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JASA Bad – 1NC 
A) The US-Japan relationship is on the rocks – forward deployment has created domestic issues in Japan
Auslin 10 (Michael, PhD & Director of Japan Studies and Resident Scholar in Foreign and Defense Policy Studies @ The American Enterprise Inst., 3/17/10, www.internationalrelations.house.gov/111/aus031710.pdf) JPG

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you for inviting me to testify today on the state of U.S.-Japan relations and a new era in Japanese politics. This past January, Washington and Tokyo observed the 50th anniversary of the U.S.-Japan Alliance, one of the most successful bilateral agreements in recent history. Yet, what all observers assumed would be a time of unvarnished celebration has been clouded by short-term political strain between Tokyo and Washington and longer-term concern over the strength of our trans-Pacific relationship. The state of U.S.-Japan relations concerns not only the economic relations between the world’s two largest economies, but directly influences the larger strategic position of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region. Hence, any substantive change in the U.S.-Japan alliance or in the political relationship that undergirds it would present challenging questions for U.S. policymakers. All political relationships change, and that between Japan and the United States is no exception. Policymakers on both sides of the Pacific have continually adjusted the alliance to reflect national interests, capabilities, and perceptions of the strengths of each other. But the strategic realities of maintaining a forward-based U.S. presence in the western Pacific have been intimately tied to the domestic political policies of successive Tokyo and Washington administrations. This is where we face today a new and unfamiliar situation in Japan, and which is the source of much of the current difficulties and anxieties in both capitals.Last August, Japanese voters ended the rule of the Liberal Democratic Party after fiftyfour years during which it held power nearly continuously. For Japan, Asia’s oldest and most stable democracy, this was a change of epochal proportions. The proximate cause of anger voter was the inability of the Liberal Democrats to end Japan’s nearly two-decade long economic slump, which has seen the country’s once unstoppable business sector stagnate, develop unevenly, and lose ground to emerging exporters such as China and South Korea. Numerous scandals and being out of touch with the voters also doomed the LDP and encouraged Japanese to cast their ballots for change.

B) US troop presence deteriorates the US Japan security alliance – plan appeases the Japanese
Talmadge 6/22 (Eric, AP writer, 6/22/10, Sudden Link http://home.suddenlink.net/news/read.php?id=17818193&ps=1012&srce=news_class&action=2&lang=en&_LT=UNLC_WLNWU00L2_UNEWS&page=1) JPG

Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan.The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa.

The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade. A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender.Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders. Before he stepped down, Hatoyama suggested that the March sinking of a South Korean warship, allegedly by a North Korean torpedo, contributed to his decision keep Futenma on Okinawa — reversing a campaign pledge to move it off the island. Tokyo was alarmed in April when a Chinese helicopter came within 300 feet (90 meters) of a Japanese military monitoring vessel in the vicinity of a Chinese naval exercise. That same month, Chinese ships were also spotted in international waters off Okinawa. Still, the Okinawa problem 


JASA Bad – 1NC 
underscores an increasingly skeptical stance among some Japanese leaders toward the role of the security alliance.Though the pact was strongly supported by the staunchly pro-U.S. conservative party that ruled Japan for most of the past 60 years, the newly empowered Democratic Party of Japan, which swept to office last year, have taken a more nuanced approach, saying that while close security ties with Washington remain crucial Japan needs to improve its relations with its Asian neighbors, particularly China.On Monday, Kan said he will reassure Obama when they meet at a summit this weekend that Japan-U.S. ties continue to be "the cornerstone" of Japan's diplomacy. But he added that "I want to view this relationship from a broader point of view," and stressed Japan must not forget the importance of developing its Asian relationships.

C) US Japan security alliance results in the development of NMD, and creates multiple scenarios for escalatory war
DeFilippo 6 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology @ Lincoln University, Japan’s Nuclear Disarmament Policy and the U.S. Security Umbrella, Palgrave Macmillan, 2006, pgs. 25-27)

Most of the strengthening of the U.S.-Japan military alliance actually occurred during the Clinton administration in the 1990s. During this time, the alliance evolved from a bilateral relationship that had in the past protected Japan to a security agreement that reached into East Asia and possibly beyond. 52 This new alliance eventually included Japan’s participation in the U.S.-initiated missile defense project. After overcoming its initial resistance, Tokyo ofﬁcially announced in August 1999 its intention to begin joint research on missile defense with the United States. 53 Precipitated by Pyongyang’s unannounced launch of the Taepo Dong-1 missile that ﬂew over Japanese territory in August 1998, the formal bilateral exchange between Washington and Tokyo on missile defense has led to noticeable changes in this work over time. Since 1999, Tokyo has steadily strengthened Japan’s connection to missile defense. After relaxing the ban on arms exports and permitting missile defense exports to the United States, Japan has moved closer with Washington to the development stage. Japan’s decision to begin missile defense research with the United States enraged Pyongyang, got the immediate attention of Moscow, which became concerned about Russia’s security and its inﬂuence in Northeast Asia, and alarmed Beijing. Tokyo’s decision to participate in joint missile defense research with the United States, while primarily intended to thwart the alleged missile threat from North Korea, enormously increased Beijing’s suspicions of Japanese military objectives, which are that it believes that Japan is assisting the United States in acquiring hegemony in Northeast Asia. Sino-Japanese relations therefore suffered because of the perception that Japan was at work circumventing Chinese defense capabilities. Beijing questioned how Japan’s slumping economy permitted it to invest in high technology military projects. More generally, Beijing worried that Tokyo’s recent security initiatives would promote a revision of the Japanese warrenouncing constitution. 55 Beijing’s assessment of the Sino-Japanese relationship was that Japan viewed China as a threat to its national security. 56 Subsequently, Tokyo took a noteworthy step indicating this. Using its prolonged economic slump as a justiﬁcation, Tokyo announced in early 2002 that it would be reducing low-interest yen loans to China. Tokyo reasoned that it would be undermining Japanese security by not cutting ﬁnancial assistance to China, since Chinese military spending had been growing rapidly for more than ten years straight. 57 Tokyo did not directly criticize Washington’s withdrawal from the ABM Treaty. At the end of 2001, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs released a statement that reafﬁrmed that the United States and Japan were continuing with joint research on missile defense technologies. This statement also indicated that because Tokyo, like Washington, is aware of the security concerns linked to the proliferation of ballistic missiles, it empathizes with the American position that is simultaneously giving thought to a missile defense system as it employs diplomacy to address missile-proliferation problems. Although avoiding direct mention of Washington’s disinterest in the ABM Treaty, Tokyo’s statement did allude to the problems associated with this issue. The statement indicated that Tokyo wishes that the issue of missile defense would be handled in a manner that enhances global security, “including in the areas of arms control and disarmament,” and supports the efforts of the United States to keep an open dialogue with its friends, as well as with Russia and China. 58 From the perspectives of Moscow and Beijing, the U.S. decision on the AMB Treaty and missile defense did exactly the opposite with regard to arms control and disarmament. Moscow showed no reservation to publicize its belief that Washington’s unilateral decision to pull out of the ABM Treaty was not prudent, since it undermined international security. Like Moscow, Beijing saw the U.S. decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty as one that destabilized global security, mainly because it weakens the international system dealing with arms control. In an apparent effort to highlight the growing unilateral current in U.S. security policies, Beijing also stressed that Washington’s decision ignores the advice of much of the international community. 
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Washington doesn’t respect the DPJ – all their ev is biased
Rogin 6/16 (Josh, writer for Foreign Policy Magazine and Congressional Quarterly, Foreign Policy, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations) JPG

Some Japan experts in Washington lament that the DPJ is still not getting a lot of respect in Washington. At a conference this week being hosted by CNAS, the theme of alliance renewal is front and center. But will new ideas get a fair hearing? Not only are there no Okinawans invited, the one DPJ lawmaker speaking is Akihisa Nagashima, a powerful lawmaker for sure, but also a well-known hawk with long ties to the Washington "alliance managers" who still hold the reins of the relationship. "It's clear that the voices of a ‘status quo' U.S.-Japan security relationship will get the most air time at this meeting," argues the New America Foundation's Steve Clemons.
Relations Down – JASA
Japanese dependence on the US mitigates the effectiveness of the security alliance causing mistrust and eventually collapse – plan reinvigorates the alliance
Ogoura 6/13 (Kazuo, writer for Japan Times, 6/13/10, http://two--plus--two.blogspot.com/2010/06/japan-us-relations-cry-out-for-new.html) JPG

Ripples, frictions, uneasiness, concern and even dismay — these are the words by which most of the Japanese mass-media commentaries characterize present Japan-U.S. relations.

