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 The United States Federal Government should remove all military presence from Okinawa, Japan.
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Contention 1 is the Japanese Alliance

Okinawa has pushed the US-Japan alliance to the brink

Eric Talmadge - The Associated Press, 7/22/2010, “Okinawa basing stresses U.S.-Japan relations,” http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_us_japan_062210/ // vkoneru

TOKYO — Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." The U.S.-Japan alliance, formalized over violent protests in 1960, provides for the defense of Japan while assuring the U.S. has regional bases that serve as a significant deterrent to hostilities over the Korean Peninsula or Taiwan. Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan. The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa. The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade. A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender. Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders. Before he stepped down, Hatoyama suggested that the March sinking of a South Korean warship, allegedly by a North Korean torpedo, contributed to his decision keep Futenma on Okinawa — reversing a campaign pledge to move it off the island. Tokyo was alarmed in April when a Chinese helicopter came within 300 feet (90 meters) of a Japanese military monitoring vessel in the vicinity of a Chinese naval exercise. That same month, Chinese ships were also spotted in international waters off Okinawa. Still, the Okinawa problem underscores an increasingly skeptical stance among some Japanese leaders toward the role of the security alliance. Though the pact was strongly supported by the staunchly pro-U.S. conservative party that ruled Japan for most of the past 60 years, the newly empowered Democratic Party of Japan, which swept to office last year, have taken a more nuanced approach, saying that while close security ties with Washington remain crucial Japan needs to improve its relations with its Asian neighbors, particularly China. On Monday, Kan said he will reassure Obama when they meet at a summit this weekend that Japan-U.S. ties continue to be "the cornerstone" of Japan's diplomacy. But he added that "I want to view this relationship from a broader point of view," and stressed Japan must not forget the importance of developing its Asian relationships. 
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Removing troops is key to restoring the alliance

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 3/25/2010, “Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/okinawa-and-the-problems_b_512610.html

The Japanese government needs to assess future dangers and decide on appropriate responses -- without assuming that the U.S. Marines will show up to the rescue. It is Japan's decision, but it should not be based on the presumption of American intervention. Having made its decision, then Tokyo should reconfigure its forces. Fairness suggests a major drawdown from Okinawa irrespective of whose military is protecting Japan. If the U.S. disengaged militarily, these decisions could be made without pressure from Washington. The two countries would still have much to cooperate about, including security. Leaving responsibility for Japan's defense with Tokyo would simply eliminate the unrealistic expectations engendered by the alliance on both sides. The governments could focus on issues of mutual interest, sharing intelligence, preparing emergency base access, and otherwise cooperating to meet international challenges. The best way for Americans to help residents of Okinawa is to press Washington to reshape U.S. foreign policy, making it more appropriate for a republic than a pseudo-empire. With the rise of numerous prosperous allied and friendly states -- most notably Japan, but also South Korea, Australia, India, and others -- the U.S. should step back, prepared to deal with an aggressive hegemon should one arise but determined to avoid being dragged into routine geopolitical squabbles. Then Tokyo could chart its own destiny, including deciding what forces to raise and where to base them. The Japanese government could no longer use American pressure as an excuse for inaction in Okinawa. Then Okinawans finally might gain justice -- after 65 long years
Japan rearm causes Asian arms race – China and North Korea freak out and cause conflicts

David Robinson, Lecturer at Edith Cowan University (Australia), 3/29/2010 “Why the West should Discourage Japanese Military Expansion” Journal of Asia Pacific Studies http://www.japss.org/upload/10.robinson.pdf
Japan’s Self-Defense Force is already considered a powerful regional force, and Japan’s previous decisions not to acquire nuclear weapons have been, “on purely strategic grounds, unrelated to antimilitarism or pacifism” [Bukh, 2010, pp7-8]. As Japan has a stockpile of plutonium and extremely sophisticated rocket technology, the possibility remains that Japan could become a major nuclear power within a decade if sufficiently provoked by regional competitors like North Korea [Matthews, 2003, p78], and neo-realist Kenneth Waltz has argued that Asia’s security environment will eventually compel Japan to nuclearise [Mirashita, 2001, p5]. China and Japan are each dominant in the others’ strategic thinking regarding economic, political and military issues, and the enhancement of Japanese military power must influence China’s own strategic vision [Pyle, 2007, p312-315]. China and Korea also remain “convinced that Japanese militarism, supported by an invigorated nationalist right wing, lurks just beneath the surface” [Samuels, 2007, p2]. At the very least Japan’s new foreign policy could escalate into a regional arms race, with the potential for both Japan and South Korea to nuclearise. Issues like control of the Senkaku Islands, the division of Korea, and Chinese claims on Taiwan provide continuing fault-lines around which conflict might develop [Matthews, 2003, p81].  
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Even perception Japan is reconsidering weaponization is enough to set off an arms race in North Asia.

Christopher W Hughes, PhD University of Sheffield, Professor at University of Warwick, January 2007, Asia Policy Number 3 75-104, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan” http://docs.google.com/gview?a=v&q=cache:blE5TXfgjFIJ:www .nbr.org/publications/asia_policy/AP3/AP3Hughes.pdf+japanese+nuclearization+and+taiwan&hl=en&gl=us 

In turn, it is clear that also close to the forefront of regional policymakers’ minds is the long-held apprehension that if North Korea is allowed the unbridled maintenance of its nuclear program then this will have a broader impact on nuclear proliferation in the Northeast Asia. It is often speculated that the current non-nuclear weapons states in Northeast Asia, whether “reversal” or “threshold” states, may be provoked by North Korea to embark on their own nuclear weapons programs. This “nuclear cascade” might begin with Japan reconsidering its nuclear option, closely followed by South Korea reacting to the change of stance by both North Korea and Japan. The possible further upgrading by China (People’s Republic of China or PRC) of its nuclear capabilities and doctrine, in reaction to a nuclearized Japan and Korean Peninsula, might then trigger renewed interest by Taiwan in a nuclear weapons capacity. Since October of 2006, North Korea’s nuclear test has refueled this type of speculation. In mid-October, almost as if on cue, Nakagawa Shoichi, Chairman of the Policy Research Council of the governing Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), and Foreign Minister Aso Taro attempted to initiate a debate in Japan on the utility of nuclear weapons. Abe Shinzo, the new prime minister, moved to reaffirm Japan’s non-nuclear principles, but not before Japan’s purported nuclear intentions had attracted the interest of China and South Korea. The leadership of both states expressed their appreciation of the need for Japan to preserve its non-nuclear stance. President George W. Bush on October 16 noted his concern that Japan’s possible reconsideration of its nuclear stance would cause anxieties for China and North Korea’s nuclear weapons might produce an arms race in Northeast Asia. Secretary of State Condoleexa Rice on October 10 voiced similar concerns, although expressing confidence that Japan would not go nuclear. Meanwhile in the United States there is a willingness to exploit again the so-called Japan card of encouraging talk of Japan’s breaching of its non nuclear stances a means to punish China for its failure to pressure North Korea on its nuclear program.
East Asian arms race will cause extinction.

