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1NC Shell

A. Japan won’t nuclearize now but the door is open

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

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

B. Troop withdrawal causes nuclearization – undermines security credibility – Cold War proves

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580 | Suo

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

C. Japanese nuclearization triggers a regional arms race causing nuclear war

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

The emergence of nuclear weapons in Japan would trigger an arms race in Asia and neighboring regions, Politika Foundation President Vyacheslav Nikonov said. "The situation would take a very dangerous turn should Japan take this path: the nonproliferation regime would be undermined and a terrible arms race would begin in Asia," Nikonov told Interfax on Tuesday. Nikonov made these remarks while commenting on the Japanese government's statement that Japan could legally possess nuclear weapons "however minimal the arsenal might be." "If this happens, South Korea could claim nuclear status and China would no longer put up with the small nuclear arsenal it has. The chain reaction would then entangle India, Pakistan and Iran," the Russian expert said. "This race could ultimately result in the use of such weapons," he said.
Uniqueness/AT: Political-Legal Constraints
Japan won’t nuclearize now but political and legal barriers are falling

Maria Rost Rublee, Ph.D., Postgraduate Advisor at the University of Auckland, April 2009, “The Future of Japanese Nuclear Policy”, Strategic Insights, Volume VIII, Issue 2, produced by the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School, “http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/rubleeApr09.html”

Japan’s latest round of nuclear introspection began in October 2002, when the U.S. government accused Pyongyang of a secret uranium enrichment program. Considering tensions with North Korea were already high, due to the DPRK’s confirmation just a month earlier that they had abducted Japanese citizens, both the Japanese government and citizenry felt cheated and disillusioned. North Korea’s continued confrontational behavior—such as attempting to “ban” Japan from the talks to resolve the nuclear crisis and then declaring that Japan should be dealt with “with arms, not words”—only further hardened the populace against their neighbor.[15] The concern escalated after the North Korean nuclear test in October 2006. In response, fears of a Japanese nuclear response spiked—especially when high-level LDP officials openly called for discussion of an indigenous nuclear option.[16] While Prime Minister Shinzo Abe responded to these calls by declaring Japan’s commitment to the three non-nuclear principles, he refused to dismiss the officials and also argued that in a democracy, he could not quash debate on the matter.[17] In addition, the Japanese government conducted a secret study about the possibility of going nuclear; the report was leaked to the press in late December. Titled “On the Possibility of Developing Nuclear Weapons Domestically,” the report examined the technical feasibility of producing tactical nuclear weapons. Because of the multitude of technical problems, it was estimated it would take at least three years and between 20-30 billion yen to create a small stockpile of tactical nuclear weapons.[18] In the short term, however, Tokyo seems quite unlikely to respond to the North Korean provocations with a nuclear capability of its own. LDP officials, after all, were not calling for a Japanese nuclear weapons program—only to open discussion about the possibility. The public remains strongly anti-nuclear; a Yomiuri Shimbun poll conducted a month after the North Korea nuclear tests revealed that 80 percent of the populace supported upholding the three non-nuclear principles, while only 18 percent believed they should be revised.[19] Japanese defense and nuclear experts expressed surprise at the lack of serious discussion about a nuclear option; one noted, “It surprised me how calm the Japanese public was after the NK test. I heard few people saying Japan should go nuclear. The media were saying, ‘Japan should not go nuclear in response.’ Even the conservative papers did not argue Japan should go nuclear.”[20] Others noted that the country remained much more focused on abduction issues.[21] Nonetheless, the North Korea nuclear test has provoked a number of more subtle changes in Japanese attitudes. First, the public is much more accepting of discussion of a nuclear option, and government officials are more willing to engage in such discussion. Previously, any discussion of a military nuclear capability was taboo; officials who raised the issue either were dismissed or had to retract their statements. While opposition leaders demanded the same after the LDP officials raised the possibility of a nuclear Japan, public response was minimal and the officials were not dismissed. The difference in public reaction was noted by the opposition: “Ozawa pointed out that former DPJ lawmaker Shingo Nishimura resigned as a parliamentary vice minister in 1999 after saying in a magazine interview that Japan should debate whether to possess nuclear weapons. ‘Even the parliamentary vice minister resigned,’ Ozawa said. ‘That is how serious (this issue) is.’”[22] Defense officials argued privately that discussion of a nuclear option should be allowed to show that it is not a good choice for Japan. “As long as we adhere to the three non-nuclear principles, why can’t we talk about it?”[23] The second change prompted by the North Korean nuclear tests is the number of analysts arguing that Japan should consider hosting U.S. nuclear weapons on Japanese soil, to enhance the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence.[24] This would require revision of the third non-nuclear principle—allowing the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan—but experts argued this would be preferable and more practical than Japan developing its own nuclear capability. Such a change is extremely unlikely, but the fact that people are talking about it is notable. These two changes do mark an openness to military nuclear capacity, but the fact that North Korea’s nuclear tests produced only these changes—and not a Japanese commitment to its own nuclear deterrent—shows that Japan is not likely to develop nuclear weapons any time soon.
Uniqueness/AT: Political-Legal Constraints
Japan is committed to non-nuclearization now – but there are no legal or institutional constraints

Rajaram Panda, Senior Fellow at the Institute for Defence Studies and Analyses, July 31, 2009, “Will Japan go Nuclear?”, http://www.idsa.in/event/WillJapanGoNuclear_rkazi_310709

The tremendous transformation in the strategic and security environment of Japan in the last decade has once again influenced the nuclearization debate in the country. North Korea’s second nuclear test followed by the launch of three short-range missiles on May 25, 2009 and the subsequent launch of seven ballistic missiles into the Sea of Japan on July 4, has prompted widespread speculation on Japan’s principled position on non-proliferation and disarmament. The international community is worried whether Japan will abandon its nuclear abstinence and acquire a nuclear capability. In this paper, the author makes an effort to analyze circumstances under which Japan might consider crossing the nuclear Rubicon. An attempt is also been made to trace the nuclearization debate which has resurfaced in Japan periodically when the national interest seems is threatened. The Japanese position on the nuclear weapons option has been ambivalent. Japan has never made any official decision on whether or not to exercise the nuclear option. Still its pacifist constitution clearly deters the state from maintaining land, sea and air forces, as well as other war potential. The right of state belligerency too has been denied in the Japanese constitution. The constitution’s stance on nuclear arms, however, remains ambiguous and it has led many pro-nuclear advocates to debate the possibility of Japan developing nuclear weapons for defensive purposes. Although the Constitution may be interpreted to allow for possession of nuclear weapons, the Atomic Energy Basic Law of 1955 clearly emphasizes the essence of Japan’s policy in maintaining a peaceful, transparent nuclear programme. Besides, Japan has also adopted the ‘Three Non-Nuclear Principles’ expressing the policy of not possessing, not producing, and not permitting the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan. This position was reiterated in 1976 when it ratified the NPT and committed not to produce or acquire nuclear weapons. However, though the validity of these principles has been upheld by successive cabinets, the degree of restraint that these principles place on Japan’s nuclear policy remains uncertain. Most importantly, they do not represent a legal restraint, because Diet resolutions are passed as an expression of the will of the chamber and are non-binding. Further, over the years, allegations have been made regarding the violation of the third principle of the three non-nuclear principles right from the Cold War period. Still, the support for a robust nuclear weapon policy has not gained enough momentum and Japan continues to remain committed to an anti-nuclear policy. The dynamic changes in the regional and security areas of Japan have deeply influenced the revival of the nuclear debate in Tokyo. Due to factors like the expanding nuclear programme of China and North Korea; the failure of the Six Party Talks; growing suspicion among the Japanese people over the credibility of the U.S nuclear umbrella; the increasing proximity of U.S.-China bilateral relations, etc., there has emerged an open debate within Japan about whether it should adopt the policy of nuclear disarmament. At present, many security analysts are of the view that Japan may go nuclear within the next ‘ten to fifteen years’. According to the author, Japan might compromise its principled stand on nuclear armament if the following scenarios unfold: the weakening of the US-Japan alliance; a North Korean nuclear attack on Japan; a war in the Korean Peninsula; a reunified nuclear Korea; a North Korean nuclear test; Chinese nuclear expansion; U.S. withdrawal from the region; possible breakdown of the NPT; rise of a new generation of nationalistic Japanese politicians; China’s response to a sudden collapse of North Korea. Although some of the above scenarios are extreme, they cannot be disregarded altogether by Japan.

Link – Generic

Withdrawal causes Japan to develop nuclear weapons – hedging strategy makes it inevitable

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580

If we have interpreted events correctly, Tokyo will hedge its bets on whether to go nuclear--if indeed it has not already embarked on such an approach. (24) Japan's leadership, that is, will postpone a decision for as long as possible, monitoring its security surroundings while quietly building up the planning and strategy-making processes, expertise, infrastructure, and materiel that would make possible the fielding of a modest arsenal within a reasonable amount of time. This is not an uncommon approach for governments. Notes Ariel Levite, "Would-be proliferants rarely make formal decisions to acquire the bomb or for that matter to give it up before they absolutely have to (e.g., before they are on the verge of attaining or eliminating a nuclear capability), if then." Having a "nuclear 'option'" often makes sense in pure realpolitik terms. (25)  Evelyn Goh defines hedging in general terms as "taking action to ensure against undesirable outcomes, usually by betting on multiple alternative positions." This makes sense, says Goh, when the leadership cannot decide on "more straightforward alternatives" rating the costs of such alternatives as too high or the payoffs too low. (26) More to the point, Levite defines "'nuclear hedging' as a national strategy lying between nuclear pursuit and nuclear rollback." (27) John F. Kennedy famously predicted that fifteen to twenty nuclear-weapon states would emerge by the end of the 1960s. (28) That clearly did not happen. It nevertheless appears that hedging offers the middle way that embattled Japanese makers of policy and strategy will be looking for as they try to satisfy the interests that Scott Sagan identifies. In this scenario, much of the hedging will take place within the domestic arena. Moving beyond mere calls for debate on the nuclear question, the Japanese policy community would begin a more serious discourse on breaking out. For example, the prime minster could openly and formally revisit and reaffirm the constitutionality of nuclear armament, perhaps by appointing a blue-ribbon commission of some type. Such a move would be as much about shaping public opinion and expectations as about developing concrete plans to be implemented. A gradual, transparent, and deliberate analytical process thus would aim to move the nuclear issue inside the bounds of routine political discourse for the Japanese state and society. Llewelyn Hughes astutely observes that recent institutional reforms have centralized power in the prime minister's office, bolstering that body's ability to set and impose Japan's national security agenda. This and other reforms, Hughes concludes, have "ensured that the formal barriers to nuclearization are surmountable." (29) It is therefore conceivable that future efforts to strengthen executive authority further would signal the will and expected capability to overturn constraints on pursuing an independent nuclear option. Persuasive rhetoric toward important audiences will be critical to any hedging strategy. Japanese leaders will need to navigate among the domestic interests examined by Scott Sagan, reassure the watchdog International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the international community that Japan has no desire to break its NPT commitments, and concurrently apply pressure on the United States not to draw down its conventional military commitment to Japan or, worse still, fold up the nuclear umbrella under which Japan shelters. Indeed, added pressure on Washington to make its processes for making nuclear strategy and decisions more transparent to Tokyo would implicitly signal that Japan's nonnuclear posture is not absolute. In other words, if the United States fails to integrate Japan more meaningfully into its nuclear plans, Tokyo might have no choice but to pursue an independent option. Alternatively, Tokyo might modify its Three Non-Nuclear Principles, lifting its self-imposed ban on the introduction of nuclear weapons onto Japanese territory. This would represent a precursor to limited deployments of U.S. nuclear weapons to strengthen deterrence. (30) The deployment of Pershing intermediate-range missiles in Europe during the 1980s offers a useful precedent. Such a move might eventually open the way for joint management of nuclear weapons positioned in the home islands, similar to existing U.S.-NATO arrangements. (31) A strategy of calculated ambiguity that at once played up Japanese capacity to go nuclear and remained noncommittal on Japanese intentions of doing so would offer Tokyo its best diplomatic option should security conditions continue to decay in East Asia.