Behind this phenomenon lies the impact from several issues. The problem of bases in Okinawa, particularly the so-called Futenma air base issue, is one. In this case there are two aspects of friction. The first was the change in the position of a new Japanese government divorced from an "agreement" that had been reached between the former LDP government of Japan and the Bush administration. The second aspect appears to be related to the series of "changes" in the position of the Japanese authorities, which has wavered between consideration for international strategy and and the strong resistance of the people in Okinawa. Somewhat related to the base issue is a question as to how to deal with the mitsuyaku (secret deals or agreements) between Japanese and American authorities over the Okinawa reversion. Though, in substance, the contents of the secret agreement, even if proved to be true, does not directly jeopardize Japan-U.S. strategic relations, the underlying political implication is rather serious. The existence of a secret agreement between the conservative government of Japan and the American administration is regarded by many Japanese as a typical example of insincerity toward and neglect of the people's wishes at the expense of military or strategic dealings between the two governments. In other words, popular support and more transparent decision-making are now required in dealing with politico-military issues between Japan and the U.S. Then comes former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's emphasis on the formation of an East Asia Community coupled with the concept of yuai or fraternity. Although neither the idea of an East Asian Community nor yuai should necessarily give rise to concern in the American mind, these concepts have been viewed by some observers on both sides of the Pacific as signs of the new Japanese administration's "inclination" toward less attachment to strategic considerations in international relations. Finally, there is on the side of Japan a vague feeling of being "bullied" by America (such as on the issue of the recall of Toyota cars in the U.S.) or of being increasingly marginalized or neglected in the wake of the rising Chinese power and the increasingly visible U.S.-China strategic partnership. Against such a background, one might say that what is taking place is simply a transitional phenomenon: In both Japan and the U.S., we have had new administrations that must deal with various issues in a new style, and in both countries, the people and the government should take time to adjust themselves to the new styles. There are indeed some American intellectuals with wide knowledge of Japan who advocate that Americans should not display impatience and arrogance, and that the Japanese should become more pragmatic and coherent. This is certainly desirable, but it does not solve the real issue. What is really taking place between Japan and the U.S., and what is most serious, is the absence of "real dialogue" between opinion leaders with a long-term perspective. It is indeed deplorable that two democratic nations that are supposed to share fundamental values of human rights should not have a deeper, wider and more farsighted dialogue between various layers of society. At a crucial moment when Japan and the U.S. need a deepening and widening of mutual strategic and visionary dialogue, channels for such dialogue have weakened or become ineffective. One must recall that, under conservative governments, the coalition of pragmatic politicians and "cool" but trustworthy experts on both sides have always been able to form a behind-the- scenes coalition to manage the difficult issue of Japan-U.S. relations with long-term strategic considerations in mind. Today, such a coalition is, for various reasons, practically absent. The major reason for such an absence does not necessarily lie in the advent of a new administration in Japan or in its style. The root lies much deeper.

The alliance is on the brink of collapse – both sides are burnt out
Green 6/13 (Michael, senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University, Wall Street Journal http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main) JPG

The greater problem now is that the Obama administration might breathe a sigh of relief at Mr. Kan's rise to power and slip into complacent auto-pilot mode on bilateral relations. The last nine months have been hard on a White House overwhelmed by foreign policy challenges from Afghanistan to Iran. In the former Bush administration National Security Council, where I served, there was one high level strategy session on Japan relations early on and after that coordination with Tokyo fell smoothly to officials who understood the joint strategy and had confidence in shared values and interests with Japan. The Obama National Security Council has apparently had numerous high-level sessions struggling to keep the alliance relationship with Japan on track. Now that things appear to have stabilized, Japan fatigue in Washington is a real danger.

This is not the time for the U.S. to ratchet down attention to the alliance. While Washington has been playing defense with Tokyo for the past nine months, Beijing has been on the move in the East and South China seas and Kim Jong Il has shown what he thinks of deterrence on the Korean peninsula now that he has nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang's sinking of the South Korean navy ship Cheonan has once again focused attention on security issues in North Asia.

Relations Down – Presence 

The DPJ is pushing an East Asia without US presence
Chanlett-Avery et. al 9 (Emma, Coordinator & Specialist in Asian affairs @ Congressional Research Service, CRS, 11/29/9, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33436.pdf) JPG

While most members of the left-of-center DPJ are broadly supportive of the U.S.-Japan alliance and the general thrust of Japanese foreign policy, in the past the party has questioned and/or voted against several features of the alliance, including base realignment and Japan’s financial payments for U.S. forces stationed in Japan. The Party has put forward a foreign policy vision that envisions greater “equality” in Japan’s relations with the United States, in part through deeper engagement with Asia and a more United Nations-oriented diplomacy. The DPJ’s victory appears to mark the end of an era in Japan; it was the first time Japan’s Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) was voted out of office. The LDP has ruled Japan virtually uninterrupted since 1955. Since the DPJ victory, bilateral tensions have arisen over the desire of some Hatoyama government members to alter a 2006 U.S.-Japan agreement to relocate the controversial Futenma Marine Air Station to a less densely populated location in Okinawa. The move is to be the first part of a planned realignment of U.S. forces in Asia, designed in part to reduce the footprint of U.S. forces on Okinawa by redeploying 8,000 U.S. Marines and their dependents to new facilities in Guam. The Hatoyama government has decided to withdraw Japan’s naval deployment in the Indian Ocean that has been providing non-combat support to U.S. and allied forces in Afghanistan. Instead, Tokyo has announced a new, five-year, $5 billion aid package for Afghanistan. Hatoyama has raised some concerns in the United States with his call for the longterm formation of an “East Asian Community,” which some Japanese have indicated should not include the United States.
2NC Link – American Presence ( Collapse 
American military presence threatens a collapse of relations
SpaceWar.com 10 (Staff, 3/29/10, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Okinawa_base_at_centre_of_US-Japan_dispute_999.html) JPG

US-Japan relations have been rattled by a row over an American Military base since a centre-left government took power in Tokyo more than six months ago, ending a half-century of conservative reign. The dispute centres on the controversial US Marine Corps Futenma Air Station on the southern island of Okinawa, where locals have long complained of the heavy US military presence that started with the end of World War II. The air operations of Futenma, located in the urban area of Ginowan, had been due to be transferred to Nago on the coast by 2014 under a pact struck in 2006, when conservative governments were in power in Washington and Tokyo. Under the deal, which was a decade in the making, about 8,000 Marines and their dependants were also to be transferred to the US territory of Guam, and the land area of several US military facilities would be returned to Japan. However, the government of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama and his left-leaning allies launched a review of the deal and said the unpopular base may have to be moved off Okinawa or even outside Japan altogether. The idea has been welcomed in Okinawa, where anger has long simmered over aircraft noise and pollution from US bases, the risk of accidents, and crimes committed by US troops, especially the 1995 gang-rape of a schoolgirl. Local opponents also say that building the replacement base at Nago near the US Camp Schwab, including new V-shaped offshore runways, would destroy a fragile marine habitat, home to corals and the rare sea mammal the dugong.
2NC Link – Extended Deterrence

Ended extended deterrence makes Japan less skeptical of the alliance and builds trust
Chanlett-Avery, Cooper, and Manyin 10 (Emma, William H, and Mark E., Emma – Specialist in Asian Affairs @ Congessional Research Service, William H. – Specialist in Int’l Trade and Finance @ CRS, Mark E. – Specialist in Asian Affairs @ CRS, assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL33436_20100224.pdf) JPG
A similar source of strategic anxiety in Tokyo concerns the U.S extended deterrence, or “nuclear umbrella,” for Japan. The Bush Administration’s shift in negotiations with Pyongyang triggered fears in Tokyo that Washington might eventually accept a nuclear armed North Korea and thus somehow diminish the U.S. security guarantee for Japan. These anxieties have persisted despite repeated statements by both the Bush and Obama Administrations to reassure Tokyo of the continued U.S. commitment to defend Japan. However, Japan’s sense of vulnerability is augmented by the fact that its own ability to deter threats is limited by its largely defensive-oriented military posture. Given Japan’s reliance on U.S. extended deterrence, Tokyo is wary of any change in U.S. policy—however subtle—that might alter the nuclear status quo in East Asia. Depending on the outcome of the Obama Administration’s Nuclear Posture Review (NPR),
scheduled to be undertaken this year, the issue of extended deterrence could once again trigger

considerable anxiety in Tokyo concerning the scope and credibility of the U.S. strategic commitment to Japan.