Toshimaru Ogura and Ingyu Oh are professors of economics, April, “Nuclear clouds over the Korean peninsula and Japan,” 1997 Accessed July 10, 2008 via Lexis-Nexis (Monthly Review)

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

Jung Sung-ki, Korea Times staff writer, 3/18/2010, “S. Korea, Japan Can Build Nuclear Weapons Quickly,” http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/07/205_62636.html // vkoneru

South Korea, like Japan, has the technology to build a nuclear arsenal quickly if it decides to do so, a U.S. defense report said Thursday. "Several friends or allies of the United States, such as Japan and South Korea, are highly advanced technological states and could quickly build nuclear devices if they chose to do so," said the Joint Operating Environment (JOE) 2010, released on Feb. 18, by the U.S. Joint Forces Command. The biennial report forecasts possible threats and opportunities for the U.S. military. The 2008 report categorized South Korea, Taiwan and Japan as three "threshold nuclear states" that have the capability to develop nuclear weapons rapidly, should their political leaders decide to do so.
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Strengthening the US-Japan alliance is critical to loosen Sino-Russian ties and checking aggression

Peter Brooks, Senior Fellow at the heritage foundation, 8/15/2005 “An Alarming Alliance: Sino Russian ties tightening” The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed081505a.cfm

The first- ever joint Chinese-Russian military exercises kick off Thursday in Northeast Asia. The exercises are small in scale — but huge in implication. They indicate a further warming of the "strategic partnership" that Moscow and Beijing struck back in 1996. More importantly, they signal the first real post-Cold War steps, beyond inflammatory rhetoric, by Russia and China to balance — and, ultimately, diminish — U.S. power across Asia. If America doesn't take strategic steps to counter these efforts, it will lose influence to Russia and China in an increasingly important part of the world. Unimaginable just a few years ago, the weeklong military exercises — dubbed "Peace Mission 2005" — will involve 10,000 troops on China and Russia's eastern coasts and in adjacent seas. This unmistakable example of Sino-Russian military muscle-flexing will also include Russia's advanced SU-27 fighters, strategic TU-95 and TU-22 bombers, submarines, amphibious and anti-submarine ships. The exercise's putative purpose is to "strengthen the capability of the two armed forces in jointly striking international terrorism, extremism and separatism," says China's Defense Ministry. But the Chinese defense minister was more frank in comments earlier this year. Gen. Cao Gangchuan said: "The exercise will exert both immediate and far-reaching impacts." This raised lots of eyebrows — especially in the United States, Taiwan and Japan. For instance, although Russia nixed the idea, the Chinese demanded the exercises be held 500 miles to the south — a move plainly aimed at intimidating Taiwan. Beijing clearly wanted to send a warning to Washington (and, perhaps, Tokyo) about its support for Taipei, and hint at the possibility that if there were a Taiwan Strait dust-up, Russia might stand with China. The exercise also gives Russia an opportunity to strut its military wares before its best customers — Chinese generals. Moscow is Beijing's largest arms supplier, to the tune of more than $2 billion a year for purchases that include subs, ships, missiles and fighters. Rumors abound that Moscow may finally be ready to sell strategic, cruise-missile-capable bombers such as the long-range TU-95 and supersonic TU-22 to Beijing — strengthening China's military hand against America and U.S. friends and allies in Asia. Russia and China are working together to oppose American influence all around their periphery. Both are upset by U.S. support for freedom in the region — notably in the recent Orange (Ukraine), Rose (Georgia) and Tulip (Kyrgyzstan) revolutions — all of which fell in what Moscow or Beijing deems its sphere of influence. In fact, at a recent meeting of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (i.e., Russia, China and the four 'Stans'), Moscow and Beijing conspired to get Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to close U.S. airbases. As a result, Uzbekistan gave America 180 days to get out, despite the base's continued use in Afghanistan operations. (Quick diplomacy by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld saved the Kyrgyz base, but it remains on the ropes.) Moreover, it shouldn't be overlooked that the "Shanghai Six" have invited Iran, India and Pakistan to join the group as observers, expanding China and Russia's influence into South Asia and parts of the Middle East. What to do? First, the Pentagon must make sure the forthcoming Quadrennial Defense Review balances U.S. forces to address both the unconventional terrorist threat and the big-power challenge represented by a Russia-China strategic partnership. Second, the United States must continue to strengthen its relationship with its ally Japan to ensure a balance of power in Northeast Asia — and also encourage Tokyo to improve relations with Moscow in an effort to loosen Sino-Russian ties. Third, Washington must persevere in advancing its new relationship with (New) Delhi in order to balance Beijing's growing power in Asia and take advantage of India's longstanding, positive relationship with Russia. And be ready to deal. Russia has historically been wary of China. America must not ignore the possibilities of developing a long-term, favorable relationship with Russia — despite the challenges posed by Russian President Vladimir Putin's heavy-handed rule. These unprecedented military exercises don't make a formal Beijing-Moscow alliance inevitable. But they represent a new, more intimate phase in the Sino-Russian relationship. And China's growing political/economic clout mated with Russia's military would make for a potentially potent anti-American bloc. For the moment, Beijing and Moscow are committed to building a political order in Asia that doesn't include America atop the power pyramid. With issues from Islamic terrorism to North Korean nukes to a conflict in the Taiwan Strait, the stakes in Asia are huge. Washington and its friends must not waste any time in addressing the burgeoning Sino-Russian entente.
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Russia-China alliance causes Chinese military modernization and world war.
Arthur Waldron, professor of strategy and policy at the U.S. Naval War College and an associate of the Fairbank Center for East Asian Research at Harvard, 1997, “HOW NOT TO DEAL WITH CHINA,” March 1997
MAKING THESE flash-points all the more volatile has been a dramatic increase in the quantity and quality of China's weapons acquisitions. An Asian arms race of sorts was already gathering steam in the post-cold-war era, driven by national rivalries and the understandable desire of newly rich nation-states to upgrade their capacities; but the Chinese build-up has intensified it. In part a payoff to the military for its role at Tiananmen Square in 1989, China's current build-up is part and parcel of the regime's major shift since that time away from domestic liberalization and international openness toward repression and irredentism. Today China buys weapons from European states and Israel, but most importantly from Russia. The latest multibillion-dollar deal includes two Sovremenny-class destroyers equipped with the much-feared SS-N-22 cruise missile, capable of defeating the Aegis anti-missile defenses of the U.S. Navy and thus sinking American aircraft carriers. This is in addition to the Su-27 fighter aircraft, quiet Kilo-class submarines, and other force-projection and deterrent technologies. In turn, the Asian states are buying or developing their own advanced aircraft, missiles, and submarines--and considering nuclear options. The sort of unintended escalation which started two world wars could arise from any of the conflicts around China's periphery. It nearly did so in March 1996, when China, in a blatant act of intimidation, fired ballistic missiles in the Taiwan Straits. It could arise from a Chinese-Vietnamese confrontation, particularly if the Vietnamese should score some unexpected military successes against the Chinese, as they did in 1979, and if the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), of which they are now a member, should tip in the direction of Hanoi. It could flare up from the  smoldering insurgencies among Tibetans, Muslims, or Mongolians living inside China. Chains of alliance or interest, perhaps not clearly understood until the moment of crisis itself, could easily draw in neighboring states--Russia, or India, or Japan--or the United States.
China will develop nanoweapons

News Max, interview with Lev Navrozov – a journalist, author, and columnist—extensively studied superweapons and won the Albert Einstein Price for outstanding intellectual achievements, 9/26/03, “an interview on nanoweapons,” http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2003/9/25/210250.shtml

What countries are developing the post-nuclear superweapons involving nanotechnology? LN: It is worthwhile to speak only of China, Russia if dictatorship comes back to that country, and the United States if it awakens from its sleep, which may well be its last. To make the nanoweapons useful, a country must have the ability and the will to either world domination or to the defense against another country’s world domination. 

Unchecked Chinese nanoweapons cause a world war – this leads to extinction.