Link – Generic

US troop withdrawal is the most decisive factor for Japanese proliferation- erosion of security commitment guarantees nuclearization
Toshi Yoshihara, professor of strategy at the US Naval War College, visiting professor at the U.S. Air War College, and James R. Holmes, senior research associate at the University of Georgia Center for International Trade and Security, Summer 2009. (Naval War College Review 62.3, Thinking About the Unthinkable: Tokyo's Nuclear Option, pg online @ http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580/pg_6/?tag=content;col1//sb)

If we have interpreted events correctly, Tokyo will hedge its bets on whether to go nuclear--if indeed it has not already embarked on such an approach. (24) Japan's leadership, that is, will postpone a decision for as long as possible, monitoring its security surroundings while quietly building up the planning and strategy-making processes, expertise, infrastructure, and materiel that would make possible the fielding of a modest arsenal within a reasonable amount of time. This is not an uncommon approach for governments. Notes Ariel Levite, "Would-be proliferants rarely make formal decisions to acquire the bomb or for that matter to give it up before they absolutely have to (e.g., before they are on the verge of attaining or eliminating a nuclear capability), if then." Having a "nuclear 'option'" often makes sense in pure realpolitik terms. (25) A gradual, transparent, and deliberate analytical process thus would aim to move the nuclear issue inside the bounds of routine political discourse for the Japanese state and society. Llewelyn Hughes astutely observes that recent institutional reforms have centralized power in the prime minister's office, bolstering that body's ability to set and impose Japan's national security agenda. This and other reforms, Hughes concludes, have "ensured that the formal barriers to nuclearization are surmountable." (29) It is therefore conceivable that future efforts to strengthen executive authority further would signal the will and expected capability to overturn constraints on pursuing an independent nuclear option. Persuasive rhetoric toward important audiences will be critical to any hedging strategy. Japanese leaders will need to navigate among the domestic interests examined by Scott Sagan, reassure the watchdog International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and the international community that Japan has no desire to break its NPT commitments, and concurrently apply pressure on the United States not to draw down its conventional military commitment to Japan or, worse still, fold up the nuclear umbrella under which Japan shelters. Indeed, added pressure on Washington to make its processes for making nuclear strategy and decisions more transparent to Tokyo would implicitly signal that Japan's nonnuclear posture is not absolute. Japanese concerns over the Obama administration's recent moves to advance nonproliferation and disarmament objectives attest to such sensitivities. Specifically, Japanese policy makers fret that "extended deterrence could weaken if Washington appears too eager to placate China and Russia on these [global disarmament] issues in pursuit of the nonproliferation objective or if it permits a latent North Korean nuclear capability in exchange for safeguards against proliferation." (33) In 2006, North Korea's nuclear test compelled the Japanese government to seek public reassurances from the United States that extended deterrence remained intact. (34) Not surprisingly, even skeptics on the matter of Japanese nuclearization concede that an erosion of American credibility could fundamentally reshape the Japanese strategic calculus. The Congressional Research Service forcefully contends that "perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan's security. (35) The causes and processes by which U.S. extended deterrence could be undermined in Tokyo's eyes are beyond the scope of this article. Nevertheless, we contend that a gradual or sudden collapse of the nuclear umbrella would be among the most decisive stimuli for a Japanese nuclear breakout.
Link – Generic

US Japan alliance is fragile—only reasserting security commitments will prevent nuclearization

Emma Chanlett-Avery, specialist in Asia affairs, and Mary B. Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation 2009 (, Mary B., Analyst in Nonproliferation, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf//sb)

Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.25 U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “ ... the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan.”26 Most policymakers in Japan continue to emphasize that strengthening the alliance as well as shared conventional capabilities is more sound strategy than pursuing an independent nuclear capability.27 During the Cold War, the threat of mutually assured destruction to the United States and the Soviet Union created a sort of perverse stability in international politics; Japan, as the major Pacific front of the U.S. containment strategy, felt confident in U.S. extended deterrence. Although the United States has reiterated its commitment to defend Japan, the strategic stakes have changed, leading some in Japan to question the American pledge. Some in Japan are nervous that if the United States develops a closer relationship with China, the gap between Tokyo’s and Washington’s security perspectives will grow and further weaken the U.S. commitment.28 These critics also point to what they perceive as the soft negotiating position on North Korea’s denuclearization in the Six-Party Talks as further evidence that the United States does not share Japan’s strategic perspective.29 A weakening of the bilateral alliance may strengthen the hand of those that want to explore the possibility of Japan developing its own deterrence. Despite these concerns, many long-time observers assert that the alliance is fundamentally sound from years of cooperation and strong defense ties throughout even the rocky trade wars of the 1980s. Perhaps more importantly, China’s rising stature likely means that the United States will want to keep its military presence in the region in place, and Japan is the major readiness platform for the U.S. military in East Asia. If the United States continues to see the alliance with Japan as a fundamental component of its presence in the Pacific, U.S. leaders may need to continue to not only restate the U.S. commitment to defend Japan, but to engage in high-level consultation with Japanese leaders in order to allay concerns of alliance drift. Disagreement exists over the value of engaging in a joint dialogue on nuclear scenarios given the sensitivity of the issue to the public and the region, with some advocating the need for such formalized discussion and others insisting on the virtue on strategic ambiguity.30 U.S. behavior plays an outsized role in determining Japan’s strategic calculations, particularly in any debate on developing nuclear weapons. Security experts concerned about Japan’s nuclear option have stressed that U.S. officials or influential commentators should not signal to the Japanese any tacit approval of nuclearization.31 Threatening other countries with the possibility of Japan going nuclear, for example, could be construed as approval by some quarters in Tokyo.

Link – Generic

US security commitments to Japan are critical to maintaining a distance from nuclear weapons

Emma Chanlett-Avery, specialist in Asia affairs, and Mary B. Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation 2009 (, Mary B., Analyst in Nonproliferation, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf//sb)

The notion of Japan developing nuclear weapons has long been considered far-fetched and even taboo, particularly within Japan. Hailed as an example of the success of the international nonproliferation regime, Japan has consistently taken principled stands on non-proliferation and disarmament issues. Domestically, the largely pacifist Japanese public, with lingering memories of the destruction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by atomic bombs in the closing days of World War II, has widely rejected any nuclear capacity as morally unacceptable. The inclusion of Japan under the U.S. nuclear “umbrella,” with regular reiterations from U.S. officials, provides a guarantor to Japanese security. Successive Japanese administrations and commissions have concluded that Japan has little to gain and much to lose in terms of its own security if it pursues a nuclear weapons capability. 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 fullscale 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.

Troop withdrawal from Japan causes Japanese nuclearization and nuclear conflict between China and Japan

Roger Cohen, 01/30/10, Indian Express, “Exit America: And Then What?”, pg lexis nexis//sb)

The coffins have weighed on all Americans, however deeply repressed the pain. A fractured, draft-free America no longer has a Main Street. But somewhere out there the feeling has coalesced that some of the billions spent in Kabul could be used to create jobs at home. China, in its "peaceful rise," has had no such distractions. Commentators on Chinese TV made much of how the Haiti sacrifice of the eight "heroes" was part of being "good global citizens." But I found my mind wandering, fast-forwarding to 2040. I tried to imagine a time when such images would be frequent, when China could no longer freeload on a declining America and was obliged to step up to great power status with the attendant cost and sacrifice. (I believe the rise of China is unstoppable. As Obama  noted, Beijing is not "playing for second place." After my last column about bulldozing Chinese development, a reader wrote describing how a new semiconductor plant in Albany, New York, only got the go-ahead after "almost two years and two million dollars to prepare the environmental impact statements" to present to "more than 100 local public meetings." Extrapolate from that to grasp how diktat outraces democracy.) So, jump ahead to 2040. The United States has long since withdrawn its troops from Okinawa A- "If the Japanese don't want us, we can no longer justify staying" said Democratic President Mary Martinez in 2032 A- and Japan has predictably gone nuclear in the absence of a US security guarantee. Now tensions between nuclear-armed China and nuclear-armed Japan have flared in an Asia where the United States no longer serves as the offsetting power. A naval clash over disputed, gas-rich islands in the East China Sea has revived century-old World War II grievances. Asked about the escalating conflict, a State Department spokesman in Washington says: "We believe in good global citizenship, but frankly we don't have a dog in that fight. You'll have to ask Beijing." 

Link – Appeasement

Perception that the US is appeasing China or North Korea causes Japanese nuclear breakout

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580 | Suo

Japanese concerns over the Obama administration's recent moves to advance nonproliferation and disarmament objectives attest to such sensitivities. Specifically, Japanese policy makers fret that "extended deterrence could weaken if Washington appears too eager to placate China and Russia on these [global disarmament] issues in pursuit of the nonproliferation objective or if it permits a latent North Korean nuclear capability in exchange for safeguards against proliferation." (33) In 2006, North Korea's nuclear test compelled the Japanese government to seek public reassurances from the United States that extended deterrence remained intact. (34) Not surprisingly, even skeptics on the matter of Japanese nuclearization concede that an erosion of American credibility could fundamentally reshape the Japanese strategic calculus. The Congressional Research Service forcefully contends that "perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan's security. (35) The causes and processes by which U.S. extended deterrence could be undermined in Tokyo's eyes are beyond the scope of this article. Nevertheless, we contend that a gradual or sudden collapse of the nuclear umbrella would be among the most decisive stimuli for a Japanese nuclear breakout.

Strategic alignment with China causes Japan to nuclearize

Maria Rost Rublee, Ph.D., Postgraduate Advisor at the University of Auckland, April 2009, “The Future of Japanese Nuclear Policy”, Strategic Insights, Volume VIII, Issue 2, produced by the Center for Contemporary Conflict at the Naval Postgraduate School, “http://www.nps.edu/Academics/centers/ccc/publications/OnlineJournal/2009/Apr/rubleeApr09.html”

U.S. “Abandonment” of Japan for China. Japan’s long-term concern is not North Korea; it is China. With China’s aggressive, nontransparent military build-up, the Japanese are concerned about their ability to balance the potential superpower. With the United States on its side, the concern is greatly lessened. However, if Washington makes a strategic decision to align with China, the Japanese concern will spike. In such a scenario, the nuclear umbrella could technically remain in place, but its credibility would be greatly diminished. One expert noted that additional “Japan passing” could cause a gradual rethinking in Tokyo about the best ways to maintain its security.[43] Another expert was more blunt: “Don’t abandon us for China.”[44] A nuclear response would not be immediate, nor likely (as in the case of a formal U.S. withdrawal), but its likelihood does increase. This is due in part to the fact that a strengthened U.S.-China relationship could cause resurgence in Japanese militarism and could tip the balance domestically for a stronger military, including a potential nuclear option.
Link – Korean Reunification

Korean reunification causes Japan rearm

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Congressional Research Service, 2/19/09, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, Lexis Congress | Suo

Any eventual reunification of the Korean peninsula could further induce Japan to reconsider its nuclear stance. If the two Koreas unify while North Korea still holds nuclear weapons and the new state opts to keep a nuclear arsenal, Japan may face a different calculation. Indeed, some Japanese analysts have claimed that a nuclear-armed reunified Korea would be more of a threat than a nuclear-armed North Korea.

Link – Alliance Restructuring

Any shift in the JASA toward a greater role for Japan forces rearmament

Suvendrini Kakuchi, staff writer for the Inter Press Service, Jun 2 2010, “POLITICS: JAPAN-U.S. PACT CRUCIAL TO BALANCE OF POWER IN E. ASIA”, Lexis | Suo

"Any attempt to change the bilateral military alliance, which the Japanese public thinks is unfair, signals a treacherous path for governments as you can see from what is happening now," he said. The Japan-U.S. military alliance allows Japan to defend itself from foreign invasion but prevents it from participating in an attack. In addition, Japan is host to the largest number of U.S. military and naval bases in Asia, where they are heavily involved in U.S.-led wars in the region. Japan's defence policy views the Treaty as crucial to efforts to forestall threats posed by North Korea and China, which are seen as potential dangers to Japan's national security. But China and North Korea view the military pact between Japan and the United States as a throwback to Cold War diplomacy. Analysts say any hopes the Japanese public may have had to push for a more equal military alliance with Washington have been dashed as tensions grow and the lack of leadership on the domestic front leaves little room for meaningful negotiation. Professor Akira Kato, an international politics expert at Obirin University, said an equal alliance with the United States would mean allowing Japan to rearm itself. Japan has a formidable Self Defence Force (SDF) that cannot be officially named a military under its postwar pacifist Constitution. A tortuous change enacted in the Japan-U.S. Security Pact two decades ago now permits, among other stipulations, the Japanese SDF to participate in operations with the U.S. security forces stationed in the country.

Link – Okinawa

Okinawa withdrawal undermines US extended deterrence – causes nuclearization

William Choong, Senior Writer at The Straits Times, January 26, 2010, “US-Japan security pact not as solid as it seems; Battle to move marines' air base in Okinawa shows fragility of long-standing alliance”, Lexis | Suo

The last two are the most pertinent. There are two interconnected dynamics here: Japanese fears of a 'Group of 2', or G-2, between Beijing and Washington, might compel it to abandon its 'three noes' nuclear position and adopt an independent nuclear deterrent. For now, at least, there is nothing to suggest that Japan would do so. But calls for it to go nuclear will grow as China and the US become increasingly tied in what one former US State Department official has called a 'mutual death grip' of shared interests. Japan's problem can be boiled down to two words: extended deterrence. For decades, Japan has depended on Washington's extended deterrence posture - a sophisticated term for saying that the country's security is guaranteed by America's nuclear umbrella. The doubt is simple: In a nuclear confrontation with a nuclear-armed state such as China, for example, would the US risk Los Angeles in order to save Tokyo? If at some point Tokyo feels that the US guarantee is no longer ironclad, it might decide to mull over other alternatives. In the battle for Okinawa in May 1945, the US and its allies fought tooth and nail to secure Okinawa as a base for the conquest of Japan. Allied victory in that war and a long-standing US-Japan alliance has secured dividends not only for Tokyo, but also the Asia-Pacific. Hopefully, the second 'battle' for Okinawa will not lead to the US exiting Japan via that island.

Link – Nuclear Umbrella

Even the smallest weakening of the nuclear umbrella triggers nuclearization

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580 | Suo

What would it take to empower adherents of Sagan's security model, allowing their views to win out over domestic interests opposed to nuclear weapons and over norms of decades' standing? A central feature of Japan's security strategy is the nation's utter dependence on the American nuclear umbrella. As Yukio Satoh succinctly explains, "The U.S. extended nuclear deterrence will continue to be Japan's only strategic option to neutralize potential or conceivable nuclear and other strategic threats." (32) That is, even barely perceptible signs of weakness in the U.S. nuclear posture (either perceived or real) could trigger alarm and overreactions in Japan.

US security guarantee credibility is the crucial internal link to nuclear rearmament

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Congressional Research Service, 2/19/09, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, Lexis Congress | Suo

Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan's security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. "nuclear umbrella," although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.2, U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea's 2006 nuclear test, former Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, " ... the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan ." Most policymakers in Japan continue to emphasize that strengthening the alliance as well as shared conventional capabilities is more sound strategy than pursuing an independent nuclear capability.

