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Consult 1NC (1/2)

The United States federal government should enter in binding and genuine consultation with Japan over (insert plan) and should abide by the outcome of the consultation.

They will say yes that is the 1AC’s own evidence, that Japan does not want America in Okinawa. 

Consult 1NC (2/2)
Consultation is critical to U.S. Japan relations and hegemony

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
As discussed earlier, many of the changes in Japanese security policy are focused on improving their own military utility and ability to manage a crisis in a timely manner.  Changes in American alliance policies can mirror some of these improvements.  The full- time stafﬁng, equipping, and training of bilateral coordination centers is an important step, following a closer integration of telligence communities in both countries.  Such a center is relatively useless without extensive and timely intelligence and analysis feeds.  Such intelligence deepening, predicated on Japanese steps to further secure classiﬁed information and reorganize the jumble of intelligence centers of gravity, is a critical step forward for the alliance.  Additionally, Paciﬁc Command and even the DoD in the Pentagon should create bilateral coordination cells that go beyond the current practice of liaison ofﬁcer exchange.  Although the armed services have such relationships established, they need to be institutionalized at higher commands to concretely demonstrate American commitment to a true partnership.  Helping the Japanese create a state-of-the-art simulations center in Japan would beneﬁt the alliance by increasing the capability of SDF commanders and staffs, as well as providing opportunities to practice the operational 
command and control of joint forces in a military contingency.181 to stop in Tokyo during important trips to the region.  The symbolic value alone of such gestures is difﬁcult to overestimate.183  Likewise, both governments need to be more active in educating the public about the value of the relationship.184  It is too easy for politicians to focus on irritants for short-run political gain, instead of the long- term strategic beneﬁts of the alliance to both countries’ interests. Strengthening the alliance will require this heightened sense of policy coordination and accommodation―all the more so because of the widespread public sense that the Bush administration tends toward unilateralism.  Armitage, in his conﬁrmation hearings in the Senate in March 2001, spoke clearly of the long-term need to take into account the interests of Japan and other key allies.  “Close and constant consultation with allies is not optional.  It is the precondition for sustaining American leadership. . . . To the extent that our behavior reﬂects arrogance and heightened sense of position, our claim to leadership will become, in spite of our military prowess, the thinnest of pretenses.”185  The joint Security Consultative Committee 
structure must be expanded and deepened to provide forums for substantive, bilateral strategic policy coordination.186  Strategic policy discussions must be routinized and deepened on multiple levels to achieve this sense of true partnership.  Two critical areas for such policy coordination should be North Korea and Taiwan. Two examples serve to underscore the sensitivity that the United States has shown recently toward Japanese national interests.  Such policy accommodation has a great impact on Japanese opinion toward the alliance.  On December 10, 2001, Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence and Research Carl Ford publicly indicated that the United States would be willing to defend the Senkaku Islands in the event of foreign aggression.187  These disputed islands northeast of Taiwan are important national claims of Japan and the 
United States sent a “costly signal”188 to China when Ford made this statement.  Similarly, the United States agreed to keep bringing up the resolution of the abductee issue during North Korean dialogues in the spring of 2003.  Recognition by the United States of the visceral importance of this issue in Japanese domestic opinion strongly indicates to the Japanese that the United States is willing to accommodate their interests.

That’s key to solve Chine-cross apply the case impacts

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Finally, an enhanced partnership with Japan provides the United States with the most effective means to simultaneously balance and engage China.  Although great care and transparency during the transformation of the alliance would be required to prevent an overtly hostile posture toward China, such a partnership would provide the deterrent and incentives necessary to shape Chinese entrance into the superpower ranks in the most favorable and responsible manner. 

Say yes

Consultation is comparatively better than the plan and they will say yes

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04

With regard to the alliance, America has three real options in the years ahead.  The ﬁrst option is to strive to maintain the current asymmetrical power structure with Japan for as long as possible by purposely maintaining Japanese dependencies and begrudgingly compromising on peripheral issues to protect the core relationship.  The second option is to rapidly cede substantive power to Japan, most likely through a dramatic reduction in forward based military capabilities, transform the alliance into a balanced partnership in the near term (5-10 years) before any Asian neighbor has the power or presence to prevent such a change, and build alternative basing options in the Western Paciﬁc.  Sharing power can be deﬁned as a 
combination of greater accommodation on policy objectives and means, more frequent and substantive consultation, and achieving greater balance in military roles and missions within the alliance.  The third option is the middle road and, therefore, the one most likely to be followed.  Here, the United States, in consultation with Japan, would slowly change the character of the relationship to reduce asymmetries as Japanese security policy changes and diplomatic power increases, while simultaneously, but carefully, exploring alternative basing options. The ﬁrst option may favor American interests in the short run, but, in the long run, the status quo will likely prove too brittle and would eventually collapse, given the trends in Japanese security policy change and its increasing sense of self-interest.  The second option is too abrupt and would cause as many problems as it would solve, especially given the dynamics and memories of East Asian nations and the current uncertainties in the region.  Although American power projection advocates, emboldened by the initial 

military success of Operation IRAQI FREEDOM, may support this aggressive restructuring in the alliance, grand political strategy supports continued engagement and forward positioning of forces in the region.  The third option matches the incrementalism of Japanese policy change with alliance change, eventually reaching the same outcome of the second option while hedging for the future.  This option appears, on the surface, to be the way of prudence, but why should America choose to follow such a course of divesting substantive power to an ally? History teaches that hegemonic states do not retain such overwhelming power forever.  As the United States focuses on democratization, free trade, security, and human rights, the provision of such collective goods worldwide will increasingly take a toll on America’s material, human, and psychological resources.  Free riders (willing to enjoy the beneﬁts of such a system, but unwilling to pay their share for its maintenance) abound among rational nations; as a result the costs to America of maintaining these transnational goods 
will eventually become prohibitive.163  The need for allies to continue the consolidation of peace and the rebuilding of Afghanistan and Iraq are but two current examples of the limits to American resources in the far corners of the world.  Additionally, the negative perceptions of hegemony foster anti-American sentiment which tends to compound these problems―a specter that is increasingly vivid in Iraq.  The concern for the United States becomes one of determining 

how best to maintain its inﬂuence worldwide and ensure the rooting of its values for the long run.    

Say yes

There’s massive opposition to the US presence in Okinawa.
Daisuke Wakabayashi & Yuka Hayashi, Wall Street Journal, 7/12/2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703580104575360660021162180.html

The first test comes at the end of August: The previous prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, had promised Washington an agreement with the U.S. on details of the controversial base location plan, including configuration and construction methods, by then. Mr. Kan has pledged to follow Mr. Hatoyama's commitments on Okinawa. In the months following that deadline, local elections in Okinawa could further lock local politicians into opposing Tokyo's attempts to move the American base to a new community. The Pentagon declined immediate comment on the vote. The tensions revolve around a 2006 agreement between the two countries to shuffle U.S. troops in Okinawa to make them more politically acceptable to the local population. The agreement calls for the U.S. to move 8,000 Marines to Guam by 2014 and to shift part of an existing Okinawa helicopter facility to a rural part of the island from a densely populated area. The aim is to diminish local hostility to the Marine presence, which has been stoked by a rape case and a helicopter crash. While the deal reduces the number of Marines on Okinawa, it leaves thousands there, and it doesn't go far enough for many Okinawans, who want the base moved off the island entirely. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan had endorsed that view last year and promised base opponents it would support their cause. But Mr. Hatoyama changed his position under pressure from the U.S. The issue didn't get much attention in a campaign dominated by domestic issues, such as Mr. Kan's pledge to raise the national sales tax to help cut the national debt. The parties that Mr. Kan is likely to invite into a new ruling coalition have either endorsed the U.S. plan or haven't vocally opposed it.  In that sense, Mr. Kan may be freer than Mr. Hatoyama to move forward in implementing the U.S. agreement. Mr. Hatoyama's coalition included the left-leaning Social Democratic Party of Japan, which strongly opposes the U.S. military presence in Okinawa—and which left the coalition when Mr. Hatoyama reversed course. But even with support from coalition partners, the issue will require a strong leader to push implantation over powerful local opposition. And Mr. Kan's political capital appears to have been sapped by Sunday's vote, in which his party lost seats. Looking to smooth ties with Washington, Mr. Kan pledged at the outset of his administration to abide by the latest bilateral agreement and called the decades-old security alliance the linchpin of his foreign policy. The challenge he now faces is demonstrating a commitment to implementing the base relocation and repairing relations with the U.S., while working to shift public sentiment on the issue in Okinawa, where the pact is so deeply unpopular that the DPJ chose not to run its own candidate on the southern island. Sheila Smith, a senior fellow for Japan at the Council on Foreign Relations, said the sense of betrayal and anger by Okinawans toward the central government is so strong that changing the sentiment will be very difficult. "The situation is probably the worst it has ever been in terms of political sensitivity," said Ms. Smith, who has followed the Okinawa issue closely.

Say yes

The Japanese public wants Obama to reduce the US presence in Okinawa.
Kyodo News Service, Tokyo, 11/5/2008, BBC News, “Japanese areas hosting US forces show mixed reaction to Obama victory”, Lexis-Nexis
Activists and authorities in regional areas of Japan that host US military facilities showed a mixed reaction Wednesday to Barack Obama's victory in the US presidential election, with some expressing hope for improvement and others seeing little possibility of change. In Okinawa, expressions of high expectations regarding the upcoming change of government in the United States were mixed with an air of resignation as some felt Obama would have his hands full with other issues so reducing the southwestern prefecture's burden in hosting US military facilities would not be high on his agenda. Hiroshi Ashitomi, a representative of a group opposing helicopter bases, said he will be paying attention to whether the US military realignment plan devised by a Republican administration would change under Obama,a Democrat."The first black president may be more receptive to the voices of minorities with the same mind-set," Ashitomi said.But Seiei Gakiya, who heads a local shopping area association in Okinawa City near the US Kadena Air Base, said it is unlikely that Obamawill be able to withdraw US troops from Iraq immediately and will probably concentrate on the domestic economy."Economic conditions here will not improve," Gakiya said, referring to low customer traffic in shopping districts near US military facilities that has been linked to problems such as crimes by US personnel. Masaharu Shimanaka of a 500-member labour union made up of Japanese employees at military facilities in Okinawa expressed concern that Obama could reduce bases and thus cut employment. Okinawa Gov. Hirokazu Nakaima said he hopes Obama will "resolve base-related issues such as the consolidation and reduction of US military bases in Okinawa." A senior official of the Okinawa prefectural government in charge of US military base affairs said the future of the US military presence in the prefecture, which hosts the bulk of such facilities in Japan, will depend on how the Japanese government views defence of the nation. US Consul General in Okinawa Kevin Maher, however, emphasized that Washington's security policy towards Tokyo will not change under Obama as US diplomatic policy towards Japan is bipartisan.Meanwhile, in Yokohama, Kanagawa Gov. Shigefumi Matsuzawa expressed hope that the Obama administration may be more willing to listen to voices calling for a revision of the Status of Forces Agreement, which stipulates the operations and legal status of US forces in Japan."Mr. Obama may be more flexible in terms of issues such as the revision of the Japan-US Status of Forces Agreement. There is an increased possibility that he might lend an ear," Matsuzawa told a regular press conference. Masahiko Goto, a lawyer who represents civic groups opposed to the deployment of the nuclear-powered US aircraft carrier George Washington at the US Navy's Yokosuka base in September, said the election of Obama, who has called for change, may provide an opportunity to change Japan's policy towards the United States. "There is also a demand for the Japanese government to change," Goto said. "This is a good chance for Japan to modify its policy of subservience to the United States, such as with the US military realignment in Japan and the deployment of the nuclear-powered aircraft carrier, and to seek to put things on an equal footing." In Iwakuni, Yamaguchi Prefecture, Shinji Kashiwabara, honorary chief of the Iwakuni chamber of commerce, which has accepted the planned relocation of US carrier-borne fighter jets to the western Japanese city from Atsugi base, located in a densely populated area outside of Tokyo, said the realignment plan will not change as local people have been preparing for the move. In Hiroshima, Mayor Tadatoshi Akiba issued a statement saying he hopes Obama's victory will lead the United States to change its nuclear policy as the president-elect has said he will aim to eliminate nuclear weapons.

Consult solves best

Consulting Japan is critical to success 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Furthermore, the United States, in close consultation with the government of Japan, should take proactive steps to address the primary irritants within the alliance.  In this regard, a comprehensive, bilateral study of basing and training area requirements is needed.  Okinawa (where 60 percent of the forces and 75 percent of the land leased by the U.S. military in Japan is situated) will continue to be a major distraction to the alliance without some proactive and sincere study and reductions.  A review of the need for all of the U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) force structure in Okinawa is important now.189  Reversing the traditional character of the alliance and offering base and force reductions in exchange for increased Japanese roles and missions within the context of the alliance may be fruitful.  Likewise, a bilateral study of the Status of Forces Agreement (especially the legal jurisdiction issues) as called for in early 2003 by the governors of 14 prefectures, may not result in changes but could show the Japanese people that the United States respects their culture and laws.  Tactical irritants such as these have the capacity to hinder the public appreciation of the alliance, and thus may retard efforts by both governments to deepen the relationship. 

Consult k2 solve China

Consulting Japan is critical to preventing war with china and shaping our policy towards china

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
This monograph began by making the assertion that the alliance can and must become more than simply a narrow defense pact if both the United States and Japan want to be successful in shaping the security future of East Asia in ways that support peace, prosperity, and the growth of democratic and human values.  In the next several decades, East Asia in particular will need the stability and positive character of Japan and the United States working in close concert.  There is a distinct need for positive complementarities in the relationship.  This power sharing could result in an alliance well- 

suited to handle, in a positive manner, the most important challenge of the ﬁrst half of the 21st century―the character of the rise of China to superpower status.  Tight coordination of policy and increased military capability will vastly increase the deterrence credibility of the alliance.  As Diet Representative Eisei Ito noted, “The best way to deal with China is for Japan and the U.S. to be partners in the truest sense and consult closely and frankly over policy toward that country.”207  Working together with one voice may be the best means of engaging China in the coming decades, preventing the opening of an exploitable rift, precluding the forceful reuniﬁcation of Taiwan and the mainland, and creating a path that both facilitates Chinese national interests and the peace and prosperity of the entire region.208  North Korea and its quest for nuclear weapons represent a salient opportunity for the alliance to act in concert for the stability of Northeast Asia.  No resolution of the current crisis on the Peninsula will be possible without both Japan and the United States. 

