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AFF ANSWERS ARE IN THE FUTENMA NEGATIVE UNDER “NO ALLIANCE COLLAPSE” AND “NO PROLIF”

MORE ALLIANCE IMPACTS IN FUTENMA AFF. PROLIF IMPACTS ELSEWHERE UNDER DIFFERENT COVER. 

EXTENDED SUPPLEMENT FILE FORTHCOMING. 

Japan Allied Prolif 1nc (1)

Forward deployed military presence is key to stopping Allied proliferation and Chinese military modernization

Thompson et al 2 
(James, Senior Research Staff Member, Robert J. Atwell, Robert Bovey, William E. Cralley, James Delaney, Michael P. Fischerkeller, Kongdan Oh Hassig, Charles Hawkins, and Gene Porter, Institute for Defense Analysis, Paper P-3707, “Transforming US Overseas Military Presence: Evidence and Options for DoD”, July, http://www.comw.org/qdr/fulltext/0207thomason.pdf)
“Support for a visible, forward-deployed US force presence will remain strong, both to reassure and to deter.” [p. 53] “there will probably be pressure to reduce those aspects of the US presence especially provocative in a Japanese and South Korean domestic context.” “There will probably be greater overall acceptance of a considerably smaller forward deployed presence, as long as the security alliance with Japan remains intact and some significant US air and naval presence remains based on the Japanese islands.” “Extreme changes would be viewed as highly destabilizing; less drastic reductions will likely produce a more mixed response.” “All changes will require the United States to take a sophisticated approach that employs appropriate compensating policy and program initiatives.” [p. 51]...“The most destabilizing US force posture for Northeast Asia would be ...the elimination of virtually all bases in the western Pacific. [p. 53] “...this change would likely produce a range of negative military and political responses—such as pressures in Japan for full-scale rearmament, greater Chinese emphasis on military development, closer RoK political and military association with the former USSR.” “A gradual withdrawal, over a longer period, might produce a less destabilizing set of reactions, but significant tensions would remain—most notably intense rivalry between Japan and Korea and the overall issue of Japanese remilitarization.” [p. 57] In the mid-1990s, Zakheim et al. [1996] conducted an extensive assessment. Based upon a variety of interviews with foreign representatives, they concluded that US presence, especially naval presence, provides strong assurance value to friends and allies in many parts of the world. The study team found that interviewees shared the view that US military presence is crucial to preserving stability, which in turn is crucial to regional economic growth, itself a US economic and national security interest. Many respondents were even more explicit about the linkage between military presence and the preservation, indeed enhancement, of their own and US economic interests. This feeling was said to be widespread throughout each of the regions. In 1995, Thomason et al. found two principal things: first, US allies and friends indicated very clearly that they were more assured by greater, rather than less, US military presence. Second, in some parts of the world (Western Europe and Korea) land-based presence was considered much more helpful, all things considered, than sea-based presence in providing assurance, whereas in other parts of the world (e.g., much of the Persian Gulf), just the opposite appeared to be true. Overall, friends and allies want help, presence, but on their own terms, which means, increasingly, as unobtrusively as possible in most instances; and they want to be recognized as political equals. [p. 8] As a part of the same study, Thomason et al. also conducted off-the-record interviews with approximately three dozen US security experts in the mid-1990s to assess the “assurance” and other values these experts assigned to various levels and types of US presence, power projection capability, and other factors (for a synopsis, see Thomason, 2001). Current and former Service chiefs, commanders in chief of Unified Commands, and other senior policy makers and diplomats were interviewed as to the effectiveness of various kinds of presence and other instruments of national power in promoting the principal objectives of presence. Overall, these US decision-makers saw reassurance of friends and allies as a vital part of our foreign policy and national security strategy. They viewed reassurance as a complex, ongoing process, calling for high-quality and, frequently, high-level attention. They cited continuous, face-to-face involvement and relationships—both military and civilian—as necessary in establishing the trust and understanding that underpins strong friendships, partnerships, and coalitions. Many of the interviewees noted that the establishment of an ongoing  dialogue helps both parties to avoid misinterpreting one another’s intentions and contributes to an understanding of the way in which both parties think. Strong personal relationships, while necessary, were by no means viewed as sufficient for reassurance. Most respondents said that an essential part of effective reassurance is a demonstrable, credible US ability to “be there” for friends and allies when they need specific help, and the ability to provide assistance of the right kind at the right time. In short, there was virtual unanimity that some combat-credible presence forces were important to reassurance. A number of respondents mentioned various forms and levels of ground forces as most helpful for reassurance purposes. Others mentioned maritime assets as most helpful. Still others cited the importance of land-based air forces. Among these senior US decision-makers, a firm, widely shared belief was evident: strong, continuous, high-quality personal level interactions and relationships are necessary to promote the reassurance objective. But they are not sufficient. They need to be combined with some regular, credible evidence of US will and ability to be there to help when needed. On this latter point, however, no real consensus was evident regarding the essentiality of any one particular level (or type) of presence forces for effective reassurance. This finding may be explained in part by the possibility that what respondents viewed as “credible” may have been—at least broadly—a function of what they viewed as either the current or latent threat level in a particular region at the time. It may also have been due to genuine uncertainty as to what “works” to offset various perceived threat levels.

Japan Allied Prolif 1nc (2)

Loss of trust in the US nuclear guarantee causes Japan to move toward nuclearization – reconsideration alone collapses the NPT, sparks East Asian arms races, and collapses U.S. hegemony 
Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin in 09 
(Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth, Analyst in Nonproliferation at the CRS, 2009.  “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf)

Today, Japanese officials and experts remain remarkably uniform in their consensus that Japan is unlikely to move toward nuclear status in the short-to-medium term. However, as the security environment has shifted significantly, the topic is no longer toxic and has been broached by several leading politicians. North Korea’s test of a nuclear device in 2006 and China’s military modernization have altered the strategic dynamics in the region, and any signs of stress in the U.S.-Japan alliance raises questions among some about the robustness of the U.S. security guarantee. An ascendant hawkish, conservative movement—some of whom openly advocate for Japan to develop an independent nuclear arsenal—has gained more traction in Japanese politics, moving from the margins to a more influential position. In addition, previous security-related taboos have been overcome in the past few years: the dispatch of Japanese military equipment and personnel to Iraq and Afghanistan, the elevation of the Japanese Defense Agency to a full scale ministry, and Japanese co-development of a missile defense system with the United States. All of these factors together increase the still unlikely possibility that Japan will reconsider its position on nuclear weapons. Any reconsideration and/or shift of Japan’s policy of nuclear abstention would have significant implications for U.S. policy in East Asia. In this report, an examination of the factors driving Japan’s decision-making—most prominently, the strength of the U.S. security guarantee— analyzes how the nuclear debate in Japan affects U.S. security interests in the region. Globally, Japan’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) would damage the world’s most durable international non-proliferation regime. Regionally, Japan “going nuclear” could set off an arms race with China, South Korea, and Taiwan. India and/or Pakistan may then feel compelled to further expand or modernize their own nuclear weapons capabilities. Bilaterally, assuming that Japan made the decision without U.S. support, the move could indicate a lack of trust in the U.S. commitment to defend Japan. An erosion in the U.S.-Japan alliance could upset the geopolitical balance in East Asia, a shift that could strengthen China’s position as an emerging hegemonic power. All of these ramifications would likely be deeply destabilizing for the security of the Asia Pacific region and beyond. 

