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1NC Shell

Japan is moving toward more assertive militarization – will nuclearize absent U.S. reassurance
Robinson, 10

[David, professor Edith Cowan University (Australia), “Why the West should Discourage Japanese Military Expansion,” Journal of Asia Pacific Studies ( 2010) Vol 1, No 2, 312-319] 

The pacifist Yoshida Doctrine, which advocated the devotion of Japan’s national resources to economic development and an almost total reliance on the United States for defence, dominated Japanese foreign policy thinking throughout the Cold War. Henry Kissinger thought those “Japanese decisions [were] the most farsighted and intelligent of any major nation in the post-World War Two era” [Pyle, 1998, pp123-124]. Under the Yoshida Doctrine Japan resisted Western pressure to rearm and instead traded military bases to the US for protection. Japan was thus largely relieved of the burden of maintaining a military, and also benefited economically by supplying American forces in both the Korean and Vietnam Wars [Pyle, 1998, pp123-124]. Of course, the historical context of this pacifism was Japan’s destruction in World War Two, following more than half a century of imperialist Japanese foreign policy. Japan had fought wars in East Asia against China in 1894-95 and against Russia in 1905; annexed the Korean Peninsula in 1910, and devoted 70,000 troops to the allied invasion of Russia following the Bolshevik Revolution. They were subsequently the main imperialists in Asia during the 1930s and 40s, invading Manchuria in 1931, and sparking the Second Sino-Japanese War from July 1937 onwards through their continued encroachment into Chinese territory. The aim of conquering Chinese territory and creating a ‘Greater East Asia Co-prosperity Sphere’ led to Japanese military expansion throughout the region, and World War Two in the Pacific [Mackerras, 1998, pp37-38]. 

After the war the United States occupied Japan, and secured their long-term military presence through the 1951 Security Treaty [Mackerras, 1998, p41]. In these circumstances the sublimation of Japanese energies into economic activity was both appropriate and welcomed by a region who feared them, and a Japan who could be said to fear itself [Matthews, 2003, p76]. With this new focus Japan re-emerged as a While the US had urged Japanese remilitarisation since the late 1960s, it was only after the collapse of the Soviet Union that Japan was forced onto this path [Mackerras, 1998, p49]. Bhubhindar Singh notes that the Gulf Crisis demonstrated a new element of uncertainty in international affairs which could best be dealt with through multilateral military cooperation [Singh, 2008, pp313-314]. Thus in 1991 Japan was called upon to support the war against Iraq amid an unexpected “storm of international criticism” [Pyle, 1998, pp126-127]. In 1992 the UN Peacekeeping Operations Cooperation Bill allowed Japan to deploy troops overseas in limited logistical and humanitarian roles, which they did in Cambodia [Pyle, 1998, pp126-127]. This was a shift in Japanese strategic attitudes. Ichiro Ozawa, who oversaw Japan’s political realignment from 1993, “expressed his desired course for Japan to be a ‘normal country’ that pursues its own interests by using all the foreign policy tools that other countries use: economic might, military prowess, and diplomatic skills” [Sata, 2001, p200]. Since then the Self-Defense Force has been authorised to use an increasingly wide range of weaponry in their operations, and public support for Japan’s use of force for defensive purposes has risen [Inoguichi, 2006, pp4-5]. So far Japanese security policy remains triangulated between its still-pacifist constitution, the UN Charter, and the US-Japanese Security Treaty [Singh, 2008, p314]. However, sections of the Japanese media and political establishment increasingly call for Japan to acquire a greater range of defence systems, including long-range fighters, nuclear submarines, a missile defence system, and intelligence-gathering satellites [Inoguichi, 2006, pp13-15]. Self-Defence Force spending is increasing dramatically, and there are calls to amend Article 9 of the constitution, and even to produce nuclear weapons [Matthews, 2003, p76]. Eugene Matthews argues that Japan nationalism is rising and, “This development could have an alarming consequence: namely, the rise of a militarized, assertive, and nuclear-armed Japan” [Matthews, 2003, pp74-75].
And the only thing holding back full Japanese armament is the U.S. military commitment
Nishida, 7
[Tatsuya, Department of Public Policy at Harvard University, April 2007, “ORIGIN OF U.S. SECURITY ALLIANCES IN THE ASIA -P ACIFIC REGION : A COMPARATIVE PERSPECTIVE,” http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/1/9/9/2/3/p199237_index.html]

However, a fundamental question remains unsolved. If the armament of the two former enemies during the World War II matters, then why did the German and Japanese rearmament take a different path? Why did Japan pursue a limited rearmament, while the Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) sought a full-scale armament? This essay asserts that these two former foes quested for a different level of armament because their strategic interactions with their allies are different from each other’s. FRG’s strategic interactions with the United States, Britain and France in the early Cold War period can be best characterized as those in Prisoners’ Dilemma (Collaboration) game, but complex security interdependence made it impossible for both FRG and its allies to defect. Specifically, FRG’s interests such as its national security and the recovery of sovereignty with East Germany were entangled with its allies’ interests of defending western Europe against the Soviet Union and preventing the reemergence of German militarism. On the other hand, Japan’s strategic relations with the United States could be described as those in a suasion game. Consequently, Japan was aware that the United States strongly committed to defending Japan so that the United States would not abandon Japan, even if Japan sought limited rearmament, despite the fact that Japan’s defense of its territory was dependent on the United States.

Japanese nuclearization leads to regional prolif and nuclear war

Cirincione,2k director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 2000 [Joseph, Foreign Policy, March 22, p. lexis] 

 The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble.  Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development.

Uniqueness - Japan Re-arm Now
An insecure Japan will go nuclear – China and North Korea 

Llewen Hughes doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at MIT 2007 (“Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet) International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan,” International Security Vol. 31 No. 4 p. 67-68 can be found at http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.4hughes.html)  
Recent changes in the East Asian and international security environment have renewed speculation, primarily outside Japan, that Japan may choose to guarantee its security by developing an independent nuclear deterrent.16 First, the spinning away of North Korea from the orbit of the former Soviet Union has caused it to emerge as a threat to Japanese security. North Korea is in the process of developing a deliverable nuclear device. It tested a ballistic missile over Japanese airspace in 1998 and carried out further missile tests in the Japan Sea in July 2006. In addition, North Korea has withdrawn from the NPT, and on October 9, 2006, it carried out a low-yield nuclear test. Further, North Korea appears to harbor aggressive intentions toward Japan, issuing bellicose statements threatening to turn it into a "nuclear sea of fire."17 A major diplomatic initiative designed to halt North Korea's nuclear weapons program—the six-party talks involving North and South Korea, the United States, Japan, Russia, and China—has thus far failed to achieve its goal.  Second, the rise in Chinese military spending is increasing tensions between China and Japan that growing bilateral economic interactions show little sign of ameliorating. The Japanese national defense program approved by the cabinet on December 10, 2004, highlights Japan's concern with growing Chinese military power by identifying for the first time China's nuclear and missile weaponry and modernization program for its air and naval forces as developments requiring ongoing monitoring.18 [End Page 71]  Third, the international regime designed to manage the flow of nuclear materials is under threat. The NPT has constituted a central component of Japan's strategy to manage the threat of nuclear weapons since the 1970s, yet verification and other mechanisms to ensure conformity with the treaty have been exposed as flawed by revelations in Iraq following the 1991 Persian Gulf War.19 Further, the 1993–94 North Korean nuclear crisis, the subsequent withdrawal of North Korea from the nonproliferation regime, and its emergence (following India and Pakistan) as a declared nuclear power have undermined confidence that multilateralism can manage nuclear threats within the Asia-Pacific region.20  Fourth, the collapse of the Soviet Union altered the logic that underwrote the extension of the United States' nuclear deterrent to its allies. During the Cold War, the defense of Japan was determined to be integral to U.S. national interests, and this formed the bedrock under which U.S. security guarantees (including extended nuclear deterrence) were provided.21 The end of the Cold War, however, undermined the rationale for the provision of security guarantees by the United States to its allies, including Japan, a fact recognized by the governments of both countries. The United States, for example, conducted reviews of its nuclear doctrine in 1994 and 2001 in response to the new strategic circumstances. The Japanese government also recognized the importance of the end of the Cold War to Japanese security in its National Defense Program Outlines for 1995 and 2005 

Japan moving toward rearm – threats from China

Hironori Sasada Ph.D. Candidate in the Political Science Department at the University of Washington 2006 (“Youth Nationalism in Japan,” SAIS Review  p.114-115 can be found at : http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.2sasada.html#bio) 
A territorial dispute with China gives Japan further reason to raise its guard against China. In 1971, China suddenly announced its territorial rights to the Senkaku Islands (called the Diaoyu Islands in China), a handful of unmanned islands off the coast of Okinawa. The islands have been under Japan's effective control since 1895, and China had never occupied them nor previously claimed their rights to them before. China's change of heart in 1971 coincided with a survey report of a large pool of oil or natural gas in the seabed around the island. China wants to control the resource-rich islands and surrounding waters in order to reduce its dependence on expensive foreign oil. Japan has monitored Chinese surveillance ships moving in and out of Japan's exclusive economic zone since 1995. In 2005, China began producing natural gas along the maritime border, despite strong opposition from Japan. China's expansionist policy toward Japan's backyard has heightened Japanese perceptions that China is a threat to Japan's resources and territory.  Growing anti-Japanese sentiments in China and Korea are another factor in the changing global context. Among the factors driving antagonism toward Japan in China and Korea are territorial disputes, Japanese history textbooks, and the Yasukuni shrine controversy. In addition to the territorial dispute with China over the Senkaku Islands, Japan and Korea have a dispute over tiny islands in the Sea of Japan called Takeshima (Dokdo in Korean), currently occupied by the Koreans. The controversy over Japan's history textbooks is also exacerbating the rift, as the Chinese and Koreans allege these textbooks glorify Japanese history while omitting Japanese aggression during World War II. Chinese and Koreans also strongly object to the Japanese prime minister's visits to a Shinto shrine, called Yasukuni. This shrine commemorates 2.4 million war dead, among them some "Class-A war criminals."15 The most vivid exhibition of anti-Japanese sentiment[End Page 114] was the series of massive demonstrations that took place in China in April 2005. During these protests, tens of thousands of demonstrators marched on the streets of major Chinese cities, throwing stones and other objects at the Japanese Council's Office and vandalizing Japanese stores and restaurants.16  As the Japanese public began to perceive growing threats from China and North Korea, support for stronger defense policies increased. Moreover, the rise of anti-Japanese demonstrations in China and Korea has intensified Japan's hostility toward those two countries. One survey found a significant increase in the Japanese people's threat perception. In 1975, 43.6 percent of respondents believed that Japan faced some risk of war, while 34.3 percent said Japan faced no such risk. By 2005, 77.6 percent said they perceived some risk of war, while only 16.5 percent said they did not.17 Japanese politicians also have shown assertive reactions to the global changes. For instance, Japan reacted to North Korea's missile testing in June 2006 by immediately enacting some sanctions against the North Koreans. Along with the United States, it urged the UN Security Council to adopt a resolution against the testing. Furthermore, some cabinet members even commented that Japan might need to consider the legal framework for preemptive attack. Chief Cabinet Secretary Abe Shinzo said, "If we accept that there is no other option to prevent an attack . . . there is the view that attacking the launch base of the guided missiles is within the constitutional right of self-defense. We need to deepen discussion."18
Uniqueness - Japan Rearm Now – A2: Pacifist

North Korea threat overwhelms Japanese pacifism – momentum to rearm
Christopher Preble Director of Foreign Policy at the CATO Institute 10/22/06 (“Japan’s Next Move,” accessed 6/28/10 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6738) 

What, then, is Japan likely to do? Continued strong opposition within Japan to the use of the military for offensive ends suggests that unilateral preemptive action against North Korea is highly unlikely, but not beyond the realm of possibility. Following the North Korean missile test in July, then-chief cabinet secretary Abe hinted that the constitutional restrictions on the use of force would not prevent Japan from waging preemptive attacks against North Korean missile sites.  "If we accept that there is no other option to prevent a missile attack," he told reporters, "there is an argument that attacking the missile bases would be within the legal right of self-defense. I think we need to examine this from the perspective of defending the Japanese people and nation."  Then, in his first speech as prime minister, Mr. Abe elaborated on this point. Japan's responsibilities now extended beyond self-defense, he explained. Given "the rising expectations" that Japan must contribute to international security, Mr. Abe pledged to "thoroughly study individual, specific cases to identify what kind of case falls under the exercise of the right of collective self-defense which is forbidden under the Constitution."  In other words, future military ventures, similar to the deployment of Japanese troops to Iraq, could be deemed legitimate even if the current Constitution remains unchanged.  Despite the popular conception of Japan as a "pacifist" country, the Japanese boast one of the most capable militaries on the planet. Japan's defense expenditures trail those of the United States, China and the United Kingdom, but are nearly equivalent to France's military budget. Japan spends more than Russia and more than twice as much as India, the country often seen as a rising power (and a prospective U.S. strategic ally) in the region.  Nor do Japanese defense expenditures pose an abnormal burden. Japan's defense spending per capita is comparable to that of Germany and South Korea. Citizens of the United Kingdom pay more than twice as much per person, as do the French. In other words, Japan's defense spending could be expanded if changing strategic circumstances so dictated. That time may be nigh.  Japanese military action against North Korea, even if it were found to be a legitimate exercise of the right of self-defense, would nonetheless inflame regional tension. Although U.S. policymakers should rightly be concerned about how China and South Korea would react, such concerns must be understood in the context of the current crisis, when an impoverished and increasingly desperate North Korea might be tempted to sell nuclear materials to terrorists.

