ Politics Impact Turn – I/L

Consumption tax leads to recession – history proves

(Takahashi Fumitoshi, Journal of Japanese Studies, Vol. 25, No. 1 (Winter, 1999) “Manipulations behind the Consumption Tax Increase: The Ministry of Finance Prolongs Japan's Recession,” <http://www.jstor.org/stable/133355>. pp. 91-106, AP)
The Japanese government and the Liberal Democratic Party were shocked by the strong U.S. appeal in spring 1998 for Japan to lower its consumption tax as a means of reviving its economy, in its worst recession since World War II. While the Japanese government had considered gradually increasing the consumption tax introduced in April 1989, it never anticipated a need to revert to the tax's original level. A new comprehensive economic stimulus package released by the Japanese government in April 1998 to help revive the economy included a decrease in the income tax but not in the consumption tax. The question of how the consumption tax increase contributed to the current recession begs the questions of how and why it was introduced. The purpose of this short article is to answer all these questions. In fiscal year 1997 Japan's real economic growth rate was -0.7 per cent, the first negative rate since the oil shocks caused growth of -0.5 per cent in 1974. The 1974 recession had external causes: it resulted from a tight money policy adopted to stem the sharp rise in domestic prices induced by the first oil shock that jarred the world in autumn 1973.' In contrast, the current negative growth rate is the result of a misguided economic policy and thus was brought on by Japan's own government. In April 1997 the consumption tax was raised from three to five per cent, and it is now clear this was the main culprit that triggered negative growth in 1997. According to the Economic Planning Agency, the peak of economic recovery following the collapse of the bubble was in March 1997; relapses in the economic indicators began in April following the consumption tax increase. For the first time since 1955 when current statistical methods were adopted after World War II, personal consumption, which represents about 60 per cent of gross domestic product (GDP), dropped 1.2 per cent from the previous year. As shown in Table 1, total private expenditure from January to March 1997, before the consumption tax was raised, increased 4.0 percent over the previous quarter, while it fell 5.3 per cent for the quarter following the consumption tax increase. This is a huge drop even considering the spending rush that occurred just prior to the tax hike and the spending contraction just after it. 2 In addition to the consumption tax increase, higher copayments for medical costs, successive bank failures, and a worsening employment situation have compounded difficulties, 3 leading to uncertainty about future consumption and causing consumers to keep a tight rein on their wallets. 

Environment Frontline (1/3)
1) Evidence is in context of Hatoyama; he was taken out of power and replaced by Kan. No evidence on Kan’s foreign policy or commitment to the Environment.

2) Also, Harris evidence shows that any action taken by the U.S. can effectively spur environmental movement. Two implications


a. Calder evidence concedes the U.S. is already in such bilateral agreements with South Korea and China, meaning the modeling is already happened

b. Or – U.S. policy wouldn’t be modeled gutting solvency.  

3) No evidence as to how Japan is uniquely key or how one alliance will prevent all global warming.

4) Also, impact author concedes that current U.S. policies on emissions do NOTHING to stop global warming.

Oliver Tickell, environmental researcher, 2008, 8/11, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange) 
But what are we to do? All our policies to date to tackle global warming have been miserable failures. The Kyoto protocol has created a vast carbon market but done little to reduce emissions. The main effect of the EU's emissions trading scheme has been to transfer about €30bn or more from consumers to Europe's biggest polluters, the power companies. The EU and US foray into biofuels has, at huge cost, increased greenhouse gas emissions and created a world food crisis, causing starvation in many poor countries.

So are all our efforts doomed to failure? Yes, so long as our governments remain craven to special interests, whether carbon tradersor fossil fuel companies. The carbon market is a valuable tool, but must be subordinate to climatic imperatives. The truth is that to prevent runaway greenhouse warming, we will have to leave most of the world's fossil fuels in the ground, especially carbon-heavy coal, oil shales and tar sands. The fossil fuel and power companies must be faced down.

Global problems need global solutions, and we also need an effective replacement for the failed Kyoto protocol. The entire Kyoto system of national allocations is obsolete because of the huge volumes of energyembodied in products traded across national boundaries. It also presents a major obstacle to any new agreement – as demonstrated by the 2008G8 meeting in Japan that degenerated into a squabble over national emission rights.