Impact is nuclear war

Rosen in 05 
(Stephen, Harvard College Professor and Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs at Harvard University, Foreign Affairs, “After Proliferation: What to Do If More States Go Nuclear,” p. Lexis)
Historical evidence suggests that arms races sometimes precipitate wars because governments come to see conflict as preferable to financial exhaustion or believe they can gain a temporary military advantage through war. Arguably, a nuclear war would be so destructive that its prospect might well dissuade states from escalating conflicts. But energetic arms races would still produce larger arsenals, making it harder to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons.  Nuclear arms races might emerge in regions other than the Middle East as well. Asia features many countries with major territorial or political disputes, including five with nuclear weapons (China, India, North Korea, Pakistan, and Russia). Japan and Taiwan could join the list. Most of these countries would have the resources to increase the size and quality of their nuclear arsenals indefinitely if they so chose. They also seem to be nationalist in a way that western European countries no longer are: they are particularly mindful of their sovereignty, relatively uninterested in international organizations, sensitive to slights, and wary about changes in the regional balance of military power. Were the United States to stop serving as guarantor of the current order, Asia might well be, in the words of the Princeton political science professor Aaron Friedberg, "ripe for rivalry" -- including nuclear rivalry. In that case, the region would raise problems similar to those that would be posed by a nuclear Middle East.

Okinawa 1NC (1/2)

Substantial troop changes on Okinawa would erode the deterrent effect of US military forces
Washington Times 5-25-10 
(“ EDITORIAL: Obama to Okinawa: Abandon hope and change” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/may/25/obama-to-okinawa-abandon-hope-and-change/

National security won out over local politics. Mr. Hatoyama apologized for breaking his campaign promise and told Okinawans, "I can't allow the deterrent power of the U.S. forces in Japan, including the Marine Corps, to decline, given that the security environment in East Asia remains fragile." Okinawa, located between the southern tip of Japan's main islands and Taiwan, is prime strategic real estate; Marine Lt. Gen. Keith J. Stalder said Okinawa is "in the perfect place in the region." Recent events have demonstrated that the Asian part of the Pacific Rim remains a dangerous neighborhood. The crisis over North Korea torpedoing the South Korean gunboat Cheonan in March is a case in point. The potential looms for a wider conflict that could involve Japan and America. Tokyo is also wary of North Korea's nuclear weapons program, which represents a potential threat to the Japanese mainland, all of which is within range of Pyongyang's missiles. China raised further concerns when it sent eight destroyers and two submarines on an apparent training cruise near Okinawa last month. Given ongoing squabbles between the United States and Japan over Okinawa, this was an uncharacteristically maladroit move on Beijing's part. China was making the case for the Marines to stay put. The 65-year-old U.S.-Japanese alliance, which improbably was forged after bitter conflict in World War II, is durable, useful and necessary. Both countries have significant mutual security and economic interests in East Asia, and Okinawa is a prime location for basing a credible deterrent force with the capacity to respond swiftly to any military threat. The alternatives - such as moving the force to mainland Japan, which already hosts around half of the U.S. commitment of about 50,000 troops in Japan; or simply withdrawing altogether - would diminish the deterrent capacity of the U.S. presence and consequently increase the potential that they might have to actually fight. Maintaining U.S. forces on Okinawa may not please some of the locals, but it's in their interest and the interests of their country. Maintaining the U.S.-Japanese alliance is an unexpected show of vigor in Mr. Obama's otherwise shaky approach to national security. Perhaps the O Force will bring this sense of realism to other, less successful aspects of its global strategy.


Okinawa 1NC (2/2)

Loss of trust in the US nuclear guarantee causes Japan to move toward nuclearization – reconsideration alone collapses the NPT, sparks East Asian arms races, and collapses U.S. hegemony 
Chanlett-Avery and Nikitin in 09 
(Emma, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Mary Beth, Analyst in Nonproliferation at the CRS, 2009.  “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf)

Today, Japanese officials and experts remain remarkably uniform in their consensus that Japan is unlikely to move toward nuclear status in the short-to-medium term. However, as the security environment has shifted significantly, the topic is no longer toxic and has been broached by several leading politicians. North Korea’s test of a nuclear device in 2006 and China’s military modernization have altered the strategic dynamics in the region, and any signs of stress in the U.S.-Japan alliance raises questions among some about the robustness of the U.S. security guarantee. An ascendant hawkish, conservative movement—some of whom openly advocate for Japan to develop an independent nuclear arsenal—has gained more traction in Japanese politics, moving from the margins to a more influential position. In addition, previous security-related taboos have been overcome in the past few years: the dispatch of Japanese military equipment and personnel to Iraq and Afghanistan, the elevation of the Japanese Defense Agency to a full scale ministry, and Japanese co-development of a missile defense system with the United States. All of these factors together increase the still unlikely possibility that Japan will reconsider its position on nuclear weapons. Any reconsideration and/or shift of Japan’s policy of nuclear abstention would have significant implications for U.S. policy in East Asia. In this report, an examination of the factors driving Japan’s decision-making—most prominently, the strength of the U.S. security guarantee— analyzes how the nuclear debate in Japan affects U.S. security interests in the region. Globally, Japan’s withdrawal from the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) would damage the world’s most durable international non-proliferation regime. Regionally, Japan “going nuclear” could set off an arms race with China, South Korea, and Taiwan. India and/or Pakistan may then feel compelled to further expand or modernize their own nuclear weapons capabilities. Bilaterally, assuming that Japan made the decision without U.S. support, the move could indicate a lack of trust in the U.S. commitment to defend Japan. An erosion in the U.S.-Japan alliance could upset the geopolitical balance in East Asia, a shift that could strengthen China’s position as an emerging hegemonic power. All of these ramifications would likely be deeply destabilizing for the security of the Asia Pacific region and beyond. 

Impact is nuclear war

Rosen in 05 
(Stephen, Harvard College Professor and Beton Michael Kaneb Professor of National Security and Military Affairs at Harvard University, Foreign Affairs, “After Proliferation: What to Do If More States Go Nuclear,” p. Lexis)
Historical evidence suggests that arms races sometimes precipitate wars because governments come to see conflict as preferable to financial exhaustion or believe they can gain a temporary military advantage through war. Arguably, a nuclear war would be so destructive that its prospect might well dissuade states from escalating conflicts. But energetic arms races would still produce larger arsenals, making it harder to prevent the accidental or unauthorized use of nuclear weapons.  Nuclear arms races might emerge in regions other than the Middle East as well. Asia features many countries with major territorial or political disputes, including five with nuclear weapons (China, India, North Korea, Pakistan, and Russia). Japan and Taiwan could join the list. Most of these countries would have the resources to increase the size and quality of their nuclear arsenals indefinitely if they so chose. They also seem to be nationalist in a way that western European countries no longer are: they are particularly mindful of their sovereignty, relatively uninterested in international organizations, sensitive to slights, and wary about changes in the regional balance of military power. Were the United States to stop serving as guarantor of the current order, Asia might well be, in the words of the Princeton political science professor Aaron Friedberg, "ripe for rivalry" -- including nuclear rivalry. In that case, the region would raise problems similar to those that would be posed by a nuclear Middle East.



*****Uniqueness and Brinks*****

Unique Brink

No nuclearization now but the issue has gained salience 
Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation at the CRS, 2009.  “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf

Japan, traditionally one of the most prominent advocates of the international non-proliferation regime, has consistently pledged to forswear nuclear weapons. Nevertheless, evolving circumstances in Northeast Asia, particularly North Korea’s nuclear test in October 2006 and China’s ongoing military modernization drive, have raised new questions about Japan’s vulnerability to potential adversaries and, therefore, the appeal of developing an independent nuclear deterrent. The previous taboo within the Japanese political community of discussing a nuclear weapons capability appears to have been broken, as several officials and opinion leaders have urged an open debate on the topic. Despite these factors, a strong consensus—both in Japan and among Japan watchers—remains that Japan will not pursue the nuclear option in the short-to medium term.