Japan will re-think its pacifism

Emma Chanlette Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst of Non-proliferation, 10, (“Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and US Interests” Published Febuary 19 Available online at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
In general, public opinion on defense issues in Japan appears to be shifting somewhat, but pacifist sentiment remains significant.. Despite In the past, Japanese public opinion strongly supported the limitations placed on the Japanese military, but this opposition has softened considerably since the late 1990s this overall shifting tide, the “nuclear allergy” among the general public remains strong. The devastation of the atomic bombings led Japanese society to recoil from any military use of nuclear energy. Observers say that the Japanese public remains overwhelmingly opposed to nuclearization, pointing to factors like an educational system that promotes pacifism and the few surviving victims of Hiroshima and Nagasaki who serve as powerful reminders of the bombs’ effects. While Japanese public opinion remains, by most accounts, firmly anti-nuclear, some social currents could eventually change the conception of nuclear development. Many observers have 

recognized a trend of growing nationalism in Japan, particularly among the younger generation. Some Japanese commentators have suggested that this increasing patriotism could jeopardize closer cooperation with the United States: if Japan feels too reliant on U.S. forces and driven by U.S. priorities, some may assert the need for Japan to develop its own independent capability. Another wild card is the likelihood that Japan will face a major demographic challenge because 

of its rapidly ageing population: such a shock could either drive Japan closer to the United States because of heightened insecurity, or could spur nationalism that may lean toward developing more autonomy

Link – Presence key to check rearm

U.S. presence in Japan restrains Japanese armament

Peter J. Katzenstein the Walter S. Carpenter, Jr. Professor of International Studies at Cornell University and Nobuo Okawara Professor of Political Studies at Kyushu University 2009 (“Japan, Asian-Pacific Security, and the Case for Analytical Eclecticism,” International Security Vol. 26 No. 3 p. 153-155 can be accessed at: http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v026/26.3katzenstein.html#authbio1) 

To many observers, U.S.-Japan security arrangements and Japan's passive stance on issues of defense are unnatural, to be superseded sooner or later by [End Page 154] an Asia 2 freed from the shackles of U.S. primacy and a Japan no longer restrained by pacifism. We disagree on both empirical and analytical grounds. Based on the evidence, we argue that an eclectic theoretical approach finds that there is nothing "natural" about a multipolar world with U.S. primacy and nothing that is "normal" about a Japan without the institutional legacy of Hiroshima and defeat in World War II.  According to one group of Asia experts, the ongoing presence of U.S. forces in South Korea and Japan prohibits the restoration of a regional balance of power as the "natural" course of events in Asia-Pacific. Chalmers Johnson, for example, argues that U.S. policy has a stranglehold over Japan and regional that carries an exorbitant cost to both the United States and its regional partners. 3 Far better, Johnson argues, to recall the U.S. military and let Asians be in charge of Asia. With the end of the Cold War and the disintegration of the Soviet Union, the United States no longer needs its far-flung empire, military or otherwise. China's high-growth economy, the eventual reunification of North and South Korea, and a Japan that overcomes its self-willed form of political paralysis are all natural developments that U.S. policymakers need to recognize. According to Johnson, only by bending to the natural course of history will the United States escape from the mounting cost of empire blowback at home that he suggests threatens the very fabric of American society.  Our main empirical finding points to a different conclusion: The continued U.S. presence in Asia appears to be beyond doubt for the short to medium term, that is, for the next three to ten years. Formal and informal bilateralism is thriving in Asia-Pacific, while an incipient multilateralism is beginning to take shape. 4 Whether this incipient multilateralism will become sufficiently strong [End Page 155] and durable to offer a partial complement to traditional balance-of-power politics, as evidently has happened in Western Europe, remains an open question. But in the short to medium term, most of the governments in Asia-Pacific will continue to welcome the U.S. presence. As has been true in Europe since 1989, in Asia-Pacific the United States is seen as more distant and more benign than other regional powers, such as Japan and China. The period of U.S. security reassurance, to be sure, may well be limited to a few decades. But in Asia-Pacific, there is nothing natural about incipient multilateralism or the tendency to balance power. History is not a series of deviations from a "natural" state of stable or unstable affairs. Rather it is an open-ended process in which the accumulation of events and experience from one period alters the contours of the next. Nothing about this process is "natural" unless we permit our analytical perspectives to make it so.
Weakening the U.S. presence spurs Japanese moves toward nuclearization

Emma Chanlette Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst of Non-proliferation, 10, (“Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and US Interests” Published Febuary 19 Available online at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.25 U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “ ... the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan.”26 Most policymakers in Japan continue to emphasize that strengthening the alliance as well as shared conventional capabilities is more sound strategy than pursuing an independent nuclear capability.27 During the Cold War, the threat of mutually assured destruction to the United States and the Soviet Union created a sort of perverse stability in international politics; Japan, as the major Pacific front of the U.S. containment strategy, felt confident in U.S. extended deterrence. Although the United States has reiterated its commitment to defend Japan, the strategic stakes have changed, leading some in Japan to question the American pledge. Some in Japan are nervous that if the United States develops a closer relationship with China, the gap between Tokyo’s and Washington’s security perspectives will grow and further weaken the U.S. commitment.28 These critics also point to what they perceive as the soft negotiating position on North Korea’s denuclearization in the Six-Party Talks as further evidence that the United States does not share Japan’s strategic perspective.29 A weakening of the bilateral alliance may strengthen the hand of those that want to explore the possibility of Japan developing its own deterrence. 

U.S. re-assurance key to prevent Japanese nuclearization

Llewen Hughes doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at MIT 2007 (“Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet) International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan,” International Security Vol. 31 No. 4 p.74-77 can be found at http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.4hughes.html) 
Japan's most significant insurance policy against nuclear threats is its bilateral alliance with the United States. Under the rubric of the Yoshida doctrine, Japan has relied on this alliance to provide security in the post–World War II period, while retaining limited defensive capabilities.31 Official records do not show any apparent change in Japanese leaders' confidence in the U.S. commitment under this alliance to defend their country from conventional and nuclear threats. The Defense of Japan, for example, a report that is prepared annually by the Japan Defense Agency and represents the official record of Japan's defense posture and the agency's assessment of Japan's strategic environment, continues to note simply that Japan's alliance with the United States is crucial to the defense of Japan. Reviews of Japan's defense posture in 1995 and 2005 also state this, and note that Japan continues to rely on the United States to deter military threats.32  Since the end of the Cold War and the emergence of North Korea as a nuclear weapons state, Japanese policymakers have worked to ensure that the U.S. nuclear umbrella is not compromised. Although there was no significant difference between the governments of the United States and Japan during U.S. negotiations with North Korea over Pyongyang's nuclear program,33 evidence suggests that Japanese officials lobbied the United States not to offer any concessions they judged could "punch a whole in the American nuclear umbrella."34 Mitoji Yabunaka, director-general of the Asia-Pacific Bureau within MoFA, for example, urged U.S. Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly never to offer North Korea assurances that the United States would refrain from using nuclear weapons against it in return for concessions.35 [End Page 75]
Preliminary evidence also suggests that following the North Korean nuclear test of October 9, 2006, calls by senior Japanese leaders to debate the merits of nuclearization were partially designed to elicit confirmation of the ongoing commitment of the United States to deter threats against Japan. Foreign Minister Aso Taro, who called openly for public debate on the conditions under which Japan should reconsider its nonnuclear stance, stated in a December 2006 interview that the most crucial action for Japan to take following the nuclear test by North Korea was to confirm the willingness of the United States to defend Japan from conventional and nuclear threats, and that Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice's visit to Tokyo in October 2006, which followed his remarks, achieved this objective.36  More fundamentally, new evidence demonstrates that Japanese defense officials recognized the implications of the end of the Cold War for Japan's alliance with the United States, and by extension for the continued robustness of the U.S. nuclear umbrella. The JDA addressed the question of how to manage this issue in a discussion paper prepared in 1994–95. The paper also considered whether it would be in Japan's interest to develop an independent nuclear deterrent.37  The JDA study is not the first of its kind. The director-general of the Defense Bureau within the JDA testified before a committee of the House of Councillors in 1972 that his office had concluded there was no justification for developing nuclear weapons, suggesting that a study of this question had been carried out by military officials.38 Further, a group of analysts examined the technological and strategic constraints on Japanese nuclearization from 1968 to 1970, prior to Japan's signing of the NPT and the reversion of Okinawa to Japan. The group concluded that developing a nuclear weapon would not be in the national interest.39 [End Page 76]  The 1994–95 discussion paper also does not represent a formal policy statement. Nevertheless, three factors suggest that it is aligned with JDA policy preferences. First, it was prepared at the request of the most senior JDA officials and implemented by senior military planners. Preparation of the discussion paper was requested by the former top bureaucrat within the JDA, Administrative Vice Minister Shigeru Hatakeyama. The group was backed by former JDA Administrative Vice Minister Nishihiro Seiki, a powerful voice on defense issues.40  Second, the discussion paper was prepared at a crucial time for Japanese security policy. Japan signed the permanent extension of the NPT in 1995, which increased the international legal constraints on Japanese leaders seeking an independent nuclear weapons capability. The mid-1990s was also a period of strained U.S.-Japan relations, and there were fears on both sides of the Pacific that the bilateral alliance would be rendered obsolete. The paper was written before these concerns were allayed with the April 1996 announcement of the Hashimoto-Clinton Joint Declaration on Security, which pledged the United States to maintain U.S. troop levels in Japan and a forward presence in Asia.4
U.S. withdrawal leads to Japanese insecurity – Fear of China
Yoshiji Nogami’09 (Japan-U.S. Security Relations: A Testing Time for the Alliance  Conference) 

President’s Obama twin commitments – to pursue disarmament and maintain the defense of the U.S. and its allies – reinforce Japanese fears. Japan welcomes a serious U.S. commitment to disarmament. But it also worries that a reduction in strategic arsenals undermines the U.S. deterrent relative to China. Japanese fear that a cut in the U.S. arsenal to 1000 warheads could encourage Beijing to race to parity. There is a troubling focus among Japanese strategists on numbers of U.S. strategic weapons. This reflects unease about the bilateral relationship: in the absence of goodwill, numbers become the most important metric. Contributing to this miscalculation is a lack of sophistication among Japanese strategists concerning nuclear weapons. Japanese participants believe that China is shifting the balance of power in Asia. The economic crisis has done more damage to the U.S. than China. The balance of power is shifting in the Taiwan Strait. China’s military modernization program, especially that of its navy, is eroding – if not eliminating – U.S. advantages.   
Arms Race Brink