AT: No Tech

Technically Japan can nuclearize – they have fissile materials, missiles, and testing facilities

Marc Erikson, contributor to Asia Times Online, Jan 14, 2003, “Japan could 'go nuclear' in months”, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/EA14Dh01.html | Suo

Recall, too, that in April last year Liberal Party president Ichiro Ozawa created a massive furor claiming (rightly, by the way) that Japan - to deter any China threat - could easily produce "thousands of nuclear warheads" from plutonium extracted from the spent fuel of its more than 50 commercial nuclear reactors. In late May, chief cabinet secretary Yasuo Fukuda followed suit and told a news conference (right again) that Japan's war-renouncing constitution does not prevent it from possessing nuclear weapons. A few years back, such declarations by noted academics or statements by high-ranking politicians and government officials would have been unthinkable. Quite evidently, they no longer are. Significant political hurdles remain. But those could come down in a hurry should North Korea in its present escalation mood launch another ballistic missile across Japan's bow as in August 1998. As for technical feasibility, Japan for two decades or more has had the scientific and technological capability and the tools and materials to make nuclear bombs in short order - and by now not just crude but highly sophisticated ones. Asked how long it would take, a Japanese defense official offered the - tongue-in-cheek? - detail of 183 days. The North Korean nuclear (or other WMD)-tipped ballistic missiles to Japan is real enough. While it was the 1998 Taepodong 1 launch that alerted the Japanese public to the danger, North Korea at the time and now had about 100 Nodong 1 missiles deployed and ready whose range of about 1,200 kilometers (perhaps up to 1,500km) covers most of Japan. As real as this threat is Japan's ability of drawing even and then quickly ahead in any nuclear missile arms race. It has the missiles; it has the fissile materials. According to figures published annually by the Japan Atomic Energy Commission, at the end of 2001 the country owned 38 tons of separated reactor-grade plutonium (RGPu) - about six tons stored in Japan, the remainder in reprocessing plants in France and the United Kingdom. The amount stored at home increased by 400 kilograms during the year from reprocessing at the Tokai facility of the Nuclear Fuel Cycle Development Institute. This percentage increase will grow rapidly when a larger commercial-size reprocessing plant in Rokkasho comes on line in 2005. But who needs it? Six tons is enough for anywhere from 400-800 warheads. There have been claims, including by Japanese officials anxious to deny any weapons-making purpose, that RGPu could not be used for weapons production. That's utter nonsense. According to the latest US Department of Energy guidance on the subject, "The degree to which the obstacles to the use of RGPu can be overcome depends on the sophistication of the state or group attempting to produce a nuclear weapon. At the lowest level of sophistication ... could build a weapon from RGPu that would give an assured, reliable yield of one or a few kilotons, and a probable yield much greater than that ... At the other end of the [sophistication] spectrum, [states], using modern designs, could produce weapons from RGPu ... comparable to weapons made from WGPu (weapons-grade plutonium)." Japan decidedly is at or near the higher end of the sophistication spectrum. Moreover, it could easily upgrade RGPu to WGPu, produce weapons-grade uranium from low-enriched uranium (WGU) by laser separation, or just produce WGU in its commercial centrifuge plant. Beyond that, at its Osaka Laser Engineering Laboratory, Japan has one of the world's largest, most powerful lasers for use in inertial confinement (or laser) fusion experiments. Weapons testing could be done there as it is in a comparable facility to the United States' Lawrence Livermore lab. Indeed, not only could fission-weapons designs be tested on a small scale, the same goes for much more sophisticated and high-yield hydrogen (thermonuclear fusion) weapons. Technically, Japan is ready. Politically, North Korea may push it over the brink.

AT: No Tech – Testing

Testing doesn’t matter – supercomputers solve

Renmin Ribao, June 26, 1996, “JAPAN; China daily on Japan's nuclear intentions, US nuclear protection”, Lexis | Suo

Japan's territory is narrow and limited which makes it impossible to conduct nuclear experiments at home. However, this does not constitute a technological obstacle to the development of its nuclear weapons. Some experts say that Japan possesses developed high techonology, particularly in the field of computers. "Even without nuclear tests, Japan can apply its supercomputer to simulate the entire process of nuclear explosion in three dimensional space."

AT: No Tech – Missiles

Japan missile carrier technology is sufficient to develop ICBMs

Renmin Ribao, June 26, 1996, “JAPAN; China daily on Japan's nuclear intentions, US nuclear protection”, Lexis | Suo

Japan's carrier technology has also reached a high level. Japan has a sound scientific, technological and industrial foundation for developing missiles and rockets. In recent years, the country has rapidly developed its space technology. Japan launched its first H2 carrier rocket in February 1994 and its technology was by no means inferior to the intercontinental missiles deployed by the United States and Russia. The US Washington Post' commented on the matter and said that Japan can apply the rocket technology it has mastered to easily manufacture intercontinental missiles...

AT: No Tech – Fissile Materials

Japan has enough material – international agreements and domestic reprocessing

Renmin Ribao, June 26, 1996, “JAPAN; China daily on Japan's nuclear intentions, US nuclear protection”, Lexis | Suo

Japan does not have material or technological difficulties in making nuclear weapons. This is the unanimous view of the relevant international fields. The Russian defence security expert, Vladmir Birovs, believes that Japan could produce highly functional nuclear weapons in a year. Japan's military critic, Jianghuotian Qianjie 3068 3499 3944 6197 0094 , also acknowledged that Japan has the resources in raw materials, technology and capital to develop nuclear weapons. With a large stock of plutonium, Japan is likely to become a big power in terms of nuclear raw materials. At present, Japan mainly relies on Britain and France to recover plutonium from nuclear waste. According to bilateral agreements, Japan will import more than 30 tonnes of plutonium by the year 2010. At the same time, Japan also used 1,700bn yen to build the world's largest facility for dealing with nuclear reprocessing in Lisuo 0362 2076 village in Qingsen county 7230 2773 , which would handle 800 tonnes of nuclear waste a year and recover 50 tonnes of plutonium by the year 2010. Plutonium is the "typical raw material" required for making nuclear weapons. A nuclear bomb similar to the one exploded in Nagasaki can be made with seven to eight kg of plutonium.

Rearm Bad – AT: Impact Turns

No offense – Japan never gets to bomb, inspections trigger backlash first

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580 | Suo

The real question would be timing. It is doubtful in the extreme that Japan could circumvent its safeguards agreement with the IAEA undetected for long. (43) While the cases of Iran and North Korea demonstrate that it is possible to bypass the IAEA, Japan holds itself to much higher, more stringent standards, having assented to one of the most intrusive, regular inspection programs in the world. (44) Furthermore, think of the diplomatic blowback: one can only imagine the uproar if such an effort on the part of Japan, a consistent, sincere opponent of nuclear weapons, were exposed to public and international scrutiny. Thus, Japanese policy makers must consider the extent to which Tokyo could withstand mounting external pressure to cease and desist while its nuclear complex amassed enough bomb-making material for a viable arsenal. Tokyo cannot expect to deceive the international community long enough to present the world a fait accompli. It would probably have to make its intentions clear--and endure international opprobrium--well before reaching the breakout threshold, if not at the outset.

Nuclearization prompts use ‘em or lose ‘em mentality – shortcircuits rationality

Brad Glosserman is executive director of the Pacific Forum CSIS and a Japan Times contributing editor, March 24, 2008, “Japan peers into the abyss”, Lexis | Suo

What options does Japan have? It could decide to build a nuclear weapon, but all the countervailing considerations outlined previously still apply. Going nuclear is not in Japan's national interest. Missile defense is another option, and Japan has deployed Patriot missiles and Aegis-equipped destroyers. But this technology is still young and most governments see it as part of a multilayered defense strategy. A complement to passive defenses is a conventional offensive strike capability that would allow Tokyo to destroy threats before they reach Japan. Tokyo has shunned such capabilities even though lawmakers conceded 50 years ago that they are constitutionally permissible. Defense specialists consider this an increasingly attractive option after the North Korean missile and nuclear tests. Such capabilities would likely be destabilizing and elevate concerns about Japanese intentions, however. The possibility of a preemptive strike could raise a potential adversary's readiness to use its own forces, fearing that it had to "use em or lose em."
Rearm Bad – AT: Impact Turns

Even if the JASA crumbled and wildfire prolif was happening, nuclearization would still be useless

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

Rather than recommending that Japan reconsider its commitment to remain nonnuclear, the paper emphasizes the lack of strategic logic supporting Japanese nuclearization. It notes that backers of independent nuclearization within Japan commonly emphasize national prestige while not giving adequate consideration to the costs such a decision would entail, including accelerating the disintegration of the NPT, damaging the U.S.-Japan alliance, causing a domestic political furor, and incurring huge economic costs related to the infrastructure needed to develop and maintain a nuclear capability. The paper also argues that Japan's high population density and small geographic area undercut the logic of mutually assured destruction (MAD), and that other rationales used to legitimate the decision for nuclearization during the Cold War are irrelevant. It notes, for example, that NATO's decision to employ tactical nuclear weapons to make up for the conventional arms deficit in Europe does not apply in Japan's case, given that it is surrounded by water and is likely to have adequate warning time to prepare before being attacked. It also argues that differing strategic circumstances mean the logic of freedom of escalation that drove nuclear decisionmaking in France and the United Kingdom does not apply in the case of Japan. The discussion paper concludes by examining the utility of nuclearization under current conditions, and under conditions in which Japan's existing insurance policies against nuclear threats are no longer effective. In the former scenario, the report considers whether it would be in Japan's interest to develop a nuclear deterrent if the U.S.-Japan alliance remains robust and the multilateral nonproliferation regime remains in place, but neighboring countries seek to develop a nuclear capability. n44 It concludes that Japan should not develop an independent nuclear deterrent in this case, as it would serve to increase proliferation and weaken the U.S. nuclear umbrella. In what it terms a "worst-case scenario," the paper then asks whether this conclusion would hold if the U.S.-Japan alliance no longer existed and the multilateral nonproliferation regime had disintegrated. It concludes that nuclearization would nevertheless not be in Japan's national interest, given the geographic and population constraints noted above, as well as the likelihood that the international stability Japan relies on to prosper as a trading state would be undermined, rather than enhanced, by such a decision. n45

Even the perception of going nuclear causes NPT breakup, East Asian instability, Indopak war, and kills US-Japan relations

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Congressional Research Service, 2/19/09, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, Lexis Congress | Suo

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.

Rearm Bad – East Asia

Japan rearm causes wildfire East Asian prolif

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Congressional Research Service, 2/19/09, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, Lexis Congress | Suo

To many security experts, the most alarming possible consequence of a Japanese decision to develop nuclear weapons would be the development of a regional arms race. The fear is based on the belief that a nuclear-armed Japan could compel South Korea to develop its own program; encourage China to increase and/or improve its relatively small arsenal; and possibly inspire Taiwan to pursue nuclear weapons. This in turn might have spill-over effects on the already nuclear-armed India and Pakistan. The prospect—or even reality—of several nuclear states rising in a region that is already rife with historical grievances and contemporary tension could be deeply destabilizing. The counter-argument, made by some security experts, is that nuclear deterrence was stabilizing during the Cold War, and a similar nuclear balance could be achieved in Asia. However, most observers maintain that the risks outweigh potential stabilizing factors.

Extinction


Ogura 97 (Toshimura Ogura, Economics Professor at Toyama University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April 1997, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/m..._19693242/pg_8)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.
Rearm Bad – Ext East Asia

Japan rearm causes Asian arms race – China and North Korea freak out and cause conflicts

Dr. David Robinson Lecturer at Edith Cowan University (Australia), March 29, 2010, “Why the West should Discourage Japanese Military Expansion” Journal of Asia Pacific Studies http://www.japss.org/upload/10.robinson.pdf.)

Japan’s Self-Defense Force is already considered a powerful regional force, and Japan’s previous decisions not to acquire nuclear weapons have been, “on purely strategic grounds, unrelated to antimilitarism or pacifism” [Bukh, 2010, pp7-8]. As Japan has a stockpile of plutonium and extremely sophisticated rocket technology, the possibility remains that Japan could become a major nuclear power within a decade if sufficiently provoked by regional competitors like North Korea [Matthews, 2003, p78], and neo-realist Kenneth Waltz has argued that Asia’s security environment will eventually compel Japan to nuclearise [Mirashita, 2001, p5]. China and Japan are each dominant in the others’ strategic thinking regarding economic, political and military issues, and the enhancement of Japanese military power must influence China’s own strategic vision [Pyle, 2007, p312-315]. China and Korea also remain “convinced that Japanese militarism, supported by an invigorated nationalist right wing, lurks just beneath the surface” [Samuels, 2007, p2]. At the very least Japan’s new foreign policy could escalate into a regional arms race, with the potential for both Japan and South Korea to nuclearise. Issues like control of the Senkaku Islands, the division of Korea, and Chinese claims on Taiwan provide continuing fault-lines around which conflict might develop [Matthews, 2003, p81].  

Rearm Bad – Prolif/Alliance Cred

Japan rearm kills global nonproliferation regimes and undermines US global alliance credibility

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs and Mary Beth Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Congressional Research Service, 2/19/09, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, Lexis Congress | Suo

Japan's International Reputation If Japan decided to go nuclear, its international reputation as a principled advocate for non-proliferation would erode. Many observers say this would rule out Japan's ambition of eventually holding a seat on the United Nations Security Council. Japan, of course, would bear the brunt of these consequences, but it could be harmful to U.S. interests as well. Japan is generally viewed overwhelmingly positively by the international community, and its support for U.S.-led international issues can lend credibility and legitimacy to efforts such as democracy promotion, peacekeeping missions, environmental cooperation, and multilateral defense exercises, to name a few. Damage to Global Non-Proliferation Regime Japan's development of its own nuclear arsenal could also have damaging impact on U.S. nonproliferation policy. It would be more difficult for the United States to convince non-nuclear weapon states to keep their non-nuclear status or to persuade countries such as North Korea to give up their weapons programs. The damage to the NPT as a guarantor of nuclear power for peaceful use and the IAEA as an inspection regime could be irreparable if Japan were to leave or violate the treaty. If a close ally under its nuclear umbrella chose to acquire the bomb, perhaps other countries enjoying a strong bilateral relationship with the United States would be less inhibited in pursuing their own option. It could also undermine confidence in U.S. security guarantees more generally.

Proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff 2 (Victor A., Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90 Victor A Utgoff, Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of Institute for Defense Analysis, Summer 2002, Survival, p.87-90) 

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

The US alliance system prevents nuclear war

Ross, Winter 1998/1999 (Douglas – professor of political science at Simon Fraser University, Canada’s functional isolationism and the future of weapons of mass destruction, International Journal, p. lexis)

Thus, an easily accessible tax base has long been available for spending much more on international security than recent governments have been willing to contemplate. Negotiating the landmines ban, discouraging trade in small arms, promoting the United Nations arms register are all worthwhile, popular activities that polish the national self-image. But they should all be supplements to, not substitutes for, a proportionately equitable commitment of resources to the management and prevention of international conflict – and thus the containment of the WMD threat. Future American governments will not ‘police the world’ alone. For almost fifty years the Soviet threat compelled disproportionate military expenditures and sacrifice by the United States. That world is gone. Only by enmeshing the capabilities of the United States and other leading powers in a co-operative security management regime where the burdens are widely shared does the world community have any plausible hope of avoiding warfare involving nuclear or other WMD.
Rearm Bad – Ext Prolif - NPT

Japanese rearm kills the NPT – it’s on the brink already

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

Second, a decision by Japan to pursue an independent nuclear deterrent would undermine the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) regime, which is already viewed by some as "teetering on the brink of irrelevancy." n4 Such a decision would also worsen regional security relations, possibly leading China to bolster its nuclear weapons force and South Korea to reconsider its nuclear weapons policy.

Weakened NPT leads to worldwide arms race
Van Jackson, Founder and Executive Editor of Asia Chronicle, Contributing Analyst for FPIF, 7/6/09 DC Asia Policy Examiner, “Obama's nuclear plan could prevent Asian arms race” http://www.examiner.com/x-16317-DC-Asia-Policy-Examiner~y2009m7d6-Obamas-nuclear-plan-could-prevent-Asian-arms-race

This is not overly pessimistic hyperbole but a realistic scenario according to the classic literature on security dilemmas.  Just imagine a world where the most powerful countries in Asia all either possess nuclear weapons or are engaged in covert programs to develop a nuclear weapons capability, each in the name of its own security.  Such a dreadful possibility is exactly what the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) was designed to prevent. But the efficacy of the NPT has been called into question by some in recent years because of the actions of de facto and aspiring nuclear weapons states.  De jure nuclear weapons states like the United States have done little to help matters.  In 2005, the Bush Administration took actions that some consider contrary to the spirit of the NPT by initiating a push to rewrite U.S. law and international regulations to recognize India’s nuclear capability in such a way that NPT-based sanctions would no longer apply.   Legally speaking, the NPT is the only thing that has prevented a global nuclear arms race to date and it is increasingly at risk of becoming irrelevant.  Absent strategic changes on the part of global leaders like the United States and China, a North Korean decision to keep its nuclear weapons could spark the spiral model arms race described above.
Rearm Bad – NPT/Econ/East Asia

Japanese nuclearization kills the NPT, destroys their economy, and sets off an East Asian arms race

Takashi Yokota, Special Correspondent at Newsweek, June 22, 2009, “The N Word; Why Japan won't go nuclear”, Lexis | Suo

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

Rearm Bad – Interasian Relations

Rearm armament kills Japanese regional relations

Joshua Kurlantzick, Fellow for Southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations and visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program, July-August, 2002, “Axis of good: the case for remilitarizing Japan”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1316/is_2002_July-August/ai_90114011/ | Suo

All these things could happen--if Japan's neighbors could tolerate the idea of a more assertive Japanese military, and if Japan's own people could accept the same prospect. The obstacles to normalized relations in Asia are immense. China, South Korea, and other nations once colonized by Emperor Hirohito's legions remain extremely wary of Japan developing into a true military power. Last fall, Japanese Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi had to cancel a trip to the South Korean parliament after lawmakers in Seoul, angry that Japan's role in the war on terror could mean more militarism in general, threatened to physically bar him from the chamber. Meanwhile, China's press frequently runs articles reminding the public of wartime atrocities and warning that China will react strongly to Japanese military normalization. It is hard to tell how many of these expressed fears are sincere, and how many are clever attempts to "mau-mau" the Japanese on their point of greatest vulnerability. Either way, they are frequently heard.
East Asian instability causes extinction


Ogura 97 (Toshimura Ogura, Economics Professor at Toyama University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April 1997, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/m..._19693242/pg_8)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.
Rearm Bad – Interasian Relations

Normalize relations with the rest of Asia key to regional stability and the global economy

David Leheny, Assoc. Prof. Poli. Sci. @ U of Wisconsin-Madison, 2006: “A Narrow Place to Cross Swords,” in Beyond Japan: The Dynamics of East Asian Regionalism, edited by Peter Katzenstein and Takashi Shiraishi

﻿Can Japanese leaders learn how to harness their symbolic place as a lifestyle leader in Asia? The evidence thus far is not encouraging, though not because of any failure on the part of Japan 's entertainment or culture industries, Instead, like those Americans who deploy the term "soft power," Japanese policymakers are likely to be preoccupied by their deeply held views of their nation's values and its proper global role; they are rather less likely to see their nation as outsiders do. Because of concerns in both countries over national decline, there should be little wonder that first Americans and now Japanese have been so quick to embrace the soft power idea, given its reliance on appealing images of each nation. Soft power contains a special charm for Japanese elites because oftheir country's mixed, ambiguous relationship with Asia Pacific. In one variant, it represents a peaceful Japan that can encourage other nations to become wealthy and wise through Japan's own example and its generosity. In another, it offers the opportunity to convince other people that Japan’s development as a normal country, with a normal military, is not to be feared, because this is a nation that has only the best of intentions. If people just get to know the Japanese-through their songs, their television hits, their anime-they will realize that they are kind and decent, creative and curious, and not to be feared. But no policymakers seem ready to concede that the images being transmitted are of a prosperous imagined future for Japan's neighbors, not Japanese values of transparent and immediately accessible meaning. And so, perhaps what is most remarkable about the sudden interest in Japanese pop culture's political role in Asia is what it reveals about how the Japanese government views the region and itself. From this rarefied perspective, the rest of Asia, like Japan, struggles to maintain traditional identities in the face of modernization, and so soft power both emanates from and employs Japan's special position as a non-Western country that has successfully developed both politically and economically. In this logic, part of Japan's bumpy ride to modernization has been the post-bubble collapse of traditional authority structures, and the flowering of creative talents too long suppressed by the country's social stagnation. And so now, as in the past, it is the government's job to make sure that these talents are successfully developed, harnessed, and turned to the nation's advantage. I do not mean to argue that government strategies for promoting "digital contents" will fail as industrial policy. Instead, I simply suggest that the discourses surrounding the confounding and ambiguous place of transnational cultural flows provide clues about official intentions and prevailing political trends. These too may be important, and may become especially so through state efforts to utilize current popular trends. But I do not emy those trying to disentangle the Gordian knot of transnational cultural flows-trying to determine what is Japanese, American, Korean, or Chinese-particularly if their political success depends on their somehow getting it right. Roughly thirty minutes into Kitano's film, Zatoichi faces off against a ronin in the middle of a tiny restaurant. Because the ronin, like Zatoichi, is a brilliant and fearless swordsman, their extended battle would be a messy and unsatisfying affair in such a cramped room. Zatoichi blocks the ronin and quietly says, "Konna sernai tokoro de katana  sonna fu ni tsukanja dame da yo" (You shouldn't brandish your sword in a narrow space like this). With a narrow space like the Asia Pacific, and an especially large number of swords, it might be impossible to tell whose is whose. 
Rearm Bad – Interasian Relations

Continued economic decline causes global war

Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger senior fellow for U.S. foreign policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2/4/2009, The New Republic, “Only Makes You Stronger,” http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2
So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Rearm Bad – Japanese Econ

Obtaining nuclear weapons kills Japan’s economy

Elliot Walker is Japan chairman of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 5, 2002, “Japan stands up to North Korea”, Lexis | Suo

First, how would obtaining nuclear weapons affect Japan's economic environment? Unlike the United States, Japan is so dependent on trade, imports and international cooperation that multilateralism is a necessity. In particular, Japan is heavily dependent on imported energy sources. As of 1999, over 79 percent of Japan's total energy consumption was dependent upon foreign sources. Were Japan to test its diplomatic waters by going nuclear, foreign energy suppliers could easily put the squeeze on Japan. Moreover, the U.S. and others could quickly move to stop the export of uranium to Japan. Nuclear power provides 15 percent of Japan's energy consumption, and such a loss would cripple the Japanese economy. It can be assumed that such a loss would not be acceptable for Japan's affluent society.

Japanese economy is key to the world economy – monetary shifts

Allan H. Meltzer, Prof. Poli. Econ. And Public Policy @ Carnegie Mellon U, “Monetary Policy in the New Global Economy: The Case of Japan,” Spring/Summer 2k, Cato Journal

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

\
Rearm Bad – East Asia/Indopak

Japanese nuclearization causes East Asian arms races and Indopak conflict

Elliot Walker is Japan chairman of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 5, 2002, “Japan stands up to North Korea”, Lexis | Suo

Second, what would nuclear acquisition mean for Japan's military security? As foreign observers may believe, would nuclear strength really give Japan some sort of military supremacy in the Pacific? The Pacific security balance is a complicated one, but it isn't difficult to imagine how Japan's neighbors would react to a nuclear Japan. China would react defensively, and likely start an arms race if nothing else. Rather than a situation in Japanese supremacy prevailed, a nuclear standoff like the one between India and Pakistan might result.  And what about the reaction of other regional military powers? What would be the reactions of North and South Korea? Would this have implications in Taiwan? How would the U.S. military presence deal with the situation, and how would it deal with its relationship with Japan vis-a-vis China? The current security situation of the Pacific Rim, while not perfect, is certainly better for all without these problems in the mix.

Indopak conflict leads to extinction

Fai 1 (Dr. Ghulam Nabi, Executive Director of the Washington-based Kashmiri American Council, “India Pakistan Summit and the Issue of Kashmir,” 7/8, Washington Times, http://www.pakistanlink.com/Letters/2001/July/13/05.html)

The foreign policy of the United States in South Asia should move from the lackadaisical and distant (with India crowned with a unilateral veto power) to aggressive involvement at the vortex. The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary. This apocalyptic vision is no idiosyncratic view. The Director of Central Intelligence, the Department of Defense, and world experts generally place Kashmir at the peak of their nuclear worries. Both India and Pakistan are racing like thoroughbreds to bolster their nuclear arsenals and advanced delivery vehicles. Their defense budgets are climbing despite widespread misery amongst their populations. Neither country has initialed the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, or indicated an inclination to ratify an impending Fissile Material/Cut-off Convention.
East Asian war leads to extinction


Ogura 97 (Toshimura Ogura, Economics Professor at Toyama University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April 1997, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/m..._19693242/pg_8)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.
Rearm Bad – AT: Japanese Leverage

Nuclearization would give Japan no leverage internationally

Elliot Walker is Japan chairman of the Center for Strategic and International Studies, August 5, 2002, “Japan stands up to North Korea”, Lexis | Suo

Additionally, how would going nuclear affect Japan's political clout? Those who believe it would increase Japan's diplomatic leverage generally see nuclear weapons as symbols of power and prestige. This, however, is an outdated Cold War notion. Four years ago, Richard Betts wrote in Foreign Affairs that "(weapons of mass destruction) no longer represent the technological frontier of warfare. Increasingly, they will be weapons of the weak states or groups that militarily are at best second class." One need only look at the present international security landscape to affirm this view; nuclear proliferation is no longer vertical but horizontal. States like Iraq or Pakistan threaten to use nuclear weapons as political leverage, because they see no other means to do so. The U.S., however, can exercise its overwhelming military supremacy through high-tech conventional means. Japan is also capable of increasing its conventional strength, while suffering less diplomatic damage relative to going nuclear. And who wants another nuclear situation developing, at the hands of Japan? There are better options.
Rearm Bad – AT: Alliance Restructuring

Nuclearization can’t ensure Japanese security independence

Hisahiko Okazaki, Japanese diplomat and serves at present as Director of The Okazaki Institute in Tokyo, former Director General for Foreign Relations at the Japanese Defense Agency and Ambassador to Saudi Arabia then Thailand and Minister at the Japanese Embassy in Washington D.C., April 8, 2007, “Time to consider a nuclear strategy for Japan”, Lexis | Suo

First of all, Japan's nuclear strategy must be discussed within the framework of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty. In Japan, some people advocate nuclearization as a way for Japan to avoid remaining "a tributary state of the United States," and instead becoming "a genuinely independent country." But this theory becomes pointless if the debate continues a step further. The idea of possessing a few atomic bombs does not offer a tangible strategy or scenario for making Japan completely independent of the United States. What is more, how can the security and prosperity of Japan and its people possibly be ensured by severing the alliance with the United States? Such a move would put Japan into limbo and sandwich it between the nuclear powers of China, Russia and the United States. We should regard this kind of theory as nothing but an expression of frustration on Japan's subsidiary position in international affairs. Those who advocate Japan's "independence" through nuclear armament should recognize that such a goal can only be manifested after the country recognizes the right to collective self-defense and assumes equal responsibility for security with the United States. Otherwise, it sounds as if a spoiled child is selfishly clamoring for his own car.