Assurance Now

Assurance now, no prolif coming
Global Security Newswire 2009. (“No Reason for Japan to Own Nuclear Weapons, Says U.S. Commander” 07/29/09) http://www.globalsecuritynewswire.org/gsn/nw_20090729_7622.php
The head of the U.S. military command in Japan yesterday advised Tokyo against pursuing its own nuclear weapons in an effort to discourage aggression from North Korea, Kyodo News reported (see GSN, July 20). Such a move would be unnecessary in light of Washington's pledge to use its own nuclear deterrent to protect Japan from atomic threats, said Air Force Lt. Gen. Edward Rice, the top U.S. military official in Japan. "The concept of extended deterrence that has been in place for many years between the United States and Japan remains important very strongly today," said Rice at the Japan National Press Club. "As a consequence, as long as this concept and agreement stays in place, there is no reason for Japan to possess nuclear weapons on its own." Building new weapons would ultimately "make nations less secure," he added. Japan has historically been a leading advocate for the international nonproliferation regime, and has a firm ban on the production and presence of atomic arms inside its borders. It has relied on the U.S. "nuclear umbrella" for protection -- an arrangement that Tokyo affirmed at a recent diplomatic summit following North Korea's nuclear bomb test in May. Rice said he does not anticipate that the outcome of the Japan's parliamentary elections next month will change such arrangements, even if power shifts to the opposition party. "Regardless of whom the people of Japan choose as their next government," he said, "the pillars of our alliance will remain strong" (Kyodo News/Breitbart.com, July 28). 




*****Links*****

2NC Link Booster

Long view – plan undermines long term credibility and capability

Varner 09 
(Sean Varner, former student fellow with The Center for Vision & Values at Grove City College and a current graduate student at Missouri State University’s Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, August 25, 2009.  http://forums.csis.org/poni/?p=281#comment-133
The question of extended deterrence does indeed boil down to capability and credibility. You make a very good point that we may be “leading the witness” in trying to convince the Japanese what we need, but the fact that they’re hearing from both sides of our nuclear debate would suggest to me that they have their own reasons for desiring a certain capability. Their (assumed) assertion to the Strategic Posture Commission that U.S. credibility rests on our “specific capabilities to hold a wide variety of targets at risk, and to deploy forces in a way that is either visible or stealthy, as circumstances may demand” illustrates to me how concerned they are about China. I believe they are taking a decades-long view of their situation, and want to make sure the U.S. possesses the capability to deter the primary foe now and twenty-five years from now.
Troop withdrawls would erode the credibility of US extended deterrent

Nye in 10 
(Joseph, Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University The Daily Yomiuri(Tokyo), January 9, 2010, p. 1 “CHARTING JAPAN'S COURSE;  Japan, U.S. must reaffirm alliance's importance”)
If Japan wants no American troops, we will withdraw the troops. I think that would be a big mistake for Japan. What the troops provide you is a security guarantee which is credible. Japan is faced with both China and North Korea as nuclear powers and of course Russia. Japan needs an American guarantee if it doesn't wish to develop its own nuclear weapons. How do you make that guarantee credible? You make that credible by having American troops in Japan. Anyone who attacks Japan--North Korea for example--is going to kill Americans as well as Japanese. But if Japan asks for the removal of troops, Americans of course would remove them.

Small changes cause spirals of insecurity – Japan’s watching carefully

Easley 07
(Leif-Erik, phD candidate @ Harvard Gov, visiting fellow at UCLA and Pacific CSIS, “Defense ownership or national security” SAIS Review 27.2]

Third, on the point of alliance reliability, South Korea and Japan again face similar situations. For both, the external security guarantor is the United States. While the United States remains committed and engaged in Northeast Asia, Washington's post-September 11th War on Terrorism, and its preoccupation with the Middle East in particular, have Seoul and Tokyo concerned about U.S. attention and resource allocation for Northeast Asia. Thus, both Seoul and Tokyo are carefully monitoring U.S. commitment for any signs of strategic abandonment.11 Meanwhile, the United States continues to encourage transformation of its security partnerships with South Korea and Japan. In both cases, alliance transformation entails decreasing the footprint of the U.S. military. But the main goal of transformation is internationalization of the alliances toward more global security roles and missions. This process involves entrapment concerns for both South Korea and Japan vis-à-vis international coalition of the willing operations and specifically a Taiwan contingency. While Seoul and Tokyo certainly have different trust issues in their security relations with Washington, their concerns for ally reliability are similar. 


Link Booster – Credibility Key

The US is the key player in Asian security – constant reassurance and credible commitment to Japan is necessary to prevent their isolation

Schieffer in 08  
(J. Thomas, US Ambassador to Japan, Vital Speeches of the Day; Mar2008, Vol. 74 Issue 3, p115-119)

We must continue to help stabilize so it can sort itself out in a peaceful and prosperous way and at the same time we must nurture the values that will allow Asia to do it. The United States is indispensable to Asia's future success. We are the thread that runs through the stability of the region. Asia without an American presence would be a much more dangerous place, especially northeast Asia. For a variety of reasons, most northeast Asians have come to depend on the United States to keep peace in the neighborhood. South Korea and Japan depend on us to check North Korean aggression. Taiwan looks to us to keep the lid on China. China looks to us to keep the lid on Taiwan. China and South Korea are more comfortable with a Japan allied with the United States than with a Japan going it alone, isolated from the rest of the world. On the other hand, Japan feels immeasurably more secure as an ally of the United States when facing both North Korea and a rising China. Japan also believes a South Korea in alliance with America is less a threat to Japan than a South Korea going it alone. The theme that runs through all of these relationships is the same. When America is engaged in Asia there is peace in the region. But America can provide so much more than just stability to Asia. We can nurture the kind of universal values that will make a difference in individual lives, the values that allow hope to win out over hate and we can help Asians shape a regional order that promotes cooperation more than confrontation. Right now Asia, particularly northeast Asia, is in a state of transition. The old order is changing and no one is quite sure how they will fit in when it is over. There has never before been a time when China and Japan have been great powers at the same time and neither is fully comfortable with the notion that such a time can work to their mutual benefit. Both view each other with suspicion and sometimes even fear. The United States can play an enormously beneficial role in reducing those suspicions and intentions if we understand what is causing them. No one wants to see a China or a Japan isolated from the mainstream of the international community. On the contrary, we recognize the valuable contributions each can make to a peaceful world but we must be careful in how we pursue both relationships. In my home state of Texas we have an old saying: never trade an old friend for a new friend or you'll wind up with no friend. If there is a great deal of angst and anxiety in Japan today out of fear that we might trade that old friendship with Japan for a new friendship with China - I don't think that's going to happen but we must continually reassure the Japanese that we are friends who understand the strategic importance of Japan to America.


Link Booster – Credibility Key

Only perception matters – any hint of weakness would cause a rapid collapse

Schieffer in 08  
(J. Thomas, US Ambassador to Japan, Vital Speeches of the Day; Mar2008, Vol. 74 Issue 3, p115-119)