East Asia is on the verge of a regional arms race 

Elena Atanassova-Cornelis Post-doctoral fellow, Catholic University of Leuven and Carmen Amado Mendes professor at the university of Columbia 2010 (“Dynamics of Japanese and Chinese Security Policies in East Asia and Implications for Regional Stability,” Asian Politics and Policy Vol. 2 No. 3 can be  found at: http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/123513781/HTMLSTART) 
The "action-reaction dynamics" between the U.S.-Japan alliance and China observed above are also evident in recent trends toward military buildups, which suggest a potential arms race in the region (Yamamoto, 2008). Specifically, this concerns new missile deployments by China, the joint U.S.-Japanese development of ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems, and the increased activism in space by Japan and China.  In the case of China, it has focused its efforts on attaining military superiority with regard to Taiwan, as well as on deterring the United States (and Japan) from helping Taipei achieve independence. While pursuing economic interdependence with the island and emphasizing the benefits of economic integration, Beijing has sought a more coercive approach to the reunification issue by means of reinforcing Chinese military capabilities and becoming more serious about the use of force (as seen in its adoption of the Anti-Secession Law). In this context, the PRC's modernization of its nuclear and missile arsenal has been particularly important. Some observers point out China's plans to deploy ballistic missiles with nonnuclear warheads and special guidance systems to hit aircraft carriers and warships far from its shores. Such moves would raise the stakes for a possible external intervention (by the United States and Japan) in a Taiwan crisis or any other regional conflict involving China (Richardson, 2009). China's rapid development and deployment since the mid-1990s of short- and intermediate-range missiles has already increased its ability of striking not only Taiwan, but also other targets in East Asia, including Japan and some of the main U.S. military bases in the region. Not surprisingly, and seen as a defensive measure from a Japanese perspective, this has triggered a response from Tokyo. Indeed, the 2007 Japanese White Paper on Defense expressed worries that Beijing's military modernization could be aiming at something more than the mere resolution of the Taiwan issue (Ministry of Defense, Japan, 2007).  It should be stressed that Japan's main incentive to seek acquisition of new military capabilities has been the DPRK's provocative behavior from the early 1990s onward and a perceived need for Tokyo to deter Pyongyang from engaging in military actions. However, the rise of Chinese military power has acted as an additional stimulus for Tokyo to seek a strengthening of its own defense capabilities. The changed domestic context of foreign policy has also facilitated this process. Indeed, some LDP politicians, especially Koizumi and his successor, Abe, arguably used the presence of new threats in East Asia and domestic sentiments favoring "normalization" to augment Japan's military power and expand its security role (Atanassova-Cornelis, 2010).  Japan's decision to engage with the United States in joint research on BMD was a direct response to the 1998 North Korean missile launch. Until the 1998 launch, Tokyo refrained from making a formal commitment to joint development out of consideration for Beijing's concerns that a U.S.-Japanese BMD system (especially a mobile and sea-based one) could neutralize Chinese nuclear deterrents and be used for the defense of Taiwan (Green, 2003). The launch heightened the security concerns in Japan and acted as a catalyst for a deepening of U.S.-Japan cooperation on BMD. In the wake of the second North Korean nuclear crisis in 2002–2003, Koizumi sought to accelerate the introduction of U.S.-made missile defense systems in late 2003, with the first systems deployed during the term of Abe. The introduction of BMD systems was viewed in positive terms by the general public, with 57% of the Japanese polled in 2006 supporting such a defense capability (Japan Cabinet Office, 2006). For China, however, these developments only served to deepen its suspicion about the real strategic intentions of Tokyo and Washington, especially concerning Taiwan. Furthermore, if Japan and the United States, but also potentially Taiwan, deploy BMD systems in the future, the PRC may seek a significant strengthening of its own missile arsenal and acquisition of a defense system in order to maintain its strike capabilities (Yamamoto, 2008). In turn, this would only exacerbate the "security dilemma" in the region (Yamamoto, 2008). Nevertheless, until now, China's nuclear modernization has been rather moderate, focused more on a qualitative than a quantitative upgrade, which suggests that Beijing has sought not to provoke such a dilemma.  The increased space activism and use of space for national security purposes by Japan and China also illustrate the recent trend toward a potential arms race in East Asia. In the same way as Japan's decision for acquisition of BMD systems was triggered by the 1998 North Korean missile launch, Tokyo's decision in 1998 to establish its own spy satellite program and to deploy from 2003 onward four reconnaissance satellites was underpinned by a perceived threat from the DPRK. However, Beijing's approach to space development as an essential part of its national security strategy has arguably stimulated Tokyo's own ambitions. Since the start of the 2000s, China has developed and deployed a number of different types of satellites, thereby significantly improving its capabilities in this area. In 2005, China successfully put in orbit a manned spacecraft and in 2007 demonstrated its ability to destroy its own satellite with a ground-based ballistic missile. One month after China's successful antisatellite test, Japan deployed its fourth spy satellite.  Indeed, Japan did not wait to be left lagging behind the PRC. A turning point in Japan's space policy was the decision by the government of Fukuda Yasuo (2007–2008) to enact a bill that allowed the use of space for defensive purposes. The new law opened up the way for Japan's acquisition of early-warning satellites to detect missile launches. Under Prime Minister Aso, Tokyo advanced further in its space development policy for national security purposes, with the country's first space policy plan finalized in April 2009. Not surprisingly, it came in the wake of North Korea's launch of a long-range rocket the same month.  China, for its part, reportedly plans to accelerate its space development program, most notably by means of launching an unmanned lunar probe project by 2013 and constructing a space station by 2020. This arguably has had an immediate impact on Japan, as a government panel of Democratic Party of Japan's (DPJ's) Prime Minister Hatoyama Yukio (2009–present)11 has reportedly embarked on discussing a proposal for the construction of a Japanese robot-operated base on the moon's south pole by 2020 ("Lunar Probe," 2009). The PRC's development of sophisticated space technology and its growing presence in space, and Japan's increased focus on space exploration in recent years do not in themselves mean an arms race in space. Nevertheless, as the development of sophisticated space technologies, such as reconnaissance satellites, embodies a military dimension, this recent trend in Chinese and Japanese security policies suggests that military competition in space may not be impossible to imagine in the not so distant future.
Impact – Arms Race – Regional War

Japanese re-arm causes regional arms race

Matthews’04(Council on Foreign Relations, 2004, Foreign Affairs, Ebsco) 

Washington must persuade Tokyo not to acquire nuclear weapons. A nuclear Japan would make' Asia a more dangerous place, starting an arms race unlike any the region has ever seen. China would increase its nuclear stockpile and seek more military resources, particularly nuclear submarines. Asia would suddenly have five nuclear powers--China, India, Japan, Pakistan, and North Korea--and South Korea would quickly follow, raising the potential for disastrous conflict.

Regional arms race leads to East-Asia war

Robert Hartfiel Program Officer at the Human Security Centre at the University of British Columbia, (Vancouver) and Brian L. Job Professor of Political Science and Director of the Centre of International Relations at UBC 2007 (“Raising the risks of war: defense spending trends and competitive arms processes in East Asia,” The Pacific Review Vol. 20 No.1 p. 1-22 can be accessed at: http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a772383504&fulltext=713240928) 

Defence analysts are calling for attention to the level and pattern of defence expenditure by Asian states. They echo concerns raised in the early 1990s about competitive arms processes (if not arms races), accumulation of destabilizing weaponry by potential rivals, and wasteful expenditure of resources on 'high-tech' weapons in the interests of prestige (Jayasankaran 2002: 20). The 1997 Asian Economic Crisis (AEC) and subsequent political upheaval and reform in many Asian states precipitated the cancellation of big-ticket items and a downturn in defence budgets. However, with certain exceptions, these effects appear to have been short lived, as prescient analysts had warned (Umbach 2001). East Asian states continue to spend more on weapons than any other region in the developing world (Reuters 2004c; SIPRI 2004). Renewed 'modernization' efforts on the part of economically recovering states account for a surge in weapons orders.
Since the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001 on the United States, Asian governments have been focused ostensibly on 'war on terrorism' responses (including 'anti-terrorist' legislation and the strengthening of regional and international police and intelligence cooperation). These events have served to mobilize support for defence initiatives and have resulted in the escalation of the regional role taken by the United States.  However, these developments are overshadowed by spending on military modernization programmes, enhanced training programmes, and weapons systems purchase plans already underway prior to 11 September. Of particular concern is the dramatic accumulation of potentially destabilizing weapons systems - fighter aircraft, surface ships (naval surface combatants), submarines, and missiles - by traditional rivals in East Asia. The troubling combination of volatile political conditions and destabilizing weapons increases the risks of both the accidental and deliberate outbreak of war.
East Asian Arms race is the biggest risk of extinction
Landy 2K 

[Jonathon, National Security and International Correspondent, Knight Ridder, 3/10]

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or lndia and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy, and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan, and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations, and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. "Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile," said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. "We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster. In an effort to cool the region's tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia's capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either lndia or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime.

Arms Race Impact – Nuclear War

Regional Arms Race goes nuclear

Feffer 8

(John, the co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies and a Japan Focus associate, “Hidden Asia Pacific Arms Race. Six Countries Talk Peace While Preparing for War”, http://www.japanfocus.org/-John-Feffer/2704, 3/19)

The arms race in Northeast Asia and the Asia Pacific threatens to overwhelm all talk of peace in the region. Northeast Asia is where four of the world's largest military forces -- those of the United States, China, Russia, and Japan, three of them leading nuclear powers -- confront each other – in addition to the two Koreas that sit astride the most dangerous flash point. Together, the countries participating in the Six-Party Talks account for approximately 65% of world military expenditures, with the United States responsible for roughly half the global total.

Here is the real news that belongs on the front pages of papers today: Wars grip Iraq, Afghanistan, and large swathes of Africa, but the most dangerous high stakes arms race centers on Northeast Asia. Any attempt to dismantle the global military-industrial complex must start with the military forces that face one another there.

Impact – China Relations

Military Build-up tanks Sino-Japanese Relations 

Leszek Buszynski is Professor of the Graduate Program in International Relations at the International University of Japan (Niigata, Japan) 2009 (“Sino-Japanese Relations: Interdependence, Rivalry and Regional Security,” Contemporary Southeast Asia: A Journal of International and Strategic Affairs Vol. 31 No. 1 p. 152-155 can be accessed at: http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v031/31.1.buszynski.html#back)  

Sino-Japanese interdependence has developed rapidly over the past decade. China, including Hong Kong, displaced the United States as Japan’s major trading partner in 2004, while China, excluding Hong Kong, became Japan’s largest trading partner in 2007. In 1996, Japan’s trade with China excluding Hong Kong was US$62.2 billion while trade with the US was US$193 billion; in 2007 trade with China reached US$236.6 billion while trade with the US dropped to US$208.2 billion.44 Japanese companies have relocated labour intensive industries in China and their products have been imported into Japan or exported to other markets. China’s comparatively lower wages and its willingness to serve as a production base for Japanese companies have been important factors in the maintenance of Japan’s global competitiveness, particularly in the electronics and telecommunications industries.45 Important as China has become to Japan the US is still the first priority; exports to China in 2007 were 15 per cent of total exports while the US is Japan’s first export market taking 20 per cent of Japan’s total exports. The US remains Japan’s first destination for FDI; Japan’s accumulated FDI in China at the end of 2007 was US$38 billion, below the $42 billion recorded for the ASEAN-4 (Thailand, Indonesia, Malaysia and the Philippines), and dwarfed by total FDI in the US at US$174 billion.46

It is notable that Sino-Japanese rivalry has been accentuated at a time when both countries have become increasingly interdependent, a new development in their relationship for which they were politically unprepared.47 Closer contact with Japan has made many Chinese and Koreans realize that Japan has not come to terms with its militaristic past, and that its society suppresses information about the crimes committed when the Japanese military occupied their countries.48 Chinese and Koreans were angered by Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi’s annual visits to the Yasukuni Shrine which honours the spirits of Japan’s war dead, among which are included 1,068 convicted war criminals and 14 convicted Class A war criminals.49 Koizumi’s action and his unusual obstinacy over this issue placed Japan-China relations on hold for the duration of his term of office.50 In March 2005, extensive anti-Japanese riots erupted in China which were triggered by a revival of the textbook issue which has habitually soured Sino-Japanese relations. Internet reports and text messages were circulated in relation to the Japanese Education Ministry’s approval of school history textbooks which had been drafted by nationalist writers. These textbooks glossed over [End Page 153]

Japan’s wartime atrocities and provided a misleading and sanitized version of the invasion of China, the Korean comfort women issue and the annexation of Korea.51 This was not a new issue as the Japan Society for History Textbook Reform has been publishing revised textbooks for several decades provoking controversy with China in 1982, 1988 and 2000. The Japanese Education Ministry allows various school textbooks to be published but their selection for actual use is left to the local boards of education or the schools themselves.52 Under this system, as a People’s Daily report noted, only 0.04 per cent of Japanese school boards and schools actually adopted the first edition of the revisionist textbook in question.53 The intensity of the 2005 Chinese protests therefore was unexpected but it was also alarming for Chinese leaders since attacking Japan was a legitimate patriotic action which could allow opposition to the CCP to coalesce.54 Some have argued that as the Party’s ideological underpinnings disintegrate, and as nationalism takes its place it reveals an anti-Japanese direction which can be troubling for the party.55 The CCP has an important stake in the economic relationship with Japan and yet if anti-Japanese protests erupt again it may not be able to suppress them without damaging itself.56 Some Chinese ideologues such as Lin Zhibo, Deputy Director of the commentary department of the People’s Daily, have openly called for the strengthening of nationalism declaring that China should prepare for conflict with Japan, which he claimed opposes China’s rise to Great Power status.57 Reports note that China has spawned its own neoconservatives who demand that the East Asian Community should minimize Japan’s role and exclude America.58