Rearm Good – East Asia

Japanese rearm solves East Asia conflict – supports US forward presence

Joshua Kurlantzick, Fellow for Southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations and visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program, July-August, 2002, “Axis of good: the case for remilitarizing Japan”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1316/is_2002_July-August/ai_90114011/ | Suo

SINCE SEPTEMBER II, THE WORST-case scenarios that intelligence and military planners dream up have become easier for civilians to envision. Here's one to give Americans pause. Imagine that while U.S. troops are deep in the midst of a war to oust Saddam Hussein, Indonesia, a country of more than 200 million people where central authority is about as strong as in Ozzy Osbourne's household, implodes into civil conflict, as it did in the 1960s and almost did again four years ago. The prospect of political and economic instability spreading through Asia justifies an intervention by American troops stationed in Okinawa, Japan. While this is happening, China takes notice of the increasingly blatant independence rhetoric from Taiwan's government. Since the "One China" policy, which holds that sooner or later Taiwan must rejoin the mainland, is holy writ in China, the government in Beijing decides that it's time to act. Taking advantage of America's distraction, the Chinese prepare to coerce the truculent island. U.S. intelligence satellites pick up unmistakable evidence of the impending assault. In hopes of heading it off, the U.S. sends a portion of its Pacific fleet into the Taiwan Strait, as it did in 1996 after saber-rattling by the Chinese. Soon, the satellites show something even worse to worry about: The unpredictable North Korean regime, sensing an opportunity amidst the chaos to flex its muscles, has begun preparations to launch intermediate-range missiles, which could hit American bases in Japan. You do not need this kind of worst-case scenario to see that the American military is already spread pretty thin in Asia. Some generals are warning that fighting in Afghanistan and Iraq at the same time could dangerously stretch America's military--despite huge increases in defense spending the administration has approved. Meanwhile, the U.S. already has Special Forces on the ground in the Philippines and Thailand; piracy and terrorism are becoming increasingly serious problems in Southeast Asia; the 2000-2001 detente between North and South Korea is collapsing; and China is modernizing its army. Asia, like Europe, is of obvious economic importance to the U.S. and the world as a whole. But unlike Europe, it is not connected to any stabilizing political or economic unit. Fortunately, expanding even further the American presence in the region is not the only way to ensure stability. Instead, the U.S. should subtly push Japan to become a more modern military power, joining Europe and America in an "Axis of Good." To anyone familiar with World War II, the idea of a more militarized Japan may sound creepy, if not downright crazy. That has been the prevailing assumption in Asia for more than 50 years. But the idea that old adversaries can collaborate has obvious precedents around the world. The most recent evidence is the emerging alliance between Russia and the United States. For the last half century, Americans, Japanese, and Asians in general have shared an operational understanding that Japan was a special case: The one former military power that couldn't really ever be trusted with weapons again. Whatever the justice of that initial assumption, it's become outdated. It's time for a fresh look at Japanese rearmament and a fresh conclusion that the Japanese can best advance the cause of peace not as pacifists but as responsible soldiers.

Extinction


Ogura 97 (Toshimura Ogura, Economics Professor at Toyama University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April 1997, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/m..._19693242/pg_8)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.
Rearm Good – Ext East Asia

F. William Engdahl, contributor to the Center for Research on Globalisation, April 2, 2004, “Japan and China Tensions and Washington’s Asia Geopolitics”, http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=194

Not surprising, Washington is moving in a classic balance of power style to set Japan, the weaker of two rivals, in motion, in order to counter the growing influence of China, the larger rival, in the enormously important Pacific region. Last December, under US "encouragement" the Koizumi government issued its 10-year defense program which for the first time openly named China as a potential threat. Two months after, in February, Japan explicitly agreed with Washington that the Taiwan Strait was a "common strategic concern" of Washington and Tokyo. This is the first time Japan has involved itself so directly in the postwar period in the Taiwan issue, and was, not surprisingly, viewed in Beijing as a brazen interference in China’s internal affairs. To add oil to the fire, on February 9 Tokyo announced the Japanese Coast Guard would officially take control of the disputed Senkaku Islands (Diaoyo in Chinese). As well Japan was the only major nation outside the USA to oppose the EU plans to end the China arms embargo. Washington has repeatedly urged Japan to rearm and increase its military profile, as well as promising Taiwan that should China use force to prevent a Taiwan declaration of independence, the US would go to war on its behalf. Little wonder that anti-American sentiment in the region is rising. Pentagon hawks refer to Japan as the "Britain of the Far East," a reference to the wartime and current US-UK historic "special relationship" in military and other strategic affairs. They see Japan, like Britain, as a geopolitical "island power." Their idea is evidently to use Japan as a proxy against North Korea and China. The US nurturing of Japanese military ambitions intersects Japanese rising nationalism and fear of Chinese domination economically. This is a volatile combination in every respect. In addition to changing the Japanese Constitution recently to allow "out-of-area" military missions, i.e. not Japan defense related, Tokyo is also in advanced talks with the Pentagon on building enhanced US command and control base facilities in Japan and cooperation on missile defense as well as force deployment. Washington wants to relocate its Army 1st Corps from Washington State to near Tokyo, under command of a 4-star General. According to the Asia pacific Center for Security Studies’ Carl Baker, "The US is moving to restructure its alliance with Japan, to make it an enhanced maritime alliance. What had been implicit is now more explicit." Washington is also reportedly eager to get Japanese help in its floundering anti-missile defense project and especially, Japanese money. Some even speculate with growing Japanese military assertiveness, Japan could rapidly join the nuclear club as it has all relevant technology at hand. It only lacks a nuclear capable submarine fleet. The Koizumi cabinet at present contains no single member deemed ‘pro-China,’ remarkable given the enormous economic importance of the China relationship. Koizumi has been wooed by Bush including a trip to the Holy of Holies, the Crawford Ranch. He has sent troops to Iraq, and personally endorsed Bush’s reelection. His cabinet members are markedly pro-Taiwan and anti-Beijing according to Asia expert, Chalmers Johnson. This is the background in which China passed its new Anti-Secession law on March 14. It was a clumsy Chinese response to an escalation of pin-prick provocations, carried out by Tokyo but quietly backed by Washington. That Beijing move played well into Washington hands as it made the position of France and Germany suddenly untenable vis-à-vis embargo lifting, and escalated regional tensions significantly, polarizing the relations between South Korea and China on the one and Japan on the other side. This is a major blow to quiet systematic efforts of those countries to build regional trade and economic co-operation. Korea also a Tokyo/Washington target There are other provocations including a Japanese school textbook whitewashing Japanese war crimes in the Korean and Chinese theatres. This year is nominally Korea-Japan Friendship Year. In terms of South Korea, Japan created deliberate tensions when the Japanese Ambassador to Seoul, Takano Toshiyuki, declared that Japan asserted sovereignty over the disputed Takeshima islands, stirring old anti-Japan sentiment in Korea. Washington is playing a less-than-honest broker role in the North Korea nuclear dispute as well. The entire region from Korea to Taiwan is part of one strategic complex which threatens to go badly and quickly awry to the detriment of the world economic and finance flows. In response to the new Japan-USA front against China on Taiwan, China has reacted with coolness on trying to mediate a Korean solution. To the US-Japan "Taiwan Card" game, China is apparently playing at the moment its "Korea Card" game. China controls most North Korea trade and has decisive influence there. The London Financial Times recently noted that Beijing was "fearful of a unified Korea friendly to the US" and was content to keep the Korean status quo and draw out the nuclear talks. This is a distinct new tack for China which has been more than cooperative in efforts to settle the Korean dispute since September 11 2001.

Rearm Good – China

Rearm solves China war

Richard Lowry, editor of National Review, a conservative American news magazine, and a syndicated columnist, July 4, 2005, “Time for the Sun to Rise”, Lexis | Suo

The geopolitical math is simple. Since we have a rough congruence of interests, whenever Japan steps up, we have to do a little less, whether in the Indian Ocean or Iraq. The trajectory seems clear. A few years from now, Japan's constitution will likely be amended and its ability to contribute to the alliance and its own defense boosted further. "Soon they will be deploying to places like Afghanistan," says an administration official. "I don't think that's far down the road." And one day the Japanese will allow themselves the possibility of, say, dropping precision bombs on North Korean targets. "The ability to drop some bombs is very useful," the official says. "And it sends a signal to the Chinese." THE RED DRAGON China's ambitions are what make a more rational, up-to-date Japanese defense posture so imperative. China is pursuing what it calls "comprehensive national power" -- economic growth, military power, and diplomatic influence. China's true national interest would be in not pointlessly antagonizing Japan. But the current nature of the Chinese political system means it can do no other. The Chinese government is dependent on nationalism to give it legitimacy, so must beat up on the Japanese, who are wildly unpopular given their past atrocities. Like other dictatorships, Beijing needs to point to an external threat to justify its repression. "I think a lot of the buildup is against Japan. They aren't going to attack Japan, but they are big on intimidation," says the administration official. A few weeks ago, a mob was throwing rocks at the Japanese embassy in Beijing. "I don't know if you've ever been in the diplomatic district," says the official, "but there's not a lot of rubble lying around." Chinese destroyers and nuclear subs are a threat to Japanese sea lanes. China has been drilling for oil near Japan's so-called exclusive economic zone, and making incursions into Japanese waters. "Japan hasn't had to deal with something like this since the Soviets," the official says. Notably, Chinese intermediate-range missiles have a range that means they would overshoot Taiwan. Whom could they be intended for?

China war leads to extinction

Strait Times 2k (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N)

The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Rearm Good – East Asia/China

Japan rearm stabilizes East Asia and deters Chinese aggression

Richard Lowry, editor of National Review, a conservative American news magazine, and a syndicated columnist, July 4, 2005, “Time for the Sun to Rise”, Lexis | Suo

Pacifism has never been so silly. In an East Asia featuring both one of the world's most irrational states and a rising dictatorial power bent on changing the region's strategic balance, it is a crucial ally of the United States that labors under a constitution that could have been written by Quakers. Of course, it was an American team put together by Douglas MacArthur after World War II that wrote the Japanese constitution imposing pacifism as state policy. That was understandable 50 years ago. Now, the constraints of the Japanese constitution -- and the Japanese attitudes that preserved them all these years -- are senseless anachronisms. Japan has slowly been emerging from its shell over the last decade, and it is one of the diplomatic triumphs of the Bush administration that it has helped accelerate this process, strengthening the U.S.-Japanese bond and enhancing its usefulness. The Japanese will proceed at their own pace, but our response to every step they take toward becoming a more "normal" country should be nothing but encouragement: "More, please." The goal, although it will never be fully achievable given historic, cultural, and other differences, should be to make Japan as reliable a partner of the U.S. in Asia as Britain is in Europe. "There is no fear of Japan. The old cork-in-the-bottle theory is dead," says an administration official, referring to the former fear in the U.S. government that any Japanese step toward rearmament would mean an inevitable slide toward aggressive militarism. "The old saw is that Japan is just an aircraft carrier, a jumping-off point for American forces. Well, we want to make it a jumping-off point for both U.S. and Japanese forces." The alliance is a natural. Japan broadly shares our values. The U.S. is the world's number-one economy and Japan is number two, a powerful combination. We want to check China, and Japan feels threatened by China. Japan provides the basing the U.S. needs at a time when we have lost our bases in the Philippines and our relationship with South Korea looks shaky. We want to stay in East Asia, and the Japanese want to keep us there, in a dangerous neighborhood. Japan is surrounded by three nuclear countries that would make anyone nervous: North Korea, China, and Russia. After the Cold War, the alliance seemed headed for a breakdown. Japan provided only financial support for the first Gulf War and refused to give the U.S. intelligence and logistical aid during the 1993-1994 showdown with North Korea. The Clintonites, meanwhile, were obsessed with banging on the Japanese on trade issues, to the exclusion of national-security considerations. They talked up a "strategic partnership" with China. But nothing concentrates the mind like a few missile launches. In 1996, China tested ballistic missiles off Taiwan, with a few landing near Japanese shipping lanes. This led to a joint U.S.-Japanese statement pledging Japanese logistical support to the U.S. during "regional contingencies" and stipulating that the U.S.-Japanese alliance includes "situations in the areas surrounding Japan." The Chinese screamed -- accurately -- that "situations" was meant to cover a potential conflict over Taiwan. Two years later, the North Koreans launched a missile over northern Japan, spurring Japanese interest in cooperation with the United States on a missile-defense system. Politically, Japan has become more conservative. Its Left has effectively collapsed. The Socialist party was never serious about governing, but existed as an obstructionist force in parliament (sound familiar?). After electoral reform in the early 1990s, it all but evaporated. Japanese politics has become more populist, and Japanese society more open and less risk-averse. A new generation of politicians both in the ruling Liberal Democratic party and in the opposition Democratic party is not so wedded to the old pieties. "Japan is tired of constantly apologizing, and it wants a place in the sun more than in a pure economic sense," says former State Department official Jim Kelly. North Korea is enough to shake anyone's pacifism. Besides its nuclear adventurism, it abducted Japanese citizens in the 1970s and 1980s, outraging ordinary Japanese. The Japanese realize that the North Koreans just might be telling the truth when they say they would never attack other Koreans; similar assurances are never made about Japan. Meanwhile, the Chinese have stupidly provoked Japan at every turn. China scholar Arthur Waldron calls Beijing's alienation of Japan one of its great post-war blunders. "Japan was a pacifist country, with a sentimental view of China," says Waldron. "It was ideal for the Chinese."
Rearm Good – East Asia/China
East Asian conflict leads to extinction


Ogura 97 (Toshimura Ogura, Economics Professor at Toyama University, MONTHLY REVIEW, April 1997, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/m..._19693242/pg_8)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.
China war leads to extinction

Strait Times 2k (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N)

The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Rearm Good – China/North Korea/Spratly’s/Terror

Japanese rearm deters China and North Korea and solves terrorism and Spratly conflict

Joshua Kurlantzick, Fellow for Southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations and visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program, July-August, 2002, “Axis of good: the case for remilitarizing Japan”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1316/is_2002_July-August/ai_90114011/ | Suo

Having already participated in several missions, Japanese troops could be designated lead peacekeepers in Asia, to be used whenever there is a peacekeeping assignment in the region. More important, a declaration of Japan's willingness to commit forces throughout Asia, in collective self-defense of Japan, could give China extra reason to pause before becoming too aggressive, especially in the Spratly Islands, a strategically important South China Sea archipelago. Over the past five years, China has staked its claim to the Spratly’s, allegedly setting up military installations in the islands. A larger Japanese navy might deter China’s still low-tech navy from moving more forces into the Spratly’s. What's more, if a battle ever broke out between China and Taiwan, Japan could provide crucial support to combatants allied with America. Japan's highly professional navy also could help the U.S. and Southeast Asian states combat the movement of terrorists and high-seas piracy, which has become a serious threat to commerce in the waters off Indonesia. Japanese troops, as well as long-range transport aircraft, also could prove vital if the United States ever has to defend Japanese waters. Without Japanese participation in collective self-defense of the waters near Japan, it would be extremely difficult for the American military to deter simultaneous Chinese moves towards Taiwan and North Korean threats towards South Korea or Japan. Japan also could provide important intelligence to the United States on places such as North Korea, Taiwan, China, and Burma--countries that American spooks have shown little ability to understand. "There are plenty of Japanese in places where we don't have access ... and we should be able to get quality intelligence from them," says Paul Giarra, a Japan expert who previously worked for the Department of Defense.