Consult is normal means
Consulting Japan on this issue is normal and leads to better policies

Embassy of Japan, Japanese main envoy to America, February 2009, “Overview of Japan-U.S. Relations “,http://www.us.emb-japan.go.jp/english/html/japanus/japanusoverview2009.htm
In November 2003, President Bush announced that the United States was reviewing the global military posture in light of the new security environment and wished to strengthen the dialogue on its foreign military posture with allies and friendly countries. Japan and the United States have taken advantage of a number of opportunities for consultations for the ongoing review of global posture of U.S. troops.  For instance, at the “2+2” meeting on February 19, 2005, Japan and the United States stressed the importance of continued efforts to enhance positive relations between local communities and U.S. Forces. The two countries emphasized that improved implementation of the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), including paying due attention to the environment, and steady implementation of the Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) Final Report are important to the stable presence of U.S. Forces in Japan. In preparation for the “2+2” meeting on October 29, 2005, Japan and the United States consulted in light of their shared commitment to maintain the alliance’s deterrence and capabilities as well as to alleviate burdens on local communities around the U.S. bases in Japan. Such consultations led the two countries to concur in the accelerated relocation of Futenma Air Station operated by the U.S. Marine Corps at the “2+2” meeting on October 29, 2005.  At the “2+2” meeting on May 1, 2006, Japan and the United States approved implementation details for the October 2005 realignment initiatives, which are described in “United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation” (“Roadmap”). In this document, Japan and the United States recognized that the implementation of these realignment initiatives will lead to a new phase in alliance cooperation and strengthened alliance capabilities in the region. The measures to be implemented demonstrate the resolve of both parties to strengthen their commitments under the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty and, at the same time, to reduce the burden on local communities, including those on Okinawa , thereby providing the basis for enhanced public support for the security alliance. Recognizing the Japanese Government’s coordination with local communities, both Japan and the United States confirmed the feasibility of the realignment initiatives. Recognizing also that completion of these realignment initiatives is essential to strengthen the foundation of alliance transformation, the two countries committed themselves to the timely and thorough implementation of the plan, consistent with the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty and its related arrangements.  At the “2+2” meeting on May 1, 2007 , the SCC members reaffirmed their resolve to steadily implement the realignment initiatives described in the “Roadmap.” Regarding the Futenma Air Station, the members reaffirmed that the completion of the Futenma Replacement Facility, in accordance with the “Roadmap,” is the key to the successful and timely implementation of the overall realignment plan for Okinawa . The achievements of this meeting were confirmed in “Joint Statement of the Security Consultative Committee Alliance Transformation: Advancing United States-Japan Security and Defense Cooperation.”  The initiatives and recommendations included in the “2+2” documents embody the joint endeavor to identify prescriptions for further enhancing the alliance capability. These developments should be regarded as one of the most significant overhauls of the Japan-U.S. alliance in its history because of the cooperative undertaking to render the alliance more responsive to emerging security situations and more effective for the future.

Article 8 of the U.S.-Japan Okinawa Agreements states that the U.S. must consult

 Hirofumi Nakasone , Japanese representative in the house, person in Japanese government,and, Hillary Rodham Clinton, U.S. secretary of state, 2/19/2009,  “AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RELOCATION OF III MARINE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE PERSONNEL AND THEIR DEPENDENTS FROM OKINAWA TO GUAM “,http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/agree0902.pdf
Article 8   The Government of the United States of America shall consult with the Government of Japan in the event that the Government of the United States of America considers changes that may significantly affect facilities and 

infrastructure funded by Japanese cash contributions, and shall take appropriate actions, taking Japanese concerns 

into full consideration. 

Small consults are critical 

The U.S. must consult Japan and implement its authority-article 6

Hirofumi Nakasone , Japanese representative in the house, person in Japanese government, and, Hillary Rodham Clinton, U.S. secretary of state, 2/19/2009,  “AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RELOCATION OF III MARINE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE PERSONNEL AND THEIR DEPENDENTS FROM OKINAWA TO GUAM “,http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/agree0902.pdf
Article 6  The Government of Japan shall designate the Ministry of Defense of Japan as its implementing authority, and the 

Government of the United States of America shall designate the Department of Defense of the United States of America 

as its implementing authority.  The two Governments shall hold consultations at the technical level on implementation 

guidance to be followed by the implementing authorities, and on the specific projects referred to in paragraph 1.(a) 
of Article 7 of this Agreement.  Through such consultations, the Government of the United States of America shall ensure that the Government of Japan shall be involved, in an appropriate manner, in the implementation of the said specific projects.
Consultation critical to U.S. Japan agreements 

The U.S. must consult Japan and implement its authority-article 6

Hirofumi Nakasone , Japanese representative in the house, person in Japanese government, and, Hillary Rodham Clinton, U.S. secretary of state, 2/19/2009,  “AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RELOCATION OF III MARINE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE PERSONNEL AND THEIR DEPENDENTS FROM OKINAWA TO GUAM “,http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/agree0902.pdf
Article 6  The Government of Japan shall designate the Ministry of Defense of Japan as its implementing authority, and the 

Government of the United States of America shall designate the Department of Defense of the United States of America 

as its implementing authority.  The two Governments shall hold consultations at the technical level on implementation 

guidance to be followed by the implementing authorities, and on the specific projects referred to in paragraph 1.(a) 
of Article 7 of this Agreement.  Through such consultations, the Government of the United States of America shall ensure that the Government of Japan shall be involved, in an appropriate manner, in the implementation of the said specific projects.
Article 8 of the U.S.-Japan Okinawa Agreements states that the U.S. must consult

 Hirofumi Nakasone , Japanese representative in the house, person in Japanese government,and, Hillary Rodham Clinton, U.S. secretary of state, 2/19/2009,  “AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RELOCATION OF III MARINE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE PERSONNEL AND THEIR DEPENDENTS FROM OKINAWA TO GUAM “,http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/agree0902.pdf
Article 8   The Government of the United States of America shall consult with the Government of Japan in the event that the Government of the United States of America considers changes that may significantly affect facilities and 

infrastructure funded by Japanese cash contributions, and shall take appropriate actions, taking Japanese concerns 

into full consideration. 

Proliferation Net Benefit-must read

Not consulting Japan is the only scenario to destroy the U.S. Japan alliance and cause Japanese proliferation-this is specific to troop withdrawal. 
Elizabeth Bakanic, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, Masters students @ princton university.  Robert Einhorn, State Department's Special Advisor for Nonproliferation and Arms Control. Frank von Hippel,rofessor of Public and International Affairs, 1/2008, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt “, PDF

No one event would be enough to convince Japan to consider developing nuclear weapons.  For the country 
to do so would require a “perfect storm” of more than one of the following factors.  Common to any plausible 

scenario in which Japan were to seriously consider pursuing weapons would be a severe deterioration in Japan- 

U.S. relations. Erosion of confidence in the U.S.- Japan security alliance:  The strength of the U.S-Japan alliance and the cred-ibility of the U.S. nuclear umbrella are critical to Japan’s sense of security.  A perceived U.S. failure to live up to 

its obligations, especially in a regional crisis situation, would undermine Japanese confidence in the alliance and 

could drive Japan to consider seeking security through its own nuclear capabilities.  Such a fracture might arise if 

the United States failed to provide adequate support to Japan in a potential conflict with China, if it sided with 
South Korea over possession of the Dokdo/Takeshima islands14 or in other historical disputes, or if it undertook 

major regional security decisions (e.g. significant troop reductions or realignments) without first consulting 

Tokyo. 

More Consult Key extensions 

High level meeting with Japan are critical to solving Japanese Re-arm 

Elizabeth Bakanic, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, Masters students @ princton university.  Robert Einhorn, State Department's Special Advisor for Nonproliferation and Arms Control. Frank von Hippel,rofessor of Public and International Affairs, 1/2008, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt “, PDF

Maintaining the strength of the U.S. alliances with Japan and South Korea is critical to the credibility of U.S. security guarantees.  Neglect or coercion of these allies, or a failure to work with them in a spirit of partnership, lowers their confidence that the United States will support them, especially on issues that are seen as only of peripheral importance to Washington.  Decreased confidence in Washington’s continued support heightens the risk that Japan or South Korea might seek other means of ensuring their own security, possibly including nuclear weapons.  In order to maintain the strength of its alliances with these two countries, the United States should pursue the following policies:  Demonstrate Japan’s continued importance to the United States The United States should continue to hold regular high-level meetings with Japanese officials and look for opportunities, both substantive and symbolic, to demonstrate that Japan remains an important ally in address- ing Northeast Asian issues.  The United States should also reassure Japan of its commitment to resolving the abductee issue with North Korea in the context of the 6-Party Talks. 

Relations k2 stopping proliferation 

U.S. Japanese relations are critical to stopping Japanese proliferation. 

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs for CRS,and Mary Beth Nikitin ,Analyst in Nonproliferation for CRS, 2/19/2009, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
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 non- proliferation 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 full- 

scale ministry, and Japanese co-development of a missile defense system with the United States. All of these factors together increase the still unlikely possibility that Japan will reconsider its position on nuclear weapons. 

Strong U.S. relations are the best way to solve proliferation

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs for CRS,and Mary Beth Nikitin ,Analyst in Nonproliferation for CRS, 2/19/2009, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan. 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. 

Consult theory: 

Consultation counter plans are good: 
1. Critical to test the affirmative, consulting the nation that we are removing troops from, is a critical discussion to have and is uniquely good. 

2. Lit checks all abuse-All of our evidence is specific to the issue of Okinawa, or at least the military presence in Japan. If we are able to find consultation good cards they should be able to find consultation bad cards. 

3. Most real world-All of the evidence states the consultation is the normal means, we should be able to have normal means Vs. unilateral action debates

4. Education-Debating about if it is beneficial to to consult allows more in depth education of the topic and also more breath education of the topic because we get to learn about all our alliances also and how the international system actually works.

5.
Reject the arg not the team-this rewards substance over theory and is the most fair way to judge  the     debate 

6. 
Impact turning the net benefit checks all abuse-they can just impact turn or link turn the net benefit with an old back file so they will always have a way to debate.

      7. 
Potential abuse is not a voter- you shouldn’t punish us for something we didn’t do they should be able to prove actual abuse. 

1NC- “Should”
1. Interpretation: Should is defined as immediate action

Summers 94 (Supreme Court Justice @ Oklahoma Supreme Court, "Kelsey v. Dollarsaver Food Warehouse of Durant," 11/8, http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CiteID=20287#marker2fn14)

The legal question to be resolved by the court is whether the word "should"13 in the May 18 order connotes futurity or may be deemed a ruling in praesenti.14 The answer to this query is not to be divined from rules of grammar;15 it must be governed by the age-old practice culture of legal professionals and its immemorial language usage. To determine if the omission (from the critical May 18 entry) of the turgid phrase, "and the same hereby is", (1) makes it an in futuro ruling - i.e., an expression of what the judge will or would do at a later stage - or (2) constitutes an in in praesenti resolution of a disputed law issue, the trial judge's intent must be garnered from the four corners of the entire record.16  Nisi prius orders should be so construed as to give effect to every words and every part of the text, with a view to carrying out the evident intent of the judge's direction.17 The order's language ought not to be considered abstractly. The actual meaning intended by the document's signatory should be derived from the context in which the phrase to be interpreted is used.18 When applied to the May 18 memorial, these told canons impel my conclusion that the judge doubtless intended his ruling as an in present resolution of Dollarsaver's quest for judgment n.o.v. Approval of all counsel plainly appears on the face of the critical May 18 entry which is [885 P.2d 1358] signed by the judge.19 True minutes20 of a court neither call for nor bear the approval of the parties' counsel nor the judge's signature. To reject out of hand the view that in this context "should" is impliedly followed by the customary, "and the same hereby is", makes the court once again revert to medieval notions of ritualistic formalism now so thoroughly condemned in national jurisprudence and long abandoned by the statutory policy of this State.

In present means literally "at the present time." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 792 (6th Ed. 1990). In legal parlance the phrase denotes that which in law is presently or immediately effective, as opposed to something that will  or would become effective in the future [in future]. See Van Wyck v. Knevals, 106 U.S. 360, 365, 1 S.Ct. 336, 337, 27 L.Ed. 201 (1882).

2. Violation: You don’t meet- should is immediate and you’re delaying your plan, you’re not topical

3.. Vote neg
A. Limits- Holding the affirmative to immediate action is critical to preventing the affirmative from spiking out of all our DA’s and reading delay affs that occur 6 months in the future. 

B. Precision-Our definition from a member of the Supreme Court which is the ultimate legal authority, and provides governmental definitions. 
A2 Perm do the CP 
Perm do the CP is severance and a voting issue:

1. Severs out of the word should, that on the competition debate

2. Shift in advocacy- allows the aff to spike out of any of the flaws of their plan making it impossible for the neg to win

3.Destroys predictability- pre-round prep and strategic decisions are based on the plan text- it should remain static

4.Affirmative conditionality- the aff could conditionally advocate parts of its plan erasing disad and kritik ground

5.Destroys clash and strategic thinking- debate will be about evasion instead of argumentation

6.Time and strategy skew- allowing severance perms takes all the time the negative spent developing the net benefit and the affirmative can just test their way out of it, this increases the aff side bias and is akin to doubling the 1AR’s speech time.
A2 Perm Consult on other issues
1. Can’t solve the Net Benefit Consultation over Okinawa is key to the alliance

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Furthermore, the United States, in close consultation with the government of Japan, should take proactive steps to address the primary irritants within the alliance.  In this regard, a comprehensive, bilateral study of basing and training area requirements is needed.  Okinawa (where 60 percent of the forces and 75 percent of the land leased by the U.S. military in Japan is situated) will continue to be a major distraction to the alliance without some proactive and sincere study and reductions.  A review of the need for all of the U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) force structure in Okinawa is important now.189  Reversing the traditional character of the alliance and offering base and force reductions in exchange for increased Japanese roles and missions within the context of the alliance may be fruitful.  Likewise, a bilateral study of the Status of Forces Agreement (especially the legal jurisdiction issues) as called for in early 2003 by the governors of 14 prefectures, may not result in changes but could show the Japanese people that the United States respects their culture and laws.  Tactical irritants such as these have the capacity to hinder the public appreciation of the alliance, and thus may retard efforts by both governments to deepen the relationship. 
      2. Can’t solve the Net Benefit Consultation over military presence is critical to solve Japanese proliferation and save the alliance. 

Elizabeth Bakanic, Mark Christopher, Sandya Das, Laurie Freeman, George Hodgson, Mike Hunzeker, R. Scott Kemp, Sung Hwan Lee, Florentina Mulaj, Ryan Phillips, Masters students @ princton university.  Robert Einhorn, State Department's Special Advisor for Nonproliferation and Arms Control. Frank von Hippel,rofessor of Public and International Affairs, 1/2008, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt “, PDF
No one event would be enough to convince Japan to consider developing nuclear weapons.  For the country 
to do so would require a “perfect storm” of more than one of the following factors.  Common to any plausible 

scenario in which Japan were to seriously consider pursuing weapons would be a severe deterioration in Japan- 

U.S. relations. Erosion of confidence in the U.S.- Japan security alliance:  The strength of the U.S-Japan alliance and the cred-ibility of the U.S. nuclear umbrella are critical to Japan’s sense of security.  A perceived U.S. failure to live up to 

its obligations, especially in a regional crisis situation, would undermine Japanese confidence in the alliance and 

could drive Japan to consider seeking security through its own nuclear capabilities.  Such a fracture might arise if 

the United States failed to provide adequate support to Japan in a potential conflict with China, if it sided with 
South Korea over possession of the Dokdo/Takeshima islands14 or in other historical disputes, or if it undertook 

major regional security decisions (e.g. significant troop reductions or realignments) without first consulting 

Tokyo. 

3. Perm is intrinsic and a voting issue:
A.Decrease clash in rounds- allows the affirmative to get out of every disad or counterplan with the intrinsic permutation; it discourages participation within the activity. 