Negative influences in the Sino-Japanese relationship may be contained by pragmatic and firm leadership which, however, is less in evidence on both sides. The fragmenting authority of the CCP gives some reason to doubt that Beijing’s leaders would be able to contain powerful domestic protests in the future, especially if they invoke patriotism in the defence of the motherland. Moreover, firm leadership has been lacking in Japan since Koizumi stepped down in 2006 and two prime ministers, Shinzo Abe and Yasuo Fukuda, resigned after only one year in office each. Simultaneously, China and Japan have been developing their naval capabilities which could exacerbate the already conflict-prone relationship. Japanese naval capabilities have expanded in response to several factors. One is pressure from the US for Japan to assume a greater burden for sealane defence and regional security, a second reason is the need for sea-based ballistic missile defence against North Korean missiles. Within Japan’s security [End Page 154] community, as well as in the US, this expansion of capabilities is considered normal and much delayed. Chinese leaders have similarly stressed that the development of China’s military strength and the steady increase in its military spending is normal, and that China seeks a military capability commensurate with its economic power. As both countries develop their military capabilities to achieve what they both consider to be a normal defence posture for their security, an action-reaction effect is accentuated. The action of one becomes a reason and a justification for the further expansion of capabilities by the other.59

Japan has been disturbed by China’s efforts to modernize and expand its military power. In 2007 the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) noted that China was Asia’s biggest military spender with a defence budget of US$49.5 billion in 2006; Japan’s defence budget was listed as US$43.7 billion; China was number four in terms of military spending after the US, Britain and France.60 The concern about China’s emerging military power is widespread in Japan and cuts across party lines. At a press conference on 22 December 2005, Foreign Minister Taro Aso noted that China’s military budget had been “growing by double digits for 17 consecutive years”; he added that “as a consequence my feeling is that it is on the course to constitute a considerable threat”.61 The then leader of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), Seiji Maehara, on 16 December 2005 warned that China’s military modernization programme posed a “realistic threat” to Japan.62 Maehara’s remarks were not accepted by everyone within the fractious DPJ as Party Secretary Yukio Hatoyama and former party leader Katsuya Okada thought the term “threat” was inappropriate, and out of line with the government view.63 Nonetheless, they could agree upon the absence of transparency surrounding China’s defence modernization plans and the uncertainty surrounding its intentions. Japan’s third Defence Minister since the Ministry was created in January 2007 was Masahiko Komura who urged his Chinese counterpart General Cao Gangchuan to be more transparent about China’s defence modernization. He called for clarification of China’s defence spending, troop deployments, equipment purchases and training.64 Japan’s new Defence Ministry in its publication the Defense of Japan 2008 noted that “with clarity on neither the present condition nor the future image, Japan is apprehensive about how the military power of China will influence the regional state of affairs and the security of Japan”.65

Sino-Japanese relations key to regional stability

Leszek Buszynski is Professor of the Graduate Program in International Relations at the International University of Japan (Niigata, Japan) 2009 (“Sino-Japanese Relations: Interdependence, Rivalry and Regional Security,” Contemporary Southeast Asia: A Journal of International and Strategic Affairs Vol. 31 No. 1 p. 143-146 can be accessed at: http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/contemporary_southeast_asia_a_journal_of_international_and_strategic_affairs/v031/31.1.buszynski.html#back)  
Chalmers Johnson once claimed that East Asian regional security could be based on interdependence between East Asian actors, and between Japan and China in particular.1 Interdependence has indeed been popularized as a means to bring peace and security to troubled regions based on the view that increased trade and economic ties would create disincentives for conflict. It is possible, however, to have interdependence and rivalry between major actors for a variety of reasons which could, under certain circumstances, degenerate into conflict. Interdependence is an ambiguous term which conceals many [End Page 144] complex issues and difficulties; it has been used synonymously with openness, integration and mutual sensitivity.2 According to Richard Rosecrance and Arthur Stein there are at least three main definitions of interdependence; first, interdependence can be a relationship of interests so that if one state’s position changes another would be affected; second, interdependence can increase national sensitivity to external economic developments; third, there is Kenneth Waltz’s definition of interdependence in terms of a relationship which is costly to break.3 Baldwin identified interdependence in terms of both sensitivity and vulnerability; sensitivity interdependence means responsiveness to developments or policies and the creation of “mutual effects”.4 If sensitivity is understood in terms of its effects it may exist without high levels of trade as political sensitivity is possible without economic interdependence. The Islamic world, for example, is extremely sensitive to America’s support for Israel and popular protests and demonstrations can be triggered by perceived shifts in the American position in relation to the Palestinian issue. Vulnerability interdependence, however, stresses the opportunity costs and the benefits that would be lost if a relationship were disrupted. In this sense interdependence can be understood as mutual vulnerability where two states find themselves in a relationship which would entail significant costs to break.5 Sensitivity is possible without a significant degree of vulnerability in a relationship, but vulnerability assumes sensitivity.  Interdependent relationships are rarely in equilibrium as one side is usually more dependent on the relationship than the other, resulting in asymmetrical interdependence. Political economists since Albert O. Hirschman have extensively debated the notion of asymmetrical interdependence and its impact upon relations between states.6 Drawing upon Hirschman’s work, Keohane and Nye noted that trade asymmetries would allow the less dependent side an opportunity to wield power over the more dependent.7 This move from trade asymmetry to power and bargaining strategies is itself contentious.8 Some have agreed that symmetrical trade relationships may create incentives for accommodation while asymmetrical relationships may actually increase tensions and the prospect for conflict.9 Others have argued that the bargaining opportunity created by asymmetrical interdependence may not necessarily be utilized or translated into power.10 Many interdependent relationships may be asymmetrical but there is no question of a power advantage, or of a deliberate attempt to gain power over the more dependent side. The notion of asymmetrical interdependence is a deduction [End Page 145] from trade inequality which may or may not be relevant to the political relationship. What is missing is the intermediary factor of political agency. Sensitivity interdependence identifies the effects produced in two countries which are closely linked by trade or other ties but it cannot predict their responses to any particular event. Vulnerability interdependence identifies the costs associated with any attempt to disrupt a close trade relationship but it cannot predict how a political leadership will assess those costs. In a majority of cases the political relationship functions normally irrespective of trade asymmetries and disputes are resolved without the threat of trade disruption. Trade and investment patterns have expanded considerably in the era of globalization and asymmetries have been created which usually are not translated into power advantages.

Impact – Laundry List (Regional War, Heg)
Japanese nuclearization leads to regional nuclear war – kills U.S. heg

Robinson ‘10

[Dr. David Robinson, Lecturer of World History at Edith Cowan University (Australia), 2010 (“Why the West should Discourage Japanese Military Expansion,” Journal of Asia Pacific Studies, Volume 1, Number 2, Available Online at http://www.japss.org/upload/10.robinson.pdf, p. 317 -318)

Japan’s Self-Defense Force is already considered a powerful  regional force, and Japan’s previous decisions not to acquire  nuclear weapons have been, “on purely strategic grounds,  unrelated to antimilitarism or pacifism” [Bukh, 2010, pp7-8].  As Japan has a stockpile of plutonium and extremely  sophisticated rocket technology, the possibility remains that  Japan could become a major nuclear power within a decade  if sufficiently provoked by regional competitors like North  Korea [Matthews, 2003, p78], and neo-realist Kenneth Waltz  has argued that Asia’s security environment will eventually  compel Japan to nuclearise [Mirashita, 2001, p5]. China and  Japan are each dominant in the others’ strategic thinking  regarding economic, political and military issues, and the  enhancement of Japanese military power must influence  China’s own strategic vision [Pyle, 2007, p312-315]. China  and Korea also remain “convinced that Japanese militarism,  supported by an invigorated nationalist right wing, lurks just  beneath the surface” [Samuels, 2007, p2]. At the very least Japan’s new foreign policy could escalate into a regional  arms race, with the potential for both Japan and South  Korea to nuclearise. Issues like control of the Senkaku  Islands, the division of Korea, and Chinese claims on Taiwan  provide continuing fault-lines around which conflict might  develop [Matthews, 2003, p81].     China also has the potential for internal instability, as its  social and political tensions threaten economic slump and  social unrest, perhaps even leading to territorial  disintegration. In a situation of political factionalism or civil  conflict in China, Japan would be unlikely to remain a  neutral onlooker, and might become a ‘king-maker’ on the  mainland [Pyle, 2007, p337]. Japan’s willingness to influence smaller Asia-Pacific nations, in opposition to Western goals, manifests today in forums dealing with whaling and endangered species protection [Phillips, 2010]. Meanwhile, issues of biased histories in Japanese schoolbooks, and high-profile ceremonies at Japan’s Yasukuni Shrine prompt observers to fear that new generations of Japanese may forget the horrors of war, and how easily nationalism may  turn into imperialism [Matthews, 2003, pp79-80]. On the other hand, hostility between China and Japan is not predestined, and they are two economies that already engage in the largest volume of bilateral trade in history. They are intertwined with investment, production and consumption, and 10 million Chinese work in Japanese firms [Samuels,  2007, p136]. In a situation of rising Japanese and Chinese power and cooperation, it is likely that Western influence in  Asia could decline, and attempts by the US to retain such  influence could lead to resentment and conflict [Matthews,  2003, pp88-89].   

Impact – NPT
Japanese nuclearization tanks the NPT

Emma Chanlette Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst of Non-proliferation, 10, (“Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and US Interests” Published Febuary 19 Available online at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Any reconsideration of Japan’s policy of nuclear weapons abstention would have significant implications for U.S. policy in East Asia. Globally, Japan’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non- Proliferation Treaty (NPT) could damage the most durable international non-proliferation regime. Regionally, Japan “going nuclear” could set off a nuclear arms race with China, South Korea, and Taiwan and, in turn, India, and Pakistan may feel compelled to further strengthen their own 

nuclear weapons capability. Bilaterally, assuming that Japan made the decision without U.S. support, the move could indicate Tokyo’s lack of trust in the American commitment to defend Japan. An erosion in the U.S.-Japan alliance could upset the geopolitical balance in East Asia, a shift that could indicate a further strengthening of China’s position as an emerging hegemonic power. These ramifications would likely be deeply destabilizing for the security of the Asia 

Pacific region and beyond. 

NPT is on the brink – collapse causes a cascade of proliferation

Graham Allison, Professor at the John F Kennedy School of Government at Harvard ,10, “Nuclear Disorder- Surveying the Atomic Threat” Published January 12th 2010 Available online at http://bx.businessweek.com/geopolitics/view?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.ihavenet.com%2FWorld-Global-Nuclear-Disorder-Surveying-Atomic-Threats.html

The global nuclear order today could be as fragile as the global financial order was two years ago, when conventional wisdom declared it to be sound, stable, and resilient. In the aftermath of the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, a confrontation that he thought had one chance in three of ending in nuclear war, U.S. President John F. Kennedy concluded that the nuclear order of the time posed unacceptable risks to mankind. "I see the possibility in the 1970s of the president of the United States having to face a world in which 15 or 20 or 25 nations may have these weapons," he forecast. "I regard that as the greatest possible danger." Kennedy's estimate reflected the general expectation that as nations acquired the advanced technological capability to build nuclear weapons, they would do so. Although history did not proceed along that trajectory, Kennedy's warning helped awaken the world to the intolerable dangers of unconstrained nuclear proliferation. His conviction spurred a surge of diplomatic initiatives: a hot line between Washington and Moscow, a unilateral moratorium on nuclear testing, a ban on nuclear weapons in outer space. Refusing to accept the future Kennedy had spotlighted, the international community instead negotiated various international constraints, the centerpiece of which was the 1968 Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). Thanks to the nonproliferation regime, 184 nations, including more than 40 that have the technical ability to build nuclear arsenals, have renounced nuclear weapons. Four decades since the NPT was signed, there are only nine nuclear states. Moreover, for more than 60 years, no nuclear weapon has been used in an attack. In 2004, the secretary-general of the UN created a panel to review future threats to international peace and security. It identified nuclear Armageddon as the prime threat, warning, "We are approaching a point at which the erosion of the nonproliferation regime could become irreversible and result in a cascade of proliferation." Developments since 2004 have only magnified the risks of an irreversible cascade.