China war leads to extinction

Strait Times 2k (The Straits Times (Singapore), “No one gains in war over Taiwan”, June 25, 2000, L/N)

The doomsday scenario THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else.

Rearm Good – China/North Korea/Spratly’s/Terror

North Korea war goes nuclear

Chol 2 (Chol, Director Center for Korean American Peace, 2002 10-24, http://nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html)

Any military strike initiated against North Korea will promptly explode into a thermonuclear exchange between a tiny nuclear-armed North Korea and the world's superpower, America. The most densely populated Metropolitan U.S.A., Japan and South Korea will certainly evaporate in The Day After scenario-type nightmare. The New York Times warned in its August 27, 2002 comment: "North Korea runs a more advanced biological, chemical and nuclear weapons program, targets American military bases and is developing missiles that could reach the lower 48 states. Yet there's good reason President Bush is not talking about taking out Dear Leader Kim Jong Il. If we tried, the Dear Leader would bombard South Korea and Japan with never gas or even nuclear warheads, and (according to one Pentagon study) kill up to a million people." Continues…The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.

Spratly’s conflict causes nuclear war

Nikkei Weekly ’95 (7-3, Lexis)

Mahathir sees Asia developing in three possible ways in future. In his worst-case scenario, Asian countries would go to war against each other, possibly over disputes such as their conflicting claims on the Spratly Islands. China might then declare war on the U.S., leading to full-scale, even nuclear, war.

Terrorism causes extinction

Sid-Ahmed 4 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, political analyst, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)

What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.

Rearm Good – Antiamericanism

Rearm solves global opposition to US hegemony

Joshua Kurlantzick, Fellow for Southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations and visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program, July-August, 2002, “Axis of good: the case for remilitarizing Japan”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1316/is_2002_July-August/ai_90114011/ | Suo

Perhaps most important, Washington can emphasize that by having a more normal military, Japan would only be taking its place as a modern, peace-loving democracy. Indeed, having Japan operate alongside the United States, Britain, Germany, and other nations in a long-running war on terror or other conflict would demonstrate that membership in an "Axis of Good" of industrial democracies that attempt to improve global relations is not limited to Western countries. In an era where symbols matter immensely to a hyper-connected global audience, and the United States receives withering criticism for acting unilaterally, involving Japan more closely in American military and diplomatic planning, while remaining sensitive to Asian memories of WWII, would blunt foreign opposition to U.S. global strategy.

Rearm Good – AT: JASA/US Backlash

No US backlash

Hisahiko Okazaki, Japanese diplomat and serves at present as Director of The Okazaki Institute in Tokyo, former Director General for Foreign Relations at the Japanese Defense Agency and Ambassador to Saudi Arabia then Thailand and Minister at the Japanese Embassy in Washington D.C., April 8, 2007, “Time to consider a nuclear strategy for Japan”, Lexis | Suo

The ultimate objective of Japan's national strategy is to defend itself and protect the security and prosperity of its people. Any theory on Japan's nuclearization must be discussed within the framework of the Japan-U.S. alliance, which has successfully attained this objective. The concept of security covers freedom and independence. It is absurd to advocate "independence" by simply puffing out one's chest and bragging to the United States. Japan would have been deprived of its freedom and independence if the Soviet Union had invaded and occupied the country during the Cold War. If Japan yields to North Korea's threats, it will lose its freedom as a nation. The concept of security is relevant to such fundamental matters. Whenever a country thinks of nuclear armament, it must give due consideration to the impact it will have on its relations with the United States--the world's foremost nuclear power. Such an option taking a course similar to the nuclear ambitions of North Korea and Iran even in spite of opposition from the United States would prove devastating for Japan's national interests. As part of its global strategy, the United States acknowledges the nuclear armament of Britain, France, Israel and India. The cases of Britain and France, allies of the United States, are good precedents for Japan in its search for a nuclear strategy. It can be said that Britain's nuclear strategy has experienced almost no problems in connection with the United States. In fact, British scientists joined the Manhattan Project to develop atomic bombs during World War II, while British Prime Minister Winston Churchill and U.S. President Dwight Eisenhower were on terms of mutual respect in and after the war. Behind the Anglo-American nuclear link is a century-long history of British diplomacy, which has continually placed priority on cooperation with the United States as a national policy. While having to overcome numerous vital issues, Britain has always provided the United States with unwavering support. This means that Britain's nuclear armament is based on there being no discrepancy between the two countries' nuclear strategies, when either of them were to be faced with an emergency critical enough for them to resort to a nuclear response. France, for its part, has pursued a nuclear strategy independent of the United States. Nonetheless, in the early 1980s, when the Soviet threat intensified in Europe, I personally heard certain U.S. military experts unofficially citing the French nuclear deterrent as a factor confusing the Kremlin's nuclear strategy.

Rearm Good – AT: Asia Freakout

As long as the US backs Japan, regional actors won’t freak out

Richard Lowry, editor of National Review, a conservative American news magazine, and a syndicated columnist, July 4, 2005, “Time for the Sun to Rise”, Lexis | Suo

Of course, any more assertive Japanese moves will revive the bogeyman of Japanese militarism. Other Asian countries have nightmarish memories of the Japanese military. Koizumi's annual visits to the Yasukuni Shrine, which memorializes Japan's war dead, including war criminals, outrage people in the region. But China's loud complaints about the visits are rich, considering that -- its current repression aside -- it maintains a public shrine to Mao, one of history's champion mass-murderers. As long as the United States is the senior partner in the alliance, it should reassure the region about Japan's intentions. It also will make unnecessary Japan's acquisition of more genuinely offensive weapons -- strategic bombers, ballistic missiles, etc. -- and a nuclear capability. Should it come to that -- if the North Korean crisis worsens, say -- it would hardly be disastrous. Starting from scratch, no one would say Pakistan or North Korea -- or China or Russia, for that matter -- should have nukes and Japan not. But that's a debate for another day. Now, Japan should be increasing its security role in the region, unashamedly. It is a new government, with new norms, in a new time. The traditional restraints on it only serve to hobble what should be one the world's key players on the side of decency and civilization. The old rallying cry of American conservatives was -- referring to Chinese nationalist leader Chiang Kai-shek, who never gave up the dream of reconquering the mainland -- "Unleash Chiang." Given the state of play, they now should be saying, "Unleash Japan," to be the kind of ally we need in Asia.

Fears of Japanese militarism are anachronistic

Richard Lowry, editor of National Review, a conservative American news magazine, and a syndicated columnist, July 4, 2005, “Time for the Sun to Rise”, Lexis | Suo

There is no fear of Japan. The old cork-in-the-bottle theory is dead," says an administration official, referring to the former fear in the U.S. government that any Japanese step toward rearmament would mean an inevitable slide toward aggressive militarism. "The old saw is that Japan is just an aircraft carrier, a jumping-off point for American forces. Well, we want to make it a jumping-off point for both U.S. and Japanese forces."
Rearm Consult Net benefit link

Unilaterally altering our presence causes Japan to nuclearize

William J. Perry, the Michael and Barbara Berberian Professor Emeritus at Stanford University, with a joint appointment in the School of Engineering. He is a senior fellow at the Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies and serves as co-director of the Nuclear Risk Reduction initiative and the Preventive Defense Project, and Co-director of the Preventive Defense Project at the Center for International Security and Cooperation, 19th secretary of defense for the United States, member of the National Academy of Engineering and a fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences. Among Perry's numerous awards are the Presidential Medal of Freedom (1997), the Knight Commander of the Order of the British Empire (1998) and the Grand Cordon of the Order of the Rising Sun (2002), awarded by the Emperor of Japan. and Diane E. Watson, represents California's 33rd congressional district, June 24, 2009, “The July Summit and Beyond: Prospects for U.S.-Russia Nuclear Arms Reductions”, Hearing of The House Committee on Foreign Affairs, Lexis | Suo

And I wanted to probe the missile defense as an issue that we could negotiate because I believe that under the last administration there was a lot of pushback from the Russians over the missile defense system and I was wondering if it could be a bargaining tool. But let me move on to North Korea. After they tested their nuclear device and it was as powerful, as I understand, as the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima, although North Korea is testing nuclear weapons and long-range and minimum-range rockets, they're still a few years away from putting a nuclear device on a missile. While these tests have been conducted, Japan has not begun its own nuclear program, and clearly when they have the means and technology to do so, it's somewhat amazing, and I believe this is due to our insurance of missile defense protection. And so does it as a diplomatic tool have the ability to keep other nations from developing nuclear weapons when they certainly face a mortal threat and can be assured by the United States it will be protected? And anyone who'd like to address it, please do so. MR. PERRY: Yeah, we have had as a commission and also I've had separately very detailed talks with the Japanese government on the issues you're raising and I can offer you several opinions on that. First of all, our policies relative to Japan should give them clear confidence that our extended deterrence is there and would be effective. To do that we need to consult with them about changes we make in our extended force in our deterrence forces. We have recommended that in our commission report and I believe the administration is following that recommendation.

AT: Realism means rearm

Realism explains Japanese nonnuclearization

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

n10. Japan's stance toward nuclear weapons appears useful for testing realist and constructivist theories of security policy, yet Japan's existing policies can be claimed to support both theories. For those in the normative school, Japan's policy toward nuclear weapons can be taken as evidence of the importance of nonmajoritarian or antimilitarist norms. For those in the realist school, Japan's reticence on nuclear weapons can better be explained by ongoing U.S. security commitments that guarantee its security against nuclear and conventional military threats. On the overdetermined outcome of Japanese nonnuclearization, see Scott D. Sagan, "Realist Perspectives on Ethical Norms and Weapons of Mass Destruction," in Sohail Hashmi and Steven Lee, eds., Ethics and Weapons of Mass Destruction: Religious and Secular Perspectives (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), p. 88. On the role of the norm of nonmajoritarianism in Japanese security policy, see Katzenstein, Cultural Norms and National Security, pp. 128-129, 146-147. For a different argument on the role of norms in Japanese security policy, see Berger, Cultures of Antimilitarism; on nuclear weapons, see ibid., pp. x, 102. For a critical assessment of the utility of framing debates solely in terms of realist, liberal, or constructivist paradigms, see Peter J. Katzenstein and Nobuo Okawara, "Japan, Asian-Pacific Security, and the Case for Analytic Eclecticism," International Security, Vol. 26, No. 3 (Winter 20001/02), pp. 153-185.

Aff Uniqueness

Rearm is inevitable but ineffective

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, July 07, 2007, “A New Era in Asia: Japan Rising”, http://original.antiwar.com/doug-bandow/2007/07/06/a-new-era-in-asia-japan-rising/ | Suo

An equally dramatic, if perhaps not quite so problematic, shift is taking place in Japan. Tokyo’s forceful bid for regional domination collapsed as its warships sank and cities burned in 1945. During the Cold War Japan produced an economic miracle but remained a geopolitical pygmy. Washington fumed, but both Japan’s rulers and neighbors preferred U.S. dominance. Tokyo now is changing direction, however. Japanese politicians and leaders alike seem ready to turn Japan into a normal country, undertaking diplomatic responsibilities and creating military capabilities commensurate with its size and wealth. Although even a reenergized and rearmed Tokyo would be unable to impose its will on its neighbors, a more active Japan could temper the ambitions of North Korea and, more important, the PRC. Beijing may come to enjoy an “unipolar” moment in East Asia, but Japan’s new direction makes that prospect less likely, or at least more distant.