Ever since the end of World War II America has believed that its security was inextricably tied to the security of Japan. Nothing has occurred with the rise of China that should alter that view. When the US-Japan alliance is strong, a calm settles over Asia. If, on the other hand, Japan lost faith in America or came to the conclusion that Japanese interest would be sacrificed by us for the benefit of China--and I think Asia would immediately become more dangerous - that need not happen but to avoid it we must understand one thing with greater clarity: Asia is not Europe. Since the invention of the nation state, generations of Europeans grew up thinking about how to balance one nation's interests against another's. This horizontal sharing of power became the mainstay of European foreign policy and the center of gravity in the international quarter. British foreign policy was grounded on the notion that no nation should be dominant on the continent of Europe. French and Russian foreign policy wanted the German states to contemplate a two-front war as a means of moderating German ambitions. Germany, from the opposite perspective, wanted to avoid encirclement. All looked to others as a means of enhancing their own positions inside Europe and throughout the world. Now, with the advent of the European Union and the collapse of the Soviet Union all that has changed but the culture of balancing one nation's interests against another's has not. America came of age as a great power seeing itself in a European mirror. Our foreign policy has largely been Eurocentric. As a result we have often looked at the world in European terms, searching for balance in a European fashion. Simply put, that is a very foreign concept to most Asians. Power has not been shared horizontally in Asia. It has been thought of in vertical terms. Someone is above and someone is below. Europe has been about balance; Asia about hierarchy. The strongest have been on top, the weakest in descending order. Asia will need time to get comfortable with the notion that someone's advance does not have to come at the expense of someone else's decline. I find it somewhat amusing but also instructive that America's pop culture phrase of creating a "win-win situation" has caused problems for translators in China, Japan and Korea because, I'm told, there are no words that can be literally translated in any of those languages to convey the thought Americans are trying to spread. As a result, the English phrase "win-win" has found its way into all those languages. America, as it moves forward, will best be served if it adopts a hybrid foreign policy that is more Eurasian than either European or Asian. One of the things we can do to effectuate that is to talk to our allies and friends about the advantages of addressing problems in a multilateral matter. In the post-war period, American foreign policy in Asia has largely been successful following a hub and spoke model. We have had good bilateral relations with friends and allies that were not dependent on their multilateral cooperation with each other. While such a policy has worked well in the past, it is time now to encourage more cooperation between American allies and friends than we've had today.

Links – Generic

US security commitment prevents Japanese nuclearization

Giarra in 07
(Paul, managed the U.S.-Japan alliance in the Office of the Secretary of Defense.  “back to the basics for the us-japan alliance” 12/21/07, http://www.aei.org/docLib/20080310_BacktotheBasics.pdf)
For the United States, the stakes are very high – as long as the U.S. commitment to Japan’s security (including nuclear security) remains strong and credible, it is very probable that Japan will continue to choose not to seek nuclear weapons. By contrast, an erosion of that credibility almost certainly would lead to a reversal of Japan’s long-standing non-nuclear posture, triggering wider proliferation chains, nuclear competition and instabilities throughout Asia, and a virtual collapse of a half-century of U.S. global efforts to contain proliferation.

US military commitment is the key lynchpin in Japanese disarmament – they will rapidly nuclearize if they doubt US resolve

Lind 04 
(Jennifer, Postdoc @ Nelson Rockefeller center and prof of gov @ Dartmouth, “Pacifism or Passing the Buck” International Security 29.1]

The antimilitarist argument is equally strained when it comes to nuclear capabilities. Japan currently has no nuclear weapons, but many states have been content to live under the U.S. nuclear umbrella, even some facing a more hostile environment than Japan. Like Japan, neither South Korea, Taiwan, nor Italy has acquired nuclear weapons—none of these states are called antimilitarist. Japan's willingness to forgo nuclear weapons in exchange for protection under the U.S. nuclear umbrella is neither exceptional nor surprising. 

Even more significantly, the Japanese government has repeatedly denied that Japan's constitution or "nuclear allergy" prevents it from acquiring nuclear weapons. For decades, leading Japanese politicians have publicly stated that nuclear weapons are perfectly consistent with Japan's "peace constitution."81 For example, Prime Minister Tanaka Kakuei said in 1973, "While we are not able to have offensive nuclear weapons, it is not a question of saying that we will have no nuclear weapons at all."82 Later, former Prime Minister Hosokawa Morihiro declared, "It is in the interest of the United States, so long as it does not wish to see Japan withdraw from the NPT [Nonproliferation Treaty] and develop its own nuclear deterrent, to maintain its alliance with Japan and continue to provide a nuclear umbrella."83 These statements are not empty threats; Japan owns a large stockpile of plutonium.84 As Ariel Levite observes, "Japan provides the most salient example of nuclear hedging to date."85 Japan's nuclear weapons policy is driven by its ability to pass the buck to the United States, rather than by an antimilitarist nuclear allergy. 


Links – Troops

Troop deployments are a key sign of extended deterrence credibility

Nye 09 
(Joseph Nye, Harvard JFK School, June 25 2009, DEL. ENI H. FALEOMAVAEGA HOLDS A HEARING ON JAPAN'S CHANGING ROLE, Political Transcript Wire, June 29, 2009 p lexis)

And, I think that's why I said in my testimony, it's important to focus on the fact that extended deterrents rest very heavily on credibility, not just capability. Now, the fact that there is 50,000 American troops forward-based in Japan, is tremendously important. Just like the presence of American troops in Berlin, allowed us to defend Berlin in the cold war, in situations when the soviets had local superiority.

Troops are key

Faleomavaega in 09 
(Eni, US Rep., June 25 2009, DEL. ENI H. FALEOMAVAEGA HOLDS A HEARING ON JAPAN'S CHANGING ROLE, Political Transcript Wire, June 29, 2009 p lexis)

The best guarantee of American extended deterrence for Japan remains the presence of nearly 50,000 American troops, which Japan helps to maintain with generous host nation support. Credibility is also enhanced by joint projects, like the development of regional ballistic missile defense. Equally important are American actions that show the high priority we give to the alliance and the guarantees that we will not engage in what Japan fears will be Japan passing in our relations with Asia.


Links – Air Power

Japan views airpower as a crucial component of deterrence posture

David A. Fulghum,  Aviation Week & Space Technology,  June 16, 2008 p. 54 “Japan's Dilemmas ”

Hirata: (Japanese General) We have to think about deterrence and our reaction to the conditions surrounding Japan for the next 30 years. Because it will be operational so long, we must have [the capabilities within Japan] for technical support, maintenance and upgrading to meet changing circumstances during the F-X's lifetime. We also must consider its ability to carry domestically produced weapons. We'll have to see the advanced capability in total--radar, weapons, sensors and stealth. A crucial capability will be for bilateral operations between the U.S. and Japan and joint missions between air, ground and sea forces. But the most important consideration will be to ensure there is no lack of airpower within the airspace of Japan, [which means relatively quick delivery] of F-X is necessary.


Links – Nuclear Posture

Changes to nuclear posture cause Japanese re-arm

Yukio Satoh, President of the Japan Institute of International Affairs in Tokyo and former Permanent Representative of Japan to the United Nations, 2009.  Nautilus Institute, “Reinforcing American Extended Deterrence for Japan: An Essential Step for Nuclear Disarmament,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/09018Satoh.html