B. The perm makes the aff a moving target- the permutation advocates the plan and other action that the 1AC does not endorse. Stable plans are key to predictable ground and strategy. 

C. Time and strategy skew- allowing intrinsicness perms takes all the time the negative spent developing the net benefit and the affirmative can just test their way out of it, this increases the aff side bias and is akin to doubling the 1AR’s speech time

D. The perms allow for extra topical plans- which are bad for debate, because the aff can always claim to be topical by adding on extra planks to their plan text. 
A2 lie perm

1. The perm is intrinsic, and a time frame perm, this is bad and a voting issue: 

A. Decrease clash in rounds- allows the affirmative to get out of every disad or counterplan with the intrinsic permutation; it discourages participation within the activity. 

B. The perm makes the aff a moving target- the permutation advocates the plan and other action that the 1AC does not endorse. Stable plans are key to predictable ground and strategy. 

C. Infinitely regressive- The permutation could do the plan, the counterplan, and create world peace or feed the hungry in Africa, the negative would never be able to predict which of the thousands of different ways the affirmative could add something to the perm to get around the net benefits

D. Time and strategy skew- allowing intrinsicness perms takes all the time the negative spent developing the net benefit and the affirmative can just test their way out of it, this increases the aff side bias and is akin to doubling the 1AR’s speech time

E. The perms allow for extra topical plans- which are bad for debate, because the aff can always claim to be topical by adding on extra planks to their plan text. 

2. Perm doesn’t take into account jappanese changes to the policy this kills relations and agreements 

The U.S. must consult abide by jappense considerations-article 6

Hirofumi Nakasone , Japanese representative in the house, person in Japanese government, and, Hillary Rodham Clinton, U.S. secretary of state, 2/19/2009,  “AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RELOCATION OF III MARINE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE PERSONNEL AND THEIR DEPENDENTS FROM OKINAWA TO GUAM “,http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/agree0902.pdf
Article 6  The Government of Japan shall designate the Ministry of Defense of Japan as its implementing authority, and the 

Government of the United States of America shall designate the Department of Defense of the United States of America 

as its implementing authority.  The two Governments shall hold consultations at the technical level on implementation 

guidance to be followed by the implementing authorities, and on the specific projects referred to in paragraph 1.(a) 
of Article 7 of this Agreement.  Through such consultations, the Government of the United States of America shall ensure that the Government of Japan shall be involved, in an appropriate manner, in the implementation of the said specific projects.
Article 8 of the U.S.-Japan Okinawa Agreements states the U.S. needs to use Japanese concerns 
 Hirofumi Nakasone , Japanese representative in the house, person in Japanese government,and, Hillary Rodham Clinton, U.S. secretary of state, 2/19/2009,  “AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF JAPAN AND THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CONCERNING THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE RELOCATION OF III MARINE EXPEDITIONARY FORCE PERSONNEL AND THEIR DEPENDENTS FROM OKINAWA TO GUAM “,http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/agree0902.pdf
Article 8   The Government of the United States of America shall consult with the Government of Japan in the event that the Government of the United States of America considers changes that may significantly affect facilities and 

infrastructure funded by Japanese cash contributions, and shall take appropriate actions, taking Japanese concerns 

into full consideration. 

Fem IR 1NC (1/3)

Anti-base movements based on the economic wellbeing of Okinawa marginalize struggles for women’s rights

Linda Angst, assistant professor of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark 2005 (Local Violence, Global Media: Feminist Analyses of Gendered Representations, edited by Lisa Cuklanz and Sujata Moorti, pg 154-155)

Okinawans generally agree that the 1995 rape shows the need to re-examine policies allowing US bases on Okinawa, lt has been used justifiably as leverage against Tokyo for the removal of U.S. bases and the return of Okinawan lands. Feminist groups object to the focus on an agenda of economic development of Okinawan lands (most probably by japanese corporate capital, as has been the case with resort development in Okinawa since the late 1960s), which they believe leads to the marginalization and perhaps eventual exclusion of what they consider to be the heart of the matter: protecting and improving women's lives. For example, to what degree would small businesses owned and run by women be protected? Much of the development that has already occurred in Okinawais by large, welll known Japanese corporations that may not be interested in the needs of small business owners, women such as Keiko and Kaa-chan who run a snack shop and bar in Kin, or the woman who operates the Churasa Soap Factory in Onna. Indeed, the issue of how women will figure in the service economy of tourism is not addressed. While women have been expected to support men in their political protests for Okinawan rights, the result has not necessarily been the fulfillment of women’s agendas. Rather, women are expected to defer their goals to the aims of Okinawan identity politics (read “economic development," in this case). From the perspective of a local government attempting to improve overall economic conditions, there is a practical logic to moving from servicing the U.S. military to servicing lapanese and Asian tourists. The infrastructure is in place: shops catering to outsiders, recreational/ entertainment outlets, and a history of leasing land to foreigners. Because women in these industries will simply cater to a different clientele, the problem of women seems to disappear. Okinawan feminists and other women with whom I have spoken fear that, in this way, women will continue to be the base of a new tourist economy pyramid, mostly earning minimum wages and enjoying few if any employee benefits. As Enloe suggests, an economically and socially marginalized existence will continue for these women within the sexual economy of tourism. The problem will remain invisible as long as officials insist on deferring issues of women's human rights to the cause of Okinawan nationalism, Many local businesses have been transformed by tourism, but the lot of most unskilled female laborers, especially those in the sex trade, has not changed. Assembly-woman Takazaro is concerned that women’s lives may not improve in the development scenario painted by prefectural authorities this plan simply replicates a service economy that is patriarchal in its ideological origins, particularly in the ways that work roles have been designated as either male or female. By raising these issues, one of my goals has been to remind those of us who so readily appropriate the rape for our various purposes of the person at its core: the 12-year-old Okinawan girl whose body was brutally beaten and whose life was forever altered by that violation one night _in 1995. Indeed, l began to write about this rape in order to understand and work through how to write about this tragedy as a feminist scholar-that is, without losing sight of the girl herself. This is why it is necessary to revisit the rape. For it was initially from compassion for the victim that most of us became “involved” in our various ways with this rape. While the compassion may not have disappeared, most of us have shifted our focus to the so»called larger political issues. Feminist politics calls on us to maintain and reaffirm, as much as possible the connection to the subjects of our study. ln the end, we must remember that the victim is a schoolgirl, a child in an Okinawan family in Kin deprived of her youth and innocence. Whatever else we have had to say about the connection between her and Okinawa belongs to the political world of adults, a world into which she was violently and prematurely thrust.

Fem IR 1NC (2/3)

The affirmative’s view of women as candidates needing “emancipation” only functions to justify US military presence in Japan. 

Mire Koikari, Director of Women’s Studies at University of Hawaii, 2008, Pedgagoy of Democracy, p. 3

It was in this context of the American project to civilize and democratize a racially inferior other that Japanese women as gendered subjects emerged as centrally important figures. Seen as victimized for centuries by “Oriental male chauvinism,” Japanese women embodied for the Americans feudal tradition, backwardness, and lack of civilization. As oppressed and helpless women of color, they became ideal candidates for Western salvation and emancipation. The occupiers’ zeal for liberating Japanese women from indigenous male domination was all-consuming and multifaceted. MacArthur granted suffrage to Japanese women and praised their “progress” under U.S. tutelage as setting an example for the world.’ while other male occupiers “emancipated” Japanese women by initiating various constitutional and legal changes and policies.

The logic of patriarchy can only end in total annihilation
Betty Reardon, Director of the Peace Education Program at Teacher's College Columbia University, 93, “Women and Peace: Feminist Visions of Global Security,” p. 30-2

A clearly visible element in the escalating tensions among militarized nations is the macho posturing and the patriarchal ideal of dominance, not parity, which motivates defense ministers and government leaders to "strut their stuff" as we watch with increasing horror. Most men in our patriarchal culture are still acting out old patterns that are radically inappropriate for the nuclear age. To prove dominance and control, to distance one's character from that of women, to survive the toughest violent initiation, to shed the sacred blood of the hero, to collaborate with death in order to hold it at bay-all of these patriarchal pressures on men have traditionally reached resolution in ritual fashion on the battlefield. But there is no longer any battlefield. Does anyone seriously believe that if a nuclear power were losing a crucial, large-scale conventional war it would refrain from using its multiple-warhead nuclear missiles because of some diplomatic agreement? The military theater of a nuclear exchange today would extend, instantly or eventually, to all living things, all the air, all the soil, all the water. If we believe that war is a "necessary evil," that patriarchal assumptions are simply "human nature," then we are locked into a lie, paralyzed. The ultimate result of unchecked terminal patriarchy will be nuclear holocaust. The causes of recurrent warfare are not biological. Neither are they solely economic. They are also a result of patriarchal ways of thinking, which historically have generated considerable pressure for standing armies to be used. (Spretnak 1983) These cultural tendencies have produced our current crisis of a highly militarized, violent world that in spite of the decline of the cold war and the slowing of the military race between the superpowers is still staring into the abyss of nuclear disaster, as described by a leading feminist in an address to the Community Aid Abroad State Convention, Melbourne, Australia: These then are the outward signs of militarism across the world today: weapons-building and trading in them; spheres of influence derived from their supply; intervention-both overt and covert; torture; training of military personnel, and supply of hardware to, and training of police; the positioning of military bases on foreign soil; the despoilation of the planet; 'intelligence' networks; the rise in the number of national security states; more and more countries coming under direct military rule; the militarization of diplomacy, and the interlocking and the international nature of the military order which even defines the major rifts in world politics. (Shelly 1983).

Fem IR 1NC (3/3)

It’s not enough to add women and stir – vote negative to fundamentally alter the way we approach international relations

Laura Sjoberg, assistant prof of political science @ University of Florida, 2008, "The Norm of Tradition: Gender Subordination and Women's Exclusion in International Relations”, p. 177-178. 
If what is “traditional” is endogenous, then the problem of women’s underrepresentation is structural rather than incidental. To argue that the problem is structural is to argue that adding women to the ranks of our faculties, our tenure rolls, and our journals is insufficient to redress women’s subordination. Even if women were numerically “equal” to men in terms of their participation and rank in the profession, they would still be participating in a men’s world. Nancy Hirschmann explains that “one cannot merely add women’s experience to the dominant discourse because the two utilize different ontological and epistemological frameworks” (1989, 1242). Maybe women’s experiences in life also color their preference for nonmainstream theories. I am not saying that there is one “woman’s perspective” or that all women necessarily have something in common (except, perhaps, some experience of gender subordination). But gender subordination is rampant throughout the world and even in the United States. J. Ann Tickner argues that women’s marginality in life helps them to see women’s marginality specifically and political marginality more generally in scholarship. This argument would help explain the difference of chosen areas of study. The argument is essentially that subordination alters perspective (Pettman 1996; Tickner 2001). Catharine MacKinnon argues that differences between women and men in task, perspective, and even physicality are the result of gender subordination rather than its cause, because subordinated people have different tasks and see the world differently (MacKinnon 1989). The incompleteness of gender subordination accounts for the exceptions, while the fact of gender subordination accounts for the norm. Spike Peterson argues that “the femininity and masculinity that inform our identification as women and men have pervasive implications for the lives we lead and the world(s) in which we live” (1999, 37). 
Japanese Rearm DA 1NC

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.

Japanese Rearm DA 1NC

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.
2NC impact must read

Japanese nuclear proliferation leads to global proliferation, collapses U.S. hegemony, kill relations, and destabilizes Asia

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs for CRS,and Mary Beth Nikitin ,Analyst in Nonproliferation for CRS, 2/19/2009, “Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests”, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
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. 

Status-quo solves (1/2)

Status quo solves- relocation moves troops, solves noise, and environmental problems. 

Condoleezza Rice, Secretary of State, Donald Rumsfeld, Secretary of Defense, Aso, Minister of Foreign Affairs, Nukaga, Minister of State Defense, 2006, “Uniter States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation, http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/n-america/us/security/scc/doc0605.html
The United States and Japan will locate the FRF in a configuration that combines the Henoko-saki and adjacent water areas of Oura and Henoko Bays, including two runways aligned in a "V"-shape, each runway having a length of 1,600 meters plus two 100-meter overruns. The length of each runway portion of the facility is 1,800 meters, exclusive of seawalls (see attached concept plan dated April 28, 2006) [PDF]  This facility ensures agreed operational capabilities while addressing issues of safety, noise, and environmental impacts. In order to locate the FRF, inclusive of agreed support facilities, in the Camp Schwab area, necessary adjustments will be made, such as reconfiguration of Camp Schwab facilities and adjacent water surface areas.  Construction of the FRF is targeted for completion by 2014. Relocation to the FRF will occur when the facility is fully operationally capable. Facility improvements for contingency use at Air SDF bases at Nyutabaru and Tsuiki related to replacement of Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Futenma capabilities will be made, as necessary, after conducting site surveys and before MCAS Futenma is returned. Requirements for improved contingency use of civilian facilities will be examined in the context of bilateral contingency planning, and appropriate arrangements will be made in order to realize the return of MCAS Futenma. In principle, the construction method for the FRF will be landfill. The USG does not have a plan to operate fighter aircraft from this facility. (b) Force Reductions and Relocation to Guam Approximately 8,000 III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) personnel and their approximately 9,000 dependents will relocate from Okinawa to Guam by 2014, in a manner that maintains unit integrity. Units to relocate will include: III MEF Command Element, 3d Marine Division Headquarters, 3d Marine Logistics Group (formerly known as Force Service Support Group) Headquarters, 1st Marine Air Wing Headquarters, and 12th Marine Regiment Headquarters.  The affected units will relocate from such facilities as Camp Courtney, Camp Hansen, MCAS Futenma, Camp Zukeran, and Makiminato Service Area. The U.S. Marine Corps (USMC) forces remaining on Okinawa will consist of Marine Air-Ground Task Force elements, such as command, ground, aviation, and combat service support, as well as a base support capability. 

Of the estimated $10.27 billion cost of the facilities and infrastructure development costs for the III MEF relocation to Guam, Japan will provide $6.09 billion (in U.S. Fiscal Year 2008 dollars), including $2.8 billion in direct cash contributions, to develop facilities and infrastructure on Guam to enable the III MEF relocation, recognizing the strong desire of Okinawa residents that such force relocation be realized rapidly. The United States will fund the remainder of the facilities and infrastructure development costs for the relocation to Guam-estimated in U.S. Fiscal Year 2008 dollars at $3.18 billion in fiscal spending plus approximately $1 billion for a road. 
The U.S. has already agreed with Japan to reduced the burden on the citizens

Embassy of Japan, Japanese main envoy to America, February 2009, “Overview of Japan-U.S. Relations “,http://www.us.emb-japan.go.jp/english/html/japanus/japanusoverview2009.htm
Minimizing the impact of U.S. Forces’ activities in Japan on residents living in the vicinity of U.S. facilities and areas is also an important issue to ensure the smooth operation of the U.S. Forces in Japan. The U.S. Government has emphasized the importance of “good neighbor” relations between U.S. Forces and residents in Japan. Japan and the United States are cooperating closely in implementing various measures to facilitate the smooth activities of U.S. Forces stationed in Japan and to reduce their impact on local communities. In particular, it is vital to reduce the burden on the people of Okinawa, where U.S. facilities and areas are highly concentrated. cIn June 2002, former Prime Minister Koizumi and President Bush agreed to strengthen their security dialogue on various levels in order to set the direction for future security cooperation. As was confirmed in the December 2002 so-called “2+2” meeting (U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee (SCC) attended by the heads of Foreign Ministry and Defense Agency with their U.S. counterparts), the two countries concurred on continuing to strengthen bilateral cooperation, including that in reducing the burden of the people of Okinawa. 