Prolif leads to nuclear war

Utgoff, survival v. 44 no 2 summer 2002, p. 90

Widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand.  Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s.  With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear 'six-shooters' on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Impact – NPT – Extensions

Japanese nuclearization kills the NPT

Llewen Hughes doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at MIT 2007 (“Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet) International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan,” International Security Vol. 31 No. 4 p. 67-68 can be found at http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.4hughes.html)  
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; Japan has significant economic power and a sophisticated technological base, including a large civilian nuclear program with reprocessing facilities.1 For others, Japan's reticence in security policy, of which its declaration not to manufacture, possess, or introduce nuclear weapons is a component, demonstrates the importance of normative variables in determining policy outcomes.2
This article reassesses the state of the evidence on the nuclearization of Japan. There are at least three reasons for doing so. First, changes in the regional and international security environment add credence to arguments that Japanese nuclearization will occur sooner rather than later. Most notably, the emergence of North Korea as a nuclear weapons state increases the threat to Japan, while the salience of the two central components of its strategy to defend against nuclear threats—multilateral regimes and the United States' extension of its nuclear deterrent to Japan—have been undermined.3 [End Page 67]  Second, a decision by Japan to pursue an independent nuclear deterrent would undermine the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) regime, which is already viewed by some as "teetering on the brink of irrelevancy."4 Such a decision would also worsen regional security relations, possibly leading China to bolster its nuclear weapons force and South Korea to reconsider its nuclear weapons policy.  Third, recent deployments of Japan's Self-Defense Forces suggest that normative constraints on Japanese security policy are loosening. Despite ongoing constitutional limits on the application of military force, Japan has expanded the scope of Self-Defense Forces operations to include the Indian Ocean and Iraq; it has also acquired military equipment suggestive of a desire to increase its power projection capabilities.5 Additionally, electoral reform has weakened Japanese political parties that have been strongly opposed to a more active role for Japan's military. Further, centralization of authority in the prime minister and Cabinet Office has increased the institutional freedom of action of Japanese leaders, enabling them to overcome political opposition to changes in security policy to a degree not possible in the past.

Prolif Impact – Heg

Prolif triggers every impact –tanks U.S. power and influence

Jon B. Wolfsthal Writer for Foreign Affairs, 05, (“The Next Nuclear Wave” Published February 2005 Available online at http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60452/jon-b-wolfsthal/the-next-nuclear-wave?page=show
Not since the early days of the Cold War have proliferation experts and the general public been so attuned to the threat of nuclear weapons--and with good reason. There are more than 28,000 nuclear devices in existence today, more and more countries are acquiring the means to produce them, and there is mounting evidence that al Qaeda has every intention of using a nuclear weapon if only it can get its hands on one. Simply recognizing these dangers, however, is not a strategy for confronting them; workable remedies are sorely needed. Nuclear threats fall into two basic categories. In the short term, nuclear terrorism poses the most acute risk. Once al Qaeda or another group possesses a weapon, deterring or preventing an attack will be all but impossible. Luck, as much as money and hard work, has helped prevent such an attack to date. A second, more complex danger stems from the proliferation of nuclear capabilities to governments. In the long term, the wider state acquisition of nuclear weapons dramatically increases the odds that one might be used, intentionally or not. This concern applies not only to so-called rogue regimes, but to key U.S. allies as well. Given the global insecurity of much weapons material, state proliferation also contributes to the risk of a nightmarish nuclear terrorism scenario. The conclusions of the 1965 Gilpatric report on nonproliferation to President Lyndon Johnson noted, The spread of nuclear weapons poses an increasingly grave threat to the security of the United States. New nuclear capabilities, however primitive and regardless of whether they are held by nations currently friendly to the United States, will add complexity and instability ... aggravate suspicions and hostility among states neighboring new nuclear powers, place a wasteful economic burden on the aspirations of developing nations, impede the vital task of controlling and reducing weapons around the world, and eventually constitute direct military threats to the United States. Forty years later, this assessment still holds--with the added danger posed by the nexus of nuclear weapons and terrorism. Fortunately, this dual threat has prompted the publication of several valuable new resources for trying to understand and address them. Graham Allison's Nuclear Terrorism: The Ultimate Preventable Catastrophe describes enough nuclear disaster scenarios to fuel a dozen Hollywood thrillers and lays out an aggressive and, crucially, marketable strategy to keep nuclear weapons out of terrorists' hands. For those focused on the risks of proliferation among states, The Nuclear Tipping Point: Why States Reconsider Their Nuclear Choices should be required reading. Edited by Kurt Campbell, Robert Einhorn, and Mitchell Reiss, it focuses on a new breed of potential proliferators and does a real service by assessing what factors have helped keep most countries from going nuclear--and what factors might tip the balance in the other direction. Meanwhile, the more narrowly focused and expert-oriented The Future of Arms Control, by Michael Levi and Michael O'Hanlon, makes clear that these two threats and possible strategies for confronting them are not as distinct as they first appear. Despite their divergent focuses, all three books come to strikingly similar conclusions on the 800-pound gorilla of nuclear security: the weakness of a system that allows governments, in full compliance with their nonproliferation obligations, to produce and possess enriched uranium or separated plutonium, with few assurances that they will not at some point use the material for less-than-peaceful purposes

A2: U.S. presence unsustainable
U.S. power in east asia is sustainable – no challenge from China

Victor D. Cha D. S. Song Professor and Director of Asian Studies at Georgetown University 2007 (“Winning Asia, Washington’s Untold Success Story,” accessed 6/28/10 www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/58454/victor-d-cha/winning-asia)
(Whole article)

Inside the Beltway and on op-ed pages across the United States, it has become increasingly popular to lament the demise of U.S. influence in Asia. Power transitions, resurgent Asian nationalism, and poor policy choices in Washington have supposedly undermined U.S. leadership in Asia. According to critics, the Bush administration has been distracted by Iraq, has failed to deal adequately with China's economic and political rise, and has alienated many Asians with its singular focus on counterterrorism. The lack of U.S. leadership after the Cold War, detractors charge, has made Asia ripe for conflict.

But the conventional wisdom is wrong. The United States' position in Asia is now stronger than ever, and Asia remains at peace. The United States has achieved a pragmatic, results-oriented, cooperative relationship with China, and it has expanded and strengthened its alliance with Japan just as Tokyo and Beijing are improving their bilateral relations. This confluence of events has created an emerging U.S.-Chinese-Japanese partnership that greatly enhances regional stability. Washington has also improved its defense relationship with South Korea and successfully facilitated the shutdown of North Korea's bomb-making capabilities through the six-party talks. Finally, the United States has steadily improved its relations with Southeast Asian nations, largely by building on the goodwill it created by leading the humanitarian response to the tsunami in 2004.  Few commentators in Japan, South Korea, or the United States will give any credit to the Abe, Roh, and Bush administrations for these accomplishments. Rather than conceding that the Bush administration has made progress, naysayers in Washington tend to attribute Asia's good fortune to benign neglect while the administration's neoconservatives were busy focusing on Iraq. But they are wrong. President George W. Bush's Asia policy has worked.

WHO'S ASIA'S DADDY

Contrary to the dire warnings issued by many Asia pessimists, China is not eating the United States' lunch in Asia. Beijing is indeed building its military capabilities, pressing for free-trade agreements, and increasingly occupying central positions in various regional organizations. But those who argue that these moves signal a power transition, whereby China is displacing the United States as the region's new benefactor, are mistaken. A power transition may come to Asia someday, but not anytime soon.

AFF – Re-arm Inevitable

Re-arm inevitable – Japan doesn’t trust U.S. defense

Christopher Preble Director of Foreign Policy at the CATO Institute 10/22/06 (“Japan’s Next Move,” accessed 6/28/10 http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6738) 

North Korea's announcement that it had successfully tested a nuclear device has renewed concerns that other countries in the region will follow suit. These are not idle concerns. Given Japan's existing nuclear power program, and its advanced technical and industrial base, it could likely develop nuclear weapons in a matter of months.  But it is far from certain that Japan will go that route, and Prime Minister Shinzo Abe was quick to dampen speculation about an ensuing arms race. "Possession of nuclear arms is not an option at all for our country," Mr. Abe said after the North Korean test.  If Mr. Abe – or a successor – reneges on this pledge, however, and Japan decides to develop its own nuclear deterrent, it will be only the last in a series of steps in which the Japanese have enhanced their defensive posture. This rearmament has been driven primarily by fears of North Korea.  While China and South Korea worry about the ramifications of a collapse of Mr. Kim's regime, they are even more fearful of a nuclear-armed Japan. Accordingly, the best way to forestall such an eventuality is to cooperate with Tokyo in eliminating the North Korean threat. Since at least the early 1990s, the United States has attempted to prevent North Korea from developing offensive military capabilities, including both nuclear weapons and the ballistic missiles that could some day deliver them. The North Korean nuclear test is merely the latest in a string of embarrassing incidents revealing the utter failure of U.S. policy. Simply put, the Japanese don't trust the United States to defend their country from North Korea.

AFF - No Rearm

Japan won’t rearm – public opposes

Mark A. Chinen, Professor of Teaching Excellence at Seattle University of Law, former assosiate editor of the Intellectual Property Fraud Reporter, 05 (“ARTICLE 9 OF THE CONSTITUTION OF JAPAN AND THE USE OF PROCEDURAL AND SUBSTANTIVE HEURISTICS FOR CONSENSUS” Vol. 27, Iss. 1; pg. 55, 60 pgs) 

The JCP has nine seats in both the House of Representatives and the House of Councillors.131 The party has consistently opposed Japanese rearmament and calls for what it terms the complete implementation of Article 9, including the abrogation of the U.S.-Japan security Treaty and the dismantling of the SDF.132 It has been active in organizing public opposition to changes to Article 9 by sponsoring public events opposing amendments and locally organized Article 9 clubs.

The SDPJ, as discussed earlier, is a remnant of the JSP. It has seven seats in the House of Representatives and six seats in the House of Councillors.133 The SDPJ opposes any changes to or reinterpretations of Article 9 that would give the SDF constitutional status or would allow the SDF to be deployed abroad, even under UN auspices.134

It is important to note that the public has largely resisted amendments throughout most of the history of Article 9. Popular opinion in Japan continues to oppose militarism; however, polls have shown recent changes. According to a survey conducted by the Asahi Shinbun (a major Japanese newspaper) in 2001, most Japanese were in favor of revisions to the Constitution, but over 70 percent opposed amendments to Article 9.135 Recent surveys indicate that resistance to revising Article 9, while still strong, has waned. The Yomiuri Shinbun reported that in a poll conducted in April 2005, 61 percent of respondents favored revising the constitution to reflect changing times, although only 44 percent of respondents favored revisions to Article 9.'36 In another survey conducted in June 2005 by the Tokyo Shinbun, 42 percent of respondents said there was no need to revise Article 9, while 35 percent said revisions were necessary. Of those who support change, 48 percent want the constitutionality of the SDF established, 29 percent want the SDF to be able to participate in international cooperation, and 20 percent said limits should be placed on the use of force.138 Of those polled, 59 percent opposed the right of collective self-defense

Even if Japan has the capability – won’t rearm – national interest 

David C. Kang Associate Professor of Government and Adjunct Associate Professor at the Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth College  2003 (“Getting Asia Wrong Need For New Analytical Frameworks,” International Security V.27 number 4 p. 76-79) 