For obvious reasons, the Japanese are second to none in wishing for the total elimination of nuclear weapons. However, given Japan's vulnerability to North Korea's progressing nuclear and missile programs and China's growing military power, ensuring American commitment to deterring threats from nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction is a matter of prior strategic importance for Tokyo.  Japan has long been committed to the Three Non-Nuclear Principles of not possessing nuclear weapons, not producing them and not permitting their entry into the country. A prevalent and strong sentiment against nuclear weapons among the Japanese people lies behind the policy to deny themselves the possession of nuclear weapons in spite of the country's capabilities to do otherwise. The nuclear bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki remain vivid national memories.  Yet, strategically, Japan's adherence to the Three Non-Nuclear Principles depends largely, if not solely, upon the credibility of the Japan-US Security Treaty, or more specifically, that of the United States' commitment to defend Japan from any offensive action, including nuclear threats. In response, the US government has been steadfastly assuring the Japanese in an increasingly clear manner of American commitment to provide deterrence for Japan by all means, including nuclear.  Against this backdrop, the argument made by the aforementioned four eminent strategists in the tone-setting joint article published in The Wall Street Journal of January 4, 2007, that "the end of the Cold War made the doctrine of mutual Soviet-American deterrence obsolete", was received with mixed reactions in Japan: welcome for the sake of nuclear disarmament and caution from the perspectives of security and defense. As depending upon the US' extended nuclear deterrence will continue to be Japan's only strategic option to neutralize potential or conceivable nuclear and other strategic threats, the Japanese are sensitive to any sign of increased uncertainties with regard to extended deterrence.  A unique feature of the Japan-US security arrangements is that there have been no consultations on how American extended deterrence should function, nor even any mechanism put in place for such consultations. This has been largely due to Japan's reluctance to date to be involved in American nuclear strategy. The Japanese government had gone even further in promising the people that it would strictly apply the Non-Nuclear Principles to the entry of US vessels and aircraft even at a time when tactical nuclear weapons were reportedly aboard some of them.  In recent years, though, the Japanese have been more concerned about the credibility of the American commitment. Exposed to a series of threatening actions by Pyongyang, particularly its test-shooting of missiles over Japan (1998) and its nuclear testing (2006), the Japanese have come to realize anew how indispensable American deterrence is to their security. The abduction of Japanese citizens by Pyongyang's agents, which became public knowledge in 2002, had added to Japanese security concerns about North Korea, so that the Bush administration's decision to rescind (prematurely in Japanese eyes) the designation of the DPRK as a State Sponsor of Terrorism raised voices in Japan questioning Washington's sense of solidarity with an ally.  It is indeed difficult to judge whether and how the concept of nuclear deterrence would work vis-a-vis North Korea, whose unpredictability makes it difficult to exclude the possibility that Pyongyang might use nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction out of desperation. Japan has therefore been engaged in the development of ballistic missile defense (BMD) systems in cooperation with the United States.  Although BMD systems need to be much improved before they can be considered reliable, they are designed to eventually function, at least conceptually, as a supplementary means for defending the country against North Korea's missiles if and when deterrence were to fail. In addition, their purely defensive characteristics are stabilizing, rather than destabilizing, regional strategic balance.  In the meantime, Japanese concern about the credibility of American extended deterrence could increase if the US government would unilaterally move to redefine the concept of nuclear deterrence and to reduce dependence upon nuclear weapons in providing deterrence.


Links – Nuclear Posture

Japanese view current nuclear policies as critical to extended deterrence – reducing quality or flexibility undermines confidence 
Keith Payne, president of the National Institute for Public Policy department head at the Graduate Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University, chairman of the Policy Panel of the US Strategic Command’s Senior Advisory Group, co-chair of the Nuclear Strategy Forum, and a member of the Department of State’s International Security Advisory Board, 2009.  National Institute on Public Policy, “How Much is Enough?: A Goal-Driven Approach to Defining Key Principles,” http://www.lanl.gov/conferences/sw/2009/docs/payne_livermore-2.pdf
Some allies recently have been explicit that the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent is a key to their assurance and they link their own willingness to remain non-nuclear to the continuation  of a credible U.S. extended nuclear deterrent. For example, senior Japanese officials have recently made and confirmed the following seven points:  • Some Japanese officials have become seriously concerned about the credibility of the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent;  • If the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent loses credibility, some in Japan believe that other security options will have to be examined;  • Some in Japan see specific characteristics of U.S. nuclear forces as particularly beneficial for extended deterrence; these force characteristics include a range of nuclear capabilities, flexibility, promptness, and precision to allow U.S. deterrence threats that are not made incredible by the prospect of excessive collateral damage;  • US “superiority” in nuclear weapons may be helpful for U.S. extended deterrence responsibilities;  • The overall quantity of U.S. nuclear weapons is important to the credibility of the extended deterrent and any further U.S. reductions should come only as part of a multilateral agreement for reductions among all nuclear weapons states;  • A global freeze in force nuclear numbers at this point would be useful because it would show which countries are intent on building up. Any future U.S. reductions must be structured to discourage any other nuclear power from expanding its nuclear capabilities;  • Japan supports the ultimate elimination of nuclear weapons, but this must be done in a careful, step by step manner that ensures Japanese security throughout the process; this mandates the maintenance of a credible U.S. nuclear deterrent for the foreseeable future. 

US deterrence credibility is the only reason Japan hasn’t gone nuclear
Kurt Campbell, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, and Tsuyoshi Sunohara, Senior Fellow at the International Security Program of the Center for Strategic & International Studies, 2002.   “Japan: Thinking the Unthinkable”, The Nuclear Tipping Point, p.236 

Although the credibility of the U.S. nuclear deterrence guarantee has never been tested (in the form of actual nuclear use) in the case of Japan, or any other country, it continues to lie at the heart of the security relationship between the United States and Japan. Indeed, the guarantee, and the Japanese-American security alliance in which it is embedded, provides the most important reason why Japan has not sought to develop an independent nuclear weapons capacity. Thanks to their continued faith in American foreign and security policy, successive Japanese administrations have refrained from fully developing the military potential commonly associated with a “normal” state (that is, having the potential to wage war for both offensive and defensive purposes)

Uncertainty in the nuclear umbrella is the most likely scenario for proliferation
 Hahnkyu Park, Center for International Studies @ Inhu University, 2002.  “Japan’s Nuclear Option: Its Possibilities and Limitations,” Pacific Focus, 17(2) p.155 

Finally, a loss of Japanese confidence in the U.S. nuclear umbrella, which may be mainly caused by the weakening or breakdown of the U.S.-Japan alliance system, would have the most decisive effect on Japan’s move toward nuclear armament. Japan has largely depended on its security from the US.-Japan security alliance since the end of World War 11. Therefore, the weakening of the U.S.-Japan alliance would create a serious problem in Japan’s security. If Japan believed that it could not rely on its security from the U.S.-Japan security alliance any more, Japan would have to pursue its independent nuclear capability.

Links – Nuclear Arsenal

Japan depends on the US Extended Deterrence, A reduction in our arsenal will cause them to proliferate

Korea Times 6-14-2009. (“Will US-Japan Alliance Survive?” p. Lexis)
But now, with the Japanese experiencing a period of domestic political uncertainty, and North Korea's nuclear tests and missile launches increasing their anxiety, will Japan reverse its long-standing decision not to seek a national nuclear-deterrent capability? Is the U.S.-Japan alliance coming to an end? In the early 1990s, many Americans regarded Japan as an economic threat. Some people - in both countries - viewed the security alliance as a Cold War relic to be discarded. These trends were reversed by the Clinton administration's 1995 "East Asia Strategy Report." In 1996, the Clinton-Hashimoto Declaration stated that the U.S.-Japan security alliance was the foundation for stability that would allow growing prosperity in post-Cold War East Asia. That approach has continued on a bipartisan basis in the U.S., and polls show that it retains broad acceptance in Japan. Most close observers of the relationship agree that the U.S.-Japan alliance is in much better shape today than 15 years ago. Nonetheless, the alliance faces three major challenges in a new external environment. One is North Korea, whose recent behavior has been clever and deceptive. The North Koreans have violated their agreements, knowing that China, the country with the greatest potential leverage, is most concerned about regime collapse in North Korea, and thus the threat of chaos on its borders. Japan officially endorses the objective of a non-nuclear world, but it relies on America's extended nuclear deterrent, and wants to avoid being subject to nuclear blackmail from North Korea (or China). The Japanese fear that the credibility of American extended deterrence will be weakened if the U.S. decreases its nuclear forces to parity with China.