Status-quo solves (2/2) 

Obama and Japan have already agreed to fix the alliance and address global issues 

Embassy of Japan, Japanese main envoy to America, February 2009, “Overview of Japan-U.S. Relations “,http://www.us.emb-japan.go.jp/english/html/japanus/japanusoverview2009.htm
February 24, 2009: On February 24 (local time), during his visit to Washington, D.C., the United States of America, Prime Minister Taro Aso, the first foreign head of state to visit the White House [after the inauguration of the Obama administration], held talks with Mr. Barack Obama, President of the United States of America. At the meeting, the leaders agreed to further strengthen the Japan-US alliance. They also confirmed that Japan and the United States would jointly address global issues facing the two countries, the Asia-Pacific region, and the international community, with the Japan-US alliance as the cornerstone. Those issues include ones concerning finance and the international economy, Afghanistan and Pakistan, and climate change and energy. 
Aff cant solve

Many alt causes for the affirmative to solve

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
It appears clear to Japan (and even to a reluctant American hegemon) that, in the future, multinational efforts, if only in the 

form of “coalitions of the willing,” will be the only viable means of effecting sustained change among the nations of the world.  Gaining a voice in those highest of deliberations, therefore, becomes critical to Japan, whether this means a permanent seat on the UNSC or substantive power at G-8 conferences on security issues.49  Foreign Minister Yoriko Kawaguchi recently expressed Japan’s frustration at not having a UNSC permanent seat.  “It is neither desirable nor 

fair that countries that have been contributing to world peace and to UN ﬁnances have not been given a sufﬁcient chance to participate in the decisionmaking processes of the Security Council.”50  If Japan wishes to shape the future strategic environment in ways that support her national objectives, and not simply submit to the course of international relations set out by those truly wielding such voice, then it must gain entry to the forums where those decisions are made.  If the currency of power today has military might and substantive military participation among the primary denominations, then 

Japan may be wise to choose to enter these circles. 

Environment frontline

1. Can’t solve for biodiversity – there are other US bases in other countries. 

2. Japanese coral reefs not essential to all life – their evidence only indicates damage to Japanese coral reefs with no over spill to other ecosystems.
3. U.S. domestic politics guarantee no change in climate 

(Kent E. Calder, Director of Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS/Johns Hopkins University, 02/01/2010 “U.S. CLIMATE POLICY AND PROSPECTS FOR U.S.‐JAPAN COOPERATION”, <http://www.us-jpri.org/en/reports/s1_calder.pdf
The vigor of American climate policy remains modest compared to that of other G‐7 nations, despite sharp contrasts in spirit to policies of the Bush era. The  cap and trade bill, for example, remains mired in Senate consideration, with no  clear prospects for passage. The U.S. contribution pledged at Copenhagen was markedly less than the $11 billion Japanese governmental pledge, for example. In  understanding the modest nature of concrete American initiatives, even under  

relatively liberal administrations, one must consider the substantial hurdles that climate policy faces in domestic U.S.     politics. Americans are culturally conditioned to use large amounts of energy, and much of the country, particularly the South and the West, still has little consciousness of broad global environmental constraints.  The United States also has politically influential smokestack industries, including steel, chemicals, and automobiles, which strongly resist externally imposed energy and environmental constraints. These forces, combined with an American unilateralist tradition, combine to generatesubstantial opposition to activist, constraining global climate agreements, centering in the Congress, which hampers the efforts of relatively liberal administrations, such as Obama/Biden and Clinton/Gore, to be an international  leader on climate‐policy issues.  

4. Many alt causes to environmental  degradation and warming. 

Vinod Thomas, Director-General and Senior Vice President, Independent Evaluation Group (IEG), at the World Bank Group, November 29, 2007, “Environmental destruction that chokes growth”, http://articles.sfgate.com/2007-11-29/opinion/17269414_1_climate-change-growth-temperatures

One reason is that no country, rich or poor, has the economic motivation nor the political will to confront global problems alone. That's because only a part of the benefits accrue to those taking action, while others can grab a free ride. Moreover, even when the gains are local, they may only appear after politicians leave office. This split between what's good for society and what drives private interest only can be addressed if policy leaders, economists and businesses include the environment as integral to the growth agenda. The shift needs to be clear and bring concrete outcomes.  First, it must lead to deep cuts in carbon emissions. Measured per person, the United States, Japan and European nations contribute the most to global emissions. So they must lead the way. But in total amount, middle income countries - especially China, India, Brazil, Indonesia, Mexico and Russia - already account for half of the emissions. So they too must be part of the solution. Second, developing countries need to reduce their deforestation, which accounts for a fifth of all greenhouse gas emissions, more than from all transportation. Opening markets to trade permits for emissions for avoiding deforestation would help. International financing for reducing deforestation could help, enabling the transfer of wealth to developing countries for conserving forests. Third, the policy shift needs to stop encouraging the waste of natural resources. The world spends a quarter of a trillion dollars a year on energy subsidies, promoting energy waste and locking in polluting infrastructure for decades.

A2 warming

5. Only a world-wide system can solve-unless we leave fossil fuels we are doomed 

Oliver Tickell, British journalist, author and campaigner on health and environment issues, and author of the Kyoto2 climate initiative “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction,” The Guardian, 8-11-08 http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange
But what are we to do? All our policies to date to tackle global warming have been miserable failures. The Kyoto protocol has created a vast carbon market but done little to reduce emissions. The main effect of the EU's emissions trading scheme has been to transfer about €30bn or more from consumers to Europe's biggest polluters, the power companies. The EU and US foray into biofuels has, at huge cost, increased greenhouse gas emissions and created a world food crisis, causing starvation in many poor countries. So are all our efforts doomed to failure? Yes, so long as our governments remain craven to special interests, whether carbon traders or fossil fuel companies. The carbon market is a valuable tool, but must be subordinate to climatic imperatives. The truth is that to prevent runaway greenhouse warming, we will have to leave most of the world's fossil fuels in the ground, especially carbon-heavy coal, oil shales and tar sands. The fossil fuel and power companies must be faced down.  Global problems need global solutions, and we also need an effective replacement for the failed Kyoto protocol. The entire Kyoto system of national allocations is obsolete because of the huge volumes of energy embodied in products traded across national boundaries. It also presents a major obstacle to any new agreement – as demonstrated by the 2008 G8 meeting in Japan that degenerated into a squabble over national emission rights.The answer? Scrap national allocations and place a single global cap on greenhouse gas emissions, applied "upstream" – for instance, at the oil refinery, coal-washing station and cement factory. Sell permits up to that cap in a global auction, and use the proceeds to finance solutions to climate change – accelerating the use of renewable energy, raising energy efficiency, protecting forests, promoting climate-friendly farming, and researching geoengineering technologies. And commit hundreds of billions of dollars per year to finance adaptation to climate change, especially in poor countries. Such a package of measures would allow us to achieve zero net greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, and long-term stabilisation at 350 parts per million of CO2 equivalent. This avoids the economic pain that a cap-and-trade system alone would cause, and targets assistance at the poor, who are least to blame and most need help. The permit auction would raise about $1 trillion per year, enough to finance a spread of solutions. At a quarter of the world's annual oil spending, it is a price well worth paying.

China war frontline (1/2)

1. No link to China aggressive militarization. China is focusing on diplomacy as long as the United states is in the area. Their Pak 07 card concedes neg. It also states that the US should deter conflict and maintain its strategic relevance in the region as the hegemon of choice for east asian states. 

2. Even if they extend that china is concerned about the US- china isn’t going to do anything. Their Art evidence indicates that China is dependent on the US markets.
3. A variety of causes make miscalculation with China inevitable

Robert Samuelson Editor of Newsweek and The Washington Post 2/15/10 “The China Miscalculation” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2010/02/15/the_china_miscalculation_100294.html
WASHINGTON -- It's become apparent from recent events that America's political, business and scholarly elites have fundamentally misjudged China. Conflicts with China have multiplied. Consider: the undervalued renminbi and its effect on trade; the breakdown of global warming negotiations in Copenhagen; China's weak support of efforts to prevent Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons; its similarly poor record in pushing North Korea to relinquish its tiny atomic arsenal; the sale of U.S. weapons to Taiwan; and Google's threat to leave China rather than condone continued censorship. The United States and China view the world in starkly different terms. The lesson of the Great Depression and World War II for Americans was that isolationism was self-defeating. Tried after World War I, it failed. The United States had to engage abroad to protect its economy and physical security. These core ideas remain the bedrock justifications for overseas military commitments and the promotion of an open world economy. The quest is for stability, not empire. Top of Form

1) Bottom of Form

2) China, too, covets stability. But its history and perspective are different, as Martin Jacques shows in his masterful "When China Rules the World." Starting with the first Opium War (1839-42) -- when England insisted on importing opium from India -- China suffered a string of military defeats and humiliating treaties that gave England, France and other nations trading and political privileges. In the 20th century, China was balkanized by civil war and Japanese invasion. Not until the communists' 1949 triumph in the civil war was there again a unified national government. These experiences left legacies: fear of disorder and memory of foreign exploitation. Since 1978, China's economy has increased roughly 10-fold. The prevailing American assumption was that as China became richer, its interests and values would converge with those of the United States. China would depend increasingly on a thriving global economy. Freer domestic markets would loosen the stranglehold of the Communist Party. The United States and China would not always agree, but disputes would be manageable. It isn't turning out that way. A wealthier China has become more assertive, notes Jacques. American prestige has further suffered from the financial crisis originating in the United States. But the fissure goes deeper: China does not accept the legitimacy and desirability of the post-World War II global order, which involves collective responsibility among great powers (led by the United States) for world economic stability and peace. China's policies reflect a different notion: China First. Unlike the isolationist America First movement of the 1930s, China First does not mean global disengagement. It does mean engagement on China's terms. China accepts and supports the existing order when that serves its needs, as when it joined the World Trade Organization in 2001. Otherwise, it plays by its own rules and norms. Trade policy is explicitly discriminatory to address two crucial problems: surplus labor and scarce commodities. The undervalued renminbi aims to help create 20 million or more jobs that Jacques cites as needed annually. China is scouring the globe to make investments in secure raw materials, particularly fuel. The object of "economic reform," Jacques writes, was "never Westernization" but "a desire to restore the (Communist) Party's legitimacy." Most American-Chinese disputes reflect China's unwillingness to endanger domestic goals for international ends. It won't commit to binding greenhouse gas cuts because these could reduce economic growth and (again) jobs. On Iran, it values its oil investments more than it fears Iranian nukes. Likewise, it worries that unrest in North Korea could send refugees spilling across the border. Because Taiwan is regarded as part of China, U.S. arms sales there become domestic interference. And censorship is needed to maintain one-party control. China's worldview threatens America's geopolitical and economic interests. Just recently, 19 U.S. trade associations wrote the Obama administration warning that new Chinese rules for "indigenous innovation" could "exclude a wide array of U.S. firms" from the Chinese market -- or force them to turn over advanced technology. 

Continues…no text removed

China war frontline (2/2)
Continues…no text removed

(British firms are so incensed by "overwhelming protectionism" that some may quit China, reports the Telegraph newspaper.) It would be a tragedy if these two superpowers began regarding each other as adversaries. But that's the drift. Heirs to a 2,000-year cultural tradition -- and citizens of the world's largest country -- the Chinese have an innate sense of superiority, Jacques writes. Americans, too, have a sense of superiority, thinking that our values -- the belief in freedom, individualism and democracy -- reflect universal aspirations. Greater conflicts and a collision of national egos seem inevitable. No longer should we sit passively while China's trade and currency policies jeopardize jobs here and elsewhere. Political differences between the countries are increasingly hard to ignore. But given China's growing power -- and the world economy's fragile state -- a showdown may do no one any good. Miscalculation is leading us down dark alleys.
4. US-China naval competition will lead to miscalculation

Greg Torode Chief Asia correspondent for the South China Morning Post 12/13/09 "US submarine patrols step up game of cat and mouse in Pacific" lexis PHK

Tracking those new Chinese submarines and recording their sonar "signatures" would be a priority for the US and its allies, including Japan, South Korea and Australia, military analysts and diplomats said. They must also track China's expanding surface fleet. While far smaller than the US naval assets in the Pacific, Beijing's fleet is equipped with anti-ship cruise missiles that may pose a threat to large US deployments. Murray, a former US naval submariner, said the work of a Los Angeles-class submarine was not just about rival subs, but being in a position to stop enemy vessels from attacking surface fleets with torpedoes and anti-ship missiles. The games of cat-and-mouse are highly complex and sensitive work, both militarily and diplomatically. This year, Chinese civilian vessels attempted to block the passage of a US research vessel, the USNS Impeccable, as it surveyed waters between Hainan and Vietnam. Firm and repeated diplomatic protests from Beijing about military surveillance work in the South China Sea - which it now formally regards as its exclusive economic zone - have been met by Washington's insistence that such work is entirely within international law and will continue. Veteran South China Sea watcher Professor Carl Thayer, a scholar at the Australian Defence Force Academy, warned that the Sanya naval base had strategic implications for the balance of power in the region, despite US strength. He said five more Chinese nuclear-powered and nuclear-armed ballistic-missile subs could be operational next year. Recent incidents have "reawakened concerns" about regional stability amid Sino-US strategic manoeuvring. "The rapid expansion of China's naval forces had precipitated greater scrutiny from the US military and submarine operations out of Sanya," Thayer wrote this month. "As China's submarine fleet grows, so too will US interest," he said, noting that to operate its growing fleet properly, China would have to gather the same oceanographic and military information that Beijing objects to the US doing. "Future incidents at sea cannot be ruled out as long as China attempts to override the UN Convention on the Law of the Sea with its own unilateral interpretation of international law." US military officials have described more frequent encounters and repeatedly called for the creation of mutually agreed rules of engagement to limit the risk of miscalculation. China has yet to show any firm interest in such a deal. "The stakes are certainly higher now for hotheads," Murray said. "But I do think there are calm heads on both sides. There may be a lot of statements and posturing, but there are avenues for all to be resolved peacefully through diplomacy."

Asian arms race advantage 

1. The alliance isn’t on the brink – very few people in the govern think that it is actually necessat to make major changes in the alliance – that’s their Talmadge evidence

2. Removing troops doesn’t solve for the Alliance – the troops key card only indicates that the two countries would still have things to cooperate about. 

3. Removing U.S. troops is complicit with China’s fear that Japan is attempting to become a superpower through the military. The plan is perceived as a threat to China’s homeland security.