Coral Reefs have been dying in drastic numbers since the 70’s due to disease and coral bleaching
 (Telegraph, 06/10/2009, “Coral Reefs collapse amid Global Warming” < http://www.telegraph.co.uk/earth/environment/globalwarming/5487425/Coral-reefs-collapse-amid-global-warming.html> AP)
Scientists spotted the trend after analysing 500 surveys of 200 reefs conducted between 1969 and 2008.   They found 75 per cent of the reefs were now largely "flat" compared with 20 per cent in the 1970s.  Today, most of the reefs across the Caribbean are significantly flatter and more uniform than they used to be, the researchers reported in the journal Proceedings of the Royal Society B.  The most complex reefs are virtually wiped out, said the scientists.  Disease and warming sea temperatures both have the effect of levelling and flattening coral reefs.  In the late 1970s reefs were flattened when large amounts of Caribbean coral were killed off by widespread disease.  More recently intense and frequent coral bleaching events, a direct result of rising sea surface temperatures due to global warming, have caused much more reef flattening, say the researchers.  Study leader Dr Lorenzo Alvarez-Filip, from the University of East Anglia's School of Biological Science, said: "For many organisms, the complex structure of reefs provides refuge from predators. This drastic loss of architectural complexity is clearly driving substantial declines in biodiversity, which will in turn affect coastal fishing communities.  "The loss of structure also vastly reduces the Caribbean's natural coastal defences, significantly increasing the risk of coastal erosion and flooding."  Reversing damage to coral following bleaching than before bleaching began. Second, videotapes from successive time periods at each long-term site are being compared side-by-side to follow the condition and fate of 4153 selected coral colonies. 
Environment Frontline (2/3)

Regardless of pulling out the base, planet will continue to kill coral – coral reefs will not go extinct

(Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council, 02/22/2010, “Will coral reefs disappear?” < http://www.physorg.com/news186049158.html>. AP)

NSERC-funded researcher Dr. Simon Donner, an assistant professor in the department of geography at the University of British Columbia, will be talking about the vulnerability of coral reefs to climate change due to higher ocean temperatures.

Dr. Donner studies coral bleaching. Corals get most of their energy from microscopic algae that live in their tissue. These algae are colourful and are what gives corals their vivid hue. When environmental factors go out of the range that corals are used to (such as warming water), the symbiosis between the coral and the algae breaks down and corals effectively expel the algae and turn white. The coral is then deprived of its source of energy, and dies.

Dr. Donner studies the frequency of coral bleaching events, their consequences and the link to unusually warm oceans. He says that mass coral bleaching events were thought to be extremely rare as far back as 30 years ago.

At the AAAS conference he will be talking about the predicted occurrence of bleaching events under different climate scenarios and, according to

Dr. Donner, it doesn't look good.

"Even if we froze emissions today, the planet still has some warming left in it. That's enough to make bleaching dangerously frequent in reefs worldwide," he says.

Given the hundreds of millions of people living in the tropics who depend on coral reefs for food, income, tourism and shoreline protection, the loss of reefs is a serious issue.

"Obviously, there's an aesthetic concern because people see Finding Nemo and they're worried about what's going to happen to the world's coral reefs, but the key thing is that there are hundreds of millions of people who depend on them for their livelihood," says Dr. Donner.

However, the outlook isn't completely bleak. Dr. Donner says that no one is predicting that coral reefs will go extinct; they will continue to survive, but only in certain habitats, such as shaded areas. The reality is a general loss of coral cover and a breakdown of the physical structure of reefs.

In order to see what the future of reefs might be, Dr. Donner is pursuing fieldwork in the central equatorial Pacific, because the islands and reefs in that area are affected by repeated El Nino events. Because of this, they've experienced higher year-to-year temperature variability than other areas on the planet. Dr. Donner is studying the corals in these areas to understand how the reefs are biologically different, and how that has allowed them to persist through warm water events that would kill coral in other areas of the planet.