There is a third alternative concerning Japan's foreign policy, which I refer to as the hierarchic explanation. According to this explanation, Japan is a status quo secondary power that has not rearmed to the level it could because it has no need to, and because it has no intention of challenging either China or the United States for dominance in Asia. Japan does not fear for its survival, and it accepts the centrality of China in regional politics. The historical animosities and lingering mistrust over Japan for its colonial aggression in the late nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth century are reasons sometimes cited for a fear of Japanese rearmament. In the late nineteenth century, Japan faced decaying and despotic Chinese and Korean monarchies, a significant regional power vacuum, and pressures from Western nations. Today the militaries of South Korea and China are well equipped, their economies are robust, and there is no threat of Western colonization. Thus it is unlikely that Japan needs or will seek to expand its diplomatic and military influence on the Asian landmass.  In addition to explaining the historical pattern of Japanese foreign policy, the hierarchic explanation generates a different set of questions about Japan's future. For example, could Japan tilt toward China? Could Japan see the United States as the real threat to its survival? If Washington were to pressure Tokyo to take sides in an increasingly acrimonious U.S.-China relationship, it is [End Page 77] not clear that Japan would antagonize a geographically proximate power for the sake of a tenuous alliance with a distant power. 63 In fact, there is evidence that Japan does not view its relationship with the United States as purely positive. There is also increasing evidence that the Japanese do not fear a strong China as much as they do a strong United States. A May 1995 Yomiuri Shimbun poll found that 26.6 percent of Japanese identified the United States as a security threat to their country, whereas only 21.3 percent identified China as a threat. 64 In countering the assumption that Japan has no choice but to rely on the United States, former Prime Minister Yashuiro Nakasone has said that "a worm can turn." 65 A more recent opinion poll by Asahi Shimbun in May 2001 found that 74 percent of the Japanese public opposed revision of article 9 of the constitution (which prohibits Japan from using force "as means of settling international disputes"). 66 And in a magazine article, politician Ozawa Ichiro, who makes no mention of China, does mention the need for multilateralism to protect Japan from "Anglo-Saxon principles." 67  As to whether Japan could tilt toward China, Ted Galen Carpenter writes, "[U.S.] officials who assume that a more active Japan will be an obedient junior partner of the United States are in for an unpleasant surprise. Tokyo shows signs of not only being more active on the security front, but also of being more independent of the United States. Nowhere is that trend more evident than with respect to policy toward China." 68 For example, Japan has made clear that it does not wish to be drawn into any conflict over the status of Taiwan. In fact, the United States cannot count on Japan to support or provide bases in the event of a China-Taiwan conflict. 69 Japanese cooperation with China is increasing [End Page 78] in other ways as well. Bilateral trade volume between Japan and China in 1997 amounted to $570 billion, fifty-two times greater than in 1972. China is now Japan's second-largest trading partner, and Japan ranks as China's largest trading partner. Moreover, China is the largest recipient of Japanese investment in Asia. 70  Japan is neither normal nor abnormal, militaristic nor pacifist. Its survival and economic health are best provided by a stable order. Neither China nor the United States threatens Japan militarily. Thus Japan has not seen fit to rearm extensively, despite its capacity to build aircraft carriers and nuclear weapons. 71Furthermore, Japan has shown no signs of balancing against China.

AFF – No Nuclear Rearm

No Rearm – no coherent domestic support

Llewen Hughes doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at MIT 2007 (“Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet) International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan,” International Security Vol. 31 No. 4 p.90-94 can be found at http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.4hughes.html) 
The weight of evidence suggests, therefore, that Japan has not employed nuclear hedging as a coherent national strategy: civilian energy bureaucrats have designed a nuclear energy program to manage the perceived risks associated with reliance on external markets for the supply of petroleum, rather than as a hedge against abandonment by the United States; documentary evidence shows that military planners do not see a strategic logic in nuclearization regardless of the status of the U.S.-Japan alliance; and stability in Japanese public opinion against nuclearization suggests there are few incentives for political leaders to push for policy change.  Nevertheless, institutional hedging by decisionmakers has ensured that the formal barriers to nuclearization are surmountable. In this section I examine the implications for Japan's ongoing nonnuclear stance on organizational and [End Page 91] institutional changes in the 1990s. Organizational changes have increased the freedom of action of leaders in two ways. First, electoral and political funding reform have reduced the centripetal force of factions as organizational units within the LDP, giving the party president greater control over the distribution of party funding and appointment of candidates at election time. Both functions were previously managed by factional leaders and represented core components of factional power within the party.95 This weakening of factions enables the prime minister to assign ministerial posts directly to influence policy, as Koizumi did in assigning the key defense post to more hawkish LDP members willing to stretch the constraints of Japan's security policy.96  Second, changes in the composition of the dominant LDP have led to a growing consensus within the party around policies associated with a more hawkish security position.97 This has been echoed by a decline in the parliamentary strength of the Socialist Democratic Party of Japan (SDPJ), sharply reducing its influence in the political process. The SDPJ was the major opponent of a more assertive security posture for most of the postwar period, and its decline has served to shrink the ideological space between the ruling coalition and the major opposition party on national security issues.98 Following a prolonged period of political instability, it has been replaced as the dominant opposition party by the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), which is less dovish than the SDPJ, although it retains former members of the SDPJ and is divided on security policy.  Institutional reforms to the executive branch have served to further enhance the power of the LDP leadership. The reforms were implemented in 2001 under an extended economic downturn, and were designed to increase the authority of the prime minister and [End Page 92] cabinet relative to bureaucratic organizations.99They have increased the resources available to the prime minister and cabinet in three ways. First, the agenda-setting power of the prime minister, including in national security, has been strengthened through an amendment to the Cabinet Law. Prior to this, the prime minister was named as the head of the cabinet, but his agenda-setting power within the cabinet was not made explicit in law.100 Second, the Cabinet Law has been amended to expand the role and authority of the Cabinet Secretariat, giving it the power to plan and draft policy as well as coordinate policies emerging from the ministries and agencies. This increased power has been consolidated by a reorganization and an increase in the number of staff serving the prime minister, with total staff expanding from 176 in 1993 to 680 in 2006.101 Third, the establishment of the Cabinet Office in January 2001 gives the prime minister the power to appoint ministers within this office who can request materials from the ministries and make proposals to the prime minister, who then has the power to direct these ministries. A number of councils—most significantly, the Council on Economic and Fiscal Policy—have also been established within the Cabinet Office that are presided over by the prime minister or chief cabinet secretary.  These changes add to a weapons procurement process that already constrains the prime minister and cabinet less than in other policymaking areas. The apex of the decisionmaking structure for defense policy, and the procurement decisions that flow from it, is the Security Council. Located within the Cabinet Secretariat, it is chaired by the prime minister and includes the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry; Finance Ministry; Land, Infrastructure, and Transport Ministry; Internal Affairs and Communications ministers; the director-general of the Defense Agency; chairman of the National Public Safety Commission; and chief cabinet secretary.  In practice, the Security Council makes decisions over the procurement of controversial or large weapons systems; the JDA takes the lead in less controversial procurement decisions.102 As Michael Green notes, this chairmanship of the Security Council, and the National Defense Council that preceded it, has enabled prime ministers to exercise "considerable influence on procurement decisions that had reached a deadlock at the ministerial level."103 [End Page 93]  The changes noted above have increased dynamism in Japanese security policymaking.104 In both the Antiterrorism Special Measures Law that sent Maritime Self-Defense Forces to the Indian Ocean and defined Japan's response to the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, and the deployment of military forces to Iraq in 2003, the Cabinet Secretariat played the key role in organizing and implementing the policy response, typically circumventing the informal policymaking process within the LDP party structure.105  Although not tested, these changes imply that the freedom of action of the prime minister and cabinet in relation to Japan's three nonnuclear principles and the Basic Law on Atomic Energy has been enhanced. As noted, the former holds no legal power, whereas the Basic Law requires revision through normal parliamentary procedures. Control over political funding and appointments provides the party leader with greater ability to sanction party members threatening to vote with the opposition in the event the prime minister moves to initiate policy change. Further, the increased agenda-setting power available to the prime minister provides a greater range of tools through which to push for changes to the status quo; the prime minister can now formally propose policy changes in the cabinet, and has more institutional resources available to drive policy change. Coupled with the reduction in the power of the centrists on security policy within the LDP, the party president now has a greater ability to quell opposition to any decision to pursue nuclearization emerging from within party ranks.  Nevertheless, the outcome of future debates over the merits of nuclearization are not certain. Japan is a democracy, and public opinion and legislative polling, as well as the JDA assessment, demonstrate that support for nuclearization is unlikely to be unanimous even if Japan's existing insurance policies against nuclear threats weaken. Indeed the evidence presented here suggests that the elevation of the JDA to ministerial status in December 2006 will militate against future nuclearization.
Japan won’t prolif – NPT limits

Emma Chanlette Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst of Non-proliferation, 10, (“Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects and US Interests” Published Febuary 19 Available online at http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Japanese leaders have often cited the “Three Non-Nuclear Principles” as another obstacle to Japanese development of nuclear weapons. The trio consists of Japanese pledges not to allow the manufacture, possession, or importation of nuclear weapons. Many security experts, however, point out that the principles, passed as a Diet resolution in 1971 as part of domestic negotiations over the return of Okinawa from U.S. control, were never formally adopted into law, and 

therefore are not legally binding.24 Although not technically a legal constraint, Japanese leaders have consistently stated their commitment to the principles, including a reiteration by Prime Minister Shinzo Abe in the aftermath of North Korea’ nuclear test in 2006. Japan is obligated under Article 2 of the NPT not to “receive the transfer from any transferor whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.” Under Article 3 of the NPT, Japan is required to accept IAEA full-scope safeguards on its civilian nuclear program. Japan signed an Additional Protocol in 1998 under which the IAEA can use an expanded range of measures to verify that civilian facilities and materials have not been diverted to a military program. 

Japan won’t prolif - alliance

Pyle’07(Kenneth B. Pyle is a Japan historian and professor of History and International Studies at the University of Washington Seattle campus.[1][2] Since earning his Ph.D. in Japanese History from Johns Hopkins University in 1965,[2][3] he has become a major figure in the area of Japan studies, publishing several books on Japan and its international relations, and serving as the first editor of the Journal of Japanese Studies from 1974 to 1986.[2][4] In 1998, the Japanese government awarded him with the Order of the Rising Sun[5], and in 2008 he received the Japan Foundation Award for Japanese Studies. Founding President of The National Bureau of Asian Research, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/62460/michael-j-green/japan-is-back-why-tokyo-s-new-assertiveness-is-good-for-washingto?page=show)

`

Pyle's analysis also provides an indirect but powerful counterpoint to the belief that Japan's development of nuclear weapons is inevitable in the wake of North Korea's nuclear test last October. It is true that some senior Japanese politicians now muse openly about developing nuclear weapons, but the same politicians and their predecessors also privately -- and sometimes not so privately -- ruminated about possessing a nuclear deterrent during the Cold War. Japan's leaders are looking at North Korea's nuclear test within the context of Japan's overall national power. Japan's power assets include a strong alliance with the United States, the extended U.S. nuclear deterrent, domestic political cohesion, and regional economic relationships -- all of which would be put at risk by a unilateral nuclear weapons program. The Japanese are not about to slide toward nuclear armament -- so long as Washington remains attentive to the credibility of its own nuclear umbrella and to its strategic commitment to Tokyo.

AFF - Impact Turn – Arms Race
Japanese re-armament checks regional arms racing

Robert Hartfiel Program Officer at the Human Security Centre at the University of British Columbia, (Vancouver) and Brian L. Job Professor of Political Science and Director of the Centre of International Relations at UBC 2007 (“Raising the risks of war: defense spending trends and competitive arms processes in East Asia,” The Pacific Review Vol. 20 No.1 p. 1-22 can be accessed at: http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a772383504&fulltext=713240928) 

The increase in stocks of destabilizing weapons on the Korean Peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait is having a significant impact on defence planning and procurement throughout the region. Japan recently concluded a sweeping review of its military and defence policy, culminating in its 2004 National Defense Program Outline (NDPO). This reflects its increasing concerns regarding North Korea's ballistic missile programme and China's rapid military build-up and modernization programme. The North Korean threat to Japan is well known and understood (Asia Times 2004a; Onishi 2004). As quoted by The Economist, Japan's 2004 white paper on defence, in a departure from its predecessors, 'suggests that the country also needs to keep a close eye on China, a possibly dangerous rival in areas other than trade' (The Economist 2004b). According to one BBC report, China's decade-long arms build-up (particularly in missile technology) has prompted sufficient concern in Japan for Koizumi to cite China's military potential as one reason to change Japan's pacifist constitution (BBC News Online 2004a).  In this uncertain security environment, Koizumi has argued that the role of Japan's Self-defence Forces (SDF) should be expanded to resemble a conventional military, with powers commensurate with Japan's economic and political clout and 'place in the world' (Yomiuri Shimbun 2004; Sydney Morning Herald 2003). The NDPO, adopted by the Japanese government in December 2004, identified terrorism, China and North Korea as security concerns for the first time (Asia Times 2005). The NDPO's call for an expansion in the SDF's peacekeeping, counter-terrorism and missile defence capabilities signalled a further step in what appears to be a linear trend towards 'normalization'. Concerns about North Korea and China are also leading defence planners to consider more radical changes to Japan's defence posture. In October 2004, the Japan Defence Agency panel charged with drafting the NDPO recommended developing the capability to strike enemy missile bases 'pre-emptively' by deploying SSM missiles - also a major departure from existing policy (Straits Times2004e). While this recommendation was left out of the NDPO, senior government officials have again floated the idea of pre-emptive strike capability in the wake of North Korea's 4 July missile tests (Defense News 2006).  These concerns have also led to a deepening of defence cooperation between Japan and the United States. The October 2005 U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee report, 'U.S.-Japan Alliance: Transformation and Realignment for the Future,' reaffirms the US-Japan alliance, and calls for increased cooperation in the areas of ballistic missile defense, counter-terrorism, training, intelligence and contingency planning (U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee 2005). As the Washington Post reports, '[a] subtext of the cooperation … is to counter China's military buildup … Close defense cooperation “is essential to dissuade destabilizing military buildups, to deter aggression and to respond to diverse security challenges,” the report said, in an apparent reference to Beijing's rapid military modernization' (Washington Post 2005).  While this sea change in thinking about military matters has not yet manifested itself in increased defence expenditures, a re-examination of Japan's self-imposed limits both on defence spending and the procurement of offensively oriented weapons now seem inevitable.