2NC Link – Forward Deployment

Forward deployment is the most problematic issue for the US-Japan security alliance – the plan appeases the Japanese government
Chanlett-Avery, Cooper, and Manyin 10 (Emma, William H, and Mark E., Emma – Specialist in Asian Affairs @ Congessional Research Service, William H. – Specialist in Int’l Trade and Finance @ CRS, Mark E. – Specialist in Asian Affairs @ CRS, assets.opencrs.com/rpts/RL33436_20100224.pdf) JPG
The most problematic bilateral issue that has surfaced since the Hatoyama Cabinet was inaugurated has been the fate of a 2006 U.S.-Japan agreement to relocate the controversial Futenma Marine Air Station to a less densely populated location in Okinawa. The move is the first part of a planned realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, designed in large measure to reduce the footprint of U.S. forces on the island by redeploying 8,000 U.S. Marines and their dependents to new facilities in Guam. When in the opposition, the DPJ opposed the realignment plans. Since coming into power, splits have publicly surfaced among Hatoyama’s Cabinet, with some calling for major revisions to the Futenma plan while others have essentially backed the existing plan. A series of high-level meetings with U.S. officials have failed to resolve differences. In October 2009, Defense Secretary Robert Gates bluntly and publicly called on Tokyo to follow through on the Futenma plan. Despite the establishment of a ministerial level working group to resolve the issue, President Obama and Prime Minister Hatoyama gave differing interpretations of the group’s purpose following a November meeting. Hatoyama then stated that Japan would not make a decision until May 2010. In January 2010, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada declared the alliance strong, but indicated no progress toward a compromise.

The DPJ campaigned on the notion that Japan and the United States should be more “equal partners” in the alliance. In terms of specific policies, when in opposition the DPJ opposed the Guam Accord and the Self-Defense Forces (SDF) deployment to the Indian Ocean that provided fuel to allied ships for Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan. Since coming to power, the DPJ has terminated the SDF mission and instead offered up to $5 billion in civilian aid to efforts in Afghanistan. Less specifically, the DPJ suggested that it will seek to reduce the amount of host nation support that it pays to the United States to alleviate the cost of the troop presence. The DPJ has also supported revising the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) in order to address local governments’ concern with how U.S. servicemen are handled in criminal investigations. Since taking office, the government has not indicated how or when it might seek any changes to the burden-sharing arrangement (the current agreement expires in April 2011) or the SOFA provisions.

US forward deployment is the only string holding the alliance together – withdrawal forces Japanese dependence on US security assurances

SAKAGUCHI 9 (Daisaku, Lieutenant Colonel, Research Fellow, 2nd Research Office, Research Department, M.A. in public affairs @ Pittsburg U, www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/pdf/2009/bulletin_e2009_3.pdf) JPG
For the U.S., whose national strength is thought to be in relative decline, the cooperation and support of allied nations is becoming increasingly vital, and even if Japan’s provision of things decreased, for the time being it would not be likely to bring major changes to the Japan-U.S. relationship. As long as the U.S. needs bases offshore and Japan provides bases and stationing support the balance in the interdependent relationship between Japan and the U.S. will be maintained. Even if military technology that renders offshore bases unnecessary is achieved in the future, as long as Japan continues to support the U.S. it would not be in the U.S.’ best interests financially or strategically to rashly relinquish that support, and the U.S. must not forget that interdependence in global security through the continued existence of offshore bases is closely connected to stability in the financial system and trust in the alliance.62 Meanwhile, if the U.S. itself chose to withdraw completely from offshore bases in the future due to a lack of finances, a change in foreign strategy, or progress in military technology, and if Japan continued to be dependent on the U.S. for security as before, unless Japan possessed a method for contributing to the U.S. in place of bases and stationing support, Japan’s status to the U.S. would undoubtedly decline. At that point Japan would probably be forced to make a choice: concede to the U.S.’ demands in order to obtain security, or dissolve the Japan-U.S. Alliance and take the plunge with autonomous national defense, or build a new alliance structure. Whether or not it would be wise for Japan to try to possess a defense capability that ranked with the U.S.’ and would be an alternative to the U.S.’ nuclear umbrella is an issue that will have to be examined more and more from here on.At the same time, Japan must be vigilant in its efforts to make the U.S. aware that this would not be the optimum choice for the U.S., either. Regardless, ensuring security without incurring a burden is not possible.


2NC Link – Realignment/Burden Sharing

The plan gets rid of the impetus for a collapse in security relations – base realignment and burden-sharing
Chanlett-Avery et. al 9 (Emma, Coordinator & Specialist in Asian affairs @ Congressional Research Service, CRS, 11/29/9, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33436.pdf) JPG

Overall U.S.-Japan relations appear to be in a state of flux. Analysts are divided over whether current controversies are temporary blips in an otherwise strong partnership or are indicative of more fundamental shifts. New leaders in Washington and Tokyo have emphasized repeatedly the strategic importance of the relationship in multiple high-level meetings. Both President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton have re-affirmed the axiom that the U.S.-Japan alliance is “the cornerstone of U.S. Asia-Pacific strategy.” Although the DPJ was critical of some aspects of the U.S.-Japan alliance while campaigning and has called for a more U.N. and Asia-oriented diplomacy, it has also acknowledged the central role of the alliance with the United States in providing for Japan’s security. Although the DPJ’s election provided the impetus for a re-examination of ties, friction in the alliance and stalemate on the Okinawa agreement had been present for several years under previous LDP governments. After a period of rejuvenated defense ties in the first years of the George W. Bush Administration, expectations of a transformed alliance with a more forward-leaning defense posture from Japan diminished. In the final years of the decade, political paralysis and budgetary constraints in Tokyo, Japan’s slow-to-little progress in implementing base realignment agreements, Japanese disappointment in Bush’s policy on North Korea, and a series of smaller concerns over burden-sharing arrangements led to reduced cooperation and a general sense of unease about the partnership.


2NC Link – Presence

Plan relieves the pressure created by American military presence
Masters 9 (Coco, journalist specializing in East Asian Affairs, 11/9/9, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1937041,00.html) JPG

According to a 2006 agreement between Tokyo and Washington, Nago has been selected as the site of a new airfield to replace the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station, located further south on the island in Ginowan city. That — and an agreement to move 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam — would comprise a major restructuring of the American military presence in Japan, and the U.S. hopes that things will proceed according to the 2006 plan — the culmination of 13 years of negotiations between the U.S. and the former Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) government.  But recently elected Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, in his historic win, pledged to lessen the burden for local Japanese residents caused by the presence of the U.S. military, sparking fears that Japan would no longer be a steadfast ally in the military realm. The American military presence on Okinawa has been a sore spot in U.S.-Japan relations for decades because of its perceived negative social and economic effects on local communities. Okinawa is home to about two-thirds of the total 47,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan. The 2006 agreement was pushed along following a 1996 conviction of three American servicemen in a rape case involving a 12-year-old girl, and a U.S. helicopter crash in 2004 at a Ginowan university campus. Sunday's protest followed another on Saturday, when 2,000 demonstrated in the town of Kadena, near Ginowan, to oppose the proposal made by Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada to merge Futenma with the Kadena air base. In September, Obama called the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship the "cornerstone of the security of both nations" when he and Hatoyama met in New York City. But with the Obama Administration pressing Tokyo for a decision on military realignment by the year's end, coupled with Hatoyama's desire to wait until next year, discussions later this week could cast a shadow over the alliance. "Hatoyama is reluctant to decide by the end of the year, and [if he doesn't] that will cause a sensitive and difficult situation for the two countries," says Takao Toshikawa, editor of political newsletter Insideline. Tokyo, trying to hold fast to its campaign promises to resolve the base issue in step with the needs of Okinawans, has felt diplomatic pressure from the U.S. State Department over the past few weeks to make a firm decision to enable the terms of the 2006 agreement on Futenma. In late October, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates pushed Hatoyama to uphold Japan's end of the 2006 agreement. "Secretary Gates played the bad cop so that President Obama won't have to," says Michael Green, senior adviser and Japan chair of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, a Washington-based think tank. "But I do not think there is any disagreement within the Administration about the critical importance of moving forward with the Okinawa realignment agreement." Assistant Secretary of State for East Asia and Pacific Affairs Kurt Campbell has also stressed the importance of resolving the issue with Foreign Minister Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa. Green says that the timing is critical. The U.S. wants the decision made by the end of the year because Congress will not appropriate funds for the transfer of Marines to Guam unless the Japanese government okays the deal in time to include relocation in the Defense Ministry's budget for the 2010 financial year, due by the end of December. The other issue, says Green, is that the mayoral election in Nago, slated for January 2010, could alter the tone of the agreement if the new mayor opposes the plan. Japan political experts have speculated that such delays, including perhaps waiting until next July's upper house elections, could change the current agreement that was made under the LDP administration, but Green says radical changes under the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) administration won't be possible. "If the DPJ can repudiate an agreement made by a previous government, then so could the U.S. side, in theory," says Green. "I do not think the DPJ really wants to open that can of worms." 