"It's a natural model for the future," he says.


Environment Frontline (2/3)
Sharks, not Coral, are key to biodiversity and current overfishing has collapsed current coral level 
(Physorg, 2005, “Research Shows Overfishing of Sharks Key Factor in Coral Reef Decline” http://www.physorg.com/news3688.html>. AP)
Jordi Bascompte and Carlos Melián of the Integrative Ecology Group, Estación Biológica de Doñana, Consejo Superior de Investigaciones Científicas, in Sevilla, Spain, and Enric Sala of Scripps Institution of Oceanography at the University of California, San Diego, developed an unprecedented model of a Caribbean marine ecosystem and details of its intricate predator-prey interactions. This food “web” covered 1,000 square kilometers to a depth of 100 meters and included some 250 species of marine organisms. The study, published in the April 12 edition of the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, included an intricate network of more than 3,000 links between these species. The project was one of the largest and most detailed investigations of marine food webs and the first study to integrate food web structure, dynamics and conservation. One of the most striking products of the study is a stark picture of human impacts on marine ecosystems and the consequences of targeted fishing. In the Caribbean, overfishing of sharks triggers a domino effect of changes in abundance that carries down to several fish species and contributes to the overall degradation of the reef ecosystem. Overfishing species randomly, the study shows, is not likely to cause these cascading effects. “It appears that ecosystems such as Caribbean coral reefs need sharks to ensure the stability of the entire system,” said Sala, deputy director of the Center for Marine Biodiversity and Conservation at Scripps. When sharks are overfished, a cascade of effects can lead to a depletion of important grazers of plant life. This is because there are fewer sharks to feed on carnivorous fish such as grouper—causing an increase in their numbers and their ability to prey on parrotfishes. The removal of plant-eating animals such as parrotfishes has been partly responsible for the shift of Caribbean reefs from coral to algae dominated, the authors note. Thus overfishing of sharks may contribute further to the loss of resistance of coral reefs to multiple human disturbances. “The community-wide impacts of fishing are stronger than expected because fishing preferentially targets species whose removal can destabilize the food web,” the authors conclude in their report. Because of their comprehensive approach in developing the intricate food web, the authors say their study and its results address more than individual species protection and speak to larger ecosystem protection issues. “The paper presents a community-wide approximation of conservation problems,” said Bascompte. “We cannot asses all of the implications of overfishing by only looking at the target species or a few others. Species are embedded in a complex network of relationships and this network has a particular shape. This has large implications for the propagation of the consequences of overfishing through the whole food web.”  

Species loss is irrecoverably bad now and expected to worsen

(Mongabay 07/09/2009 One of the world's most popular environmental science and conservation news sites “869 species extinct, 17,000 threatened with extinction” http://news.mongabay.com/2009/0702-iucn.html AP)

The report found some plant and animal groups to be particularly vulnerable. One third of amphibians, nearly a quarter of mammals, 27 percent of reef-building corals, 17 percent of sharks and rays, 29 percent of conifers, and 52 percent of cycads are threatened with extinction.

"The report makes for depressing reading," says Craig Hilton Taylor, Manager of the IUCN Red List Unit and co-editor. "It tells us that the extinction crisis is as bad, or even worse, than we believed. But it also shows the trends these species are following and is therefore an essential part of decision-making processes. In the run-up to 2010, the global community should use this report wisely to address the situation."

The report notes that the proportion of species at risk is expected to rise with as the planet warms. Land use change due to human development will interfere with migration to safer elevations and latitudes.

Deployment Pic 
Text: The United States Federal Government should end its joint missile defense development programs with Japan.

Block IIA is yet to be developed, ending the joint developing programs would end production.

Wolf, 10(Jim, Apr 21st, Reuters Reporter, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE63K5V020100421)

Japan has spent just over $1 billion to help build a more capable SM-3 version, said Richard Lehner, a Missile Defense Agency spokesman. It is being co-developed with Waltham, Massachusetts-based Raytheon Co, the world's biggest missile maker.

The new version, dubbed SM-3 Block IIA, is key to U.S. plans to be able to defend all of NATO's European territory from a perceived Iranian ballistic-missile threat as soon as about 2018.