Younger leaders, China rise, and reputational concerns means rearm is inevitable

Joshua Kurlantzick, Fellow for Southeast Asia at the Council on Foreign Relations and visiting scholar in the Carnegie Endowment’s China Program, July-August, 2002, “Axis of good: the case for remilitarizing Japan”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1316/is_2002_July-August/ai_90114011/ | Suo

Yet as the geostrategic landscape in Asia changes and begins to favor China, these obstacles are slowly shrinking. Over the past decade, a younger generation of politicians has come to dominate American and Japanese politics. For these men and women, the legacy of the Second World War no longer is as much of a factor in their thinking. This change is noticeable in Japan, where most politicians clearly recall the Gulf War, in which Japan, one of the largest donors to global organizations like the United Nations, was humiliated by contributing little to the actual campaign except six minesweepers which arrived after the fighting was over. Responding to politicians who chafed at Japan's lack of military presence in the desert, the Japanese public began to consider the possibility of revamping the SDF. For many Japanese, September 11 was a turning point that catalyzed all of these trends--the passing of the WWII generation, China’s rise, Japan's quiet, slow military expansion--and forced the Japanese public to openly discuss whether, and how Japan could become a more normal military power. Certainly, most Japanese do not support anything remotely resembling the military build-up that led to World War II, but some citizens believe the SDF today is too limited in scope, mission, and size. "Japanese public opinion was moving already, but September 11 seemed to dramatize that anyone was vulnerable, and Japan couldn't sit on the sidelines in a post-September war," says Clemons. Indeed, though Japanese forces had not left their bases during wartime since 1945, in a poll taken last September by the Mainichi Shimbun newspaper, 63 percent of respondents supported dispatching the SDF abroad in support of the war on terrorism. Responding to public opinion and American pressure, Koizumi convinced his compatriots to approve two anti-terrorism bills allowing the Japanese military to provide logistical support to the war on terror. Some Japanese politicians even began discussing whether Japan should obtain nuclear weapons as a deterrent against China. Perhaps most important, some Japanese leaders have begun to demonstrate repentance for their country's behavior in WWII and comprehend the potential impact of military normalization on Japan's neighbors. Last October, Koizumi became the first prime minister to express "heartfelt apologies" for Japan's actions during WWII. Such apologies can have an impact, especially since many Asian countries these days are more afraid of China than of Japan. Indeed, after the campaign in Afghanistan began, both Australia and Singapore welcomed the deployment of Japanese ships to provide support to the United States.

No Rearm – Will

Japan will never nuclearize – expert consensus, public opposition, and no political support

Gregory Kulacki, Senior Analyst, China Project Manager, Expert in Nuclear Weapons & Global Security-US-China Relations at the Union of Concerned Scientists Global Security Program, March 2010, “Japan And America’s Nuclear Posture”, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/japan-american-nuclear-posture.pdf | Suo

In this report we examine the claim that the Japanese government opposes the U.S. government declaring that the sole purpose of U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter or respond to the use of nuclear weapons by another country. We also examine the claim that in response to such a change in U.S. policy there is an increased risk Japan’s leaders may decide to develop Japan’s own nuclear arsenal. We find that: • Some Japanese security experts and officials in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Defense are concerned about the credibility of U.S. extended nuclear deterrence. However, these concerns are not new nor a consequence of the potential changes in U.S. nuclear policy the Obama administration is discussing. • There is a long-standing consensus among Japanese security officials and experts, including those concerned about the credibility of U.S. extended deterrence, that there is no imaginable scenario in which developing nuclear weapons would be advantageous to the defense of Japan. • Japanese public opinion polls consistently register strong levels of support for nuclear disarmament and strong levels of opposition to the development of nuclear weapons or the introduction of U.S. nuclear weapons into Japan. • The prime minister, the foreign minister, and more than 200 members of the Japanese Diet have expressed strong support for a change in U.S. declaratory policy stating that the sole purpose of U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter or respond to the use of nuclear weapons by another country. These findings imply that the United States could reduce the role of nuclear weapons in U.S. national security strategy without weakening the U.S.-Japan security alliance. Moreover, there is no evidence that these changes will increase the risk that Japan will withdraw from the NPT and develop its own nuclear weapons. To the contrary, it appears that both the Japanese public and the Japanese government would welcome these changes in U.S. nuclear weapons policy. 

US policy won’t affect nuclearization – domestic concerns outweigh, proven by broad empirical analysis

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

These findings are in line with research demonstrating that although security incentives are important, they are rarely determinative. n10 Numerous scholars have noted the role of domestic organizational and other variables in influencing states' decisions to develop (or reverse) their nuclear weapons programs, although the causal weight assigned to systemic versus domestic explanations typically varies. In the case of Pakistan, Samina Ahmed argues that although the perceived security threat from India was a necessary condition in Pakistan's drive to develop and test a nuclear device, the marginalization of the political leadership and dominance of the military in Pakistan's security policy architecture played a decisive role in nuclear decisionmaking across time. n11 David Karl notes that in the case of India, the military leadership was reticent about developing a nuclear weapons program because of fears it would enable greater civilian intervention in military decisionmaking. n12 The French decision to develop an independent nuclear deterrent has similarly been argued to be driven by national prestige as well as systemic variables. n13 Finally, Ariel Levite writes that domestic factors have been important causes of "nuclear reversal," that is, when states choose to abandon their nascent nuclear weapons programs. n14 The evidence presented here adds to this record, demonstrating the importance of including domestic organizational preferences into calculations of future nuclear choices, a point underscored by the repeated failure of predictions that Japan will introduce a nuclear deterrent.
No Rearm – Will

Nuclearization is impossible – overwhelming opposition from all corners

Gregory Kulacki, Senior Analyst, China Project Manager, Expert in Nuclear Weapons & Global Security-US-China Relations at the Union of Concerned Scientists Global Security Program, March 2010, “Japan And America’s Nuclear Posture”, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/japan-american-nuclear-posture.pdf | Suo

Public opinion polling consistently confirms very high levels of Japanese opposition to the introduction of U.S. nuclear weapons into Japan and to the development of Japanese nuclear weapons. This opposition is not diminishing over time. Recent polls show that the large popular majorities in favor of Japan remaining a non-nuclear weapon state are the same or higher than polls taken in the late 1960s at the height of the anti-nuclear movement.xi Even after the North Korean nuclear test of 2006, 80 percent of Japanese polled said Japan should continue to prevent the introduction of U.S. nuclear weapons into Japan.xii Some U.S. defense experts discount the Japanese public’s opposition to nuclear weapons and place greater weight in the opinions of the Japanese ruling elite. But even the Japanese elite shows very high rates of disapproval. NIRA, a respected semi-governmental Japanese research organization, conducted a poll shortly after the Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests in 1998. NIRA found that 86 percent of the “informed” Japanese elite, compared with 93 percent of the general public, would still not choose to develop nuclear weapons even if the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty were dissolved.xiii In this regard popular and elite opinion is consistent with the military judgment of the conservative Japanese defense officials who authored the 1995 JDA study on Japan’s nuclear options. Japanese attitudes toward nuclear weapons developed in reaction to the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The bombings made the enormous destructive power and costly long-term effects of nuclear weapons clear to the Japanese public. Each year, Japanese political leaders travel to ground zero to remember the bombings. The annual memorials, as well as constant public debates related to proper care and compensation for the survivors and their descendants, force Japanese government officials to reiterate and reaffirm Japan’s anti-nuclear commitments. The annual ritual denunciation of nuclear weapons is a defining feature of contemporary Japan’s national identity, much like the annual celebration of Thanksgiving is a defining feature of the national identity of the United States. The political influence of the Japanese antinuclear lobby was first demonstrated in the massive Japanese public protests against U.S. nuclear testing that sickened and killed a group of Japanese fishermen in March 1954. Concerned about the safety of their seafood—a staple of the Japanese diet—a group of homemakers launched an appeal to ban nuclear weapons that garnered the signatures of 32 million Japanese people—a third of the population. Shortly afterward, Prime Minister Kishi Nobusuke indicated he supported the use of nuclear weapons as a deterrent. Public pressure compelled Kishi, a conservative, to make public promises to both houses of the legislature that Japan would not possess, manufacture, or allow the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan. These came to be known as Japan’s “Three Non-Nuclear Principles” and in 1971 were codified in a resolution of the Japanese Diet.

Debates should not decided on Japanese nuclearization – they would never do it – their evidence is based on narrow military analysis that’s flawed

Gregory Kulacki, Senior Analyst, China Project Manager, Expert in Nuclear Weapons & Global Security-US-China Relations at the Union of Concerned Scientists Global Security Program, March 2010, “Japan And America’s Nuclear Posture”, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nwgs/japan-american-nuclear-posture.pdf | Suo

There is a strong and longstanding consensus among Japanese security officials and experts that there is no imaginable scenario in which developing nuclear weapons would be advantageous to the defense of Japan, even in a scenario in which Japan was without the protection of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty and the NPT ceased to exist. U.S. nuclear policy in Asia should not be predicated on the assumption that changes in U.S. policy, including changes in declaratory policy, would cause the government of Japan to decide to develop nuclear weapons. The Japanese public strongly opposes the reintroduction of U.S. nuclear weapons into the territory of Japan, including Japanese territorial waters and Japanese ports. The Obama administration wisely informed the Japanese government that it is retiring the TLAM/N.xvii There appear to be dramatic differences between Japanese and American perceptions of Japanese concerns and intentions regarding nuclear weapons policy. In a consensus opinion firmly held for more than four decades, Japanese security officials and experts see the acquisition of Japan’s own nuclear deterrent as counter to overall Japanese interests. In contrast, some U.S. officials and experts, who seem to take a more narrow military view of the issue, see a serious risk that Japan will seek to acquire nuclear weapons—serious enough that the United States should constrain U.S. decisions on nuclear weapons policy, even when it runs counter to the president’s nonproliferation and arms control policy. Both governments should address this misunderstanding at the earliest possible opportunity. 

No Rearm – Will

Japan won’t nuclearize – laundry list

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580 | Suo

In any event, Japan's "nuclear allergy" persists to the present day. Matake Kamiya explains Tokyo's self-imposed injunction against bomb making in terms of the general pacifism codified in Japan's peace constitution, lingering memories of the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, and antimilitary sentiments dating from the interwar years. (11) As a result, concludes Kamiya, opposition to nuclear weapons "is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society.... [I]t is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize." (12) The vast majority of observers in Japan and in the West are inclined to agree with Kamiya, if for different reasons. Indeed, very few scholars have lent credence to rationales for a nuclear buildup. (13) Tetsuya Endo, a former vice chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission of Japan, argues that while Japan possesses the technical capabilities to stage a nuclear breakout, the material costs combined with the prospects of international isolation would deter Tokyo from pursuing such an option. (14) Brad Glosserman cautions that Japan likely would not survive intact as a nation-state following a nuclear exchange--even a limited one--owing to its lack of strategic depth and the extremely high population density throughout the Japanese Archipelago. (15) Llewelyn Hughes identifies a series of domestic institutional constraints, ranging from constitutional to informal, that have anchored Tokyo securely to the U.S. nuclear guarantee. (16) Others believe that Japan is actively pursuing other strategic options, including strengthening its own conventional military capabilities and deepening its alliance ties to the United States, as substitutes for an independent nuclear deterrent. (17) In sum, normative, material, geographic, institutional, and strategic considerations militate against going nuclear.
No Rearm – Structural Constraints

Japan can’t rearm – structural impediments

Kent E. Calder, Ph.D. from Harvard University, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University, Fall 2005, “Halfway to hegemony: Japan's tortured trajectory”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb137/is_3_27/ai_n29223867/  | Suo

Japan's global rule-making capacity, first of all, was constrained by a distinct lack of offensive military power and the subordinate political standing of the Japan Defense Agency, rooted in the strictures imposed by the 1947 "no-war" Constitution, I argued. Veto players in the complex Japanese legislative process made changes in this embedded status quo difficult. I also contended that cultural factors, particularly the lack of a transcendent sense of national mission, complicated this assertion of rule-making authority. Despite its formidable economic scale, Japan's inability to assume key-currency standing also had origins that, by virtue of their structural character, were likely to make its rule-making incapacity prolonged. Problems centered on Japan's lack of deep, free, and innovative capital markets, I explained. These made it inconvenient for other nations--even those trading extensively with Japan--to conduct trade and investment transactions in yen, undermining the global role of Japan's currency, despite the huge financial surpluses then emanating from Tokyo. The third major obstacle to Japanese global political-economic preeminence, I contended, was an inability to serve as a market and lender of last resort. Once again, I saw the most important impediments as structural, and thus likely to be sustained for long periods of time, unless disturbed by major global cataclysm. Interest groups linked to important government ministries, as in agriculture, served as roadblocks to change, I argued, even in the face of international pressures. And Japanese state structures--both bureaucratic and political--were so fragmented that they had great difficulty in constraining powerful societal interests even when they wanted to do so. Japan, I observed, was much more inclined than nations like the United States, France, and South Korea--all with strong presidential executive systems--to be a reactive state in foreign-policy making.