2NC Link – Troop Realignment

Realignment of forces makes the security alliance stronger and establishes a closer security alliance
Sakaguchi 9 (Daisaku, Lieutenant Colonel, Research Fellow, 2nd Research Office, Research Department, M.A. in public affairs @ Pittsburg U, www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/pdf/2009/bulletin_e2009_3.pdf) JPG
However, as a result of the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan there is no question that the two nations’ situational response will become stronger and more ready due to the strengthening in the U.S. forces’ and the SDF’s command functions, and the establishment of closely-linked management. Okinawa’s Marines will be downsized but with them being stationed in Guam the U.S. forces’ presence in the Asia-Pacific region will be maintained, and the U.S. forces’ military support for Japan is likely to remain stable as well. On the other hand, some believe the downsizing of the Marines will reduce the ability to respond to threats for the following reason: Japan’s leaders need to ask themselves whether or not the withdrawal or significant downsizing of the Marines is really a sensible choice. If the Marines are decentralized their efficiency will decline. If they are removed from a conflict spot it creates a “tyranny of distance.” In other words, the time or number of days taken to respond increases, the number of transport and other flights needed increases by several thousand times, other logistical problems increase and furthermore, confusion develops in command and control.9


2NC Internal – Public Support K2 Alliance

Japanese public support is critical for the viability of the alliance
Denmark and Kliman 10 (Abraham and Daniel, Abraham – Fellow @ CNAS and Daniel – visiting Fellow @ CNAS, Center for a New American Security, June 2010, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/USJapanPolicyBrief_DenmarkKliman_June2010.pdf.) JPG
Washington and Tokyo also must do more to rein- force Japanese domestic support for the alliance. For most Americans the alliance is a rather abstract concept, one they occasionally see in the news. But for the Japanese people, it is a daily fact of life. Many Japanese communities host U.S. military bases and are subject to the noise, inconvenience and potential danger of living in such close prox- imity to active military training. Even Japanese communities located far from U.S. military bases encounter the alliance nearly every day in the news and political discourse. As such, the Japanese public’s support for the alliance is essential for its long-term viability. Polling in Japan shows general support for the alliance running at close to 80 per- cent, but bubbling under the surface is a good deal of pent-up frustration, especially (and critically) in Okinawa.4 The U.S. and Japanese governments must address the frustration of the Japanese public. The Japanese government and its citizens need a strategic dialogue, especially in Okinawa, which hosts a dis- proportionate number of U.S. bases and is also the poorest of Japan’s 47 prefectures. The United States must also come up with more creative – and effec- tive – ways to convey the value of the alliance to the Japanese public. Outreach to Okinawa is critical.
___**JASA Impact

JASA Bad – Anti-Nuclear Movement

The security alliance prevents unification of Japan’s government and anti-nuclear movement – as long as the alliance is in place Japan will be able to co-opt the popular movement against nuclear weapons. 
DiFilippo 3 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology, Lincoln University, “The Politics of Japanese Nuclear Disarmament Initiatives,” prepared for the panel on Arms Control and Disarmament: Lessons Learned and Future Prospects, 2-27-2003, www.bsos.umd.edu/pgsd/publications/ISA%20Feb%2003%20Papers/Difilippo%20ISA.doc) 

The current state of the anti-nuclear weapons movement in Japan is not without complications. Some ideological differences between the organizations that make up this movement remain, especially between Gensuikyo and Gensuikin, which continue to be supported by different political parties in Japan. The problem of ideological differences should not be minimized, since the divisiveness that caused the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement to splinter decades ago remains important enough today to impede – if not prevent – the unification of the movement. But ideological differences, as important as they are, do not explain why these organizations have been unable to experience a sense of notable and sustained accomplishment. Today, some of Japan’s important anti-nuclear weapons groups are products of the post-Cold War period. Often having been influenced by international disarmament organizations, these new Japanese groups – the TPENW, the Peace Depot, the Hiroshima Peace Institute and JALANA – are somewhat less susceptible to the ideological divisiveness of the past.  Exacerbating whatever effect ideological differences still have on Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations is the fact that Tokyo has taken on a more active role in nuclear disarmament during the last decade. 
Although the Japanese government has long voiced its opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons, since the end of the Cold War Tokyo has been working to put Japan in a visibly strategic position to promote nuclear disarmament. However, Tokyo’s active involvement in nuclear disarmament has complicated the task of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations.  On the one hand, these organizations understand that there are differences between their views and Tokyo’s position, which must always take into full consideration Washington’s interests and concerns; on the other hand, they realize that the government of Japan has become actively involved in nuclear disarmament, which is the very same objective that they have.   In becoming visibly involved in nuclear disarmament, Tokyo has opened up a dialogue with Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations, something that really did not exist during the Cold War. While there is much disagreement and dislike existing between Tokyo and Japan’s civil society groups pushing for nuclear disarmament, anti-nuclear weapons organizations understand that the central government is at least listening to them. Thus, wittingly or not, Tokyo has been co-opting the activities of Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations by its repeated appeals before the United Nations for the abolition of all nuclear weapons and by its other disarmament efforts. To varying degrees, members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons groups must acknowledge the significance of Tokyo’s willingness to promote global nuclear disarmament. That they often disagree with how Tokyo handles nuclear disarmament issues is not nearly as bad as Tokyo doing nothing at all.  An important example of this co-optation process is the Tokyo Forum for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament, an international enterprise that was initiated by the Japanese government in August 1998. At the forefront of the initiative was the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs delegated the responsibilities of the Forum to the Japan Institute for International Affairs, a private organization with which it is closely affiliated, and the then recently established Hiroshima Peace Institute. From August 1998 until July 1999, the Tokyo Forum held four meetings.  Prior to each meeting of the Tokyo Forum, Japanese citizens groups met and debated with officials from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs.   But the Tokyo Forum’s 1999 report showed considerably more of the central government’s footprint than that of the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations. Making this matter worse is that those active in the Japanese anti-nuclear weapons movement did not necessarily share the same view of the report; some saw it as at least offering a little hope and prospect for nuclear disarmament, while others viewed it as far from the best of documents.  But no matter what members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement thought about the Tokyo Forum’s final report, they shared one thing in common: the government of Japan had taken the initiative to organize an international nuclear disarmament dialogue that involved representatives from many countries around the world. Although members of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons movement recognized that the Forum’s final report could have been better, at the same time Tokyo’s initiative demonstrated to them that they shared a common objective with the central government, whose efforts, while not always the best, also reflect their interest in disarmament.     Along with some ideological differences, the co-optation process has undermined the effectiveness of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations. Members of these organizations recognize that, while they are not always on the same page as Tokyo, they are at least in a nearby chapter. Because Tokyo’s disarmament initiatives will almost always get more attention and be seen as more credible than those of Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons groups, the task of reaching the disarmament objective is too often placed in Tokyo’s hands. Tokyo’s new willingness to dialogue with anti-nuclear weapons groups creates the impression that government is listening; how it acts and reacts to the criticisms and suggestions of these groups remains a continuing source of disagreement.  Despite their common objective, an explicit policy difference between Tokyo and Japanese anti-nuclear weapons organizations is the government’s insistence that Japan must remain under the American nuclear umbrella. Since this nuclear protection is a critical part of the broader U.S.-Japan security alliance and because within Japanese anti-nuclear organizations there is the generally shared belief that the central government must be especially attentive to Washington’s objectives, a tacit policy difference exists between Tokyo and the groups that constitute this movement. Thus, although Tokyo has been willing to promote nuclear disarmament within the international community, it has done this in a way that will not jeopardize its security relationship with Washington. In other words, maintaining the security alliance with the United States remains Tokyo’s primary interest; nuclear disarmament can be promoted only so long as it does not antagonize Washington. 
JASA Bad – Japan-China Relats
JASA dooms Japan-Sino relations – rejecting the security alliance is the only way to prevent complete collapse of regional relations. 
DiFilippo 3 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology, Lincoln University The Challenges of the US – Japan Military Alliance, East Gate Books, 2002) 
Although there are safeguards that make a serious conflict between China and Japan unlikely today, because of Tokyo's security alliance with Washington, by no means do they completely protect against a deterio¬ration of the Sino-Japanese relationship that could lead to military ac¬tion. Despite the seeming improvement in Sino-Japanese ties recently, a solid bilateral relationship between Tokyo and Beijing does not exist. This means that relations between Beijing and Tokyo could change quickly because of action taken by either Japan or China.  The use of military force by Beijing against Taiwan, a renegade prov¬ince in Beijing's eyes, would in all probability precipitate a military response from the United States, which, like Japan, also maintains a "one China" policy. That Tokyo has not specifically ruled out Taiwan as a "situational" problem causes much disquietude in Beijing. Japan's supporting role in an American military response involving Taiwan would, in the best-case scenario, immediately neutralize improvements in the Sino-Japanese relations that have evolved over the past two-and¬a-half decades or, in the worse case, destroy the relationship altogether.69 Equally problematic for Sino-Japanese relations is the realization of what has already been suggested as a possibility, that Taiwan would be pro¬tected by TMD.  Apart from Taiwan, several unresolved issues that were addressed in the 1998 Joint Declaration between Japan and China are critical to the security interests of both countries. In the Joint Declaration Japan and China concur "that the United Nations should play an important role in building and maintaining a new international order," and they agree to  be actively involved in regional multilateral security structures, such as ARF Also, in this declaration China and Japan "stress the importance of the ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons," that they are against the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and they "strongly call upon the na¬tions concerned to cease all nuclear testing and [the] nuclear arms race, in order to contribute to the peace and stability of the Asian region and the world."74  To prevent a deterioration of bilateral relations, Beijing and Tokyo must soon deal with these issues. That both China and Japan agreed in the 1998 Joint Declaration that the United Nations has a critical role to assume in international security is politically very meaningful. How-ever, during the last several years, the importance that the United States has attached to the role of the United Nations in resolving international security problems can easily be called into question. By the late 1990s, there was good reason to conclude that Washington was willing to re¬spond without international guidance to international security problems. Circumventing the United Nations, Washington independently responded to the terrorist attacks on U.S. embassies in Africa, to problems it was experiencing with Iraq, and, with NATO, intervened in Yugoslavia. Throughout 1998, the Iraqi problem moved progressively away from resolution by consensus within the United Nations and toward a mili¬tary denouement decided by the United States. By December 1998, the United States, with British support, felt comfortable enough to bypass the United Nations and employ military action to deal with the Iraqi problem. Surely, Tokyo cannot expect to maintain good relations with China indefinitely,' as long as it continues to accept American behavior that unequivocally circumvents the consensual security mechanisms of the United Nations. Although the U.S. bombing of the Chinese embassy during the Yugoslavian crisis did not directly turn China against Tokyo, Beijing's opposition to the Washington-led NATO intervention coupled with its deep mistrust of the strengthened Japan-U.S. security alliance kept a chill on Sino-Japanese relations. The Yugoslavian crisis forced Beijing to consider that the strengthened security relationship between Tokyo and Washington was the equivalent of a NATO alliance in East Asia. Thus, if both China and Japan want to maintain and strengthen bilat¬eral ties and if they are serious about the importance of the United Na¬tions in creating and sustaining a new international system, then Tokyo must do one of two things: convince Beijing that it believes that U.S. behavior does not contravene international norms, or move to an inde¬pendent security policy that effectively integrates UN security mecha¬nisms. Falling short on either of these two options means that Tokyo should expect to see little real progress in Sino-Japanese relations. 
JASA Bad – Japanese Regional Hege