Links – Futenma

Marine units at Futenma are key to the alliance – if they have to relocate off of Okinawa, the alliance will crumble

CSM 3/2/10 
(Peter Ford, Staff Writer, Christian Science Monitor, http://www.csmonitor.com/World/Asia-Pacific/2010/0302/Japan-stymied-on-US-base-in-Okinawa-as-deadline-nears)
For 14 years, Japanese governments have wrestled with the issue of where to base the Marine Corps’ helicopters. They have tried, and failed, to reconcile the US insistence that the aircraft be stationed near the troops they would transport with local opposition to any new or expanded US bases. Mr. Hatoyama’s Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) won office last August – unseating the Liberal Democratic Party in an election for the first time in more than half a century – partly on a campaign pledge to move Futenma operations off the southern island of Okinawa, and preferably out of Japan. But as a May deadline for a decision approaches, the government is backing away from that promise and deciding that the small fishing village of Henoko, next to an existing US Marine base some 50 miles north of here, offers the best solution. That was the deal Washington and Tokyo reached in 1996, but it has been repeatedly blocked by antibase activists in Henoko. “We don’t have many choices,” says one senior government official, who asked not to be identified because of the sensitivity of the issue. “It’s between the current plan [for a long runway in landfill in the bay] and a slightly revised plan,” he adds. For US, a strategic choice US military planners insist that alternative ideas, such as moving the helicopters to Guam, or anywhere far from Okinawa, are unrealistic. “We cannot separate the helicopters from the forces they are supporting,” says Lt. Gen. Keith Stalder, the top Marine Corps commander in the Pacific. “The helicopters have got to train with the marines they are supporting or they become unproficient.” Okinawa’s location, Stalder adds, “is strategically very good.” A subtropical island closer to Taiwan than to Tokyo, its military bases mean “we can be a very credible presence and quickly get where we need to get.” The US-Japan security alliance rests on two pillars: Washington agrees to defend Japan against aggression and help maintain stability in its neighborhood, while Japan agrees to provide bases for US forces doing that job. If the helicopters now operating out of Futenma were not to find a new base in Japan, and if the troops they must train with were to follow them elsewhere, one pillar of the alliance would crumble. “This is not about local political issues, it’s a strategic issue – regional security and the health and future of the alliance,” says Stalder.

Moving the Marines off Okinawa would reduce US credibility

Okamoto and Nye ‘10 
(Michiro, The Daily Yomiuri General Bureau Chief of the Americas, Joseph, Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, “Charting Japan’s Course; Japan, U.S. Must Reaffirm Alliance’s Importance,” 1-9, http://two--plus--two.blogspot.com/2010/01/charting-japans-course-japan-us-must.html)

Q: Hatoyama once advocated a concept he dubbed a "security treaty without a military presence in Japan." The concept calls for an alliance with the United States without American military bases in Japan. How does the United States view this concept? A: If Japan wants no American troops, we will withdraw the troops. I think that would be a big mistake for Japan. What the troops provide you is a security guarantee which is credible. Japan is faced with both China and North Korea as nuclear powers and of course Russia. Japan needs an American guarantee if it doesn't wish to develop its own nuclear weapons. How do you make that guarantee credible? You make that credible by having American troops in Japan. Anyone who attacks Japan--North Korea for example--is going to kill Americans as well as Japanese. But if Japan asks for the removal of troops, Americans of course would remove them. Q: Realistically, Hatoyama, I suppose, will be aiming for a reduced U.S. troop presence. Should this be implemented, how will it affect the U.S. ability to protect Japan and Japan's deterrence? A: If you ask, for example, if you took all the marines off of Okinawa [Prefecture] and put them in Guam, they're going to be less efficient if there's a problem in North Korea, for example. It's that much farther away. So from a military efficiency point of view, there would be some loss. Q: If the U.S.-Japan relationship does take a turn for the worse due to the tensions raised due to the Futenma issue, what kind of situation will it lead to? A: It might lead to reductions in the number of troops in Japan, and it might lead to a failure to use the 50th anniversary to reaffirm, or to have a very strong statement reaffirming, the importance of the alliance, but these are worst-case outcomes. I don't expect that to happen.



*****Impacts*****

Impact – Asian Prolif

Nucelarization causes breakout asian proliferation

Kamiya 03 
(Matake Kamiya 2003 [Prof of IR at National Defense Academy of Japan,  “Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?” Washington Quarterly 26.1])

Second, contrary to what most foreign observers believe, nuclearization would actually threaten Japan's military security. A decision to go nuclear might trigger an arms race in Northeast Asia—in a worst-case scenario, prompting the two Koreas and Taiwan to accelerate their nuclear development or go nuclear as well—ultimately reducing regional and global security. 
Japanese nuclearization would eviscerate the NPT and cause widespread prolif throughout Asia

Varner 09 
(grad student @ Missouri State’s Dept. of Defense and Strategic studies, , The Center for Vision and Values, “A Nuclear Japan?” http://www.visandvals.org/A_Nuclear_Japan.php]

And what if Japan decided to go nuclear? The consequences would be far-reaching: First, it would be a major blow to the NPT. Japan has served as the epitome of nonproliferation and, as the only victim of nuclear attack, carried a moral authority in its calls for nuclear disarmament. Without that voice, the NPT becomes a largely meritless system of haves and have-nots. Second, a nuclear arms race would seem almost inevitable. Not only would China and North Korea respond by ramping up capabilities, but South Korea and Taiwan might be compelled to go nuclear as well. The spillover effects would likely ratchet up the arms race between India and Pakistan, too.
South Korea would rapidly follow suit – Japanese prolif would force their hand

Roehrig in 10 
(Terence, U.S. Naval War College, National Security Decision Making Department, Feb. “Nuclear Weapons and Extended Deterrence: The US Nuclear umbrella over South Korea” http://www.allacademic.com//meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/4/1/6/5/7/pages416574/p416574-1.php]
It is important to note here that similar to the days of the Cold War, South Korean and Japanese security are linked. By providing reassurances of the nuclear umbrella to South Korea, Washington also helps to reassure Japan and keep Tokyo from considering nuclear weapons 37 Moreover, if Japan were to go nuclear, pressure would mount on South Korea to follow suit. In the wake of the 2006 nuclear test, an anonymous South Korean official noted “we are studying our options very seriously in case Japan is armed with nuclear weapons.” The official also noted that “we believe the Japanese government has been discussing options for a long time on the assumption that North Korea possesses nuclear weapons.” However, the official declined to indicate how South Korea might respond noting it was a hypothetical question.


Impact – Asian Prolif

Asian nuclearization leads to global proliferation

Cirincione in 2k 
(Joseph, ASIAN NUCLEAR REACTION CHAIN, 2000  http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=632
But those who claim to be reinventing arms control for the 21st century are turning their backs on history. As far back as the early 1960s, policymakers warned that the true threat to the United States was not only that third-world despots might acquire the bomb but that advanced industrial countries might do so. Kennedy's Warning Nuclear weapons in "the hands of countries large and small, stable and unstable," President John F. Kennedy warned, would create "the increased chance of accidental war and an increased necessity for the great powers to involve themselves in what otherwise would be local conflicts." Kennedy understood what many today seem to forget: Rather than attempt just to limit the spread of advanced-weapons technology, policy makers must seek to build political firewalls that preclude the need for nuclear arms, so that even nuclear-capable nations would choose not to develop or deploy such weapons. Unfortunately, these firewalls are now crumbling in much of the world - particularly in Asia, where declining faith in arms control is prompting advanced and developing countries alike to contemplate the acquisition or development of nuclear weapons. Like neutrons splitting from an atom, one nation's actions may trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn stimulate additional actions. Asian nations form an interlocking nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. Breeding Reactions South Asia is the region most likely to see the combat use of nuclear weapons. India and Pakistan - two nuclear-armed nations sharing a common border and a history of aggression - are developing new missiles and crafting nuclear-deployment doctrines. The disputed Kashmir region, the cause of two past wars between these nations, remains a frightening flash point. But it is Japan that may well be the critical element in this chain. In 1998, the Japanese were caught by surprise when the Indian-Pakistani tit-for-tat nuclear tests suddenly doubled the number of Asian nuclear-weapon states. Many Japanese were disturbed by how quickly the world accepted India and Pakistan's de facto status as new nuclear powers. This was not the bargain Japan had agreed to when - after a lengthy internal debate - it joined the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in 1976. North Korea's launch of a long-range Taepo Dong missile in August 1998 further agitated Japanese policymakers, stirring new debates over security policies. Then-Vice Defense Minister Shingo Nishimura argued that Japan "ought to have aircraft carriers, long-range missiles, long-range bombers. We should even have the atomic bomb." Mr. Nishimura was forced to resign over his comments, but if nuclear-weapon deployments increase in Asia, Japan may well conclude that its security is best served by building its own nuclear arsenal. And Japanese withdrawal from the NPT would almost certainly trigger the collapse of the treaty. Finally, there are two new emerging risks in Asia: Russia faces the prospect of fragmentation into separate, nuclear-armed states, while the possible unification of Korea - although solving one set of problems - could create a single country with nuclear ambitions and capabilities. If these new nations find themselves in a world with an increasing number of nuclear-weapon states, they may well opt to join the club. Wishful Thinking In this environment, it would be foolish to let the nonproliferation and arms- reductions treaties unravel, thereby disarming the US of its most effective weapons for fighting nascent nuclear threats. Some critics, such as Henry Kissinger, argue that the US can pick and choose which particular arms treaties it finds most advantageous. Unfortunately, an arms control a-la-carte strategy will not work - the non-proliferation regime functions only as an integrated whole. Taking elements we don't like out of the regime structure starts a dangerous round of Jenga, the tabletop game where blocks are sequentially removed from a wooden tower until the whole structure collapses. Provocative US actions, such as the deployment of national missile defense, could well set in motion a chain of events that diplomacy will be powerless to stop. Only by expanding the resources devoted to international negotiations and leading by example in reducing nuclear dangers can the US hope to prevent a nuclear tsunami from sweeping out of Asia. 