Lev Navrozov, Center for the Survival of Western Democracies, 7/17/08, “China Poses a Threat?” http://www.newsmax.com/navrozov/china_threat/2008/07/17/113782.html
China or any other country that had in 1945 several hundred or thousand nuclear bombs of the kind of the two bombs the US dropped on Japan, could become the sovereign of the world. Professor Rosemont did not say a word about the nano or other post-nuclear weapon being developed in China since the 1980s. Yet post-nuclear global war requires post-nuclear global weapons. As soon as China acquires such weapons, its rulers will be likely to launch a world war to expand their rule globally in order to preserve it in China. The Internationale is still the Marxist-Leninist anthem of China, and the sentence of the anthem worth recalling says: “The entire world in which we are nothing we shall smash to smithereens, and in our new world, which we will build, we will be everything.”
1AC (6/17)

Alliance key to solve Middle East conflict and stem the rise of terrorism

Yukio Okamoto, President Special Adviser to the Cabinet and Chair of the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, 2002 “Japan and the United States: The Essential Alliance” – The Washington Quarterly, lexis
Recent events have focused international attention on relations between the United States and Islamic countries, which, with a few exceptions, are strained. Some have suggested that Japan can become a potential intermediary between the United States and the Muslim world because of Japan’s close relations with Arab governments, Muslim oil-producing states, and the nations of Central Asia; its relatively more flexible stance on human rights policies; and the absence of a strong tie to Israel. Japan can contribute to a U.S.-Islamic dialogue by asserting its view that vast disparities in income and an inconsistent U.S. commitment to human rights are impediments to the U.S. goal of stemming the rise of terrorism in the Islamic world. In recent years, the United States has drifted away from the consensus prevalent in most of the industrialized world that extreme poverty is a primary driver of terrorism and political violence. The United States also needs to explain its reluctance to confront the regimes of its friends in the Middle East with the same human rights standards as those applied to Myanmar, China, or Indonesia.
Causes extinction

John Steinbach, March 3, 2002, Center for research on Globalization, http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2002/03/00_steinbach_israeli-wmd.htm
Meanwhile, the existence of an arsenal of mass destruction in such an unstable region in turn has serious implications for future arms control and disarmament negotiations, and even the threat of nuclear war. Seymour Hersh warns, &quot Should war break out in the Middle East again,... or should any Arab nation fire missiles against Israel, as the Iraqis did, a nuclear escalation, once unthinkable except as a last resort, would now be a strong probability."(41) Ezar Weissman, Israel's  current President said "The nuclear issue is gaining momentum (and the) next war will not be  conventional."(42) Russia and before it the Soviet Union has long been a major (if not the major) target of Israeli nukes. It is widely reported that the  principal purpose of Jonathan Pollard's spying for Israel was to furnish satellite images of Soviet targets and other super sensitive data relating to U.S.  nuclear targeting strategy. (43) (Since launching its own satellite in 1988, Israel no longer needs U.S. spy secrets.) Israeli nukes aimed at the Russian  heartland seriously complicate disarmament and arms control negotiations and, at the very least, the unilateral possession of nuclear weapons by Israel is  enormously destabilizing, and dramatically lowers the threshold for their actual use, if not for all out nuclear war. In the words of Mark Gaffney, "... if the  familar pattern(Israel refining its weapons of mass destruction with U.S. complicity) is not reversed soon - for whatever reason - the deepening  Middle East conflict could trigger a world conflagration.
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Terrorism is an existential threat—it escalates to nuclear war with Russia and China.
Robert Ayson, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2010 (“After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld)
A terrorist nuclear attack, and even the use of nuclear weapons in response by the country attacked in the first place, would not necessarily represent the worst of the nuclear worlds imaginable. Indeed, there are reasons to wonder whether nuclear terrorism should ever be regarded as belonging in the category of truly existential threats. A contrast can be drawn here with the global catastrophe that would come from a massive nuclear exchange between two or more of the sovereign states that possess these weapons in significant numbers. Even the worst terrorism that the twenty-first century might bring would fade into insignificance alongside considerations of what a general nuclear war would have wrought in the Cold War period. And it must be admitted that as long as the major nuclear weapons states have hundreds and even thousands of nuclear weapons at their disposal, there is always the possibility of a truly awful nuclear exchange taking place precipitated entirely by state possessors themselves. But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the 
[text continued-none omitted]

leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action  resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide. There is also the question of how other nuclear-armed states respond to the act of nuclear terrorism on another member of that special club. It could reasonably be expected that following a nuclear terrorist attack on the United States, both Russia and China would extend immediate sympathy and support to Washington and would work alongside the United States in the Security Council. But there is just a chance, albeit a slim one, where the support of Russia and/or China is less automatic in some cases than in others. For example, what would happen if the United States wished to discuss its right to retaliate against groups based in their territory? If, for some reason, Washington found the responses of Russia and China deeply underwhelming, (neither “for us or against us”) might it also suspect that they secretly were in cahoots with the group, increasing (again perhaps ever so slightly) the chances of a major exchange. If the terrorist group had some connections to groups in Russia and China, or existed in areas of the world over which Russia and China held sway, and if Washington felt that Moscow or Beijing were placing a curiously modest level of pressure on them, what conclusions might it then draw about their culpability? If Washington decided to use, or decided to threaten the use of, nuclear weapons, the responses of Russia and China would be crucial to the chances of avoiding a more serious nuclear exchange. They might surmise, for example, that while the act of nuclear terrorism was especially heinous and demanded a strong response, the response simply had to remain below the nuclear threshold. It would be one thing for a non-state actor to have broken the nuclear use taboo, but an entirely different thing for a state actor, and indeed the leading state in the international system, to do so. If Russia and China felt sufficiently strongly about that prospect, there is then the question of what options would lie open to them to dissuade the United States from such action: and as has been seen over the last several decades, the central dissuader of the use of nuclear weapons by states has been the threat of nuclear retaliation. If some readers find this simply too fanciful, and perhaps even offensive to contemplate, it may be informative to reverse the tables. Russia, which possesses an arsenal of thousands of nuclear warheads and that has been one of the two most important trustees of the non-use taboo, is subjected to an attack of nuclear terrorism. In response, Moscow places its nuclear forces very visibly on a higher state of alert and declares that it is considering the use of nuclear retaliation against the group and any of its state supporters. How would Washington view such a possibility? Would it really be keen to support Russia’s use of nuclear weapons, including outside Russia’s traditional sphere of influence? And if not, which seems quite plausible, what options would Washington have to communicate that displeasure? If China had been the victim of the nuclear terrorism and seemed likely to retaliate in kind, would the United States and Russia be happy to sit back and let this occur? In the charged atmosphere immediately after a nuclear terrorist attack, how would the attacked country respond to pressure from other major nuclear powers not to respond in kind? The phrase “how dare they tell us what to do” immediately springs to mind. Some might even go so far as to interpret this concern as a tacit form of sympathy or support for the terrorists. This might not help the chances of nuclear restraint.
Japan prefers the security alliance to multilateral framework

Christopher Hughes, senior research fellow at the center for study of globalization and regionalization, university of warwick, and akiko Fukushima, director of policy studies at the national institute for research advancement, Tokyo, 2003
Japanese perceptions of the utility of the alliance are also buttressed by increasingly deeply rooted norms of bilateralism among key sections of the policymaking community and by the growth of the alliance as a quasi-institution. Japan and U.S. interaction at the policy elite and military operation levels that began during the Cold War has gathered further momentum since the i y?os, leading to a greater coincidence of normative worldlviews and Japanese acceptance of the central importance of bilateral cooperation as a means to safeguard regional and global political, economic, and security orders.21* In short, Japan continues to view the alliance as its safest security bet, and its policymakers have acquired deeply ingrained normative habits of bilateral behavior.
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Contention 2 is the Environment