Collapse of the security alliance will give Japan the freedom it needs to become East Asia’s hegemon and to more aggressively promote peace and disarmament. 
DiFilippo 3 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology, Lincoln University,The Challenges of the US – Japan Military Alliance, East Gate Books, 2002) 
It has been argued that it is necessary to keep Tokyo committed to the bilateral security alliance, since in its absence, Japan would abandon its antimilitarist culture and remilitarization would be forthcoming S4 In other words, the existence of the bilateral security alliance helps to pacify several of Japan's neighbors, who have not forgotten its militarist past. Therefore, in one important way this argument supports the United States acting as a good hegemon, because it is consistent with Tokyo's position, which is that for Japan there is no practical alternative to the bilat¬eral security alliance. Conversely, to argue simply that the bilateral alli¬ance and the new guidelines sustain Japanese security dependency on the United States and that Japan should abandon Article 9 and adopt an independent, activist position-that is, remilitarize-so that the eco¬nomic burden of its defense can be lifted from America's shoulders ig¬nores a fundamentally important matter.55 The absence of U.S. hegemony in the East Asia-Pacific area would give Japan, for the first time in the postwar period, the chance to act independently to satisfy its interests in nuclear disarmament and to galvanize interests in regional security. There have been calls on both sides of the Pacific Ocean for U.S. and Japanese policy makers to implement major changes in the bilateral se¬curity arrangement so that the alliance can accurately reflect current conditions and, in particular, to deal with the discontent in Okinawa. Some of these calls for change in the bilateral security alliance have specified moving U.S. forces out of Japan, and especially Okinawa 56 Okinawa hosts most U.S. troops in Japan, but discontent there also stems from the fact that 75 percent of the land controlled by American military forces in the country is in this prefecture and also that 10 percent of the Okinawan land mass is occupied by American military facilities.5' 

JASA Bad – UN Cred

A. The alliance saps Japan’s support for a strengthened UN and prevents the forging of alliances with Russia and China that will lead to a multi-polar system. 
DiFilippo 3 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology, Lincoln University, The Challenges of the US – Japan Military Alliance, East Gate Books, 2002) 
Despite its antimilitary norms and the belief that the United Nations has the potential to maintain global peace, Japan's security alliance with Washington tempers its enthusiasm for the emergent international inter¬est in multilateral security.32 Because the United States' relationship with the United Nations has become tepid since the mid-1990s, it has created a policy time warp for Japan. Thus, as Tokyo builds on the security relationship with the United States, which has shown an increased pro¬pensity to circumvent the United Nations, it is forced to marginalize the generalized interests of the Japanese people who strongly support this multilateral body and its potential to realize global peace and security.  The major policy rub that Tokyo faces as a consequence of the failure to resolve the contradiction between its alliance with Washington and its position that the United Nations needs to develop into a viable inter-national security institution appears in its relationships with Russia and China. Both Moscow and Beijing have emphasized the multipolar com¬position of the post-Cold War world and that U.S.-led initiatives under-mine the changed security environment. While their interest in a multipolar world is fully compatible with a strengthened UN security system, Beijing and Moscow have become increasingly suspicious that the United States may be harboring hegemonic objectives. Beijing and Moscow reason that Tokyo is more concerned with bolstering its alli¬ance relationship with the United States than it is with strengthening the security mechanism of the United Nations. Beijing and Moscow there-fore remain apprehensive about Tokyo's objectives. Suspicions are run¬ning high in Moscow and Beijing about Japan's new responsibilities and initiatives associated with its security alliance with the United States 33 The one-two punch of U.S. and Japanese military power is a difficult blow for Beijing and Moscow to defend themselves against. 

B. Strong UN key to preventing WMD use. 
Telegram & Gazette ‘4 (“Strong U.N. is last, best hope for ending the cycle of violence,” Worcester Telegram & Gazette, 9 June 2004) 
Looking ahead, there are ultimately only two possibilities:  The first is national policies motivated more and more by fear and vengeance  and hunkering down, dividing Christian from Muslim, Arab from Jew. Ultimately this will move us closer to the possible detonation of weapons of mass destruction, whether by state or by rogue organization. At that point it will not matter much who started it.  The second possibility is to use what we have learned about resolving conflict without violence to build a world where we all submit to a regime of security enforced by a  robust global  entity not world government, but a renewed U.N. In such a regime, nations would have an open forum to justify their working principles in the international court of  public opinion  and an opportunity to  cooperate as one against violence, military "solutions" and terror, not only terror itself, but also its origins in poverty, disenfranchisement and intolerance.  A strong  United Nations  is the last best hope against an endlessly escalating cycle of violence. Support it, finance it, reform it, empower it. 