AFF – Impact Turn – Sino-Russia Relations

Japanese militarization enhances Sino-Russian ties 

Lev Makedonov and Aleksandr Artemyev on the Peace Mission joint military exercise involving troops of Russia and China at the Taonan Training Ground in China 2009 (“South Korea, Japan Militarization Seen Strengthening Russia-China Ties,”)
The rearmament of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and, following that, the militarization of Japan and South Korea, will strengthen the military cooperation between Russia and China. The chief of the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation and the chief of the General Staff of the People's Liberation Army of China made an announcement to that effect. On Wednesday, the Russian and Chinese armies began large-scale joint training exercises.  The Russian and Chinese armed forces must be able jointly to respond to international challenges and threats, which include terrorism, extremism, and piracy. Such a statement was made by General of the Army Nikolay Makarov, Chief of the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation, at military-political consultations in Khabarovsk, where the joint Russian-Chinese Peace Mission anti-terrorist training exercises have begun.  The rapprochement of Moscow and Beijing, according to General Makarov, is due to the increase of arms in Japan and South Korea, which, in turn, was provoked by the second test of a nuclear bomb by North Korea.  The Russian chief of the General Staff said: "For us, China is a reliable strategic partner, which is striving adequately to react to traditional and new threats to international security. Russia and China are bound to resolve all problems in a spirit of good-neighbourliness and mutual respect for each other."  Interfax quoted the words of General Makarov as follows: "We have all of the preconditions in order that the prospects of and state of military cooperation significantly increase. This is primarily due to the well-known events in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, the number of missile tests. These circumstances are causing a sharp build-up of arms in Japanand South Korea.  Colonel General Cheng Binde, Chief of the General Staff of the People's Liberation Army of China, made a statement about that. According to him, the development of nuclear weapons by the Democratic People's Republic of Korea [DPRK] is not permissible, since it will give South Korea a reason to provide itself with its own nuclear arsenal.  Before the tests of the nuclear bomb of the DPRK in May, Russia and China came out with guarantees of the inviolability of the regime of Kim Jong Il. After that, however, both sides supported the summer resolutions of the Security Council of the United Nations, which made sanctions against the DPRK more severe.  Japan is attentively looking at the rapprochement of the armed forces of China and Russia. In the report, "Defence of Japan-2009", which was published this week, a lot of attention was given to the military cooperation of Russia with China, a country to which Moscow supplies a great deal of military equipment, including Su-30 fighter aircraft and submarines. The Japanese report also warns about "a shift of the military balance between China and Taiwan in the direction of Beijing".  Military-technical cooperation between Russia and the People's Republic of China [PRC] is still limited. Vladimir Yevseyev, a military expert of the Institute of World Economy and International Relations of the Russian Academy of Sciences, made the following statement: "China is trying to master and assimilate Russian technologies and develop its own models of high-precision equipment."

That’s key to solve nuclear war

Sharavin Head of the Institute for Political and military analysis 2001, 

(Alexander Sharavin, head of the institute for political and military analysis, 10/1/2001  The Third Threat http://www.cdi.org/russia/johnson/5470.html)

Russia may face the "wonderful" prospect of combating the Chinese army, which, if full mobilization is called, is comparable in size with Russia's entire population, which also has nuclear weapons (even tactical weapons become strategic if states have common borders) and would be absolutely insensitive to losses (even a loss of a few million of the servicemen would be acceptable for China). Such a war would be more horrible than the World War II. It would require from our state maximal tension, universal mobilization and complete accumulation of the army military hardware, up to the last tank or a plane, in a single direction (we would have to forget such "trifles" like Talebs and Basaev, but this does not guarantee success either). Massive nuclear strikes on basic military forces and cities of China would finally be the only way out, what would exhaust Russia's armament completely. We have not got another set of intercontinental ballistic missiles and submarine-based missiles, whereas the general forces would be extremely exhausted in the border combats. In the long run, even if the aggression would be stopped after the majority of the Chinese are killed, our country would be absolutely unprotected against the "Chechen" and the "Balkan" variants both, and even against the first frost of a possible nuclear winter. 

AFF – Sino-Russia Relations Turn – NoKo Impact

Japanese Rearmament supports Russia/China cooperation, which is key to control of North Korea nuclear proliferation

Gazeta.ru, 9

Text of report by Russian Gazeta.ru news website, often critical of the government, on 22 July

[Article by Lev Makedonov and Aleksandr Artemyev on the Peace Mission joint military exercise involving troops of Russia and China at the Taonan Training Ground in China. The authors contend that the rearmament of North Korea, followed by a military build-up in South Korea and Japan in response, will increase military cooperation between Russia and China: "Changes on the Eastern Front"]

The rearmament of the Democratic People's Republic of Korea and, following that, the militarization of Japan and South Korea, will strengthen the military cooperation between Russia and China. The chief of the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation and the chief of the General Staff of the People's Liberation Army of China made an announcement to that effect. On Wednesday, the Russian and Chinese armies began large-scale joint training exercises.
The Russian and Chinese armed forces must be able jointly to respond to international challenges and threats, which include terrorism, extremism, and piracy. Such a statement was made by General of the Army Nikolay Makarov, Chief of the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation, at military-political consultations in Khabarovsk, where the joint Russian-Chinese Peace Mission anti-terrorist training exercises have begun.

The rapprochement of Moscow and Beijing, according to General Makarov, is due to the increase of arms in Japan and South Korea, which, in turn, was provoked by the second test of a nuclear bomb by North Korea.

The Russian chief of the General Staff said: "For us, China is a reliable strategic partner, which is striving adequately to react to traditional and new threats to international security. Russia and China are bound to resolve all problems in a spirit of good-neighbourliness and mutual respect for each other."

Interfax quoted the words of General Makarov as follows: "We have all of the preconditions in order that the prospects of and state of military cooperation significantly increase. This is primarily due to the well-known events in the Democratic People's Republic of Korea, the number of missile tests. These circumstances are causing a sharp build-up of arms in Japan and South Korea.

Colonel General Cheng Binde, Chief of the General Staff of the People's Liberation Army of China, made a statement about that. According to him, the development of nuclear weapons by the Democratic People's Republic of Korea [DPRK] is not permissible, since it will give South Korea a reason to provide itself with its own nuclear arsenal.

Before the tests of the nuclear bomb of the DPRK in May, Russia and China came out with guarantees of the inviolability of the regime of Kim Jong Il. After that, however, both sides supported the summer resolutions of the Security Council of the United Nations, which made sanctions against the DPRK more severe.

Japan is attentively looking at the rapprochement of the armed forces of China and Russia. In the report, "Defence of Japan-2009", which was published this week, a lot of attention was given to the military cooperation of Russia with China, a country to which Moscow supplies a great deal of military equipment, including Su-30 fighter aircraft and submarines. The Japanese report also warns about "a shift of the military balance between China and Taiwan in the direction of Beijing".

Military-technical cooperation between Russia and the People's Republic of China [PRC] is still limited. Vladimir Yevseyev, a military expert of the Institute of World Economy and International Relations of the Russian Academy of Sciences, made the following statement: "China is trying to master and assimilate Russian technologies and develop its own models of high-precision equipment."

The programme for operational cooperation of the armed forces of the two countries is not so great. Yevseyev is confident that, if Beijing and Moscow set the task for themselves of working out joint operations in case of a sharp deterioration of the situation on the Korean peninsula, it would not be difficult to put such a programme together.

In a discussion with Gazeta.Ru, Yevseyev said: "Instruments for the prevention of accidental launches by North Korea are necessary and it is necessary to build a tracking and identification station for the joint use [of Russia and China]. The fact that the North Korean missile launches were not observed by Russian air defence equipment is very disturbing."
The first stage on the Peace Mission training exercises consists of military-political consultations in Khabarovsk. The ground stages of the preparation for the conducting of the anti-terrorist operation and the conducting of the operation itself will take place from 23 July through 26 July at the Taonan Training ground in the Shen Yang Military District.

Yevseyev said: "The present tactical training exercises are exclusively orientated towards the fulfilment of anti-terrorist tasks but the most important task must be the enhancement of measures of trust between the armed forces of the two countries and the organization of operational compatibility."
That leads to regional instability and nuclear terrorism

Carpenter, 5

[Ted Galen, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, August 25, “First, Defuse the Bomb in North Korea,” Cato Institute, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=4461]

North Korea's ongoing development of nuclear weapons poses an especially grave security challenge for the United States.

The most recent round of six-party talks (involving China, Russia, Japan, South Korea, North Korea and the United States) made, at best, incremental progress toward a solution to the crisis. Throughout the negotiations, the U.S. goal has remained the same: a complete, verifiable and irreversible end to North Korea's nuclear program.

A growing number of influential Americans are dissatisfied with such a "narrow" agenda, however. Republican Sen. Sam Brownback of Kansas, Michael O'Hanlon of the Brookings Institution and Michael Horowitz of the Hudson Institute are among those who demand that the United States add North Korea's human rights practices and the issue of regime "transformation" to the list of topics the next round of six-party talks must address. Congressional passage of the North Korean Human Rights Act last year points to a similar strategy.

That approach would be a profound mistake.

Improving the abysmal human rights situation in North Korea or achieving regime change in that long-suffering country may be desirable in the abstract, but U.S. leaders cannot let those goals interfere with the fundamental objective of the negotiations - the elimination of North Korea's nuclear weapons capability.

A nuclear-armed North Korea threatens to destabilize the security environment in East Asia, a region of considerable strategic and economic value to the United States. Even worse, a cash-strapped North Korean regime with a surplus of nuclear weapons in its arsenal might be tempted to sell one to al-Qaida or some other terrorist organization.
Extinction

Speice 6

(Patrick Speice, JD Candidate, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427, February 2006, Lexis)

Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. n49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. n50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. n51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, n52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons.
AFF - Impact Turn – China Deterrence
No risk of their impacts – Japanese re-armament stabilizes asia and deters China

Christopher Preble, Director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute 06, ( “Japan’s Next Move” October 22 2006 Available online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6738 

U.S. officials who favor keeping Japan militarily dependent rarely admit publicly that the United States simply does not trust Japan--although a number of indiscreet comments in recent years confirm that such distrust exists. 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. The other East Asian nations do fear a resurgent Japan and want the United States to maintain a large military presence to contain potential Japanese power. Although it would be unwise to discount the apprehension with which Japan is still regarded throughout East Asia, the specter of a larger Japanese military role may be less traumatic than it might at first appear. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, Japan could probably protect its security interests with a modest increase in defense spending, say to the level of 1.5 percent of gross domestic product. Only the most paranoid would be alarmed by a buildup of that magnitude. Moreover, the East Asian countries have some cause to worry about China's ambitions in the coming years and might not be all that averse to a stronger Japan that could help constrain those ambitions. Even if regional leaders do not prove to be that farsighted, both East Asian and U.S. officials need to outgrow the simplistic assumption that Japan's military role must inevitably be one of extremes--either the rampant expansionism of six decades ago or the self-effacing dependency of the post-World War II era. It is probable that modern, democratic Japan would play a prudent role somewhere between those two extremes. In other words, Japan would act as a typical prosperous, conservative great power in the international system.