Jian Yang, Senior Lecturer of International Relations in the Department of Political Studies, 2003, Contemporary Southeast Asia (Sino-Japanese Realations: Implications for Southeast Asia, http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=2&hid=104&sid=ae6db2ba-a462-4db3-81d5-2c97f1f8cfa2%40sessionmgr114, pg 308-309)

Still in the shadow of the past, the Chinese are concerned about Japan seeking a greater political role in world politics. What worries them is that, to play a greater political role Japan will have to rely on not only its economic strength but also its military power. It is believed that there are powerful domestic forces in Japan that seek reassertion of Japan’s military role. The revision of the guidelines for U.S. - Japan defence co-operation is perceived as an indication of Japan’s determination to be involved in international affairs through military activities. The past might not be that important if Japan were not so powerful. As Barry Buzan pointed out: “One has to ask…how much of this sensitivity is actually to do with the war and how much of its simply uses the symbolism of the war to reflect more contemporary worries.” Japan is an economic superpower and its military, Chinese observers believe, is much stronger than it appears. They tend to stress that Japan’s Self-Defence Force (SDF) is the best-equipped military force in Asian and that Japan’s defence spending is the second largest in the world. The high proportion of officers in Japan’s otherwise small force is seen as giving Japan the ability to expand rapidly in wartime. A military observer claims in Renmin Ribao (People’s Daily) that what Japan’s military really has “is more than its fame”. The changes in Japanese defence concepts have also caused concerns. It is believed that the policy of “homeland defence” which required strictly limiting defence to Japan’s soil and passively meeting an enemy attack, no longer exists. This has become obvious since the 1996 Clinton- Hashimoto joint declaration on the bilateral security alliance. The mainstream Chinese perception is that the declaration and the subsequent revision of the Guidelines is a clear indication of Japan becoming a military power. The Japanese Diet’s approval of the revised guidelines in May 1999 meant that for the first time Japan was legally free to support U.S. armed forces and participate in combate operations outside of Japanese borders, giving Japan an opportunity to ease the constraints on its use of military power. The Chinese believe that the United States’ war against terrorism is a golden opportunity for Japan to become a “normal country”, namely a country with the political power commensurate with its economic strength, as it provided opportunities for Japan to send its military overseas. Japan did send its military to Cambodia in the early 1990s—however, this was as part of the United Nations peacekeeping operation. Gradually, the Japanese military will expand its role and it will not be long before Japan revises its Peace Constitution to enable Tokyo to send military forces overseas freely. Japan’s agreement in September 1998 to research theatre missile defence (TMD) jointly with the United States has been of more immediate concern for the Chinese. They believe that TMD is designed to counter not only North Korea’s missile threat but also China’s missile capabilities. “China cannot help being concerned about (Japan’s) military intention of ‘killing two birds with one stone’”, a Chinese analyst said. Another analyst argues that TMD is a system incorporating both defensive and offensive capabilities. Japan is therefore currently “producing shields for the ultimate goal of making swords”.

4. After troop withdrawal, Japan will start spending money on its “Self Defense Force” that’s their Bandow evidence. This will trigger the impact because China and North Korea are already afraid of the Self-Defense Force. Further spending on military will cause China and Korea to perceive Japan as militarizing leading to an Asian arm race. That’s their Robinson evidence

Asian Arms Race Advantage

5. An appearance of provocative military force in Japan causes an arms race between China, Korea, and Japan – destroying regional stability. 

Carl E Haselden Jr,Ulchi Focus Lens (UFL)exercise planner at Combined Forces Command/US Forces Korea in the C/J3 Exercise Division, 2002 (The Effects of Korean unification on the US military presence in Northeast Asia, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-23-2015&FMT=7&DID=252557471&RQT=309&cfc=1) 
The region not only has strong economies, but strong militaries. China, Russia, and North Korea currently compose three of the five largest militaries there, while Japan has the most modern military force in Asia. (9) China's and the two Koreas' historic distrust of Japan has been placated over the years by the US military presence in the region, thus enhancing regional stability. As part of the bilateral US military alliances with the Republic of Korea and Japan, the United States has provided air and maritime power projection capabilities for those two nations that might appear provocative if either had developed them on their own. If the United States withdrew from the region and a power vacuum ensued, the instability between nations with combined strong economies and militaries could lead to an arms race having detrimental effects on regional stability and the global economy. 
Presence good-economy

Continued U.S. military presence is key to maintaining a low defense budget and solving the Japanese  economy. 

Tobias Harris, doctoral student in political science at the MIT, Newsweek. 7-16-10 “Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html
As the government’s fiscal situation worsens, it becomes less and less likely that Tokyo will take up an ambitious security policy agenda. Fixing the government’s finances is a key step to addressing the other pocketbook issues with which voters are concerned. It is unlikely that a government implementing controversial budget cuts and tax increases would also take up the contentious question of how it should contribute to the defense of Japan and security in East and Central Asia. Its fear would be that the public would punish leaders perceived as focused on problems far from Japanese shores as it implements policies that hurt Japanese households. Moreover, for a cash-strapped government, the status quo, in which Japan limits its defense spending while subsidizing U.S. bases in Japan, continues to suit Japan’s interests. The logic of the Yoshida doctrine—which was formulated during the early postwar period, and which called for low defense spending combined with an alliance founded on U.S. bases in Japan—remains relevant today: Japanese leaders once saw the doctrine as the key to postwar economic development, and now the same policies provide resources for shoring up Japan’s social safety net and halting economic decline.

Presence good-prolif/stability

1) U.S. leaving asia is bad causes proliferation and regional instability

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
There are four primary reasons why the United States should not be enthusiastic about multilateral, collective security as the primary policy option in Northeast Asia.  First, the region has no history of such practices.  On the contrary, its history, for most of the past two millennia, has been one of subordination to cultural, economic, and political (though rarely military) inﬂuence of the Middle Kingdom in China.157  In more modern times, Amitav Acharya notes that the extreme diversity of the region, combined with the geopolitical situation following World War II, has prevented the establishment of effective multilateral regimes in Asia as compared to Europe.158  Second, a collective security arrangement requires a baseline of consensus and the shelving of standing disputes among its members as entry into the forum.  Michael Armacost notes that “the prerequisites for collective security―a common perception of threats, general agreement about the territorial status quo, and a sense of community underpinned by widely accepted political and philosophical principles―have not taken root in Asia.”159  For both domestic and future energy policy reasons, it is not likely for territorial disputes such as those in the Senkakus, Northern Islands (Southern Kuriles), Takeshima, the Paracels, and the Spratlys to be put aside so readily.160 Third, a cooperative security regime requires a sanction capability that is widely perceived as legitimate to punish transgressions.  Since a multilateral regime that did not include China would likely create a security dilemma for Beijing and thus lead to an arms spiral that would be highly counterproductive, the inclusion of China would exacerbate the problems of sanctioning behavior seen by the United States and Japan as illegal.  This same tendency is seen on a lesser scale in the current security forum of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) Regional Forum (ARF).  The ARF is hamstrung by the “ASEAN way,” which involves pervasive norms of nonconfrontation, consensus, and respect for 
each other’s sovereignty.161  Finally, the United States, especially under the George W. Bush administration, is wary of multilateral security arrangements that could become institutionalized in coming years and reduce American policy options in Asia.162  In summary, reducing the salience of the U.S.-Japan alliance in favor of a multilateral cooperative security arrangement is not a viable near- term option for the United States. Nonetheless, multilateralism must continue to play a major (although not primary) role in American policy toward East Asia.  The United States should pursue multilateral regimes as mechanisms to help ease tensions through conﬁdence-building measures, further integrate economies, prevent proliferation of weapons and missiles, and facilitate the peaceful entry of China into the community of democratic and prosperous nations.  Such regimes have considerable merit in a number of areas for advancing many American interests.  Not least of all, Japan remains a stronger proponent of multilateralism than does the United States, as seen in the building of ARF and the Koizumi initiative toward stronger economic integration in Southeast and East Asia, presented in 
Singapore in January 2002.  The tripartite declaration in Bali in October 2003 in which Japan, China, and South Korea committed to the peaceful resolution of the DPRK nuclear crisis also reﬂects this bias toward multilateralism.  However, in East Asia in particular, such institutions do not have the deterrent value necessary to maintain the peace.  Even more so than the alliance with the ROK, the alliance between the United States and Japan represents the single best course for maintaining American interests in the Paciﬁc.  Given the coming changes in Japanese security policy, the United 

States must stay the course with Japan and decide how best to make the alliance work. 

Presence good-Prolif/demo

U.S. staying in Asia is key to preventing proliferation and spreading democracy 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
In East Asia, the U.S. Government has further reﬁned these national interests into ﬁve primary objectives.152  These are: (1) 
enhancing regional relationships, (2) promoting democracy, (3) preventing the proliferation of WMD, (4) leading a comprehensive security effort, and (5) maintaining American forward engagement in the region.  Although scholars such as Robyn Lim may state that defending Japan is not a vital interest of the United States,153 the pursuit of the interests and objectives listed above, in the current geo-strategic environment of East Asia, demands that Japan remain secure and the United States maintain its bases there.  Isolationism is deﬁnitely not a method for achieving these interests; however, is 
the current bilateral web of alliances with the United States as the dominant partner in each the optimal way to advance American interests in the long run?  Could a substantive shift to multilateralism in East Asian security affairs be a better option for the United States? 

Presence good-North Korea,Terrorism,China, 

U.S. staying in the region is key to preventing all of the case impacts

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Currently in Northeast Asia there is considerable uncertainty about the future for all countries involved in the region.  The 

nuclear ambitions of an increasingly desperate North Korea have led to serious ruptures in the U.S.-Republic of Korea alliance and greatly enhanced security fears in Japan.  The global war on terrorism and widely perceived unilateralism on the part of the United States has, ironically, enhanced the conﬁdence of China to portray itself as a multidimensional leader in Asia.  The growing strength of the Kuomintang in Taiwanese politics and its agenda to build a closer relationship or even confederation with mainland China after the presidential elections of March 2004 may upend the security assumptions of the region.1  Operation IRAQI FREEDOM has reinforced the concepts of transformation and power projection from a more limited number of forward bases advocated so strongly by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, while at the same time 
highlighting America’s need for allies in the war on terrorism.  It is a region awash in uncertainly, but one in which the United States must remain ﬁrmly engaged to protect its vital interests.

Presence good-Stability 

U.S. forward presence is critical to Japanese security and regional stability, well solving Okinawa 

Hillary Clinton, U.S. secretary of State, Robert Gates, Secretary of Defense, Okada, Minister of Foreign affairs for Japan, and Kitazawa, Jappanese Defense minister, 5/28/10, “Joint Statement of the U.S.-Japan Security Consultative Committee”, http://www.defense.gov/news/joint_statement_us_japan_security_consultative_committee.pdf
On May 28, 2010, the members of the United States-Japan Security Consultative Committee (SCC) reconfirmed that, in this 50th anniversary year of the signing of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security, the U.S.-Japan Alliance remains indispensable not only to the defense of Japan, but also to the peace, security, and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region.   Recent developments in the security environment of Northeast Asia reaffirmed the significance of the Alliance.  In this regard, the United States reiterated its unwavering commitment to Japan’s security.  Japan reconfirmed its commitment 

to playing a positive role in contributing to the peace and stability of the region.  Furthermore, the SCC members recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in Japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability.  The SCC members committed to promote and deepen security cooperation in wide-ranging areas to enable the Alliance to adapt to the evolving 
challenges of the 21st century. The Ministers reaffirmed the commitment to reduce the impact on local communities, including in Okinawa, thereby preserving a sustainable U.S. military presence in Japan.  In this context, the SCC 
members expressed their shared commitments to relocate Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Futenma and return the base to Japan as part of the Alliance transformation and realignment process.  The Ministers confirmed their commitment to implement steadily the realignment initiatives described in the May 1, 2006, SCC Document, “United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation,” as supplemented by this SCC Statement. 
Hegemony frontline 

1. Maintaining US dominance in East Asia ensures conflict.

Christopher Layne, professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University, January 2008, “China’s Challenge to US Hegemony” 

China's rise affects the United States because of what international relations scholars call the "power transition" effect: Throughout the history of the modern international state system, ascending powers have always challenged the position of the dominant (hegemonic) power in the international system-and these challenges have usually culmi​nated in war. Notwithstanding Beijing's talk about a "peaceful rise," an ascending China inevitably will challenge the geopolitical equilibrium in East Asia. The doctrine of peaceful rise thus is a reassurance strategy employed by Beijing in an attempt to allay others' fears of growing Chinese power and to fore​stall the United States from acting preventively dur​ing the dangerous transition period when China is catching up to the United States. Does this mean that the United States and China are on a collision course that will lead to a war in the next decade or two? Not necessarily. What hap​pens in Sino-American relations largely depends on what strategy Washington chooses to adopt toward China. If the United States tries to maintain its current dominance in East Asia, Sino-American conflict is virtually certain, because us grand strat​egy has incorporated the logic of anticipatory vio​lence as an instrument for maintaining American primacy. For a declining hegemon, "strangling the baby in the crib" by attacking a rising challenger preventively-that is, while the hegemon still holds the upper hand militarily-has always been a tempting strategic option. 

2. China’s advancement  makes offshore balancing the only way to prevent regional conflict

Doug Bandow, Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance and Cato Institute and former Special Assistant to Reagan, 1/12/2009, “First Among Equals,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=20570
It’s the job of military planners to plot future contingencies, which is why the U.S. Joint Forces Command looked ahead in its newly published Joint Operating Environment 2008. Despite obvious foreign threats, America’s destiny continues to remain largely in its own hands. No other country could draft such a report with such a perspective.

The Europeans, constrained by the European Union and their memories of World War II, must cast a wary eye towards Russia and have little military means to influence events much beyond Africa. For all of its pretensions of power, Moscow is economically dependent on Europe and fearful of an expanding China; Russia’s military revival consists of the ability to beat up small neighbors on its border. Countries like Australia, South Korea and Japan are not without resources, but they are able to influence their regions, no more. Brazil is likely to become the dominant player in South America, but global clout is far away. India and China are emerging powers, but remain well behind Russia and especially the United States. Every other nation would have to start its operational analysis with America, which alone possesses the ability to intervene decisively in every region. The main challenge facing the United States will be becoming more like other nations. That is, over time other states will grow economically relative to America. That will allow them to improve and expand their militaries. Washington will long remain first among equals, the most powerful single global player. But eventually it will no longer be able to impose its will on any nation in any circumstance. That doesn’t mean the United States will be threatened. Other countries won’t be able to defeat America or force it to terms. But the outcomes of ever more international controversies will become less certain. Other governments will be more willing in more instances to say no to Washington. Especially China. Much will change in the coming years, but as the JOE 2008 observes, The Sino-American relationship represents one of the great strategic question marks of the next twenty-five years. Regardless of the outcome—cooperative or coercive, or both—China will become increasingly important in the considerations and strategic perceptions of joint force commanders. What kind of a power is Beijing likely to become? Chinese policymakers emphasize that they plan a “peaceful rise,” but their ambitions loom large. Argues JOE 2008, while the People’s Republic of China doesn’t “emphasize the future strictly in military terms,” the Chinese do calculate “that eventually their growing strength will allow them to dominate Asia and the Western Pacific.” More ominously, argues the Joint Forces Command, “The Chinese are working hard to ensure that if there is a military confrontation with the United States sometime in the future, they will be ready.” 