It is designed to improve the antimissile's velocity, range and ability to discriminate among a missile target and decoys and would be deployed on land as well as at sea. A follow-on version, called Block IIB, with yet higher velocity, is planned to help protect the U.S. East Coast starting in about 2020 from potential long-range Iranian missiles.

O'Reilly said the United States and the Hatoyama government had identified all steps necessary to successfully integrate the upgraded Block IIA SM-3 interceptor.

Its first flight test should be in 2014 and the first intercept test in 2015, he said.

"Within the next year, we will begin our discussions on production arrangements between the United States and Japan," O'Reilly added.

Left unmentioned by O'Reilly was potential opposition from pacifist elements in the coalition government to Japan's export of the interceptor to countries other than the United States.

Poland and Rumania have agreed in principle to host land-based SM-3 interceptor sites. These are known as "Aegis ashore" units after a Lockheed Martin Corp mobile defense system initially used only at sea.

Responding to Sen. Richard Shelby, an Alabama Republican, O'Reilly said contractors could compete for "Aegis ashore" work after the projected Rumanian installation that he described as on a tight deadline.

"We are reviewing over $37 billion in new contracts for competition over the next two years," O'Reilly said in an opening statement, referring to the range of missile-shield work.

By 2015, the Obama administration plans to buy 436 early-generation SM-3 interceptors and 431 Lockheed-built Terminal High Altitude Area Defense systems, the building blocks of regional antimissile shields. It also plans to have 38 ballistic-missile-defense ships available.

Since the Democratic Party of Japan's victory, bilateral tensions have risen over the desire of some Hatoyama government members to change a 2006 U.S.-Japan deal to relocate a controversial U.S. Marine air station, Futenma, to a less densely populated spot on Okinawa.

Japan has acquired from the United States a layered shield against ballistic missiles that could be fired by North Korea and tipped with chemical, biological or nuclear warheads.

The SM-3 co-development program represents "not only an area of significant technical cooperation, but also the basis for enhanced operational cooperation to strengthen regional security," Bradley Roberts, a deputy assistant secretary of defense, told a House of Representatives Armed Services subcommittee on April 15.

North Korea NB
U.S. deployment key to check North Korean aggression

Tajima & Tosaki 07(Hiroshi, Hirofumi, The Japan Institute of International Affairs, http://www2.jiia.or.jp/en/pdf/polcy_report/pr200703-jmd.pdf)
After the North Korean missile launchings, Director-General Nukaga emphasized the need for early deployment of Japanese BMD systems, stating that the government would review the possibility of front-loading the buildup plan. For example, the Japanese government will consider earlier acquisition of Patriot PAC-3 (to be acquired by the end of FY 2006) and the Aegis BMD system (first vessel to be acquired by the end of FY 2007). Earlier deployment of the entire BMD system, which is currently planned for FY 2011, will also be considered. Furthermore, the government will review the possibility of moving up the deployment of FPS-XX radars and other radar networks. The US Navy has deployed Aegis LRS&T destroyers (without interception capability) to the Sea of Japan since March 2004. In accordance with the decision of the Japan-US Security Consultative Committee (SCC or “2+2”), the US also deployed Aegis BMD cruisers equipped with interceptor missiles (SM-3) to the US Navy base at Yokosuka in August 2006. US Forces also deployed an X-band early warning radar to Shariki ASDF Base in Aomori in June, and a PAC-3 unit to the USAF base at Kadena, Okinawa by late 2006. Needless to say, smooth joint operations are required between the Japanese and US BMD systems, and the procedures for ensuring such should be determined in detail. During his visit to Moscow in January 2006, Director-General Nukaga emphasized the importance of developing capabilities to detect ballistic missiles launches as quickly as possible, track the missiles accurately, and respond effectively. He also noted the necessity of developing monitoring systems that link Japan’s ground-based radar network, Aegis ships, the JADGE system, early warning satellites, and US radar networks. Nukaga then revealed a plan to develop an integrated information network for Japanese and US ballistic missile defense. The assets listed above that were deployed by US forces for monitoring the North Korean missile launches on July 5 were under the control of the US Pacific Command (PACOM) located in Hawaii. －8－ However, the Japan Self-Defense Force’s counterpart is the Headquarters of US Forces in Japan. Such an arrangement risks failure to share information, confusion, and delays in joint operations. The North Korean missile launches offer the lesson that Japan and the US need to fully coordinate regarding the positioning of US Forces in Japan and the development of operational procedures for Japan-US joint ballistic missile defense as soon as possible. Joint exercises and training will help reinforce lessons learned.