The Futenma air station will destroy the coral reefs – pushing many species towards extinction
Center for Biological Diversity, Earthjustice, American Friends Service Committee, Animal Welfare Institute, Big Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition (on behalf of more than 400 organizations, see below*), Environmental Protection Information Center, Fellowship of Reconciliation, Greenpeace, Humane Society of the U.S. and Humane Society International, International Marine Mammal Project of the Earth Island Institute, Natural Resources Defense Council, No Nukes North, Rainforest Action Network, Sea Turtle Restoration Project, Turtle Island Restoration Network, Western Nebraska Resources Council, The Whaleman Foundation, Wild Equity Institute, Xerces Society, Biological Organizations, 2010, http://cop10.org/issues/military/106-henokodugongs 
The island of Okinawa has been called the “Galápagos of the East” because of the incredible variety of marine and terrestrial life it supports. Unfortunately, a joint military project proposed by the U.S. and Japanese governments threatens to destroy one of the last healthy coral-reef ecosystems in Okinawa, pushing many magnificent species to the brink of extinction. You have the power to protect these unique and priceless creatures. Under a 2006 bilateral agreement, U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to relocate the contentious U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to Camp Schwab and Henoko Bay. This shortsighted plan does not take into consideration that the relocation will destroy a valued ecosystem, including the nearly 400 types of coral that form Okinawa’s reefs and support more than 1,000 species of fish. It will also hurt imperiled sea turtles and marine mammals. Current plans call for construction of the new military base near Henoko and Oura bays in Okinawa. But the habitat this project would destroy supports numerous endangered species — animals protected by American, Japanese, and international law for their biological and cultural 

importance. These species include: Okinawa dugong: The critically endangered and culturally treasured dugong, a manatee-like creature, relies on this habitat for its very survival in Okinawa. Japan’s Mammalogical Society placed the dugong on its “Red List of Mammals,” estimating the population in Okinawa to be critically endangered. The U.S. government’s Marine Mammal Commission and the United Nations Environmental Program fear the project would pose a serious threat to this mammal’s survival. The World Conservation Union’s dugong specialists have expressed similar concerns and have placed the dugong on its Red List of threatened species. The Okinawa dugong is also a federally listed endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The Okinawa dugong has extreme cultural significance to the Okinawan people, and only about 50 dugongs are thought to remain in these waters. The base construction will crush the last remaining critical habitat for the Okinawa dugong, destroying feeding trails and seagrass beds essential for dugong survival.
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Japan corals are keystone species for coral adaption to oceanic temperature change, - coral reefs essential to all life and biodiversity

Science Daily, Japanese Coral changes sex on the sea floor, February 20th 2009, http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/02/090219202833.htm
Trees do it. Bees do it. Even environmentally stressed fish do it. But Prof. Yossi Loya from Tel Aviv University’s Department of Zoology is the first in the world to discover that Japanese sea corals engage in “sex switching” too. His research may provide the key to the survival of fragile sea corals -- essential to all life in the ocean -- currently threatened by global warming. In times of stress like extreme hot spells, the female mushroom coral (known as a fungiid coral) switches its sex so that most of the population becomes male. The advantage of doing so, says the world-renowned coral reef researcher, is that male corals can more readily cope with stress when resources are limited. Apparently, when times get tough, nature sends in the boys. “We believe, as with orchids and some trees, sex change in corals increases their overall fitness, reinforcing the important role of reproductive plasticity in determining their evolutionary success,” says Prof. Loya, whose findings recently appeared in the Proceedings of the Royal Society B. The Will to Fight and Survive “One of the evolutionary strategies that some corals use to survive seems to be their ability to change from female to male,” says Prof. Loya. “As males, they can pass through the bad years, then, when circumstances become more favorable, change back to overt females. Being a female takes more energy. And having the ability to change gender periodically enables a species to maximize its reproductive effort.” Corals, though a part of the animal kingdom, can act like plants. Both are sedentary life forms, unable to move when times get tough. In stressful environmental conditions, male corals can “ride out the storm,” so to speak, says Prof. Loya. “Males are less expensive -- in the evolutionary sense -- to maintain. They are cheaper in terms of their gonads and the energy needed to maintain their bodies,” he adds. He also notes that this theory probably doesn’t apply to humans, even those who have opted for a sex change. While admired for their beauty by divers, coral reefs provide an essential habitat for thousands of species of underwater creatures. Without the reefs, much of the underwater wildlife in reef habitats would perish. And for millions of people in the tropical regions, coral reef sea life is a major source of daily protein.
Extinction from biodiversity Loss

Richard Margoluis, Master of Public Health, International Health, 1996,http://www.bsponline.org/publications/showhtml.php3?10. (“Biodiversity Support Program,”),” BSP ONLINE

Biodiversity not only provides direct benefits like food, medicine, and energy; it also affords us a "life support system." Biodiversity is required for the recycling of essential elements, such as carbon, oxygen, and nitrogen. It is also responsible for mitigating pollution, protecting watersheds, and combating soil erosion. Because biodiversity acts as a buffer against excessive variations in weather and climate, it protects us from catastrophic events beyond human control. The importance of biodiversity to a healthy environment has become increasingly clear. We have learned that the future well-being of all humanity depends on our stewardship of the Earth. When we overexploit living resources, we threaten our own survival.

The base causes forest fires, soil erosion, and is depleting uranium shells into the ocean, killing the oceans.
Genuine Security, No Date “Okinawa: Effects of long-term US Military presence” Okinawa: Effects of long-term US Military presence, http://www.genuinesecurity.org/partners/report/Okinawa.pdf, pg. 5

Regular training exercises using live ammunition have caused forest fires, soil erosion, earth tremors, and accidents. In 1996, U.S. Marines fired depleted uranium shells into the ocean. The U.S. military defines this as a conventional weapon, but, officially, they are not allowed to fire depleted uranium in Japan. White Beach, a docking area in Okinawa for U.S. nuclear submarines, is an area where regional health statistics show comparatively high rates of leukemia in children and cancers in adults. In 1998, for example, two women from the White Beach area who had been in the habit of gathering shellfish and seaweed there died of liver cancer. Also local people are affected, sometimes killed, in traffic accidents caused by U.S. troops. In October 1998, for example, a U.S. Marine killed a young woman in a hit-and-run accident. Under the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA, Article 4), the U.S. is not responsible for environmental clean-up of land or water. As in Korea and the Philippines, host communities do not have adequate information on the extent of military contamination. The Japanese government does not release information about it. After the incident with the depleted uranium shells mentioned above, the U.S. government must inform local officials about military operations, but Okinawan people doubt that this is really working.
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Massive forest fires are like localized nuclear war

NYT 87 (10-20, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9B0DE4DE133EF933A15753C1A961948260)