Continued…no text removed

Hegemony Frontline

Continued…no text removed

Yet this assessment is far less threatening than it sounds. The PRC is not capable (nor close to being capable) of threatening vital U.S. interests—conquering American territory, threatening our liberties and constitutional system, cutting off U.S. trade with the rest of the world, dominating Eurasia and turning that rich resource base against America. After all, the United States has the world’s most sophisticated and powerful nuclear arsenal; China’s intercontinental delivery capabilities are quite limited. America has eleven carrier groups while Beijing has none. Washington is allied with most every other industrialized state and a gaggle of the PRC’s neighbors. China is surrounded by nations with which it has been at war in recent decades: Russia, Japan, South Korea, Vietnam and India. Indeed, today Beijing must concentrate on defending itself. In pointing to the PRC’s investment in submarines, the JOE 2008 acknowledges: “The emphasis on nuclear submarines and an increasingly global Navy in particular, underlines worries that the U.S. Navy possesses the ability to shut down China’s energy imports of oil—80% of which go through the straits of Malacca.” The Chinese government is focused on preventing American intervention against it in its own neighborhood, not on contesting U.S. dominance elsewhere in the world, let alone in North America. Washington almost certainly will be unable to thwart Beijing, at least at acceptable cost. China needs spend only a fraction of America’s military outlays to develop a deterrent capability—nuclear sufficiency to forestall nuclear coercion, submarine and missile forces to sink U.S. carriers, and anti-satellite and cyber-warfare weapons to blind and disrupt American forces. Washington could ill afford to intervene in East Asia against the PRC so equipped. Such a military is well within China’s reach. Notes JOE 2008: “by conservative calculations it is easily possible that by the 2030s China could modernize its military to reach a level of approximately one quarter of current U.S. capabilities without any significant impact on its economy.” Thus, absent the unlikely economic and social collapse of China, in not too many years Beijing will able to enforce its “no” to America. Washington must reconsider its response. U.S. taxpayers already spend as much as everyone else on earth on the military. It’s a needless burden, since promiscuous intervention overseas does not make Americans safer. To maintain today’s overwhelming edge over progressively more powerful militaries in China, Russia, India and other states would require disproportionately larger military outlays in the United States. It’s a game Washington cannot win. A better alternative would be to more carefully delineate vital interests, while treating lesser issues as matters for diplomacy rather than military action. Equally important, the American government should inform its allies that their security is in the first instance their responsibility. Washington 

should act as an offshore balancer to prevent domination of Eurasia by a hostile hegemon. But the United States should not attempt to coercively micro-manage regional relations. Stepping back today would reduce pressure on Beijing to engage in a sustained arms buildup to limit U.S. intervention in the future. If the PRC nevertheless moved forward, its neighbors could take note and respond accordingly. Encouraging China to keep its rise peaceful is in everyone’s interest. Despite the many challenges facing U.S. policy, America retains an extraordinarily advantageous position in today’s global order. Eventually, the United States is likely to fall to merely first among many—the globe’s leading state, but no longer the hyper- or unipower, as America has been called. The sooner Washington begins preparing for this new role, the smoother will be the transition.

Hegemony Frontline

US-Sino war causes extinction

Straits Times, Singaporean Newspaper, July 25 2K, “No one gains in a war over Taiwan” Lexis
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.

Alliance collapse inevitable 

Alt causes to alliance collapse

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Several critical subordinate decisions on the part of both the United States and Japan are coming within the next decade that 

will indicate the direction the alliance will take.  First, the Japanese must decide whether or not to accept the stationing of the nuclear powered USS Carl Vinson as the replacement for the USS Kittyhawk at Yokosuka Naval Base in the next couple of years.  If the Japanese play the “nuclear card” and balk at the Carl Vinson, then the Seventh Fleet will be forced to ﬁnd an alternative anchorage for that carrier battle group―a move that will have dramatically negative effects on 

the alliance.  Second, the Japanese will need to decide if they will ﬁeld an integrated or stand alone BMD capability.  Since a ballistic missile strike on Hawaii from either North Korea or China would pass over Japan, the decision not to pursue collective defense and thus allow passage of the missile by the Japanese would end the alliance.  Third, the status of basing in Okinawa, the renegotiation of the Status of Forces Agreement, and the renegotiation of host nation support arrangements will strongly indicate the future centrality of the alliance for both countries.  Although I argue that some USMC presence in Okinawa should be withdrawn for symbolic reasons, a demand for full withdrawal of the Marines on the island would force 

an alternative grand Asian security plan on the United States.  These future decisions are good weathervanes for determining the future path of the alliance. 

 U.S. policy towards China will destroy the alliance 
Tobias Harris, doctoral student in political science at the MIT, Newsweek. 7-16-10 “Japan-U.S. Relations Could Get Bumpy” http://www.newsweek.com/2010/07/16/a-fragile-alliance.html
The irony, then, is that despite the DPJ’s desire for a more equal relationship with the United States, the political and economic logic of austerity suggests that Japan will likely grow even more dependent on the U.S. for its security, with the difference being that the relationship will be more fragile. For Japan, every U.S. initiative toward China will be scrutinized for signs that the U.S. is abandoning Japan in the region. Similarly, for Washington, every initiative to deepen cooperation within East Asia that excludes the U.S. will be questioned and may prompt grumbling about Japanese free-riding. In other words, these are the makings of a tumultuous decade for the alliance. 
Alt causes to relationship collapse-multinational institutions and China

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
At the same time, the United States and Japan have some strong diverging interests that, given impetus by world events, could outweigh the mutual ones and lead to a decrease in the centrality of the alliance to both countries.  These include differing conceptions about the role of international institutions, about what is meant by “pulling one’s weight” in the upkeep of international peace, about the role of military force, and about the future trajectory of China. 

Alliance strong now 

U.S. Japan Navy alliance is the strongest in the world 

Congressional Research Service Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09

The Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces (MSDF) have particularly strong capabilities and defense cooperation with their U.S. counterparts.13 U.S. Navy officials have claimed that they have a closer daily relationship with the MSDF than any other navy in the world, with over 100 joint exercises annually. Honed during the Cold War, the U.S. Navy and JMSDF developed strong combined anti-submarine warfare (ASW) cooperation and played a key role in containing the Soviet threat in the Pacific. The services developed joint operations in order to protect key sea lines of communication (SLoCs). The most significant help extended by Japan since 2001 in the support of U.S. operations has come from the MSDF: deployment of an oil tanker and an Aegis destroyer in the Indian Ocean in support of the campaign in Afghanistan, the dispatch of several ships, helicopters, and transport aircraft to assist in disaster relief in the Indian Ocean tsunami, 

participation in the Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) multinational exercises,14 and the deployment of MSDF vessels for antipiracy missions off the coast of Somalia. Similar equipment and shared technology contribute to the strong interoperability between the Japanese and U.S. militaries. 

No Impact to alliance collapse 

Relations have been broken before  

Congressional Research Service Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Further, after enjoying a period of extremely close relations, the U.S.-Japan relationship slipped somewhat when the Bush Administration adjusted its policy on North Korea. As the Bush Administration moved aggressively to reach a deal on denuclearization with North Korea in the Six-Party Talks, distance emerged between Washington and Tokyo. The Obama Administration has subsequently sought to reassure Tokyo that the United States remains committed to the bilateral alliance. Political uncertainty in Tokyo calls into question how robustly alliance reform efforts will proceed. Specifically, the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) appears poised to take over the government in August 30 Lower House elections. As discussed below, members of the DPJ have objected to an active role in coordination with the U.S. military. Thus, political changes, both in and between Washington and Tokyo, could undermine a regional security strategy that depends on unwavering ties. 

No impact to alliance collapse
Japanese U.S. alliance can not solve anything and requires to choices threatening national security

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
The 2003 Defense White Paper, prepared by the Japan Defense Agency and approved by the Cabinet in August 2003, clearly indicates the changing nature of the security threat faced by Japan and the inadequacy of its current security posture.19  The report notes that the threat of conventional attack on the Japanese home islands is very low, and thus the force structure designed to combat such a scenario is out of date.  However, the White Paper highlights the very real threat of ballistic missiles and terrorism and advocates strongly for weapon system, force structure, organizational, and intelligence changes to meet these new threats.  Defense Agency Director- General Shigeru Ishiba, in rolling out the White Paper at a press conference in early August 2003, said, “The danger and possibility of a land invasion have become extremely low.  While taking into account the demands of the people and limited ﬁscal resources, we must consider how to preserve the independence and security of the state.”20  As shown in Figures 2 and 3, the current military and contingency 
capabilities of Japan (either unilaterally or in concert with the United States under the alliance) are not fully capable of dealing effectively with 21st century threats to its national interests in the region.  Capabilities such as rapid contingency decisionmaking structures, intelligence collection and analysis assets that feed those structures, and trained and equipped consequence management teams are woefully inadequate.21  For example, the JDA intelligence arm did not inform the Prime Minister of the Silkworm missile test by North Korea on February 24, 2003, until the following day, resulting in 
heightened concern about crisis effectiveness and intra-governmental communication.22  Although the United States is making great strides in many of these areas after September 11, the rules under which the alliance must operate at the present time preclude timely and effective cooperation outside the immediate area of Japan, if any is allowed at all.23  The current debate about the constitutionality of intelligence sharing and joint counter-response during the precious few minutes of the incoming ﬂight of a ballistic missile simply highlight some of these failings.24  The 1960 security structures and 
norms―even as modiﬁed as late as 1997 in the Revised Guidelines― leave Japan and American interests in East Asia vulnerable to those seeking to aggressively upset the status quo.25 

U.S. – Japan Alliance bad 

Japanese U.S. alliance can not solve anything and requires to choices threatening national security

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
The 2003 Defense White Paper, prepared by the Japan Defense Agency and approved by the Cabinet in August 2003, clearly indicates the changing nature of the security threat faced by Japan and the inadequacy of its current security posture.19  The report notes that the threat of conventional attack on the Japanese home islands is very low, and thus the force structure designed to combat such a scenario is out of date.  However, the White Paper highlights the very real threat of ballistic missiles and terrorism and advocates strongly for weapon system, force structure, organizational, and intelligence changes to meet these new threats.  Defense Agency Director- General Shigeru Ishiba, in rolling out the White Paper at a press conference in early August 2003, said, “The danger and possibility of a land invasion have become extremely low.  While taking into account the demands of the people and limited ﬁscal resources, we must consider how to preserve the independence and security of the state.”20  As shown in Figures 2 and 3, the current military and contingency 
capabilities of Japan (either unilaterally or in concert with the United States under the alliance) are not fully capable of dealing effectively with 21st century threats to its national interests in the region.  Capabilities such as rapid contingency decisionmaking structures, intelligence collection and analysis assets that feed those structures, and trained and equipped consequence management teams are woefully inadequate.21  For example, the JDA intelligence arm did not inform the Prime Minister of the Silkworm missile test by North Korea on February 24, 2003, until the following day, resulting in 
heightened concern about crisis effectiveness and intra-governmental communication.22  Although the United States is making great strides in many of these areas after September 11, the rules under which the alliance must operate at the present time preclude timely and effective cooperation outside the immediate area of Japan, if any is allowed at all.23  The current debate about the constitutionality of intelligence sharing and joint counter-response during the precious few minutes of the incoming ﬂight of a ballistic missile simply highlight some of these failings.24  The 1960 security structures and 
norms―even as modiﬁed as late as 1997 in the Revised Guidelines― leave Japan and American interests in East Asia vulnerable to those seeking to aggressively upset the status quo.25 

Strong U.S. Japan alliance causes U.S. china war 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
As is apparent from the above discussion, it is vital to consider the reactions of China (and to a lesser extent that of the Koreas and Russia) to a more balanced Japanese-American alliance.  In an outstanding study of the power politics of the last 160 years of Northeast Asian history, Robyn Lim points out the highly interconnected nature of the “great game” in the region.168   Although Japan has developed extremely wide economic ties within the region, especially in China and South Korea, considerable distrust toward Japanese motives still exists.  If the alliance is to strengthen, mitigation of the reactions 

in these countries to a larger Japanese role must be a primary focus of diplomacy.  Actions to broaden and deepen nascent security communities in East Asia must be pursued hand-in-hand with the deepening of the alliance. In particular, China, for a number of reasons (both historical and political) is deeply wary of an enhanced role of Japan in a military alliance with the United States.169  Not the least of these reasons concern the potential role of the alliance in the resolution 

of the Taiwan situation.  The geographical ambiguity of the Revised Guidelines (whether or not Taiwan falls within the “Areas Surrounding Japan”) already provokes Chinese ire.  A revitalized alliance poses a perceived security threat to China and, unless managed very carefully and openly, might force that nation into a new cold war of confrontation in Asia.170  Fears about the decreased utility of its strategic missiles, if theater missile defense systems come online, fears about increased support to Taiwan independence, and fears about the strangulation of sea lines of communication at a time 
when energy needs are multiplying could drive China to actively counter the alliance.  The Japanese public is increasingly suspicious of China as well, and this may lead to a more confrontational posture.  An August 2002 poll by the Yomiuri Shimbun found that over 55 percent of respondents distrusted China, over twice the number who felt the same in 1988.171 

U.S. Japan Alliance good 

Nuclearization is very unlikely but maintain the alliance and staying in the region is key to making sure that Japan doesn’t 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Next, an enhanced relationship within the alliance may allay some of the Japanese fears of insecurity that may lead to a decision to “go nuclear.”  Although the vast majority of Japanese citizens oppose the introduction of nuclear weapons to Japan, the topic is increasingly broached in the press and academic circles due to nuclear uncertainties in North Korea.  The past 4 years have seen considerable change in the ability to discuss nuclear weapons.In October 1999, then Vice Minister of State for Defense Shingo Nishimura was forced to resign after suggesting in an interview that Japan should scrap its ban on nuclear weapons.  Contrast this with the relatively benign February 2003 publishing by Asahi Shimbun of a previously classiﬁed 1995 Defense Agency study on nuclear feasibility. 167  This highlights the increasing demise of the taboo on 

debates on nuclear weapons and the dependence on the American nuclear umbrella.  The best way for the United States to maintain Japan as a non-nuclear power is to remain ﬁrmly engaged with Japan in the region and jointly enforce nonproliferation regimes so that Japan is not faced with a security dilemma seemingly solved only by a resort to nuclear weapons. 

Japan controls Aegis
Japan already has control of AGEIS 

Embassy of Japan, Japanese main envoy to America, February 2009, “Overview of Japan-U.S. Relations “,http://www.us.emb-japan.go.jp/english/html/japanus/japanusoverview2009.htm
Since 1998, Japan and the United States have been conducting joint research on ballistic missile defense (BMD). In December 2003, considering the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and ballistic missiles, the Japanese Government decided to equip Japan with a multi-tiered ballistic missile defense system, including the Aegis BMD System and the Patriot PAC-3 system. (Note: The system that is the subject of the joint research is not necessarily the same as the systems introduced to Japan.) The Aegis Japan Defense Ship (JDS) KONGO, which had been upgraded with the BMD operational capability, armed with Standard Missile-3 (SM-3) Block IA, conducted a SM-3 flight test off Kauai Island in Hawaii on December 17, 2007. The JDS KONGO successfully intercepted a ballistic missile target, outside the atmosphere.　As of February 2009, Japan possesses two destroyer ships with Aegis Ballistic Missile Defense capabilities.