And, without the U.S. deployment Japan is a sitting duck.

Spacewar.com, Staff Writers 2009 (April 9th, Japan May need Missile Early Warning System, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Japan_may_need_missile_early_warning_satellite_minister_999.html

Japan's defence minister Thursday told a meeting on North Korea's rocket launch that Tokyo should consider deploying an early warning satellite to monitor future missile launches around Japan.

"It would give us some time to react immediately after a launch. I am fully aware of the importance" of such a satellite, Defence Minister Yasukazu Hamada told a parliamentary security meeting.

Communist North Korea on Sunday angered Japan by launching over its territory what it called a communications satellite. Washington, Tokyo and Seoul say it was really a test of an intercontinental ballistic missile.

Japan deployed land- and sea-based missile defence systems before and during the North Korean launch in case of a mishap, but it had to rely on a US military satellite to detect the launch itself.

While waiting for the blast-off, Japan sent out a false alarm Saturday based on information received by its own ground-based radars.

Japan already has four spy satellites in orbit -- launched after North Korea fired a ballistic missile over Japan in 1998 -- including one that allows Tokyo to monitor any point on Earth once a day.

But it has no space orbiters fitted with infrared sensors that can quickly detect a missile launch. A special task force under Prime Minister Taro Aso last week proposed development of such satellites within five years.

China NB

U.S. Aegis deployment on land and sea is necessary to check Chinese Aggression.

Kennedy, 2009(Brian T, President of the Claremont Institute, Nov 9, Japanese Missile Defense Matters, http://online.wsj.com/article/NA_WSJ_PUB:SB10001424052748704402404574524620869945450.html)
This misunderstands China completely. Chinese strategy begins with the desire to guarantee the country's freedom of action on the Eurasian landmass and in the Pacific Ocean. In the 20th century Beijing was not able to exercise such freedom because of Japanese and then American military power. China's goal is to be able to marginalize both peers, or anyone else who stands in its way. 

Nuclear ballistic missiles provide the clearest demonstration of this intent. Today China possesses an arsenal of medium-, intermediate- and intercontinental ballistic missiles that could inflict destruction on the Japanese homeland. In addition, China possesses nuclear-tipped cruise missiles and is developing advanced stealth bombers to deliver them. Next year the Pentagon expects that Beijing's JIN-class nuclear ballistic missile submarine fleet to be operational. The missiles on these submarines could strike at Japan from a significant distance anywhere in the international waters of East Asia. Beijing also seeks space-based capabilities. If continued investment and deployment of space-based military assets are left unchecked, China could not merely dominate Asia but could achieve strategic superiority over Russia and the U.S. as well.

Today the Japanese are defended primarily by the American nuclear umbrella and to a growing degree by the U.S.-designed Aegis missile defense system deployed on Japanese destroyers. These same destroyers and sea and land-based radars are integrated into the U.S. sea-based missile defense system. Successful tests have been made as recently as October. Such success should give policy makers in both the U.S. and Japan confidence that the Aegis system can be an important layer of defense against both China and North Korea. The U.S. and Japan also should be building space-based defenses to ensure their national survival against nuclear weapons.
Conflict escalates and causes nuclear war.
Chalmers Johnson, journalist, “Time to Bring the Troops Home,” May 14, 2001, The Nation, Volume 272, Number 19