The dark pall of smoke hovering above giant forest fires recently in the West has yielded a scientific bonanza for researchers studying whether nuclear warfare would plunge the earth into a freezing ''nuclear winter.'' ''The conditions that existed in southern Oregon and Northern California were as close as one is likely to see to conditions one might expect after the use of nuclear weapons,'' said Bernard Zak, atmospheric program coordinator at Sandia National Laboratories in Albuquerque, N.M. The fires yielded ''at least 10 times as much data'' as the controlled brushfire last year in the San Dimas Experimental Forest northeast of Los Angeles, said Mr. Zak, a physicist whose work is financed by the Defense Nuclear Agency. Smoke on Regional Scale ''Fire and smoke began to approach the regional scale we expect to see after a nuclear war, although certainly they didn't come anywhere close to the global scale,'' said Richard Turco, a Marina del Rey atmospheric scientist.
Soil erosion collapses societies and outweighs all other environmental impacts—empirical proof

The Guardian, Tim Radford, February 14, 2004 “Soil erosion is as big a problem as global warming, say scientists”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2004/feb/14/science.environment
Erosion of topsoil - already a serious problem in Australia, China and parts of the US - threatens modern civilisation as surely as it menaced societies long since vanished, researchers warned yesterday. Jared Diamond, a physiologist at University of California Los Angeles and author of Guns, Germs and Steel, told the AAAS yesterday that Iraq, part of the Fertile Crescent in which agriculture started 10,000 years ago, was once the wealthiest, most innovative, most advanced country in the world. But today it was a "basket case", mainly because of "soil problems, salinisation, erosion, coupled with problems of deforestation". Although more than 99% of the world's food comes from the soil, experts estimate that each year more than 10m hectares (25m acres) of crop land are degraded or lost as rain and wind sweep away topsoil. An area big enough to feed Europe - 300m hectares, about 10 times the size of the UK - has been so severely degraded it cannot produce food, according to UN figures. In many places, soil is being lost far faster than it can be naturally regenerated. Attempts to irrigate arid lands have produced soils so salty that nothing will grow. One speaker, Ward Chesworth of the University of Guelph, Ontario, told the conference that farming had produced an "agricultural scar" on the planet that affected a third of all suitable soils. Societies in the past had collapsed or disappeared because of soil problems. Easter Island in the Pacific was a famous example, Prof Diamond said. Ninety per cent of the people died because of deforestation, erosion and soil depletion. "Society ended up in cannibalism, the government was overthrown and people began pulling down each other's statues, so that is pretty serious. In another example, Pitcairn and Henderson island in the south-east Pacific, everybody ended up dead. Another example was Mayan civilisation in the Yucatan peninsula of Mexico and Guatemala. Again, people survived but about 90% of the population was lost," he said. Other examples, he said, include Iceland, where about 50% of the soil ended up in the sea. Icelandic society survived only through a drastically lower standard of living. He said the media focused on fossil fuel problems, climate change, biodiversity, logging and forest fires, but not on the soil because it was less spectacular. "There are about a dozen major environmental problems, all of them sufficiently serious that if we solved 11 of them and didn't solve the 12th, whatever that 12th is, any could potentially do us in," he said. "Many of them have caused collapses of societies in the past, and soil problems are one of those dozen."66
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Oceans key to survival

Robin Kundis Craig -- Associate Professor of Law, Indiana University School of Law, 2003 McGeorge Law Rev – Winter – elipses in original
The world’s oceans contain many resources and provide many services that humans consider valuable. “Occupy[ing] more than [seventy percent] of the earth’s surface and [ninety-five percent] of the biosphere,”  17 oceans provide food; marketable goods such as shells, aquarium fish, and pharmaceuticals; life support processes, including carbon sequestration, nutrient cycling, and weather mechanics; and quality of life, both aesthetic and economic, for millions of people worldwide.  18 Indeed, it is difficult to overstate the importance of the ocean to humanity’s well-being: “The ocean is the cradle of life on our planet, and it remains the axis of existence, the locus of planetary biodiversity, and the engine of the chemical and hydrological cycles that create and maintain our atmosphere and climate.”  19 Ocean and coastal ecosystem services have been calculated to be worth over twenty billion dollars per year, worldwide.  20 In addition, many people assign heritage and existence value to the ocean and its creatures, viewing the world’s seas as a common legacy to be passed on relatively intact to future generations.

Biodiversity collapse causes extinction

Major David N. Diner, Judge Advocate General’s Corps, 1994, United States Army Military Law Review Winter, p. lexis

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems.  As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.  The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, [Hu]mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.
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Contention 3 is Japanese Politics

US presence in japan highly unpopular with the public

Xinhua, 7/9/10, " US military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan: experts ," http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/10/c_13393108.htm) // vkoneru

WASHINGTON, July 9 (Xinhua) -- The U.S. military presence in Japan will remain a long term source of consternation between the two allies, in spite of a recent easing of tensions, some experts said. "All you need is another rape case and it comes up as a high profile issue," said Rodger Baker, director of East Asia analysis at global intelligence company Stratfor. Residents of Okinawa, a Japanese island that hosts about two-thirds of Japan's 40,000 U.S. troops, still recall the 1995 case in which three U.S. servicemen kidnapped and raped a 12-year-old Japanese girl. They continue to complain about noise from overhead U.S. aircraft and the island has seen mass demonstrations calling for U.S. forces to leave. Last year, then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama sparked a row when he called for a "partnership of equals" in a relationship dominated by Washington since the end of World War II. When the dust cleared, Hatoyama resigned because of a broken campaign promise to shutter Futenma, a U.S. air base located in Okinawa. The relationship underwent a public reset at the recent G20 summit in Toronto. Japan's new Prime Minister Naoto Kan pledged he will stick to a previous agreement with Washington to move Futenma to the north of the island, even though Okinawans want the base gone altogether. U.S. President Barack Obama responded that he understands the delicacy of the matter and that he would strive to make the U.S. military presence more palatable to Tokyo. Still, analysts said the problem is not going away.
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Kan’s policy are close to passing, but he needs support 

Reuters, 7/12/2010, LeikaKihara, Hideyuki Sano, Charlotte Cooper, Yoko Nishikawa, Risa Maeda and Linda Sieg; Editing by Michael Watson, “Factbox: Policies at stake after government loses election” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE66B0NT20100712