JASA Bad – US-Russia Relats

Security alliance critically undermines US relations with Russia. 
DiFilippo 3 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology, Lincoln University, The Challenges of the US – Japan Military Alliance, East Gate Books, 2002) 
The crisis in Yugoslavia also took a toll on U.S.-Russian relations. Since Washington circumvented the United Nations during the crisis, Moscow saw U.S.-led NATO actions in Yugoslavia as politically unac¬ceptable and got the distinct impression that America had hegemonic intention. Complicating the relationship between Washington and Mos¬cow was the proposal by the Clinton administration to alter the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty so that the United States could develop a NMD system. For some observers, both the Yugoslavian cri¬sis and the American proposal to change the ABM Treaty has put the United States in the position of aggressor (the Soviet Union was cast in this role during the Cold War). Certainly, President Bush's decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty has increased Moscow's concerns. InEast Asia, almost any conceivable military action that brings into play the U.S.-Japan security alliance will be seriously criticized by Russia and will critically damage Moscow's bilateral relationship with both Wash¬ington and Tokyo. But even without any activities that involve the actual deployment of American and Japanese military forces, Moscow has been very critical of statements by the United States that it plans to develop and deploy an NMD system, and given Japan's relationship to TMD,'5 Moscow has become skeptical of Tokyo's objectives in East Asia.' 

JASA Bad – Laundry List

Extension of the American nuclear umbrella creates pressure for Japan to militarize, killing global disarm while risking use of nuclear weapons and major power wars – this card assumes their deterrence args
DeFilippo 6 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology @ Lincoln University, Japan’s Nuclear Disarmament Policy and the U.S. Security Umbrella, Palgrave Macmillian, 2006, pgs. 2-3)

The end of the Cold War notwithstanding, Japanese nuclear disarmament policy has remained strongly inﬂuenced by two major factors: Tokyo’s determination to keep Japan’s position under American nuclear umbrella and U.S. security objectives. While in some respect these two factors overlap, for Tokyo wants Japan to receive the deterrent beneﬁts of the U.S. nuclear shield and Washington would not particularly welcome the existence of Japanese nuclear weapons, there is also some degree of independence. Washington’s security objectives are global and, as of now, Tokyo’s are not. Despite Tokyo’s perennial efforts to make Japan a “normal country,” the pursuit of big-power normalcy is in no small part prompted by Washington’s perennial interest in maintaining a strong bilateral security system that, when the need arises, can be quickly converted to Japanese participation in a multilateral initiative. Unlike Tokyo, Washington’s global security objectives include a dependence on the continued existence of nuclear weapons, not just for deterrence, as was their primary purpose during the Cold War, but for possible use against so-called rogue states, nonstate terrorists, and conceivably traditional rivals, who are now generally cast as friends, such as Russia and China. For Tokyo, there is a very serious problem resulting from keeping Japan protected by the U.S. nuclear shield. Emanating from Japan’s enduring paciﬁsm and strong cultural opposition to the existence of nuclear weapons is a commitment to an anti-nuclear weapons policy that Tokyo has worked to promote internationally for more than a decade. This means that Tokyo has two simultaneous and antithetical objectives: the ﬁrst is to keep Japan protected by the U.S. nuclear shield and the second is to oppose the existence of nuclear weapons. Argued by some to be contradictory, a charge that Tokyo denies by saying that both objectives can be realized as the nuclear powers move toward disarmament, Tokyo attempts to maintain the ﬁrst and promote the second, but only to the extent that the latter does not jeopardize the former. This has pitted Tokyo against Japan’s anti-nuclear weapons organizations and alienated it from the states that constitute the New Agenda Coalition, the seven countries which, in declaring that the nuclear powers have failed to meet their disarmament responsibilities as indicated by the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT), have worked diligently since 1998 to abolish nuclear weapons (see chapters 4 and 5). 
Pulled along by the political current created by Washington in the wake of the 9/11 catastrophe in the United States, Tokyo has generally been an ardent supporter of and participant in the Bush administration’s counterproliferation campaign. Based on a preemptive military strike doctrine, this counterproliferation campaign is largely unilateral and openly hubristic in design and relies on the threat or use of punishment to exact compliance. Tokyo’s allegiance to Washington’s counterproliferation campaign is evident, for example, not just in its policy reactions to North Korea, with which it has had poor relations for decades, but also with Iran, a country with which it has long maintained a good relationship. Signiﬁcantly, Japan was one of the eleven initial participants, and the only representative from Asia, involved in the Bush administration’s Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) that formulated the Statement of Interdiction Principles to prevent the spread of weapons of mass destruction at its third meeting held in Paris in early September 2003. 3 While efforts to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction are laudable, Japan’s participation in the PSI represents another security linkage with Washington and ultimately further distracts it from focusing on the inherent connectedness between nuclear nonproliferation and disarmament. In brief, Tokyo has relegated nuclear disarmament to a much longer-term objective than it had prior to 9/11, when even then it had declared that a gradual and realistic approach was the best way to proceed toward the goal of abolishing nuclear weapons.

JASA Bad – Arms Race – East Asia

JASA is the driving force behind a new East Asian arms race
DiFilippo 3 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology, Lincoln University ,The Challenges of the US – Japan Military Alliance, East Gate Books, 2002) 
The fundamental problem with the U.S.-Japan security relationship today is that it is extremely difficult for it to remain dormant. There are too many structural forces pushing for its expansion. Policy makers and military planners in Washington and Tokyo place far too much value on the bilateral security alliance for several reasons. First, the United States and Japan benefit economically from each other and from the East Asian region, and so the security alliance provides a mutual perspective on and reciprocal commitment to the overall bilateral relationship. Second, there are currently fewer immediately perceived military repercussions to Japan's commitment to the alliance than there were during the Cold War when rivalry prevailed between military superpowers. In short, to-day the U.S.-Japan security alliance is better able to "handle" North Korea (e.g., the Korean Economic Development Organization)-whose rogue state position provides a convenient and plausible justification for the bilateral security arrangement-than it could the Soviet Union. Third, while North Korea's putative unpredictability serves as the most acces¬sible explanation for the bilateral security alliance, China and Russia remain visibly reachable reasons for its maintenance; they, therefore, can be quickly pulled to the political forefront if the need arises. Finally, there is the technological reason. An alliance between the world's two leading technological powers creates the momentum for finding tech¬nical remedies to security matters-even to the point of exaggerating problems-to ensure maintenance of the status quo. Taken together, these structural forces that propel the U.S.-Japan alliance, along with the de-sire to be technologically prepared for any security contingency, estab¬lish the impetus for a new arms race in the twenty-first century. 


JASA Bad – US China Relations

China perceives the alliance as an extension of US regional hegemony
DiFilippo 3 (Anthony, Professor of Sociology, Lincoln University, The Challenges of the US – Japan Military Alliance, East Gate Books, 2002) 
China makes no bones about its position that the United States is determined to exercise hegemonic control over the East Asia-Pacific region and at least suggests that Japan has been enlisted to cooperate in this effort, all of which, Beijing stresses, undermines the responsibili¬ties of the United Nations.10Beijing is emphatic about its belief that the recent strengthening of the U.S.-Japan security arrangement has introduced instability and imbalance into the Sino-American-Japanese rela¬tionship." This perceived heightening of regional instability is exactly the opposite of what Washington and Tokyo maintain. With the unifica¬tion of the Korean Peninsula, China may very well become the primary justification for the security alliance between Washington and Tokyo and for maintaining American troops in Japan. Even now, some in Beijing believe that North Korea provides a convenient pretext for the strength¬ened U.S.-Japan security alliance; the accord's real reason for existence today, they contend, is China.'' Thus, the unification of the Korean Pen¬insula would likely mean that the U.S.-Japan security alliance would be the only remaining policing structure in East Asia, leaving little doubt in the minds of Beijing policy makers that it is hegemonic in design. 

___**JASA Bad DA – Aff Answers

Relations Up – Kan
Relations are stabilizing – Kan and Obama are increasing dialogue
Green 6/13 (Michael, senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University, Wall Street Journal http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main) JPG

Both governments will also need a strategy to rebuild support in Okinawa for the air base replacement facility. Mr. Hatoyama's flip-flopping and populism have left Mr. Kan with a real political mess on the island. In the worst-case scenario, an antibase candidate could capitalize on mounting frustration with Tokyo to win the gubernatorial election in November. Mr. Kan would then have to abandon his pledge to Washington on base realignment or pass legislation in the Diet overruling the governor. The damage to Mr. Kan and the alliance would be bad either way. Things are looking better for the U.S.-Japan alliance. Mr. Kan has taken important steps to remove uncertainty about Japan's foreign policy trajectory under the DPJ. Now the rest of Asia—friends and foes alike—will be watching to see if the Obama administration has a strategy with Japan that goes beyond defense of the status quo. 

Washington is assured by Kan
Rogin 6/16 (Josh, writer for Foreign Policy Magazine and Congressional Quarterly, Foreign Policy, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations) JPG

For now, the battle over the Futenma air station seems to be tabled, with the new prime minister, Naoto Kan, pledging to largely stick to the deal struck in 2006. But there are lingering doubts as to whether either Washington or Tokyo is ready to revamp the rest of the alliance, which needs an update as it crosses the 50-year threshold. 