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

Japan Rearm NB

Japan won’t nuclearize now but the door is open

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

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

Toshi Yoshihara & James Holmes, 6/22/09, Associate Professors of Strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580/pg_7/?tag=content;col1
In other words, if the United States fails to integrate Japan more meaningfully into its nuclear plans, Tokyo might have no choice but to pursue an independent option. Alternatively, Tokyo might modify its Three Non-Nuclear Principles, lifting its self-imposed ban on the introduction of nuclear weapons onto Japanese territory. This would represent a precursor to limited deployments of U.S. nuclear weapons to strengthen deterrence. (30) The deployment of Pershing intermediate-range missiles in Europe during the 1980s offers a useful precedent. Such a move might eventually open the way for joint management of nuclear weapons positioned in the home islands, similar to existing U.S.-NATO arrangements. (31) A strategy of calculated ambiguity that at once played up Japanese capacity to go nuclear and remained noncommittal on Japanese intentions of doing so would offer Tokyo its best diplomatic option should security conditions continue to decay in East Asia.  What would it take to empower adherents of Sagan's security model, allowing their views to win out over domestic interests opposed to nuclear weapons and over norms of decades' standing? A central feature of Japan's security strategy is the nation's utter dependence on the American nuclear umbrella. As Yukio Satoh succinctly explains, "The U.S. extended nuclear deterrence will continue to be Japan's only strategic option to neutralize potential or conceivable nuclear and other strategic threats." (32) That is, even barely perceptible signs of weakness in the U.S. nuclear posture (either perceived or real) could trigger alarm and overreactions in Japan.  Japanese concerns over the Obama administration's recent moves to advance nonperoliferation and disarmament objectives attest to such sensitivities. Specifically, Japanese policy makers fret that "extended deterrence could weaken if Washington appears too eager to placate China and Russia on these [global disarmament] issues in pursuit of the nonproliferation objective or if it permits a latent North Korean nuclear capability in exchange for safeguards against proliferation." (33) In 2006, North Korea's nuclear test compelled the Japanese government to seek public reassurances from the United States that extended deterrence remained intact. (34) Not surprisingly, even skeptics on the matter of Japanese nuclearization concede that an erosion of American credibility could fundamentally reshape the Japanese strategic calculus. The Congressional Research Service forcefully contends that "perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan's security. (35) The causes and processes by which U.S. extended deterrence could be undermined in Tokyo's eyes are beyond the scope of this article. Nevertheless, we contend that a gradual or sudden collapse of the nuclear umbrella would be among the most decisive stimuli for a Japanese nuclear breakout.  Indeed, historical precedents in Cold War 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 Communique, 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.
Japanese nuclearization triggers a regional arms race causing nuclear war

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

The emergence of nuclear weapons in Japan would trigger an arms race in Asia and neighboring regions, Politika Foundation President Vyacheslav Nikonov said. "The situation would take a very dangerous turn should Japan take this path: the nonproliferation regime would be undermined and a terrible arms race would begin in Asia," Nikonov told Interfax on Tuesday. Nikonov made these remarks while commenting on the Japanese government's statement that Japan could legally possess nuclear weapons "however minimal the arsenal might be." "If this happens, South Korea could claim nuclear status and China would no longer put up with the small nuclear arsenal it has. The chain reaction would then entangle India, Pakistan and Iran," the Russian expert said. "This race could ultimately result in the use of such weapons," he said.
2NC – Japan Rearm XT

Obtaining nuclear weapons turns case – kills Japanese econ 
Elliot Walker is Japan chairman of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 5, 2002, “Japan stands up to North Korea”, Lexis | Suo

First, how would obtaining nuclear weapons affect Japan's economic environment? Unlike the United States, Japan is so dependent on trade, imports and international cooperation that multilateralism is a necessity. In particular, Japan is heavily dependent on imported energy sources. As of 1999, over 79 percent of Japan's total energy consumption was dependent upon foreign sources. Were Japan to test its diplomatic waters by going nuclear, foreign energy suppliers could easily put the squeeze on Japan. Moreover, the U.S. and others could quickly move to stop the export of uranium to Japan. Nuclear power provides 15 percent of Japan's energy consumption, and such a loss would cripple the Japanese economy. It can be assumed that such a loss would not be acceptable for Japan's affluent society.
Japanese economy key to global economy (they read this + Mead)  
Allan H. Meltzer, Prof. Poli. Econ. And Public Policy @ Carnegie Mellon U, “Monetary Policy in the New Global Economy: The Case of Japan,” Spring/Summer 2k, Cato Journal | VP