(Reuters) - Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan's government suffered a major blow in Sunday's upper house election, threatening a policy deadlock that could thwart efforts to curb massive public debt and engineer growth.  Voters dealt Kan's Democratic Party of Japan a stinging rebuke in the election, depriving the DPJ and its tiny ally of a majority less than a year after the Democrats swept to power with promises of change. The Democrats still have a dominant grip on the more powerful lower house. But they will need to seek new partners to control the upper chamber, which can block bills. Below are key policies that could be affected by the outcome of the election: FISCAL POLICY Debt woes in the euro zone have turned the spotlight on Japan's own massive debt, which the International Monetary Fund put at 217.7 percent of gross domestic product last year, far worse than Greece's debt-to-GDP ratio of 115.1 percent. Most of Japan's debt is held by domestic investors, who are less sensitive to credit ratings agency downgrades than foreign investors, but that is slowly changing as the population ages and household savings fall. Kan, a former finance minister, had made fiscal reform a top priority, floating a possible doubling of the 5 percent consumption tax. The main opposition Liberal Democratic Party also favors a rise in the sales tax to 10 percent, but the poor election results could make it harder for Kan to push forward debate on the politically touchy topic. The government last month unveiled a mid- and long-term fiscal reform strategy. But the plan lacked specific ideas on how to meet ambitious targets such as balancing the budget and reducing its debt-to-GDP ratio. A majority of voters agree fiscal reform is needed. But his apparent flip-flopping on a possible additional tax burden has put off many voters. MONETARY POLICY The Bank of Japan, which has stressed the need for a credible plan to cut back public debt, sees little need to ease monetary policy and feels it has done enough for now by outlining a loan program aimed at supporting industries with growth potential. Political instability after Sunday's election means it would be difficult for the government to carry out steps to support a fragile recovery in the world's No.2 economy. That could renew government pressure for a more aggressive monetary policy. While the BOJ is independent from the government by law, direct pressure from the premier might be hard to resist. The opposition Your Party, seen by some as a potential DPJ ally after it won 10 seats in Sunday's poll, wants to revise the law governing the central bank to seek stronger government-BOJ cooperation to end deflation by making maximum employment one of the BOJ's objectives, similar to a law governing the U.S. Federal Reserve. YEN POLICYInvestors remain reluctant to test the government's tolerance for a strong currency, although Tokyo has not intervened in the market since early 2004. Kan caused a stir in January when he said he would work with the BOJ to weaken the yen, and that "it would be nice" if the Japanese currency slipped further. He has subsequently toed the government line that stable exchange rates are desirable but levels should be set by the markets -- but noted after becoming prime minister that there was a general view that a weaker yen would be better for Japan's export-driven economy. CLIMATE POLICYKan has stuck to a 2020 goal to cut Japan's greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent from 1990 levels, premised on an international framework in which major emitting countries would agree on ambitious targets. The more powerful lower house passed a climate bill including that goal and a shortlist of domestic measures to achieve it, but the upper house ran out of time to enact the legislation. But the fate of the legislation is murky after the ruling coalition suffered a major setback in the poll.
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Plan is a win for Kan
Daisuke Wakabayashi and Yuka Hayashi, Staff Writers, 7/12/2010. Wall Street Journal, “Weakened Kan Faces Deadlines on Okinawa” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703580104575360660021162180.html

TOKYO—Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan, badly bruised in Sunday's national elections, soon must turn to the issue of a U.S. military base on Okinawa—a politically charged matter that forced the resignation of his predecessor just over a month ago. Prime Minister Naoto Kan at a news conference at the election headquarters of his Democratic Party of Japan early Monday morning. The base wasn't a prominent factor in the campaign, but Sunday's results could make it harder for the weakened Mr. Kan to keep the promises the Japanese government made to the Obama administration. The prime minister told the U.S. he would move forward with the plan, aimed at keeping a large Marine presence on the southern island. 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.  
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Kan’s agenda key to Japanese economy

WSJ Tomoyuki Tachikawa, Dow Jones Newswires, 6/18, 2010 “Correct: Japan Govt Aims For Growth Through Investments, Tax Cuts” http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100618-703746.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines
Prime Minister Naoto Kan's Cabinet approved a 113-page mid- to long-term economic growth strategy that targets the creation of almost 5 million jobs in the environment, health care and tourism by 2020. The plan aims to lower the unemployment rate to below 4% as quickly as possible from about 5% currently. As a first step to generate more demand, the strategy calls for an end to persistent consumer-price falls from the fiscal year starting April 2011. It calls on the Bank of Japan to make "every effort" to accomplish that. The plan also says the yen shouldn't rise excessively as that could hurt export performance. The plan proposes gradually cutting the nation's 40% effective corporate tax rate to 25%, in line with other major counties, to make domestic companies more competitive internationally and attract foreign firms to do business in Japan. The new administration's growth strategy aims at ending the stagnation that has hobbled the world's second largest economy over much of the past two decades. Prices have been falling as consumers, worried about the economic outlook and job security, have tended to save rather than spend. At the same time, leading domestic industries such as electronics manufacturers have faced increasing competition from Asian neighbors such as South Korea and China. The government wants to turn the country's economic fortunes around by banishing deflation and encouraging the growth of new industries. It won't be easy. The government's ability to make new investments to spur growth is limited by its huge debt, the largest in the industrialized world and nearly twice the size of annual growth domestic product. Japan also has found it hard to overcome deflation, which has pecked at the economy for over a decade. Consumer prices have fallen for 14 straight months. The Kan administration targets average GDP growth exceeding 2% on an inflation-adjusted basis, and 3% on a nominal basis over the next 10 years. But those are ambitious goals for an economy that in recent years has ranged between growth of 2% and contractions of as much as 3%. The government's targets could be difficult to realize because deflationary pressure may persist as the population declines, said Mizuho Research Institute economist Hirokata Kusaba. A shrinking population could lead to a shortage of demand, driving prices downward. "As the Japanese economy is recovering at a gradual pace, in part helped by downturns in past years, the plan is a bit aggressive," Kusaba said. To pump up the economy, the plan says policy makers should focus on seven major areas expected to stimulate growth: the environment; health care; trade and business with other Asian countries; tourism and revitalization of regional economies; science and technology; job training and employment opportunities for groups such as the newly retired; and improvement of financial circumstances. The environment and health care are seen as particularly promising. By putting Japan's technological expertise toward environmental innovation, the government hopes to create 1.4 million new jobs. And as the country's population ages, health care is expected to become an even bigger industry that could create 2.84 million new jobs, according to the government's strategy. The two areas are each expected to produce Y50 trillion in new demand. The new strategy also envisions 560,000 new jobs and Y11 trillion in new demand from increased tourism, and 190,000 jobs and Y12 trillion in new demand from rising business ties with Asia. It wants Japan to become an Asian hub for global business. To help achieve this, it will take steps such as giving corporate tax breaks to foreign firms, streamlining immigration and subsidizing large-scale investments. The government says it will consider the details of such steps and start implementing them from fiscal 2011. The government will also establish a "comprehensive exchange" that deals broadly with securities and commodities to boost overseas investment by facilitating foreign investments in financial products. The administration's growth strategy is broadly in line with the policy direction the previous administration of Yukio Hatoyama, which also called for growth in environment, health care and Asia-related businesses. But calls for a corporate tax cut and a quick end to deflation--which could put pressure on the central bank to ease monetary policy further--are new. Kan took over as Japan's prime minister after Hatoyama resigned earlier this month. "My thinking is, no reform no growth," said Hiromichi Shirakawa, chief economist at Credit Suisse. "The bottom line is, unless we put an end to deflation, nobody wants to borrow money and the economy cannot revive."
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Japanese economic collapse causes nuclear war.

Elliott, The Guardian Staff Writer, 2-11-2002, Lexis

Even so, the west cannot afford to be complacent about what is happening in Japan, unless it intends to use the country as a test case to explore whether a full-scale depression is less painful now than it was 70 years ago. Action is needed, and quickly because this is an economy that could soak up some of the world's excess capacity if functioning properly. A strong Japan is not only essential for the long-term health of the global economy, it is also needed as a counter-weight to the growing power of China. A collapse in the Japanese economy, which looks ever more likely, would have profound ramifications; some experts believe it could even unleash a wave of extreme nationalism that would push the country into conflict with its bigger (and nuclear) neighbor.