Japan already has missile defense and its holding up the alliance 

Congressional Research Service Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09

Many analysts see U.S.-Japan efforts on missile defense as perhaps the most robust form of bilateral cooperation in recent years. In December 2003, Koizumi announced that Japan would jointly develop and deploy missile defense capabilities with the United States. Similar to and interoperable with U.S. missile plans, Japan will acquire upper and lower ballistic missile defense systems, including the sea-based AEGIS combat system and an SM-3 interceptor missile. The decision has led to defense industry cooperation between Japanese and American firms. Developing the system requires that Japan improve its joint operations capability and upgrade its command and control networks to allow timely decisions. Further cooperation will require that Japan lift or relax its ban on exporting arms, as Japanese defense officials have urged in order to further develop U.S.-Japan research and development coordination. The test-launch of several missiles by North Korea in July 2006 accelerated plans to develop missile defense. In December 2007, the missile defense program got a boost when a Japanese destroyer successfully intercepted a missile in a test exercise near Hawaii. Japan mobilized its land- and sea-based missile defense systems for the first time in response to the North Korean missile tests in April 2009. 

Aegis will be cut
Relocation in the status qou cuts aegis

Congressional Research Service Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Japanese and U.S. naval officials have some concerns that the overall cost of transforming the alliance will come at the expense of MSDF procurement plans. Priorities for new Aegis ships, submarines, patrol aircraft, and a next-generation helicopter-carrying destroyer may be at risk given the need to trim the overall defense budget and pay for realignment costs. 

Aegis occurs in status qou

Japan is getting Agies and other weapons now

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Some of the new military capabilities to be added will likely be made public in the new National Defense Program Outline (NDPO) and revised Mid-Term Defense Build-up Plan originally due out in 2004 but now delayed for a year or two following the dramatic changes in the Defense of Japan White Paper approved in August 2003.  In the next 5 years, the SDF will continue to gain signiﬁcant capabilities for action beyond the narrow conﬁnes of the home islands.  Boeing is already under contract for four B-767 refueling aircraft that will extend the range of those F-15 and F-2 aircraft already on hand and being built.120  The procurement of at least two more Aegis warships has begun, the design and procurement request for the new aircraft carrier (16DDH) is underway, and the ASDF is stepping up the design and manufacture of the next generation of long-range transport aircraft.  Two more Osumi class helicopter carriers (called “Landing Ship Tank” for political reasons) will join the two already in the ﬂeet.121  Importantly, as previously stated, joint production and ﬁelding of ballistic missile defenses, in all likelihood, will pick up in pace.  The PAC-2 GEM upgrade for the Patriot missile system ﬁelding began in summer 2003, and the Japanese have decided to build and ﬁeld PAC-3 interceptors in 2005, if not sooner.122  In a move already creating considerable stir in surrounding countries, the JDA announced the plan for Japan to 
rapidly procure independent strike capability, in the form of cruise missiles or precision air-to-surface munitions (JDAM) to further deter the North Koreans.  This move has considerable support in the Diet.123  These are just some of the capabilities likely to enhance Japan’s military options and force projection capabilities in the near future.
U.S. Japan alliance key to BMD
William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
The joint research on ballistic missile defense (BMD), for example, will have a tremendous impact on the character of the alliance if such a system is ﬁelded by both countries in Japan or in the neighboring seas.  Provided that the Japanese and American components of such a ﬁelded system are integrated (as they would have to be since Japan will have no satellite detection capability for over a decade, if ever), the operational deployment of BMD by default is an exercise in collective defense―a relationship which is currently interpreted as prohibited by the Constitution.  The command, control, communications, computer, and intelligence (C4I) systems that link detection assets to control centers to ﬁring batteries would have to be able to detect and assess an enemy missile launch within seconds and automatically choose the appropriate interceptor platform for ﬁring.  Such rapid information sharing and decisionmaking must be built into the C4I and ﬁring systems, thereby forcing policy changes on collective defense and initiation of combat operations before the 

system could be ﬁelded.  Professor Masahiro Matsumura correctly notes that “how a Theater Missile Defense command is architected will shape the power structure of U.S.-Japan military relations.”133  Japan likely will attempt to minimize the combined nature of BMD through the construction of an autonomous system utilizing land and sea-based radars for acquisition of launches, but until Japan can ﬁeld reliable launch detection satellites, it must rely on American systems and thus face the collective defense question.  Like BMD, the coordination necessary for successful execution of non-combatant 

evacuation operations―especially from Korea―can only result from signiﬁcant stretching (if not revision) of Japanese security policies.

Working together K2 Aegis 

Working together solves Aegis and BMD

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Working in concert, the two alliance partners could expand their tight cooperation into associated security realms within the region.  WMD and ballistic missile nonproliferation, cyber-terrorism, and counternarcotics are just three examples of potentially fruitful venues for increased cooperation.  Ideally, the alliance would continue to deepen into a multidimensional force for peace and prosperity in East Asia.  The Proliferation Security Initiative hopefully is a harbinger of further expansion beyond the original scope of the alliance.
Japan won’t prolif
Japan wont proliferate – 3 principles 
Congressional Research Service Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Japan is not likely to move forward precipitously with nuclear weapons development. Japan has abided by the self-imposed “three non-nuclear principles,” which ban the possession, production, or import of nuclear arms. With memories of Hiroshima and Nagasaki still vivid, the Japanese public remains largely resistant to arming themselves with nuclear weapons. Many Tokyo strategists may recognize that “going nuclear” could actually undermine their security by further 

eroding the global nonproliferation regime and reinforcing mistrust in the region. Under the terms of the U.S.-Japan alliance, Japan remains protected under the “nuclear umbrella.” Following the 2006 North Korea nuclear test, then-Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice reiterated the firm U.S. commitment to defend Japan and South Korea against any threat from North Korea. Former Foreign Minister Taro Aso had called for a discussion on developing nuclear weapons, but he and then-Prime Minister Abe later both reiterated that Japan had no intention of doing so. The May 2009 North Korea nuclear test has similarly failed to change Japan’s three principles on nuclear armaments.

Japan must first solve the public before it can rearm 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Regardless of external imperatives, present day Japanese culture does not readily support such a dramatic and rapid shift away from soft-power means.  For example, Major General Noburu Yamaguchi points out that debate on the need for contingency legislation began immediately after the shock of a Soviet defector landing his MIG-25 ﬁghter in Hokkaido in 1975 and is only partially resolved through legislation in mid-2003.51  Many reasons exist for this resistance to change.  Some of the most powerful are attitudinal, based on memories of the past century, deep feelings of Confucian obligations, 

conceptions of consensus and harmony, and even a cultural lack of a sense of insecurity.  Some reasons are institutional and reﬂect the inertia of a fragmented Diet, the lack of funds necessary for change due to economic stagnation, or the turf protection practiced by the entrenched bureaucracy.  In combination, these factors strongly impede change and ensure that, save for a catastrophic event, any such policy modiﬁcations will be incremental and deliberate.  It is useful to look in more detail at these inertial forces in Japan because signiﬁcant security policy change must overcome their collective pull. The Japanese public remains highly distrustful of a powerful military establishment and the government’s ability to exercise 

control over it and deeply prizes the paciﬁst underpinnings of the 1946 Constitution, regardless of the source or intent of such paciﬁsm.52  This distrust represents the legacy of a sense of dual victimization during World War II―that is, that they were victims of the military establishment and then the world’s ﬁrst and only victims of atomic attack.   In a 1997 poll, 72 percent of Japanese respondents indicated that the renunciation of war in their Constitution has contributed to peace in the Asia-Paciﬁc region, and 73 percent felt that continued renunciation of war by Japan will contribute to the future peace of 

the world.53 The barrage of Chinese and Korean assertions that the loosening of the restrictions on Japan’s military forces forecasts a desire to be militarily assertive, especially when reinforced by the left leaning segments of the media and small, but well-organized political parties such as Komeito, continues to hold sway with the Japanese public―despite the fact that public opinion toward those two countries continues to decline.  The paciﬁst and highly inﬂuential Asahi Shimbun has a daily circulation of over 12.6 million copies, more than eight times the circulation of the seemingly ubiquitous USA Today.54  Although the political elite, such as Junichiro Koizumi, Ichiro Ozawa, and former Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone, recognizes the need to develop a more balanced approach to the security of Japan, there is a genuine fear among many Japanese that the military, once released from containment, cannot be controlled and will lead Japan back into the depths of war.55  Additionally, public alarm at the thought of a nuclear powered aircraft carrier permanently stationed in Tokyo Bay drives the debate over the future homebasing of the USS Carl Vinson in Yokosuka.  Another prominent fear echoed by the paciﬁst left is that increased military capability within the alliance with America could entangle Japan 
in a major conﬂict.56  This reluctance to expand the power of the SDF―so as to avoid any possibility of having to relive the horrors of war―colors potential security policy change and continues to restrict even debate on the subject.  The debate and compromises made over yuji hosei (contingency) legislation dealing with “military attack situations” provides a salient 
example of the undercurrent of distrust felt by a majority of Japanese when thinking about use of military force―even in an invasion of Japan.57  The far left in Japanese politics, given voice in the inﬂuential Asahi Shimbun, steadfastly opposes any 

(continues)

Japan Won’t Prolif

(continues)

increase in authority of the SDF on the grounds that these bills would open the doors to the use of force by and toward Japan in the future.  Taking advantage of these sentiments and knowing that the government would have to build a broad consensus, Minshuto, the main opposition party, was successful in obtaining a number of compromises on the set 

of contingency bills.  Declared protection of human and property rights, speciﬁed Diet capability to end military operations, and protection of local governments from Cabinet war orders were some of these added measures to ensure civilian control of the military and protection of the public from the potential excesses of the SDF.  The Diet, reﬂecting a large majority opinion among the people, does not want to grant the military free reign nor the prime minister the equivalent of the American president’s war powers.58  Furthermore, because the line of demarcation was difﬁcult to draw, response to 
acts of terrorism or foreign spy ship incursions were not included in these contingency bills.  In sum, their passage in June 2003 reﬂects well the agonizing debate in Japan over paciﬁsm, fear of a strong military, and how best to provide for the country’s security future.  Less concrete to most Japanese (yet always lingering beneath the surface) are the multilayered conceptions of Confucianism about obligations, loyalty, and duty.  It is important not to overstate this point; however, these feelings bring about an almost subconscious resistance to changing established power relationships and challenging the status quo.  In this regard, they serve as an underlying brake on change in security policy and the relationship with the 
United States, unless the United States asks for such change.59  Filial piety is a basic obligation taught within the household to most Japanese from early childhood and involves the reciprocal duties found in the family.  The father’s duty is to the son as the son’s duty is to the father.  However, this does not mean that the father and son are equal.60  Likewise strongly felt among the Japanese is the sempai- kohai (senior-junior) relationship in which deference and respect are prized.  These Confucian beliefs may not appear to be widely held by Japanese teenagers on the neon-lit streets of Shibuya, but they are 
practiced extensively in companies and ofﬁces throughout Japan.  Although not openly associated with defense policy arguments, discussions with Japanese academics and businessmen indicate that moral obligations to the “older brother” in America give pause when policy options are considered that could lead to a more autonomous security or foreign policy posture.61  In addition, as the postwar social observer Shichihei Yamamoto points out (under the pen name Isaiah Ben-Dasan), Japan’s culture is based on the relative safety of the community, the isolation of an archipelago surrounded by water, and a lack of any history of foreign invasion and subjugation.62  Consideration of matters of security does not come as naturally to the Japanese as it does to Americans, whose history (although much shorter) has been marked by contentious settling of the frontier, by a regular string of minor and major wars, and by a much higher crime rate.  Yukio Ozaki, an 
early 20th century Japanese social critic, once remarked that having “military forces in peacetime are as useful as an umbrella on a sunny day.”63  Others argue that Japan’s lack of a sense for security is a result of a deliberate mindset imposed by MacArthur and GHQ following the war and reinforced by decades of left-leaning teachers.64  

Japan won’t prolif 

1. Japan wouldn’t develop nuclear weapons-3 reasons

Llewyn Hughes Assistant Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at George Washington University Spring 2007 “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet)” http://www.gwu.edu/~power/literature/dbase/hughes1.pdf PHK

Nevertheless, a hollowing out of the U.S. deterrent is unlikely to automatically translate into the inclusion of a nuclear deterrent within Japan’s force structure. Nuclear hedging has not been implemented as a coherent national strategy, and sustained political will and organizational cooperation would be required to independently develop a robust nuclear deterrent. The evidence suggests that support for such a policy among domestic organizations cannot be assumed. Japan’s energy bureaucrats, for example, are unlikely to support the transfer of nuclear materials for military purposes, given the repercussions for the civilian nuclear energy program. Evidence also suggests that Japanese military planners believe that the costs of independent nuclearization outweigh any security benefits. Finally, polling shows that public preferences against nuclearization are stable, suggesting that Japanese public opinion is likely to remain a signiªcant constraint on policy change even in the absence of Japan’s bilateral alliance with the United States.

2. Economic consequences ensure Japan wouldn’t proliferate

Mike M. Mochizuki Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs at George Washington University 7/07 “Japan Tests the Nuclear Taboo” http://cns.miis.edu/npr/pdfs/142mochizuki.pdf PHK

Such a move would also violate bilateral agreements that enable Japan to continue its nuclear energy programs. According to Kaneko Kumao, a retired career diplomat who once directed the Foreign Ministry’s Nuclear Energy Policy Division, Japan has bilateral nuclear agreements with the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Canada, and Australia that stipulate that ‘‘everything Japan has imported from these countries, including reactors, related equipment, nuclear fuel (natural and enriched uranium), and nuclear technology, must be used only for the non-military purposes specified in the agreement.’’ If Japan were to renege on these agreements, then it would face stringent sanctions ‘‘including the immediate return of all imported materials and equipment to the original exporting country.’’ Kaneko writes: ‘‘Should that ever happen, nuclear power plants in Japan will come to a grinding halt, crippling economic and industrial activities. It is simply unthinkable that the nation would be willing to make such a heavy sacrifice* unless it were really prepared to start a war. In this sense, the bilateral nuclear energy agreements provide a rather effective deterrent, certainly more effective than the NPT.’’36 More recently, former Japanese Defense Minister Ishiba Shigeru made a similar point about the negative ramifications on its nuclear energy programs should Japan decide to develop nuclear weapons.37 Japan’s lack of indigenous natural uranium sources further constrains a nuclear weapons breakout. For example, Australia, which supplies about 33 percent of Japan’s uranium imports, will sell uranium only to NPT member states.38 To reduce its dependence on imported uranium, Japan has been especially attracted to the development of a complete nuclear energy cycle including breeder reactors.39 Nevertheless, it remains keenly interested in maintaining long-term, reliable sources of natural uranium.