The argument is often made that devaluation of the yen is harmful to Japan’s neighbors and trading partners. Japan, it is said, should not recover at others’ expense. Such statements are based on a misunderstanding. The real exchange rate—the quoted exchange rate adjusted for differences in prices at home and abroad—must change to restore Japan’s competitive position in the world economy. The only issue is not whether the real exchange rate changes, but how. There are three possibilities. First, Japan can use expansive monetary policy to devalue its quoted (or market) exchange rate. Second, it has been doing the opposite recently, so it must in the future let prices and wages fall enough to restore equilibrium. Third, it can hope that the United States, Europe, and others inflate enough to ease the Japanese adjustment. Or, it can rely on a mixture of price and exchange rate changes. Putting aside hopes that principal foreign countries inflate, wage and price deflation is the alternative to devaluation. There are no others. Those who oppose devaluation as too costly for Japan’s neighbors and trading partners should recognize that Japanese deflation is expensive also, for its trading partners, its neighbors, and its citizens. In my view—supported by the experience of the past decade— devaluation would be a cheaper, and I believe, faster way to restore prosperity to Japan and its neighbors. The Japanese work force is talented and productive. Japanese producers in many industries have been creative and strong competitors. That is why Japan has become the world’s second largest economy. Although there are the much discussed structural problems, there is a sizeable competitive core that would take advantage of the yen’s devaluation to produce more. As Japan returned to high employment and growth, imports from neighbors and trading partners would increase. The yen would appreciate. Japan’s growth would help to re- store Asian prosperity and contribute to growth of the world economy.

Deployment Pic – Competition

1) Normalization – There is only a threat that Japan ability to intercept a Ballistic Missile flying towards the U.S. would shatter its constitution. Without Block IIA missiles revision won’t happen. 

2) Regional Security – Hughes evidence indicates interception capability is what gives china the perception its deterrent capability is shattered. Pac -3 missiles and Block IA can only disintegrate ICBM’s aimed AT JAPAN. Doesn’t trigger perception link. 

3) ASAT- Weeden evidence shows Block IIA capabilities are key internal Link to China perception of anti satellite capabilities. 

4) NFU- Hughes evidence shows only block IIA missiles cause doctrinal shift that escalates into war. 

Impact Defense – Normalization ADV. 

Article 9 isn’t restricting Japan – They are expanding military bases and weapons, other countries don’t hold Japan down. The International peace cooperation activities clause allows for things like the Block IIA missiles.

Rozoff, 2010 (Rick, April 25th , author and geopolitical analyst. he is editor of Stop NATO and a frequent contributor to Global Research, http://rickrozoff.wordpress.com/2010/04/26/japanese-military-joins-u-s-and-nato-in-horn-of-africa/)
However, the above-mentioned Japanese naval officer was more direct in identifying his nation’s interest in establishing a military base in Africa. Kitagawa also told AFP that “We are deploying here to fight piracy and for our self-defence. Japan is a maritime nation and the increase in piracy in the Gulf of Aden through which 20,000 vessels sail every year is worrying.”

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

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

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

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

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

However, a 2007 Defense White Paper left the door open to further military deployments with a provision on “international peace cooperation activities.”
It is in the spirit of that elastic and evasive phrase that Japan resumed support for the war in Afghanistan in 2008 and has now secured a military base on the African continent.

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

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

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

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

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

Impact Defense – Regional Security

Taiwan has BMD’s now, perception of Taiwan defense in squo.

Minnick, 2010 (Wendel, March 22nd,  Staff Writer Defense News, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4547996)

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

However, the system is not expected to survive long in a war.

"In a conflict situation, especially a full-scale conflict, the radar has one mission - early warning of initial missile and air strikes," he said. "Once it does its job, it's not realistic to assume the radar would survive past initial missile strikes."