3 year impact timeframe

Huffington Post,  Devin Stewart, Program Director and Senior Fellow, Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs (blog), 7/15/10, " Will a Rudderless Japan Drift into Crisis? ," http://www.huffingtonpost.com/devin-stewart/will-a-rudderless-japan-d_b_648321.html // vkoneru 

"Three to four years from now I expect a sovereign debt crisis to hit Japan and long-term interest rates to surge," former Bank of Japan board member Teizo Taya said in a May interview with Reuters. Taya also believes that the five percent foreign holdings of Japanese debt would be sufficient to trigger a crisis if there were a sell off. One government official echoed these views when I visited Tokyo last week, saying the current account was the figure to watch. But interestingly he said that while some had hoped the election of the DPJ would have provided the "shock" to the Japanese system to bring about economic reform, the DPJ's failures over money scandals, mishandling the U.S. alliance, and the consumption tax have killed that hope. Instead, he and his colleagues are looking to a debt crisis to provide the necessary shock for economic reform. Changes could occur in Japan's tax structure (reducing corporate taxes and increasing consumption taxes over time) as well as in its industrial policy to spur growth. Can't change occur without the need for a crisis? Underneath the sovereign debt risk is an economy that is in irons. Just as its political system faces drift, so does Japan's economy, according to a METI report released last month. Some people say that the Japanese economy is recovering from the economic and financial crisis triggered by the Lehman Shock the year before last. However, in reality, many Japanese people probably find no improvement in the sense of stagnation they feel in their everyday lives. They even seem unable to see any new light for the future. I believe the reason for this lies in the uncertainty about "what will drive Japan's revenue and employment in the future." 

1AC (17/17)

Contention 4 is Doug Bandow

Relations solvency card

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 11/2/2009, “Dealing with the New Japan: Washington Won't Take "No" for an Answer,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/dealing-with-the-new-japa_b_275914.html

A political earthquake hit Tokyo on Sunday. The Democratic Party of Japan ousted the Liberal Democratic Party, which has held power for all but 11 months of the last 54 years. Exactly how policy will change is uncertain: The DPJ is a fractious coalition, ranging from socialist pacifist to renegade LDP and conservative nationalists. But with a nearly two-thirds majority, the DPJ will be able to stamp its will on domestic and foreign policies alike. That has Washington nervous. Only slightly less unhappy than the LDP dinosaurs who misruled Japan for so long are U.S. policymakers, who have grown used to Tokyo playing the role of pliant ally, backing American priorities and hosting American bases. Washington long has wanted the Japanese government to do more internationally, but only in support of U.S. objectives. That era may be over. Presumptive Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama wrote in the New York Times last week: "As a result of the failure of the Iraq war and the financial crisis, the era of U.S.-led globalism is coming to an end." Tokyo likely is headed on a more independent course. Of course, there are significant barriers to any dramatic transformation of Japanese policy. Japan always has been a more consensus-oriented society and popular attitudes towards America remain positive. Hatoyama moved toward the political center during the campaign, indicating his support for the U.S.-Japanese alliance. The DPJ platform dropped its earlier pledge to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes, replacing it with a mature alliance based on independence and equality." Nevertheless, the DPJ possesses a left-wing absent in the LDP. Indeed, the new government is likely to include representatives of the tiny Socialist Party, a strong critic of the status quo. The DPJ vigorously opposed the ousted government's logistical support for U.S. naval operations in the Indian Ocean. Other likely demands include reducing the military presence on Okinawa, renegotiating the relocation of the Marines' Futenma Airfield to Guam at Japanese expense (nearly $3 billion), cutting so-called host nation support, and amending the Status of Forces Agreement. Michael Auslin of the American Enterprise Institute talks of "a fear of dramatic change in the U.S.-Japan alliance" in Washington, a time when "No one knows what will happen next, or even who to talk to for answers." Some Obama administration officials privately acknowledge that adjustments will be necessary. Others, however, appear to be operating more as throwbacks to the Bush administration during its most unilateralist phase. On Monday the State Department spokesman, Ian Kelly, said that there would be no renegotiation of the Okinawa accord. An unnamed official said that the administration hoped the new government would "moderate" its position. This might seem like a good negotiating tactic, but it didn't go over well in Tokyo. The Asahi Shinbun headlined one article "U.S. on Futenma Revisit: Forget It." Washington might have the law on its side, but the LDP had to use its overwhelming majority to ram the unpopular accord through the Diet. And elections inevitably have consequences. Unfortunately, publicly telling the new government "up yours" is more likely to infuriate than conciliate both incoming ministers and the public. There are reasons some Japanese want to escape dependence on America. Washington's dismissive response gives them one more reason. Actually, Americans should be as interested as Japanese in transforming the U.S.-Japan alliance. The current relationship remains trapped in a world that no longer exists. The imperial Japanese navy has been rusting away on the bottom of the Pacific for more than six decades; Douglas MacArthur departed as American regent in Tokyo nearly a half century ago; China buried Maoism with Mao Zedong more than three decades ago; the Cold War ended two decades ago; Japan retains the world's second (or third, based on purchasing power parity) largest economy despite "the lost decade." Yet Japan remains dependent on America for its security, a minor military player despite having global economic and political interests. There are historic reasons for Tokyo's stunted international role, but it is time for East Asian countries to work together to dispel the remaining ghosts of Japanese imperialism past rather than to expect America to continue acting as the defender of last resort. Since Japan and Asia have changed, so should America's defense strategy. There should be no more troops based on Japanese soil. No more military units tasked for Japan's defense. No more security guarantee for Japan. The U.S. should adopt a strategy of off-shore balancer, expecting friendly states to defend themselves, while being ready to act if an overwhelming, hegemonic threat eventually arises. China is the most, but still not very, plausible candidate for such a role--and even then not for many years. Washington's job is not to tell Japan, which devotes about one percent of its GDP, one-fourth the U.S level, to the 
[text continued-none omitted]

military, to do more. Washington's job is to do less. Tokyo should spend whatever it believes to be necessary on its so-called "Self-Defense Force." Better relations with China would lower that number. So would reform in North Korea. Of course, the former isn't certain while the latter isn't likely: let Japan assess the risks and act accordingly. In any case, the U.S. should indicate its respect for Japanese democracy and willingness to accommodate itself to Tokyo's changing priorities. Reverse the situation and Americans would expect the Japanese to do likewise. It's the same strategy that Washington should adopt elsewhere around the globe. The Marine Expeditionary Force stationed on Okinawa is primarily intended to back up America's commitment to South Korea. Yet the South has some 40 times the GDP of North Korea. Seoul should take over responsibility for its own defense. Even more so the Europeans, who possess more than ten times Russia's GDP. If they don't feel at risk, there's no reason for an American defense guarantee. If they do feel at risk, there's no reason for them not to do more--a lot more. Defending populous and prosperous allies made little sense in good economic times. But with Uncle Sam's current year deficit $1.6 trillion and another $10 trillion in red ink likely over the next decade--without counting the impact of any additional financial disasters--current policy is foolish and unsustainable. The U.S. essentially is borrowing money from China to spend defending Japan from China. America does not need to spend roughly as much on the military as the rest of the world combined. The tremors of Tokyo's political earthquake are being felt in Washington, where officials are rounding the wagons to protect the status quo. But America's alliance with Japan--like most of its defense relationships--is outdated. The Obama administration should take the lead in modernizing a security pact originally designed for a world which disappeared years ago. Both America and Japan would benefit from ending Tokyo's unnatural defense dependence on the U.S.
** Uniqueness **

Presence Unpopular

US presence in japan highly unpopular with the public

Xinhua, 7/9/10, " US military presence to remain thorn in relations with Japan: experts ," http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/indepth/2010-07/10/c_13393108.htm) // vkoneru

WASHINGTON, July 9 (Xinhua) -- The U.S. military presence in Japan will remain a long term source of consternation between the two allies, in spite of a recent easing of tensions, some experts said. "All you need is another rape case and it comes up as a high profile issue," said Rodger Baker, director of East Asia analysis at global intelligence company Stratfor. Residents of Okinawa, a Japanese island that hosts about two-thirds of Japan's 40,000 U.S. troops, still recall the 1995 case in which three U.S. servicemen kidnapped and raped a 12-year-old Japanese girl. They continue to complain about noise from overhead U.S. aircraft and the island has seen mass demonstrations calling for U.S. forces to leave. Last year, then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama sparked a row when he called for a "partnership of equals" in a relationship dominated by Washington since the end of World War II. When the dust cleared, Hatoyama resigned because of a broken campaign promise to shutter Futenma, a U.S. air base located in Okinawa. The relationship underwent a public reset at the recent G20 summit in Toronto. Japan's new Prime Minister Naoto Kan pledged he will stick to a previous agreement with Washington to move Futenma to the north of the island, even though Okinawans want the base gone altogether. U.S. President Barack Obama responded that he understands the delicacy of the matter and that he would strive to make the U.S. military presence more palatable to Tokyo. Still, analysts said the problem is not going away. 