So far, Kan seems to be sounding the right notes. 

"The new prime minister has done everything possible to underscore the importance of the U.S.-Japan alliance," an administration official close to the issue told The Cable. "This is a very complex set of interactions but we're reassured by what we've heard so far from Prime Minister Kan." 

Japan hands in Washington note that Kan, in his swearing-in remarks, affirmed the U.S.-Japan alliance as "the cornerstone" of his country's diplomacy and pledged to honor the 2006 agreement. But Kan also said he would place equal emphasis on improving ties with China. 

That struck many in Washington as a sign that the Democratic Party of Japan, which took power last year for the first time, is still hedging against what party leaders see as an Obama administration that just isn't giving Japan the respect and attention it feels it deserves. 

As for the recent cooling in relations, "I don't think it's over, but a change in leadership is a chance to reset," said Randall Schriver, former deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia. The U.S. problem with Hatoyama was personal, based on his style and inability to meet his own deadlines, resulting in a lack of trust, Schriver said. 
US-Japan alliance is strong – Kan and Obama are pals
Hayashi 6/7 (Yuka, writer @ Wall Street Journal, WSJ, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704002104575289940923637452.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines) JPG

TOKYO—Japan's new prime minister, Naoto Kan, told President Barack Obama that the alliance with the U.S. will remain the linchpin of Tokyo's foreign policy in a call Sunday that took place while the premier was shaping his cabinet. Two days after Yukio Hatoyama stepped down as leader following his botched effort to relocate a controversial U.S. base in Okinawa, Mr. Kan pledged to solve the issue in accordance with a recent bilateral agreement that led to his predecessor's departure. In a call the U.S. requested, Messrs. Kan and Obama reaffirmed the importance of the security alliance between their nations and agreed to work in lockstep to solve issues facing both, such as the tensions in Iran and North Korea, the Japanese foreign ministry said. The White House said the two leaders "agreed to work very closely together."

Relations Up – AT: Collapse Inevitable

Relations are strong and wont change
AP 10 (6/2/10, 

http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jBNtvewQHZM2q35LVUaMKfsQ9ljg) JPG

WASHINGTON — The White House said Wednesday Japan was one of America's "best friends" in the world, and that the relationship would not be adversely affected by the departure of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama.
Hatoyama stepped down after a brief tenure disrupted by a political and diplomatic row over a US air base in Japan, after taking office vowing to forge a more equal relationship with Washington.

"We respect the Japanese political process and Prime Minister Hatoyama?s decision to step down," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement.

"The selection of Japan's next prime minister is a matter for the Japanese people and political process.

"The US-Japan bilateral relationship is very strong and deeply rooted in our common interests and values.

"Our alliance has flourished under each Japanese prime minister and US president for the past half century and will continue to strengthen in the years to come," Gibbs said.

Earlier, Gibbs's deputy Bill Burton told reporters that Japan was "one of our best friends in the world and that alliance is not going to change as a result of any change in leadership in that country."


Relations Up – Assorted 
The US and Japan are BFFs
Straits Times 6/3 (Staff, http://www.straitstimes.com/BreakingNews/Asia/Story/STIStory_534736.html) JPG

Mr Hatoyama stepped down after a brief tenure disrupted by a political and diplomatic row over a US air base in Japan, after taking office vowing to forge a more equal relationship with Washington. 

'We respect the Japanese political process and Prime Minister Hatoyama's decision to step down,' White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement. 

'The selection of Japan's next prime minister is a matter for the Japanese people and political process. 'The US-Japan bilateral relationship is very strong and deeply rooted in our common interests and values... Our alliance has flourished under each Japanese prime minister and US president for the past half century and will continue to strengthen in the years to come,' Mr Gibbs said. 

Earlier, Mr Gibbs's deputy Bill Burton told reporters that Japan was 'one of our best friends in the world and that alliance is not going to change as a result of any change in leadership in that country.' 

'We'll watch the political process take its course and be waiting like everybody else to see who the next prime minister will be,' Mr Burton said on Air Force One as Mr Obama flew to Pittsburgh. – AFP

US-Japan relations are on the rise – Hatoyama resignation, rise of China and North Korean threats, and Ozawa resignation
Twining 6/2 (Dan, journalist @ Foreign Policy, 6/2/10, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/02/the_implications_of_hatoyama_s_downfall_for_the_us_japan_alliance) JPG

First, Hatoyama misread the domestic politics of the U.S.-Japan alliance, which polling shows to have stronger support in Japan than at almost any time in the past. Hatoyama's decline and fall were due in large measure to the crisis in U.S.-Japan relations he helped create by opposing a carefully negotiated plan for the redeployment of American forces on Okinawa. His missteps in first blowing up the deal -- then after nine painful months coming around to embrace it after inflating the expectations of the Okinawan people and his own party -- put him on the opposite side of both the United States and a still pro-American Japanese public. The good news is that the political logic of maintaining strong U.S.-Japan ties overcame that of running against the U.S. for political gain. 

Second, in a perverse way we may have Kim Jong-Il to thank for this turn of events. North Korea's sinking of the South Korean destroyer Cheonan and ensuing threats to bring war to East Asia should South Korea retaliate reminded Japan's leaders and people that they continue to live in a very dangerous neighborhood. Aggressive Chinese naval maneuvers in waters near Japan have also reminded Tokyo that Hatoyama's lofty rhetoric about "East Asian fraternity" has its limits. North Korean and Chinese bullying underscored how potentially risky Japan's alliance dispute with America was, and how necessary it was to move rapidly to repair it by agreeing to the U.S. troop realignment on Okinawa. But Hatoyama's abrupt about-face in securing it only hastened his political downfall. 

Third, of greater importance to alliance solidarity going forward may be the resignation not of Prime Minister Hatoyama but of Ichiro Ozawa, the shadowy leader of the ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) whose Machiavellian political instincts and alleged corruption challenged the DPJ's reformist ambitions. How could the party achieve its goals of increasing transparency and accountability in Japanese politics when it was led by the ultimate political insider? Ozawa's role as the power behind the throne did much to undermine Hatoyama by intensifying perceptions of the prime minister's weakness and indecisiveness. Ozawa has also long been viewed as belonging to the "China school" in Japan that sees relations with Beijing, not Washington, as ultimately more important to Japan's future. Last year, he led the largest delegation of parliamentarians ever to Beijing in what looked uncomfortably like the deferential tributary missions of the pre-modern era. Ozawa is a political survivor so it is too early to count him out. Nevertheless, his departure as party leader bodes well for both Japanese politics and relations with Washington. 
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The US-Japan security alliance is key to check the rise of China and control several scenarios for conflict escalation
Denmark and Kliman 10 (Abraham and Daniel, Abraham – Fellow @ CNAS and Daniel – visiting Fellow @ CNAS, Center for a New American Security, June 2010, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/USJapanPolicyBrief_DenmarkKliman_June2010.pdf.) JPG
The alliance must become more than a hedge against China’s rise; it should become a means of shaping China’s future trajectory. For the alliance to effectively influence the strategic choices China makes, the United States and Japan will have to act in concert. Prime Minister Hatoyama’s dismissive approach to the possibility of a serious clash with China, and his assumption that retaining leverage over a rising China was not as essential as the United States contended, posed a problem for bilateral coordination. Despite Hatoyama’s resignation, the potential for the United States and Japan to dif- fer over their respective China policies remains. To avoid the kind of miscoordination epitomized by Hatoyama’s East Asian Community concept – an ill-defined proposal for a regional bloc that initially excluded the United States – political leaders and bureaucrats on both sides should map out a shared vision of China’s desired role that transcends the generality of a “responsible stakeholder,” i.e., a state that abides by the norms and practices of the current international order and contributes to its upkeep. They should also hold a dialogue exploring the potential consequences of failing to confront the challenge that China poses, as this would serve to educate some members of the DPJ who, like Hatoyama, retain unwarranted optimism about China’s future course. In the years ahead, the alliance should contribute to the defense of the global commons – the maritime, air, space and cyber domains that no country exclu- sively governs.5 The United States and Japan are highly dependent on the global commons for secu- rity and prosperity. Their commerce and energy supplies traverse the world’s oceans, their militaries are dependent on space-based sensors, and their societies are highly networked. Consequently, the United States and Japan have a strong interest in countering threats to the global commons, prefer- ably in tandem and working through the alliance. As two of the world’s foremost maritime powers, the United States and Japan can play a pivotal role in combating piracy not only by dispatching ships, which they already do, but also by bolstering the navies and coast guards of key littoral states. As global spacefaring nations, they can credibly cham- pion a treaty banning the first-use of anti-satellite weapons and advance other measures to prevent the ultimate high ground from becoming a combat zone. And as two of the world’s leading providers of information technologies, the United States and Japan can pool resources to counter cyber espio- nage and foil debilitating cyber attacks. Lastly, the alliance can complement existing initiatives to address “natural security” threats – environmental challenges like global warming and resource competition.6 To date, the alliance agenda has yet to take up natural security con- cerns in any serious way. This is unfortunate. Although removed from the more traditional threats the alliance has traditionally countered, natural security threats pose a considerable chal- lenge to the United States and Japan given their reliance on energy imports and the centrality of critical minerals to their high-technology sectors. Moreover, with two of the world’s leading science establishments, the United States and Japan have an unparalleled capacity to address natural security threats. Putting natural security squarely on the alliance agenda will ensure it receives adequate attention from high-level policymakers rather than languishes as one of many areas comprising the bilateral relationship. Under the auspices of the alliance, the United States and Japan should launch bilateral collaboration to develop clean energy technology, establish a common U.S.-Japan standard for mitigating greenhouse gases and work to devise substitutes for critical minerals. To be sure, natural security will never displace the many traditional security challenges the alliance confronts, but it constitutes an important future area for alliance cooperation.