*****2NC Blocks*****

AT: “Won’t Rearm”

Irrelevant – any reconsideration or shift in policy triggers regional insecurity and our impacts – Chanlett-Avery ‘09
Even reconsideration triggers the collapse of the NPT and regional prolif
Elizabeth Bakanic, Department of Homeland Security Graduate Fellow for Science and Technology, 2008.  Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, “The End of Japan’s Nuclear Taboo,” http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/the-end-of-japans-nuclear-taboo
So why should the world be concerned about Japan's fading nuclear allergy? Because Tokyo's attitude toward nuclear weapons is incredibly important to Japan's neighbors and the nonproliferation regime, meaning subtle changes in its attitude could carry serious security consequences for both.  Historically, Japan has maintained complicated relations with many of its neighbors--specifically China, North Korea, and South Korea. While functional relationships do exist, deep mistrust and suspicions persist, creating a paranoid security environment where an innocuous change from an outside perspective sets off alarm bells in the region. So what may seem like a natural shift in Japan's nuclear attitudes may be a destabilizing change for those less trustful and less objective. Therefore, if discussing nuclear weapons becomes more acceptable in Japan, China and the Koreas might perceive this as a dangerous development and use it as an excuse to increase their military capabilities--nuclear or otherwise.  

In terms of the teetering nonproliferation regime, a change in Japan's attitude toward nuclear weapons would be a serious blow. To date, Tokyo has been a foremost advocate of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, campaigning against proliferation and rejecting the idea of developing nuclear weapons despite possessing the best nuclear capability of any non-nuclear weapon state and having two nuclear weapon states near its borders. The binding nature of international agreements relies on such attention and support from its signatories. So although Japan may never violate the treaty, if Tokyo is perceived as being less supportive as it opens up domestically on the nuclear issue, the effect on NPT morale could be dire, which speaks directly to the NPT's current vulnerability. Some element of the changing attitude toward nuclear weapons in Japan must be due to discomfort with the status quo and a security need that the NPT or the country's other security partnerships isn't satisfying. Therefore, a disturbing factor of Japan's nuclear normalization is what it may symbolize for the NPT overall.


AT: Slow Rearm

Rearm possible in 1 year or less 
Michael Green, Senior Advisor and Japan Chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, DC and Associate Professor at Georgetown University, 2008.  The Interpreter, “Japan Has Little Appetite for Nukes, and That’s Good,” http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2008/07/Japan-has-little-appetite-for-nukes-Good.aspx
By combining its nuclear power generation, space and inertial guidance technologies, Japan could probably have a credible nuclear weapons program up and running within a year or so, if not sooner. Just to be sure that China and the US don't forget this fact, the Japanese government has periodically conducted internal reviews of its nuclear options and leaked them to the press. So as the author of a book titled Japan's Reluctant Realism, I would be the last to argue that Japanese strategic culture is impervious to changes in the external security environment, even on the taboo subject of nuclear weapons. However, accepting the hypothetical possibility of Japanese nuclear armament does not mean that it is likely to happen, or that it is necessarily good for the international system, or that it bears consideration to accomodate China's rise

Collapse of U.S. security guarantees causes rearm in six months**

Frank Barnaby, Nuclear Physicist and Nuclear Issues Consultant to Oxford Research Group, and Shaun Burnie, Coordinator of Greenpeace International’s nuclear campaigns, 2005.  “Thinking the Unthinkable: Japanese Nuclear Power and Proliferation in East Asia,” http://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/publications/briefing_papers/pdf/japanreport.pdf
Today, Japan is closer to those conditions than at any time since at least the 1960’s, and probably since its wartime programme in the 1940’s. In the case of the military programs run by the Imperial Navy and Army under the guidance of the father of the Japanese atom, Yoshio Nishina, it was lack of time, resources and fissile material that led to failure.8 In the 1960’s it was the political judgement that it was not in Japan’s national interest to acquire the bomb - it could rely upon the U.S. nuclear guarantee (at least for the foreseeable future) and at the same time acquire the means to go nuclear if necessary. With the technical means to build advanced nuclear weapons within six months, what remains is the political judgement of the ruling elite of Japan first to assess its strategic imperatives and then the political consequences of going nuclear. As a de-facto nuclear weapons state under the U.S. nuclear umbrella, there remains today no immediate need for Japan to build nuclear weapons. Its plutonium stockpile is already a strategic asset. But the conditions for a decision are evolving, and the public is being softened up for a possible decision.


AT: Slow Rearm

Japanese has capability and skills to nuclear fast

Mochizuki, Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at GWU, July 2007
[Mike, Japan Tests the Nuclear Taboo, http://cns.miis.edu/pubs/npr/vol14/142/142mochizuki.pdf]

Although these cost/benefit calculations yielded the conclusion that it would be better for Japanese security to stick to nuclear forbearance, the Japanese government also felt that it made sense to retain at least a latent capability to exercise the nuclear option. For example, a 1969 Foreign Ministry internal document entitled ‘‘An Outline of Japanese Foreign Policy’’ (‘‘Waga Kuni no Gaiko¯ Seisaku Taiko¯’’ ) stated that in adopting a policy of not possessing nuclear weapons, care should be given ‘‘to maintain always and not to restrict the economic and technological potential to produce nuclear weapons.’’46 Japan does indeed have an advanced nuclear energy program and a large stockpile of reactor grade (not weapons-grade) plutonium that could be the basis for developing nuclear weapons. Although domestic law prohibits nuclear engineers from studying nuclear weapons technology, they probably have the necessary expertise to become proficient in that technology if the legal prohibition were removed and the state directed them to do so. Perhaps a more formidable barrier might be the development of effective delivery vehicles (e.g. ballistic missiles and submarines) and a good command and control system. There is little indication that current nuclear energy and space-related activities might be related to a hidden nuclear deterrent program.47 But if Japan did decide to exercise the nuclear option, it should be able to do so over a reasonable period of time. 