3. Transperancy and lack of a testing ground make Japanese prolif unfeasible

Tetsuya Endo Former vice chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission of Japan 8/23/07 “How Realistic is a Nuclear-Armed Japan?” http://www.nautilus.org/publications/essays/napsnet/policy-forums-online/security/07063Endo.html/ PHK

Technologically, Japan is capable of developing nuclear weapons if it invests considerable time and money. A major nuclear energy user possessing 55 nuclear reactors and committed to its nuclear fuel cycle program, Japan possesses high-level nuclear technologies, a substantial amount of plutonium and the capability to enrich uranium. Although nearly all this plutonium is reactor-grade plutonium unsuitable for nuclear explosion, Japan does possess a small amount of high-grade plutonium. A majority of its uranium is low-enriched, but Japan is capable of producing highly-enriched uranium if it wishes. Japan indeed retains highly-enriched uranium for use in research and experiments, albeit in an extremely small amount. Nevertheless, it is virtually unthinkable for this country to divert nuclear fuel to make bombs in secret. Its plutonium and uranium are kept under strict IAEA verification, and Japan is a highly transparent society. Even if Japan succeeds in manufacturing nuclear warheads, where is it going to test them? Some people say simulation technology can substitute for an onsite test, but the first nuclear warhead at least would require an onsite test. However, there is no geographically suitable place for such a test in Japan.

Japan prolif is inevitable 

Japan will proliferate military expansion inevitably 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Having depended on the United States for security for over 50 years, Japan is now actively trying to chart its new path for the future. Japan is in the midst of a fundamental reexamination of its security policy and its role in international relations that will have a dramatic impact on East Asia and the Paciﬁc. Within Japan, many see the traditional means of security policy as being out of balance and vulnerable in the post-Cold War environment. The triad of economic diplomacy, engagement with international organizations, and a minimalist military posture predicated on a capable self- defense force with American guarantees of protection, heavily weighted toward economic diplomacy, is not seen by the Japanese 
to be adequately achieving the national interests and inﬂuence that country seeks.  Regardless of the more realist imperatives, Japan remains deeply ambivalent toward security expansion. However, despite domestic restraints, Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to remove the shackles on its military security policy. Attitudinal barriers, such as paciﬁsm, anti-militarism, security insulation, and desire for consensus combine with institutional barriers, like coalition politics, lack of budget space, and entrenched bureaucracy, to confound rapid shifts in security policy, though those changes will eventually occur. 

Japan will inevitably militarize

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
It appears clear that Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to loosen the restrictions on the use of military force and the ability to participate in collective and cooperative defense schemes.  Due to the changing security environment and the resulting mismatch between the threats of that environment and Japan’s capabilities to respond, the domestic resistance to change in security policy is slowly eroding.  Such liberation of policy is in Japan’s long-term self-interest, as it seeks to shape the world around itself in ways that enable peace and prosperity to ﬂourish.  Finding that economic and diplomatic tools alone are not sufﬁcient for the task of achieving its national interests, the Japanese are slowly emerging from nearly 60 years of military isolation and are incrementally gaining more of a balance in their foreign policy mechanisms.  
Japan rearm good 

Japan rearm leads to peace and stability 

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
Japan’s strengthening of the military pillar of the comprehensive security triad that, in all likelihood, it will continue to favor, does not mean that Japan has decided to be a “normal” nation in the Western sense of the word.  Japan will maintain its predilection for peaceful, humanist, and multilateral solutions to regional and global challenges.  It simply will have additional means at its disposal through which to pursue its interests and the desire to have more say in the agenda for resolving international problems.  Greater capacity for Japanese military action will probably be matched by greater assertiveness on the part of Japan in pressing for multinational and peaceful conﬂict resolution strategies worldwide.  Japan’s recent attempts to mediate the Aceh conﬂict in Sumantra and Israeli-Palestinian conﬂict reﬂect this desire. 

Advantage CP-China rise 

The United States federal government should improve upon existing San Francisco system of bilateral alliances, maintain its forward military presence in the region, and develop a regional security mechanism with a formalized Six Party Talks framework to tackle major security issues.

The counter plan solves through multilateral and bilateral relationships which provide a regional framework through which the U.S and regional powers could tackle security issues.

Major Jin H. Pak, U.S. Army, has taught international relations and Northeast Asia politics at USMA, 2007("China's Pragmatic Rise and U.S. Interests in East Asia", December, http://www.army.mil/professionalwriting/volumes/volume6/january_2008/1_08_3.html
After World War II, the United States relied on a system of bilateral alliances known as the "San Francisco System" (so named because many of these alliances were created during the Japan peace conference convened in San Francisco in September 1951).54 At that conference, the United States signed separate defense accords with Australia, Japan, and the Philippines. These were supplemented over the next few years by additional treaties with South Korea, Taiwan, and Thailand. This system should continue to serve U.S. interests well into the future, but some maintenance is necessary. The best strategy for the United States is to improve bilateral relationships in the Western Pacific while aiming to deter conflict and prevent a strategic arms race in the region. It could start with South Korea. U.S.-South Korean relations have suffered in recent years, and the U.S. is downsizing its forces on the peninsula to better support operations in Iraq and Afghanistan. The 2004 U.S. Global Defense Posture Review resulted in decisions to withdraw over 12,500 troops from South Korea by 2008.55 To demonstrate commitment to stability in the region, the United States should make any further withdrawals contingent on the peaceful reunification of the two Koreas-although this is a highly unlikely event given the array of burdens it would thrust upon the South. In addition to such "alliance maintenance," the United States should also cultivate stronger ties with India and Indonesia. India is the world's most populous democracy, has a strong military, and shares a border with China, while Indonesia is the world's most populous Muslim country, and its territorial waters encompass the Malacca Strait. The recent nuclear deal between the United States and India is a step forward. U.S. relief efforts after the devastating tsunami that destroyed Indonesia's Banda Aceh province have opened doors for further cooperation there.

The United States should also diplomatically engage parties to the numerous territorial disputes that threaten stability in the region. Among them, Taiwan's security dilemma presents the most significant challenge. Until now, the U.S. policy of "strategic ambiguity" worked well by providing simultaneous assurances to both China and Taiwan. In the words of one prominent Chinese scholar, the policy has two primary elements: "(1) clear, credible commitments to transfer defensive capabilities to Taiwan and, if necessary, to intervene on Taiwan's behalf; and (2) political reassurances that the United States does not plan to use its superiority now or in the future to harm Beijing's core security interests by promoting the independence of Taiwan."56 The first element works to keep China from attacking Taiwan, and the second element works to keep Taiwan from unilaterally changing the status quo. However, two major developments are challenging the effectiveness of this policy. First, with Taiwan evolving politically, it has become increasingly difficult to imagine any reconciliation with the mainland that would be acceptable to both sides. As current and future Taiwanese governments become more accountable to the people's will, their inclination to promote independence will most likely increase. On the other hand, the Taiwanese people have demonstrated that they are pragmatic enough not to support rash moves toward independence that would invite war. They effectively reined in President Chen Shui-Bian's drive toward autonomy by voting for the opposition Kuomintang of China Party, allowing it to take back control of the legislature in the midst of Chen's presidency. The declining popularity of the president and his Democratic Progressive Party has ameliorated at least some of the concerns about provoking the mainland Chinese, but the Taiwanese inclination toward independence still makes the U.S. balancing act a precarious one. The second catalyst of change is that the military balance between China and Taiwan is tipping in the mainland's favor. In 2004, China held two large-scale amphibious exercises (division to group-army level in size), one of which explicitly dealt with a Taiwan scenario. It has deployed over 700 short-range ballistic missiles immediately opposite Taiwan, and it is increasing the number every year. China is also acquiring and developing precision munitions, including land-based cruise missiles. Significantly, it has over 700 aircraft within operational range of Taiwan, and it is purchasing modern Sukoi Su-27 and Su-30 fighter/bomber aircraft, Ilyushin Il-76 transport planes, and Il-78/Midas air refueling aircraft from Russia.57 In the maritime domain, China's navy is expanding by focusing on submarines and missile launch platforms. It has acquired eight more diesel kilo-class subs from Russia to go with the four it has already. It is also actively developing its own Song-class and Yuan-class diesel subs. It has deployed two Russian Sovremennyy-class guided-missile destroyers and has contracted for two more from Russia. On the political front, China's National People's Congress passed an anti-secession law in March 2005 to pressure Taiwanese leaders and to build a legal foundation for the use of military force against Taiwan at some point in the future. Meanwhile, Taiwanese defense spending has steadily declined in real terms over the past decade, even as Chinese air, naval, and missile force modernization has increased the need for countermeasures that would keep the island from being quickly overwhelmed. For all these reasons, "strategic ambiguity" over Taiwan will become a harder policy for the United States to manage. The United States should set the conditions to ensure that this policy stance can survive long enough for an eventual peaceful political solution to the security dilemma. The policy might require some proactive "clarification" during which the U.S. increases security cooperation with Taiwan until a political solution can be reached. Given the strain that such actions would likely have on U.S.-China relations, the United States should encourage China and Taiwan to reach a political solution as soon as practical. In addition to deterring conflict, the United States should also lead a multinational effort to institute regional arms control. Regional distrust has accelerated a drive in Japan to revise article nine of the country's constitution, which would lead to "normalization" of the Japanese military and make participation in defense treaties legal.58 In January 2007, the Government of Japan (GOJ) elevated its Japan Defense Agency to a separate Ministry of Defense, a likely step towards "normalization" and evidence of a new attitude among the Japanese. Meanwhile, the GOJ has still not convinced other East Asian countries of its sincerity in apologizing for past aggression, and official visits to the Yasukuni Jinja, where 12 convicted "Class A" war criminals are enshrined, do little to help the impression. That and GOJ reaction to North Korea's constant antagonism often elevate tensions with China. In the mix, North Korea's nuclear ambitions present a major complication for harmonious Chinese relations with Japan. On 9 October 2006, in defiance of the international community and the countries involved in the Six-Party Talks, North Korea conducted its first nuclear test. This event culminated a three-decade-long effort by North Korea to develop nuclear weapons. The United States confirmed the test on 16 October 2006 based on atmospheric and seismological data, and estimated that the yield was less than one kiloton (kt).59 While this yield is much smaller than the primitive 21-kt Fat Boy atomic bomb that the United States detonated over Nagasaki, its political impact is nonetheless significant: North Korea has attained the ability to develop fissile material and the basics of weaponization.60 Furthermore, by mid-2008 North Korea is projected to have as much as 40 to 68 kilograms of fissile material, enough for 8 to 17 nuclear weapons.61 Just as alarming for Japan, North Korea is diligently improving its missile program. Its 1998 Taep'o-Dong 1 test flight over northern Japan into the Pacific Ocean was a spectacular act of provocation. In its more recent missile test, on 4 July 2006, it fired six more ballistic missiles into the Sea of Japan, again angering the Japanese public and increasing support for a "normal" Japanese military no longer constrained by constitutional prohibitions.62 In an amazing development, North Korea's actions have even caused debate over whether or not Japan should develop its own nuclear weapons. The debate represents a watershed in modern Japanese history. Once unthinkable, its existence has been made possible by new public awareness of vulnerabilities to state terrorism, namely from North Korea. Affecting Japanese perceptions and sentiment most profoundly has been the revelation in recent years of North Korean commandos abducting young Japanese from northern beaches. A population once adamantly against constitutional revision has had a collective change of heart since facts about the abductions emerged in 2002. Popular speculation persists about the scope of North Korean intrusions, and a Japanese populace that not so long ago embraced a pacifist outlook has grown more pugnacious. Should Japan continue to develop its already formidable military, and even more controversially, should it develop strategic weaponry, its actions will certainly instigate a strategic arms race with China. The United States should respond by tackling the North Korean nuclear issue directly using both bilateral and multilateral diplomacy. It should continue to support the ongoing Six Party Talks, and even seek to broaden its agenda to encompass other security issues which affect the region. Such issues would include arms control, confidence-building measures, nuclear proliferation, terrorism, and energy security, in addition to North Korean disarmament. That kind of venue would provide a more defined regional framework through which the U.S and regional powers could tackle security issues. It would also allow the United States to remain involved in the development of an East Asian security community. 

Conclusion China is pragmatically employing its soft power to pursue greater influence in support of its grand strategy. This tactic is in line with its strategic culture, and as such, does not represent a fundamental belief in the virtues of cooperative diplomacy. Rather, given the window of opportunity presented by the dynamics of the post-Cold War period, and the large gap in military capabilities between the United States and China, soft power simply works better.

In the future, two extreme outcomes are possible as China pursues its grand strategy. The PRC can succeed in developing regional security organizations in which it plays a hegemonic role. Such an outcome could seriously dilute U.S. regional influence, especially if the U.S. does not pay enough attention to East Asia. On the other hand, China may encounter serious domestic and external challenges that jeopardize its strategic goals and cause it to revert to more forceful, bilateral forms of diplomacy, including military coercion.
Advantage CP-Japan power
Text: The United States federal government should back the G-4 initiative and push for Japan to become a permanent member of the UN security counsel. 

CP solves Japan international power 

Congressional Research Service Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
To encourage Japan to play a more active role in international operations, the United States could advance its support for Japan’s bid to become a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council (UNSC). Although the Bush Administration backed Japan, it did not support the so called “G-4 proposal,” which would grant a non-veto UNSC membership to Germany, India, and Brazil. China, a permanent member of the UNSC, and South Korea also voiced opposition to Japan’s bid. The Obama Administration has so far held off declaring its position on the matter. However, Washington would likely need to extend strong diplomatic pressure to secure sufficient support from other nations. Several Members of Congress have also spoken out in favor of Japan’s bid. Japan pays more than 20% of the U.N. regular budget, the second-largest contribution. 

CP solves the environment and other Japanese initiatives 
William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
It appears clear to Japan (and even to a reluctant American hegemon) that, in the future, multinational efforts, if only in the 

form of “coalitions of the willing,” will be the only viable means of effecting sustained change among the nations of the world.  Gaining a voice in those highest of deliberations, therefore, becomes critical to Japan, whether this means a permanent seat on the UNSC or substantive power at G-8 conferences on security issues.49  Foreign Minister Yoriko Kawaguchi recently expressed Japan’s frustration at not having a UNSC permanent seat.  “It is neither desirable nor 

fair that countries that have been contributing to world peace and to UN ﬁnances have not been given a sufﬁcient chance to participate in the decisionmaking processes of the Security Council.”50  If Japan wishes to shape the future strategic environment in ways that support her national objectives, and not simply submit to the course of international relations set out by those truly wielding such voice, then it must gain entry to the forums where those decisions are made.  If the currency of power today has military might and substantive military participation among the primary denominations, then 

Japan may be wise to choose to enter these circles. 

Advantage CP-Asia war/environment 

Text: The United States federal government should restart the 6 party negotiations and create an East Asian security counsel. 

CP solves Asian war and environment
Congressional Research Service Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
The February 2007 Six-Party Talks agreement includes the establishment of a working group to create a Northeast Asia peace and security mechanism. Although the Six-Party Talks are currently suspended, analysts say that such a forum could resolve outstanding territorial concerns, establish cooperation in fields like energy security, and ease the distrust that has characterized post-World War II relations. U.S. leadership would likely be crucial to forming such a mechanism. Some 

experts argue that such a regional organization could allow Japan to follow the example of Germany’s reintegration into Europe.37 To China, American leadership of a NATO-like organization in East Asia could help the United States regain its reputation as the “cork in the bottle” that prevents Asian hostilities from flaring up, as opposed to a view within some circles in Beijing that the United States is helping Japan to remilitarize. 
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