Once the initial warning is sounded by the EWR, the new Anyu-4 air defense system would kick into action. Anyu-4 replaced four older air defense control and reporting centers with new Regional Operations Control Centers (ROCC). In 2001, the U.S. released the sale of ROCCs and mobile and fixed radar systems for an undisclosed amount. Additional items, including the Program Automated Air Defense System, were released in 2005. The ROCCs will select whether PAC-3, Tien Kung or I-Hawk missiles should intercept the threat.

Impact Defense – Chinese ASAT

China already perceives U.S. ASAT capability and are testing their own ASAT – their 1ac author.

Brian Weeden, technical advisor for the Secure World Foundation, former US Air Force officer with a background in space surveillance and ICBM operations, "The space security implications of missile defense," September 28, 2009, the Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1474/1 | VP

As an ex-military officer who worked under General Cartwright (admittedly, several levels below) I believe he is sincere in his belief that this was a “one-time” deal. However, if I was another sovereign state and potential adversary of the United States, I do not think I would have that same luxury.

Many military planners would argue that the appropriate way to establish threats is to base it off what potential adversaries are capable of doing, and not on what they are likely to do. And in this case, I think it is logical to argue that potential US adversaries with space capabilities, such as Russia and China, would have to assume that the US could reconstitute the sea-based ASAT capability should it want to.

More critically, there is no way for any outside entity to independently verify that the US has or has not modified any of the operational SM-3 interceptors for ASAT capability, since there are no external tell-tales or inspections. Lacking such verification, it would be imprudent for these potential adversaries to assume such capability does not exist, and therefore it is logical that they would develop measures to counter such a capability.

Interestingly, this same argument could be applied to China’s SC-19 ballistic missile. Based on a modified version of the CSS-5 MRBM, the SC-19 was used as the booster for the anti-satellite kill vehicle that destroyed a Chinese weather satellite in 2007. Some reports (which have not been fully substantiated) have claimed that the SC-19 is actually part of a Chinese ABM system. Even if untrue, it is clear that the Chinese direct-ascent ASAT program and the US ground- and sea-based missile defense programs are two halves of the same capability, separated only by perspective and policy.
And, their impact is Non unique, There are hundreds of floating debris from Chinas last ASAT launch. Furthermore their evidence indicates that ASAT’s won’t be launched but will be used to take down American satellites and cripple the U.S. This means their accident based of space debris impact won’t happen. 

Impact Defense – Europe BMD

BMD doesn’t test START Treaty
Reuters 2010, June 16th, (Susan Cornwell, Graduate of Georgetown College, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65F5VM20100616)
The chief of the Pentagon's Missile Defense Agency assured U.S. lawmakers on Wednesday that the new treaty with Moscow cutting nuclear arms does not limit Washington's missile defense plans, as the Obama administration sought to convince treaty skeptics in Congress.

Winning over Republicans who are among the most stalwart supporters of U.S. missile defense programs is critical to getting Senate approval of the new START treaty that President Barack Obama and Russian President Dmitry Medvedev signed in April.

A Senate supermajority of 67 votes is needed for ratification and the Obama administration hopes for a vote this year.

"There are no limitations in the treaty that affect our plans for developing missile defense," Lieutenant General Patrick O'Reilly, director of the Missile Defense Agency, told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.

The pact reduces the strategic nuclear arsenals of both countries. Obama administration officials repeatedly have declared it does not cut defensive systems that Washington is developing with the goal of protecting against a small number of missiles that might be fired by "rogue" states such as North Korea or Iran.

But some Republicans already skeptical of Obama's attempts to "reset" relations with Russia and his revamping last year of the Bush administration's missile defense program, keep looking for possible concessions his administration may be making to Moscow.

They have pointed to a clause in the new START that prohibits the conversion of long-range missile launchers into missile defense launchers. Republican Senator James Risch asked Wednesday whether this is not a constraint.

O'Reilly replied that the clause was nothing to worry about because the actions it prohibits were not planned anyway.

While the United States did five such launcher conversions back in 2002, no more were planned, he said. This was because officials had learned it is cheaper to build launchers, and easier to maintain them, than converting old ones.

"The options that are prohibited would be ones that we would not choose," O'Reilly said.
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