No formal barriers to nuclearization exist—recent reforms guarantee quick action can be taken in time of crisis

Hughes, Doctoral Candidate in the Dept of Poly Sci at MIT, Spring 2007
[Llewelyn, Why Japan Won’t Go Nuclear (Yet), International Security, l/n]

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 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


AT: No Tech/Fuel

Japan has the capacity to weapons grade plutonium- risks proliferation
Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation at the CRS, 2009.  “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Two of the more controversial aspects of Japan’s civilian power program are its large stocks of separated plutonium and advanced fuel cycle facilities. Plutonium is a by-product of the uranium fuel used in all nuclear reactors. Plutonium in spent fuel is not weapons-usable. Once this reactorgrade plutonium is separated out of spent fuel through reprocessing, it is potentially directly usable in nuclear weapons.7 This separated plutonium can also be “recycled” into MOX fuel for light-water power reactors. France, India, Japan, Russia and the U.K. currently all produce reactor fuel through reprocessing. The global stockpile of separated plutonium is estimated to be about 500 tons, including military and civilian stocks.8 Stocks of civilian separated plutonium are growing around the world. Japan possesses 6.7 MT of civilian stocks of separated plutonium stored in Japan, and 38 MT of separated plutonium stored outside the country.9 This material has the potential to make over 1,000 nuclear weapons. Japan’s civilian separated plutonium stockpile is expected to grow to 70 tons by 2020. To date, Japan has sent its spent fuel to the United Kingdom (Sellafield) and France (La Hague) for reprocessing and MOX fuel fabrication. But Japan is completing facilities which will eliminate the need for such outsourcing. The private company Japan Nuclear Fuel Limited (JNFL) has built and is currently running active testing on a large-scale commercial reprocessing plant at Rokkasho-mura. The testing phase is expected to be completed in August 2009. Its expected capacity is 800tons/year.10 Advance site preparation work was started in October 2008 for a MOX fuel fabrication plant being built by JNFL at Rokkasho-mura. An experimental reprocessing plant has operated at Tokai-mura since 1977. It completed its contractual work to reprocess spent fuel for nuclear power utilities in March 2006.11 The Tokai plant is currently being prepared to conduct R&D work for fast reactor fuels. Around 2050, Japan plans to shift from MOX fuel in light water reactors to using MOX fuel in fast breeder reactors.12 R&D work continues using the prototype MONJU and JOYO fast breeder reactors, despite earlier accidents and continued technical difficulties.13 A final disposal site for high level radioactive waste has not yet been selected. Japan plans to store and dispose of its nuclear waste domestically.14 Japan also has a uranium enrichment R&D facility at Tokai-mura and is developing an advanced centrifuge uranium enrichment plant at Rokkasho-mura. The industrial-scale Rokkasho-mura reprocessing plant, the first in a non-nuclear weapon state, has raised some proliferation concerns.15 Fast breeder reactors also produce more plutonium than they consume, potentially posing a proliferation risk. Some cautionary voices point out that advanced countries have been shifting away from the pursuit of reprocessing technologies as the international community strives to find appropriate multilateral approaches to containing the spread of enrichment and reprocessing technologies to new countries.
The technology exists-

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation at the CRS, 2009.  “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Japan’s technological advancement in the nuclear field, combined with its stocks of separated plutonium, have contributed to the conventional wisdom that Japan could produce nuclear weapons in a short period of time. In 1994, Prime Minister Tsutomu Hata famously told reporters that “it’s certainly the case that Japan has the capability to possess nuclear weapons but has not made them.” Indeed, few dispute that Japan could make nuclear weapons if Tokyo were to invest the necessary financial and other resources.
AT: No Tech/Fuel

Japan has the capabilities to go nuclear now

Plesch 2003 (Dan Plesch is a senior research fellow at the Royal United Services Institute, Without the UN safety net, even Japan may go nuclear, April 28th 2003) http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2003/apr/28/comment
This was not the first time that Japanese officials had raised the question of developing nuclear weapons. Prime ministers Kishi (1957), Ohira (1979) and Nakasone (1984) all stated that their country's non-nuclear status could be changed and that defensive nuclear weapons were not prohibited by the constitution. In 1969, an official report recommended that Japan build nuclear weapons. However, the Japanese government kept to a non- nuclear policy, relying on two American policies. The US undertook to use nuclear weapons to defend Japan and at the same time committed itself to the pursuit of global non-proliferation and disarmament through the nuclear non-proliferation treaty. Japan has resources to go nuclear if it chooses. Its nuclear power industry has created a stockpile of more than five tonnes of plutonium, enough for hundreds of weapons. They are at present under the safeguard arrangements of the International Atomic Energy Agency, in accordance with Japan's non-nuclear membership of the non-proliferation treaty. Japan also has its own rocket, the HA-2, which can lift a five-tonne payload into earth orbit, effectively giving it a prototype intercontinental ballistic missile. Submarines and warplanes could also be adapted to a nuclear role. For Japan to go nuclear, there would have to be a combination of internal and external influences to force a change of policy. A comparison can be made with India, which test-fired nuclear weapons in 1998 after years of warnings that it might do just that. By the late 1990s, the collapse of global nuclear disarmament talks, combined with a rise in Indian nationalism, triggered India's decision and Pakistan rapidly followed suit.

No technical barriers to Japanese nuclearization—energy and space programs could quickly be converted to weapons manufacturing 

Circione, director of the Non-Proliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for Peace, 2000

[Joseph, The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/Ning/archive/archive/118/asiannuclear.pdf]

Japan has powerful reasons for remaining a non-nuclear-weapon state, and it is unlikely to act precipitously. However, the primary barriers to a Japanese nuclear-weapon program are political and psychological, not technical. If the political dynamics in Asia continue to shift, Japan could move quickly.  Japan's plutonium-based nuclear-energy infrastructure has produced a large stockpile of plutonium that could be utilized in a rapid  nuclear buildup. Through plutonium reprocessing contracts with Great Britain and France, Japan had acquired approximately  24.1 metric tons of separated, reactor-grade plutonium as of 1997.  It has been estimated that 7 kilograms of reactor-grade plutonium are necessary to build an explosive device of about 20 kilotons (as a  point of reference, the atomic bomb dropped on Hiroshima exploded  with the force of about 15 kilotons). An advanced warhead design--well within reach of Japan's technical abilities--could  reduce the amount to 4 kilograms or less.  Japan's sophisticated space-launch vehicles could quickly be converted into ballistic missiles. Its M-5 rocket compares roughly in thrust and payload capacity with the intercontinental MX Peacekeeper of the U.S. arsenal. Technical failures recently forced Japan to abandon its $4 billion H-2 space-launcher program, but it is now proceeding with the H-2A, which has a more advanced engine and more  power than its predecessors.  


AT: No Tech/Fuel

Japan already has tools for weapons production

Roberts, Fellow at the Institute for Defense Analyses, Aug 2001

[Brad, East Asia’s Nuclear Future: A Long-Term View of Threat Reduction, http://www.globalsecurity.org/wmd/library/report/2001/final.doc]

The lack of full consensus on Japan’s non-nuclear status may have been reflected in its tardiness in signing the NPT (it was one of the last important states to do so when the treaty originally opened for signature), its delay of six years in ratifying the treaty, and its original reluctance to embrace unconditional and indefinite extension of the NPT in the lead-up to the review and extension conference in 1995. To be sure, Japan’s attitude toward the NPT has a great deal to do with the extensive commercial burdens it carries under IAEA safeguards (nearly one in four IAEA inspection hours is spent in Japan). Moreover, Tokyo became a strong supporter of NPT extension well before the conference itself. But to a certain extent, Japan’s hesitations on the NPT reflected concerns about the treaty’s efficacy in ensuring that the number and identity of nuclear weapon states would remain unchanged—a strong Japanese desire.  From a purely technical point of view, Japan is today the preeminent model of a state with a virtual weapons production capability.8 It has a substantial nuclear energy sector generating a growing stockpile of plutonium (under full safeguards).9 It also possesses the requisite engineering and scientific expertise to quickly assemble a nuclear arsenal.10 And it has advanced missile systems and satellites in production for commercial purposes. 

PAGE  
29