JASA K2 Check Korea/China

A renewed US-Japan security alliance is critical in checking North Korea and China 
Denmark and Kliman 10 (Abraham and Daniel, Abraham – Fellow @ CNAS and Daniel – visiting Fellow @ CNAS, Center for a New American Security, June 2010, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/USJapanPolicyBrief_DenmarkKliman_June2010.pdf.) JPG
The U.S.-Japan Mutual Security Treaty is celebrat- ing its fiftieth anniversary. Although the alliance’s original Cold War backdrop has long faded into history, the importance of the alliance remains undimmed. Indeed, China’s rise and growing assertiveness, not to mention North Korea’s bel- ligerence amidst a precarious leadership transition, have only elevated the utility of the alliance. With its prospective contributions to the defense of the global commons and the mitigation of natural security threats, the alliance is clearly essential to the future security of the United States and Japan. Yet these two longstanding allies can only achieve that security if they renew their alliance. With a new prime minister in Tokyo and an agreement on Futenma in place, this is a propitious time to pur- sue an ambitious, future-looking agenda, one that gets the alliance fundamentals right and expands U.S.-Japan security cooperation to meet the many challenges of the 21st century.
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US forward deployment in Japan kills US-Sino relations 
Xinbo 00 (Wu, professor at the Center for American Studies, Fudan University, and the Vice-President, Shanghai Institute of American Studies, Contemporary Southeast Asia: A Journal of International & Strategic Affairs, Dec2000, Vol. 22 Issue 3, p. 479-498, http://www.irchina.org/en/xueren/china/wxb.asp) JPG
In the post-Cold War era, Washington has been advocating an Asia-Pacific security structure, with the United States as the sole leader, and with U.S.-led bilateral alliances as its backbone.[1] This is, in essence, the idea of hegemonic stability. Beijing believes, however, that regional security rests on the co-operation of regional members and a blend of various approaches deemed useful, such as unilateral, bilateral, multilateral, institutional and non-institutional, Track I and Track II, and not just on one country establishing a set of bilateral security alliances.[2]  Unilateral Security vis-a-vis Mutual Security The United States currently possesses the most powerful armed forces in the world. However, it continues to invest heavily in its defence industries to develop even more sophisticated weapons systems, so as to keep its superiority in both conventional and strategic weaponry. At the same time, Washington has been endeavouring to develop both national missile defence (NMD) and theater missile defence (TMD) systems, protecting itself from possible attack by other countries. Once the United States has upgraded its offensive and defensive capabilities, its security would be much enhanced. However, this kind of unilateral security would be at the expense of the security of other countries. The Chinese believe that security is always mutual, and when one side tries to enhance its security, it has to take into account the impact on the security of others. In other words, while any country has the legitimate right to develop its defensive and offensive capabilities as it deems fit, a responsible power should avoid seeking unilateral security, and instead promote mutual or common security. In this regard, Beijing has criticized the U.S. effort to build NMD and TMD because these would undermine both regional and global strategic stability. Absolute Security vis-a-vis Relative Security In terms of capability, the United States is now the most secure country in the world. Any other country that initiates an attack on the United States would invite destructive retaliation from the formidable American war machine. Gauged in terms of a national security coefficient, the United States is now 99 per cent secure in dealing with external military threats. Yet, Washington seems intent on seeking absolute, or 100 per cent security by continuing to invest heavily in research and development (R&D) for both defensive and offensive weapon systems. Nevertheless, if the United States were 100 per cent secure, then other countries would be 100 per cent insecure, and totally subject to threats or coercion by the former. To avoid such a situation, they would certainly react by developing their own means, and this would very likely create a vicious cycle of arms build-up, wasting resources and, at some point, increasing tensions. The Chinese, on the other hand, believe in relative over absolute security. They would be more contented with preserving a reliable deterrence capability, both conventional and strategic, than with seeking 100 per cent security. As Chinese security experts have contended, there is simply no such thing as absolute security, and any effort geared in that direction is both irresponsible and futile. Military Security vis-a-vis Comprehensive Security  In the post-Cold War era, with the decline of the likelihood of war between the major powers and the rise of non-traditional security challenges, military means have become less relevant in the national security equation. Nonetheless, the United States remains heavily dependent upon military approaches, emphasizing the preservation of superior military power, strengthening security alliances, and maintaining forward-deployed military forces. Ironically, the United States has used force even more frequently over the past decade than it did during the Cold War.[3] In contrast to the force-prone military security approach of the United States, China has been advocating comprehensive security since the end of the Cold War. In Beijing’s view, security can best be enhanced by improving political relations, expanding economic interactions and pursuing security co-operation, such as transparency, confidence-building measures (CBMs), and military-to-military relations. China believes that over-reliance on military approaches is not only unhelpful for resolving disputes, but also runs counter to the prevailing trend of peace and development in the post-Cold War security environment.[4] Alignment Security vis-a-vis Non-alignment Security During the Cold War era, the United States forged security alliances with many countries in the world to pursue strategic competition with the Soviet Union and to contain the communist countries. With the end of the Cold War, Washington expanded the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) in Europe and reaffirmed its security alliance with Japan. American policy-makers have continuously suggested that security alliances, together with forward military deployments, remain the basis for U.S. security strategy in the Asia-Pacific. From a Chinese perspective, security alliances are relics of Cold War and bloc politics. With the end of the Cold War and the collapse of the Soviet bloc, there should be no reason to preserve, much less expand or strengthen, military blocs. Beijing believes that security cannot be pursued either through an excessive military build-up or security alliances. Military blocs, while enhancing the security of some countries, undermine that of others, causes suspicion and division, and even encourages confrontation among regional states. Therefore, China advocates the replacement of military blocs with regular state-to-state relations, and with a stress on improving and enhancing political and economic relations.[5]  The differences in security concepts between China and the United States arise from a range of factors. One is the difference in their respective world-views. Washington believes that this is a unipolar world, with the United States as the lead power, and the idea of hegemonic stability is nothing but a corollary to this logic. On the other hand, Beijing insists on the trend of multi-polarization and rejects the idea of security under U.S. leadership. The second factor arises from the different situations confronting the United States and China today. The United States, as the only superpower in the post-Cold War world, feels less subject to external constraints on the use of force. With more resources than any other country in the world, it has the material means for seeking military superiority and absolute security. China, as a developing country, would rather devote most of its limited resources to its economic development, valuing a peaceful international environment in which disputes between nations are managed by peaceful means. <CONTINUED>
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A third factor relates to different historical experiences. The United States benefited from its alliance arrangements during the Cold War and seems to want to preserve these arrangements in the post-Cold War world. China, on the other hand, does not have good memories of its alliance with the Soviet Union. Furthermore, the U.S. alliance arrangements in Asia were once directly or indirectly aimed at China, and Beijing suspects that, if necessary, Washington would once again use them against China. Beijing has aired such concerns with regard to the U.S.-Japan alliance, particularly its possible impact on the Taiwan issue. The last factor is the divergence in philosophical thinking about security between the United States and China. The Americans are basically technology determinists and believe in the power of technology. In their view, with technological progress, everything is possible. The Chinese are more dialectical in their thinking. They believe nothing is absolute, and everything is relative and constantly changing; if one side develops capable defensive or offensive weapons systems, then the other side will respond by developing its own means to nullify that capability.