No Rearm – Structural Constraints

Institutional constraints mean that regardless of capability or will Japan can’t change foreign policy

Kent E. Calder, Ph.D. from Harvard University, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University, Fall 2005, “Halfway to hegemony: Japan's tortured trajectory”, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb137/is_3_27/ai_n29223867/ | Suo

All of my three major contentions have fortunately weathered the test of time, despite their controversial standing fifteen years ago. Japan has not, despite a huge economy that today constitutes one seventh of global gross domestic product, emerged as an effective "rule-maker" in international affairs. For example, the vaunted Miyazawa Plan of the late 1990s, aimed at promoting the financial development of a number of Asia's poorest countries, never became the standard for developing world debt relief despite its substantial intellectual content. Japan's initiative was instead preempted and superceded by the United States' own Brady Plan. Similarly, Japan failed across the 1980s and the 1990s in its efforts to modify copyright protection of software. More recently, Japan's "G-4 plan" for reforming the UN Security Council likewise failed to prevail in the 2005 General Assembly session. And the so-called Kyoto Protocol for protecting the global environment, promulgated at a landmark 1999 conference in Kyoto itself, failed to be adopted even by Japan's closest ally, the United States. Despite often strong protestations of solidarity with Japan as well as strong Japanese cooperation with global initiatives from elsewhere, the United States--not to mention the European Union, China, and other global powers--have failed to a surprising degree, given Japan's economic power, to adopt initiatives with a clear provenance in Tokyo. Time has also shown Japan's limited key-currency role of the late 1980s to be frustratingly enduring. Japan has become by far the world's largest creditor, with nearly US$2 trillion in net assets, and nearly US$800 billion in official foreign exchange reserves. Yet, the yen's share of global central bank reserves has actually declined. Japan has become significantly more open to foreign manufactured imports than was true in 1989. Indeed, the share of such imports in its total trade rose from less than 50 percent in 1990 to 61.5 percent by 2003. Yet Japan has not become either a market or lender of last resort. Indeed, China has become the largest export market for many developing nations--a more important prop for their development efforts than Japan. Only in overseas development assistance (ODA) does Japan cut a truly global figure. And even Japanese ODA has begun to recede since the late 1990s, falling by nearly one third between 2000 and 2002 alone. Institutional Barriers to Change The heart of my argument that Japan would not emerge as a global power commensurate with its economic scale for a sustained period was structural. I contended that a combination of a high degree of regulation and fragmented structures would impose a straitjacket on the Japanese political economy that would constrain its global role. This constraint would be enduring precisely because it was institutional, and embedded institutions are not changed easily by fragmented, divided political authorities.  Fragmented policy-making institutions give unusual leverage to veto-players, and the prominence of such players in Japan make change difficult except in crisis circumstances. In concluding that Japanese foreign policy-making had a stability bias, except in crisis, I employed the same logic that I did in my 1988 Crisis and Compensation, which also emphasized the importance of fragmentation in state structures in imparting a conservative cast to domestic policy formation. To conclude that Japanese policy-making would have a conservative cast, due to fragmented state structures and the inherent leverage of numerous veto-players, was not to argue that it could not change. Indeed, I did not conclude that Japanese policy-making was inevitably static. I saw it more as a dialectical tension between economic forces and external pressures, which generally were the dynamic element driving the system, and the straitjacket of embedded institutional structures and processes. In this sense, Japanese security policy certainly had the potential to gradually change over the course of the 1990s. The role of the Self Defense Forces, for example, expanded steadily from simple static homeland defense to major support for allied naval forces in the Arabian Sea during the Afghan War by the fall of 2001, and eventually to a Japanese Ground Self Defense presence that was the fourth largest in Iraq by the summer of 2005. Thus, despite Japan's institutional tendency to resist transformation, the country has, in a few discrete instances, successfully promoted changes in its foreign policy-making. The reasoning by which I concluded that Japan would move only "halfway to hegemony"--but nevertheless with a significant role in support of the United States in global affairs--highlights a somewhat unconventional set of analytical variables as the drivers in international politics. Conventional analysis tends to privilege state strategy. Because of my emphasis on the constraining impact of institutional structure on foreign policy behavior--at least in the Japanese case--I was skeptical of state strategy, or public perception, as a determinant of actual behavior. I argued that the obstacles that decision-makers face are often more important than their intentions in determining policy outcomes, and that approach seems to have been vindicated in the Japanese case. The years since I wrote have been hallmarked by repeated commitments by Japanese leaders to reform--in the security realm as well as in economics--that have proven excruciatingly difficult to implement. Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto solemnly committed--at a bilateral 1996 summit with his preeminent ally, US President Bill Clinton--to close the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station in Okinawa and to prepare an alternate site on the east coast of the island. Yet that transfer had not even begun a full decade later. Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi struggled for more than four years to reform the postal savings system and went to the extraordinary lengths of dissolving the Diet, purging his opponents from the ruling party, and holding a special election before even partially achieving his goal in late 2005. The bad debt problems spawned by the collapse of the financial bubble in the early 1990s were still haunting Japan and the global political economy, nearly fifteen years after they had originally emerged.

No Rearm – Capability
Massive technical barriers to nuclearization 

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580 | Suo

As noted above, analysts and Japanese politicians evince conviction that Japan could erect a nuclear deterrent in a relatively short period of time. We are unpersuaded by this apparent optimism and conventional wisdom. It is true that Japan possesses all the trappings of a nuclear power. Yet the path to a credible nuclear status is likely to be long and winding. Above all, Japan needs the material capacity to develop a bomb. (40) With fifty-five nuclear-power plants in operation around the country and the nuclear sector's large reserves of reactor-grade plutonium, Japan enjoys a readily available supply of fissile material. According to Sankei Shimbun, Japan possesses enough plutonium on its own soil and in reprocessing plants overseas to produce 740 bombs. (41) How usable this reactor-grade material would be for weapons purposes, however, remains a matter of dispute among technical specialists. An internal government report unearthed by Sankei Shimbun reportedly concluded that Japan would need several hundred engineers, 200-300 billion yen (or $2-$3 billion), and three to five years to fabricate a serviceable nuclear warhead. (42) The real question would be timing. It is doubtful in the extreme that Japan could circumvent its safeguards agreement with the IAEA undetected for long. (43) While the cases of Iran and North Korea demonstrate that it is possible to bypass the IAEA, Japan holds itself to much higher, more stringent standards, having assented to one of the most intrusive, regular inspection programs in the world. (44) Furthermore, think of the diplomatic blowback: one can only imagine the uproar if such an effort on the part of Japan, a consistent, sincere opponent of nuclear weapons, were exposed to public and international scrutiny. Thus, Japanese policy makers must consider the extent to which Tokyo could withstand mounting external pressure to cease and desist while its nuclear complex amassed enough bomb-making material for a viable arsenal. Tokyo cannot expect to deceive the international community long enough to present the world a fait accompli. It would probably have to make its intentions clear--and endure international opprobrium--well before reaching the breakout threshold, if not at the outset. Even assuming that Japan can procure enough fissile materials to build an arsenal, its engineers would still have to leap over several technical barriers. First, Japan must devise an effective, efficient delivery system. The most direct route would be to arm Japan's existing fleet of fighter aircraft with nuclear bombs or missiles. The fighters in the Air Self-Defense Force (SDF) inventory, however, are constrained by four factors: vulnerability to preemptive strikes while still on the ground at their bases; limited range, as Japan possesses no strategic bombers; susceptibility to interception by enemy fighters while en route to their targets; and vulnerability to increasingly sophisticated integrated air-defense systems. Compounding these shortcomings, Japan is surrounded by water, substantially increasing flight times to targets on the Asian mainland. In light of this, ballistic or cruise missiles would likely rank as Japan's weapon of choice. (45) The challenges would be two. First, if Tokyo chose to rely on a missile delivery system, it would have to produce a workable, miniaturized nuclear warhead that could be mounted atop an accurate cruise or ballistic missile. Such a feat is not beyond Japanese engineering prowess, but it would involve significant lead time. Second, the nation must develop the delivery vehicle itself. Even the U.S. defense-industrial sector, with its half-century of experience in this field, takes years to design and build new missiles. Japan could conceivably convert some of its civilian space-launch vehicles into ballistic missiles, but it would have to perfect key components, like inertial guidance systems. If it opted for long-range cruise missiles, Tokyo would in effect find itself--unless it could purchase Tomahawk cruise missiles off the shelf from the United States, a doubtful prospect, given the highly offensive nature of Tomahawks and thus the political sensitivity of such a sale--compelled to start from scratch. Procuring and integrating satellite guidance, terrain-contour matching, and other specialized techniques and hardware would demand long, hard labor from Japanese weapon scientists. There is also the question of testing. Japan would need to ensure the safety and reliability of its nuclear arsenal. There would be no substitute for an actual nuclear test that proved this new (for Japan) technology while bolstering the credibility of Japanese deterrence. The Japanese Archipelago is simply too small and too densely populated for a test to be conducted there safely--even leaving aside the potential for a political backlash, given the memories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki it would conjure up. Tokyo could detonate a device near some Japanese-held island in the Pacific, such as Okinotori-shima. But again, the diplomatic furor from flouting the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) would be intense, while the Japanese populace would think back to the Lucky Dragon incident during the Bikini tests of the 1950s. (46) One need only recall the uproar over French and Chinese tests on the eve of the CTBT's entry into force. Computer simulations of weapon performance may be less optimal but would certainly be more palatable from a political standpoint for Japan. The Israeli experience may be instructive here for any Japanese bomb-making efforts. The technical dilemmas reviewed above demonstrate that there is no shortcut to a nuclear breakout, even for a technological powerhouse of Japan's standing. The Congressional Research Service notes, "If one assumes that Japan would want weapons with high reliability and accuracy, then more time would need to be devoted to their development unless a weapon or information was supplied by an outside source." (47) Kan Ito, a commentator on Japanese strategic affairs for nearly two decades, concurs, considering observers who predict a rapid breakout "utterly presumptuous." Declares Ito, "It is dangerous to believe such a misconception. 
It will take 15 years for Japan to build up its own autonomous nuclear deterrence capability that is truly functional." (48) While one may quibble with his fifteen-year timeline, which seems unduly pessimistic, the period required to develop and field a credible deterrent would probably be measured in years rather than the weeks or months cavalierly bandied about.

Nuclear armament impossible – even if Japan could get a warhead quickly, they couldn’t deploy it

The Daily Yomiuri, March 22, 2007, “NORTH KOREA'S NUCLEAR THREAT; Japan could build N-weapons, but...”, Lexis | Suo

Japan's nuclear power generation technology is almost as advanced as that of the United States and France. It would seem to follow that there is no reason why Japan, with such cutting-edge technology, cannot develop nuclear arms, a feat achieved by North Korea and Pakistan. When Glenn Seaborg, a participant in the Manhattan Project, visited Japan in September 1965, he asserted that Japan had the technology to produce nuclear arms in about five years. Given that more than 40 years have passed since then, can Japan actually manufacture nuclear weapons? Nuclear bombs come in two types: plutonium and uranium. Japan is said to have the technology to develop both types. But it would have to overcome many hurdles to do so. Plutonium is extracted in the process of reprocessing spent nuclear fuel from a nuclear power plant. But weapons-grade plutonium with a purity of more than 90 percent cannot be obtained from the light water reactors that are operated in Japan. It is possible to increase the purity of plutonium by shortening the period of burning fuel within a reactor by repeating the stoppage and resumption of operations and exchange of fuel. But this method is inefficient and not a realistic option. The most effective method is to use a graphite-moderated reactor, as North Korea did. But no such reactors are operated in this country, and it would take several years to build a reactor of this type. One expert said that should Japan wish to develop just one nuclear bomb, it could be manufactured using a light water reactor, and if it wants to mass-produce them, it should use graphite moderated reactors. To produce a uranium-type bomb, it is necessary to enrich the density of uranium from the 3 percent to 5 percent density needed for power generation to the more than 90 percent density required for making nuclear weapons. It is technically possible to procure weapons-grade uranium if a large number of centrifuges are used. However, the explosive yield of such a bomb is smaller than that of the plutonium type, and it is difficult to miniaturize the warhead for such a weapon. Even after procuring weapons-grade nuclear materials, it is necessary to develop a detonation device that can ensure a certain level of explosive power. In the case of an implosion-method bomb, for example, extremely advanced technology capable of simultaneously detonating at least 32 fuses within a margin of error of one-millionth of a second is required. The explosive power of the atomic bomb detonated by North Korea last October was less than one kiloton (TNT equivalent), far smaller than the four-kiloton class Pyongyang told Beijing it was going to test beforehand. The rudimentary detonation technology used in the bomb was cited as a major factor in its limited yield. Tetsuo Sawada, an expert in nuclear engineering at Tokyo Institute of Technology, said: "It takes at least a year to develop a nuclear bomb, going through the whole process from design, manufacture and verification to a detonation test. If the time needed to build a nuclear reactor and related facilities are included, it takes several years to develop a nuclear bomb." To deploy manufactured weapons and turn them into an effective deterrent force, it is necessary to develop specialized nuclear warfare units and equipment including vehicles to deliver nuclear warheads. In the case of Japan, which is a small country, it would be extremely difficult to locate a nuclear base on land, given the strong opposition among the public even to the construction of a nuclear power plant. The prevalent view is that it would be more appropriate for Japan to build a submarine-launched ballistic missile (SLBM) system like Britain's, which is less susceptible to an enemy attack. It would take a very long time for Japan to develop a single nuclear submarine fitted with an SLBM system on its own, and costs involved would reach 500 billion yen, Sawada said. If several SLBM-outfitted submarines were built, costs would top 10 trillion yen, including research and development expenses, Sawada added. Pointing out the problems of having nuclear arms capability, Tetsuya Endo, a former deputy chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, said, "There's a big difference between the technological capability to develop a nuclear warhead and [a] meaningful nuclear weapons [defense system]."

No Rearm – AT: Japan discussions

Japanese policy debates on nuclearization are tactics to confirm US commitment

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

Preliminary evidence also suggests that following the North Korean nuclear test of October 9, 2006, calls by senior Japanese leaders to debate the merits of nuclearization were partially designed to elicit confirmation of the ongoing commitment of the United States to deter threats against Japan. Foreign Minister Aso Taro, who called openly for public debate on the conditions under which Japan should reconsider its nonnuclear stance, stated in a December 2006 interview that the most crucial action for Japan to take following the nuclear test by North Korea was to confirm the willingness of the United States to defend Japan from conventional and nuclear threats, and that Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice's visit to Tokyo in October 2006, which followed his remarks, achieved this objective. n36
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