Moreover, the pertinent question from the standpoint of U.S. foreign policy should not be whether the status quo is more comfortable for the regional states but whether it is in the best interests of the American people. It is difficult to justify preserving expensive and dangerous military commitments indefinitely merely to spare Japan and its neighbors the difficulties of confronting and overcoming old animosities. Washington cannot permit its policy in East Asia to be held hostage by the ghosts of World War II. Washington needs to encourage Japan to assume a more responsible security role. America's overall objective should be a reasonably stable balance of power among the principal East Asian nations. An activist Japan is an essential part, indeed the single most important component, of that balance-of-power system. In particular, Japan is the only country--other than the United States--that will be capable of being a strategic counterweight to China in the coming decades.In other words, future military ventures, similar to the deployment of Japanese troops to Iraq, could be deemed legitimate even if the current Constitution remains unchanged.Despite the popular conception of Japan as a "pacifist" country, the Japanese boast one of the most capable militaries on the planet. Japan's defense expenditures trail those of the United States, China and the United Kingdom, but are nearly equivalent to France's military budget. Japan spends more than Russia and more than twice as much as India, the country often seen as a rising power (and a prospective U.S. strategic ally) in the region.Nor do Japanese defense expenditures pose an abnormal burden. Japan's defense spending per capita is comparable to that of Germany and South Korea. Citizens of the United Kingdom pay more than twice as much per person, as do the French. In other words, Japan's defense spending could be expanded if changing strategic circumstances so dictated. That time may be nigh.Japanese military action against North Korea, even if it were found to be a legitimate exercise of the right of self-defense, would nonetheless inflame regional tension. Although U.S. policymakers should rightly be concerned about how China and South Korea would react, such concerns must be understood in the context of the current crisis, when an impoverished and increasingly desperate North Korea might be tempted to sell nuclear materials to terrorists.For now, military action has effectively been ruled off the table. North Korea warns that economic sanctions would be regarded as a "declaration of war," but support for such sanctions has been building in Japan for some time. Some of Japan's most famous and respected citizens participated in a three-day "sit-in" in June 2005 in front of the prime minister's office, demanding that then-leader Junichiro Koizumi impose economic sanctions against North Korea. Mr. Koizumi resisted these pressures, but Mr. Abe and his government seem open to the idea.Indeed, immediately following the test, Japan announced its own set of sanctions – including a total ban on all imports from North Korea, and prohibiting North Korean ships from entering Japanese ports – that go beyond any multilateral measures that may eventually be approved by the Security Council. We cannot be sanguine about the potential dangers represented by the North's nuclear weapons program. The potential for nuclear proliferation in the region exists, and while the United States is eminently capable of deterring any state foolish enough to launch a direct attack against it, one dares not make any predictions about the behavior of someone as erratic and unpredictable as Kim Jong-Il. This much is clear, however: Japanese fears of North Korea have provided the catalyst for a fundamental shift in strategy, and North Korea's nuclear testing is likely to accelerate their efforts to defend their homeland.
Deterring China key to preventing nuclear war

Bradley Thayer, Professor of Strategic Studies, Southwest Missouri State University, 2005  

(“Confronting China: An Evaluation of Options for the United States,” Comparative Strategy, Vol.  24)
Because the United States defeated the Soviet Union in the Cold War, Americans may think that superpower competition is a thing of the past—as old fashioned as cars with fins or leg warmers. If they believe this, they are wrong. International politics never rests. The struggle for hegemony is ancient and unending. It occurred long before Athens and Sparta were founded, and will last far into the future. The latest participants are China and the United States. China is rising in relative power. The United States is declining in relative power. The United States must recognize the threat. It must have the will to confront China. It must be bold enough to win the competition. Equally important, it is incumbent upon the leadership of the United States to prepare the American people for

this competition. Assuming that the U.S. wants to maintain hegemony and is willing to incur considerable risks, including the risk of nuclear war with China, it has multiple options for addressing the Chinese threat to its hegemony. There is little reason to believe that sanctions against the IT industry or support for the Uighur and Tibetan independence movements will be successful at retarding Chinese economic growth or undermining

its stability respectively. Nonetheless, despite the strong likelihood of failure, the U.S. should prevent technology transfers to China and aid independence movements. There is more reasonable chance of success for the following policies. First, the U.S. must enable Taiwan to protect itself against Chinese military coercion. But it must

recognize as well that at some point in the future, the U.S. has to be willing be replace the pro-One China policy of the Guomintang with native Taiwanese who will work to create an independent Republic of Taiwan. This will be the end of the conception of one China. At that time, the U.S. must be willing to aid Taiwan directly in the defeat of a Chinese invasion. Second, the U.S. should maintain strong alliances with the major states that surround China, possibly creating an ATO. Allies will augment the power of the U.S. and provide needed intelligence and military bases. Third, the U.S. should maintain a forward military presence and maintain military superiority in order to forestall the rise of China as a military peer of the United States. While each of these policies contains risks and varies in effectiveness, I conclude that the United States should implement each policy considered in this article in order to ensure the best chance of preserving American hegemony and America’s interests in East Asia. A confrontation with China is likely to come as the Chinese increase their power in relation to the power of the United States. Time is against the United States, and so the sooner these policies are advanced the greater their chance of success. Of course, it may be the case that these policies would not stop the rise of China, and the U.S.

government should have a clear benchmark to illuminate whether the confrontational policies described here are working sufficiently. If not, the United States should consider harsher measures in its confrontation with China. It should plan for these harsher measures now. As unpleasant as these steps may be, and it is certainly to be hoped that they may be avoided, they may in fact be necessary to preserve the preponderant place of the United States in world politics.

AFF – Alt Cause – Japan rearm

Australian build-up fuels regional arms race – perceives China as a threat

Sydney Morning Herald 2009 (“Rudd Accused of Fuelling New Arms Race,” p.1 Lexis) 

(Entire article) 

THE Rudd Government's new defence blueprint has raised fears it will lead to an arms race across the region.  The white paper, released on Saturday, was attacked in China as a "crazy" and "dangerous" document likely to incite a regional arms build-up. Australian and Indian analysts also warned that other countries were likely to take their cue from the rearmament drive.  A Chinese military strategist, Rear-Admiral Yang Yi, told the Herald yesterday that Australia had spawned a new variation of "the China-threat thesis" that could be emulated by other nations and encourage them to accelerate their rearmament programs.  "I really can't understand this stupid, this crazy idea from Australia," he said. "I am very concerned and worried about it."  The Government has justified the 20-year build-up - including a doubling of the submarine fleet and the purchase of 100 fighter jets - by pointing to potential regional instability caused by the emergence of China and India.  The Prime Minister, Kevin Rudd,  said the white paper was designed mainly to secure Australia, an aim for which he would "make absolutely no apology".  "We are seeing a period of significant military and naval expansions in the wider Asia-Pacific region and it's important therefore that Australia makes proper provision for that."  "This is quite dangerous," said Admiral Yang, who recently stepped down as director of the National Defence University's Institute for Strategic Studies in Beijing, which was closely involved in drafting China's defence white paper released this year.  "This assessment by Australia carries the risk of stimulating an arms race in the region," he said.  An international security analyst at the Lowy Institute, Rory Medcalf, said Australia's white paper could add to the anti-China paranoia in the region and fuel arguments for further arms build-ups in countries such as South Korea, Japan and Vietnam.  He said hawkish leaders in some countries - particularly those near China - could seize on the paper to argue for further military modernisation.  "There could be a ripple effect," he said. "For many countries the question is whether we are sending a signal to them that the guy at the back of the room is getting scared."  A leading Indian analyst, Raja Mohan, wrote in India's New Express last week that Australia was "becoming a trendsetter in the Asia-Pacific region" and its defence plans were being watched as a guide to China's capabilities.  The Chinese media was muted over the weekend as the Government weighed its official response.  Officials and analysts are reluctant to add more fuel to what they see as a heated anti-China backlash in Australia, particularly as they await the Federal Government's decision on Chinalco's $US19.5 billion investment in Rio Tinto.  "I think they will take a slow and low-key response and not provide further ammunition for the domestic debates within Australia," said Shi Yinhong, director of American studies at the People's University in Beijing.  But Professor Shi said Beijing's response might escalate if Mr Rudd persisted with his "dramatic"strategic argument.  “Kevin Rudd has turned his face against China," said Professor Shi. "This is close to the most severe 'China threat thesis' ever issued formally by a sovereign government."  A senior Australian official said the scathing reaction was "not unexpected from academic commentators".  Mr Medcalf said Japan and Korea were likely to welcome the military build-up because it would enhance Australia's ability to protect them if they faced attack from North Korea or China.  The Pentagon is not commenting on the white paper until it has had time to study it.  An American analyst, Ralph Cossa, said adverse reaction was unlikely, even though the paper suggested US influence in the region was waning.  "What it was really saying is that the US will remain pre-dominant through to 2030 but that the Chinese might get too big for their boots on some issues and that required planning to deal with such a development," said Ralph Cossa, the president of the Pacific Forum of the Centre for Security and Intelligence Studies in Honolulu.  "People here were worried that Kevin Rudd  might be naive and soft on the Chinese. This paper shows he's very clear eyed about their ambitions in the region."

AFF – No Impact
No Impact to re-arm – Japan not perceived as a threat

Sebastian Moffett, correspondent for Reuters, Far Eastern Economic Review and Time Magazine, 04 (“Marching On To A New Role” Far Eastern Economic Times Vol. 167, Iss. 2; pg. 18) Access File Proquest

So far, Asian neighbours that Japan colonized or invaded in the first half of the 2oth century have protested little over the moves. Partly, that's because of closer ties and recent Japanese diplomatic efforts. Japan has sent envoys to reassure Beijing after controversial decisions, like the recent one to develop a ballistic-missile-defence shield.
But it's also because Japan looks less threatening than before. While Japan's economy stagnated over the past decade, its participation in UN peacekeeping operations has failed to precipitate strident militarism. In 1995, Japan considered developing its own nuclear arsenal to counter the North Korean threat, but concluded that this would cause too great a disturbance in the rest of Asia.

AFF – No Impact – A2: Regional War
No Risk of Regional War – All predictions have been wrong

David C. Kang Associate Professor of Government and Adjunct Associate Professor at the Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth College  2003 (“Getting Asia Wrong Need For New Analytical Frameworks,” International Security V.27 number 4 p. 61-64 

Following the end of the Cold War in 1991, some scholars in the West began to predict that Asia was "ripe for rivalry." 12 They based this prediction on the following factors: wide disparities in the levels of economic and military power among nations in the region; their different political systems, ranging from democratic to totalitarian; historical animosities; and the lack of international institutions. Many scholars thus envisaged a return of power politics after decades when conflict in Asia was dominated by the Cold War tension between the United States and the Soviet Union. In addition, scholars envisaged a return of arms racing and the possibility of major conflict among Asian countries, [End Page 61] almost all of which had rapidly changing internal and external environments. More specific predictions included the growing possibility of Japanese rearmament; 13 increased Chinese adventurism spurred by China's rising power and ostensibly revisionist intentions; 14 conflict or war over the status of Taiwan; 15 terrorist or missile attacks from a rogue North Korea against South Korea, Japan, or even the United States; 16 and arms racing or even conflict in Southeast Asia, prompted in part by unresolved territorial disputes. 17 [End Page 62]
More than a dozen years have passed since the end of the Cold War, yet none of these pessimistic predictions have come to pass. Indeed there has not been a major war in Asia since the 1978-79 Vietnam-Cambodia-China conflict; and with only a few exceptions (North Korea and Taiwan), Asian countries do not fear for their survival. Japan, though powerful, has not rearmed to the extent it could. China seems no more revisionist or adventurous now than it was before the end of the Cold War. And no Asian country appears to be balancing against China. In contrast to the period 1950-80, the past two decades have witnessed enduring regional stability and minimal conflict. Scholars should directly confront these anomalies, rather than dismissing them.  Two major problems exist with many of the pessimistic predictions about Asia. First, when confronted with the nonbalancing of Asian states against China, the lack of Japanese rearmament, and five decades of noninvasion by North Korea, scholars typically respond: Just wait. This reply, however, is intellectually ambiguous. Although it would be unfair to expect instantaneous national responses to changing international conditions, a dozen years would seem to be long enough to detect at least some change. Indeed Asian nations have historically shown an ability to respond quickly to changing circumstances. The Meiji restoration in Japan in 1868 was a remarkable example of governmental response to European and American encroachment, and by 1874 [End Page 63]Japan had emerged from centuries of isolation to occupy Taiwan. 19 More recently, with the introduction of market reforms in late 1978, when Deng Xiaoping famously declared, "To get rich is glorious," the Chinese have transformed themselves from diehard socialists to exuberant capitalists beginning less than three years after Mao's death in 1976. 20 In the absence of a specific time frame, the "just wait" response is unfalsifiable. Providing a causal logic that explains how and when scholars can expect changes is an important aspect of this response, and reasonable scholars will accept that change may not be immediate but may occur over time. Without such a time frame, however, the "just wait" response is mere rhetorical wordplay designed to avoid troubling evidence.
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