Public hates military presence – media influence

Anna Kitanaka, Japan Inc staff writer, 2/18/2008, "US forces cause outrage in Okinawa – again," http://www.japaninc.com/node/2920 // vkoneru

In the wake of recent press reports about the junior high school student allegedly raped by a US marine, there have been many angry foreign residents of Japan complaining that the Japanese media are making this into a bigger deal than it is; that rapes occur every day and that the media would not respond as zealously should it have been a Japanese national accused of this crime. There have been cries that this type of media reaction ultimately boils down to xenophobia and they also fail to forget the “innocent until proven guilty” law. However, although it can be said that the Japanese media harangue suspects before they are tried, many forget that this US military rape issue is on a wider scale. Firstly, there are political implications – the Okinawan officials have voiced their anger and Prime Minister Fukuda, appearing before a Diet committee Tuesday, described the incident as “unforgivable.” For anti-base Okinawans, such incidents are important in the campaign to get Tokyo either to ask the US to leave, or get more compensation for carrying the military burden: 70% of US military personnel in Japan are in Okinawa. The issue is also historical. This new case has rekindled memories of the 1995 gang rape of a 12-year-old Okinawa girl by three US servicemen, an incident that triggered mass resentment against the US military presence in Okinawa. The problem was that the US military was not made by law to hand over the suspected rapist to Japanese authorities and the struggle that the Japanese police faced in the handover caused outrage from Japan. The US marines refused to handover rape suspects unless they are indicted and this refusal could be seen time and time again through the many rape cases that Okinawa has faced throughout the years and gives the impression that the US forces would overtly protect their troops regardless of morals. Similarly, when a US army helicopter crashed in to Okinawa International University a few years ago, local police were not allowed to be involved in the investigation. This time, the US forces have announced that a task force will review and reinforce its sexual harassment and assault prevention programs but cleaning up the reputation of the US forces in Japan will be near impossible should a repetition of cases like these continue. 

Public hates US military presence

Yuri Kageyama, AP, 5/22/2010, “Japanese prime minister woos disgruntled Okinawa on US military base relocation,” http://blog.taragana.com/politics/2010/05/22/japanese-prime-minister-woos-disgruntled-okinawa-on-us-military-base-relocation-38070/ // vkoneru
TOKYO — Okinawans were outraged Sunday that Japan’s prime minister reneged on his campaign pledge to move a strategic U.S. military base off their island, a broken promise that deepens political confusion ahead of nationwide elections. Angry protesters held big signs plastered with the Japanese character for “anger” as Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama visited the Okinawa prefectural office. Prefectural chief Hirokazu Nakaima said later that Hatoyama had raised the residents’ hopes. “The way he has dashed our hopes is such a disappointment. We need a solution to be worked out,” he said. The people of Okinawa have long complained about the noise, jet-crash dangers and worries about crime that come from housing more than half of the 47,000 U.S. troops in Japan, stationed under the bilateral defense alliance. The U.S. and Japan agreed on the relocation of U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station in 2006, and Washington has insisted Japan keep the deal.   

Presence Unpopular

Okinawans upset

Mike Mochizuki Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs Associate Dean for Academic Programs at The Elliot School of International Affairs, and Michael O’Hanlon senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues “The marines should come home: adapting the U.S.-Japan alliance to a new security era” Brookins Review, Spring 1996

Policymakers in both countries have greatly underestimated both the discontent among Okinawans and the resolve of Governor Ota. Roughly 85,000 Okinawans took part in a protest against U.S. military bases last October, and more than half a million have signed petitions calling for changes in the bilateral security arrangement. Governor Ota has refused to sign an executive order to force landowners to lease their property for American military use.

Polls prove Okinawans don’t want bases

Mike Mochizuki Associate Professor of Political Science and International Affairs Associate Dean for Academic Programs at The Elliot School of International Affairs, and Michael O’Hanlon senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues “The marines should come home: adapting the U.S.-Japan alliance to a new security era” Brookins Review, Spring 1996

If the Okinawa problem spreads to the rest of Japan, it could undermine national support for the alliance. Recent public opinion polls show growing Japanese opposition to the U.S. military presence. For example, an Asahi Shimbun survey conducted late last October (see table 1) found that 76 percent of Japanese favor gradually reducing U.S. bases in Okinawa while 14 percent want their immediate removal. Only 7 percent support the status quo. According to the same poll, 58 percent oppose moving the U.S. bases in Okinawa to the main islands. Only 28 percent approve.

AT: Pullout Now

Okinawa troops won’t move to Guam – 2014 deadline will be broken

Paul Eckert Asia Correspondent of Reuters, “U.S. Marines move to Guam from Okinawa seen delayed” 2/06/09 http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE5151AS20090206
A key part of a major realignment of U.S. forces in Japan in which 8,000 Marines would be shifted from Okinawa to Guam, is likely to be delayed beyond its 2014 target date, the commander of U.S. forces in Asia and the Pacific said on Thursday.  "We are behind a timeline to achieve that goal of 8,000 (Marines) down to Guam, and we don't have enough money to make it happen right now," Navy Adm. Timothy Keating said.  "I don't think it will happen on time. I think it will be more expensive," he told Reuters in an interview.  But the Pentagon, anxious to reassure Japan of its commitment to the timetable, later took the unusual step of publicly disagreeing with Keating's assessment.  "We have no reason to believe that we are not going to meet the timeline we have set out," Pentagon press secretary Geoff Morrell said.  "He's certainly entitled to his opinion on this matter," Morrell said of Keating's statement. "But officially we are committed to the roadmap as agreed."  In the interview, Keating stressed that there had been no change under the new Obama administration to the major overhaul plan, unveiled in 2006 and formally called the Defense Policy Review Initiative.  Analysts say key elements of the plan to shift troops away from the southern Japanese island of Okinawa have been held up by wrangling between the central government and the local government on the densely populated southern island.  Okinawa plays host to the bulk of the 50,000 U.S. troops based in Japan under a bilateral treaty and islanders have chafed at military accidents and crimes such as rape committed by U.S. servicemen.  Keating played down the impact of any delay.  "A case can be made that a more measured, longer-term approach ... could be beneficial," he said.  "It could be reassuring to our friends and allies in the region that we're not abandoning Japan, we're not rushing to judgment," Keating said.  Guam, the largest of the Mariana Islands in the western Pacific, is a U.S. territory and is home to a number of military bases.
Okinawa pullout is as late as 2017 minimum

Japan Today 6/01/10 “Marines' move to Guam from Okinawa may be delayed up to 5 years” http://www.japantoday.com/category/national/view/marines-move-to-guam-from-okinawa-may-be-delayed-up-to-5-years
Japan and the United States have begun considering postponing the planned transfer of about 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam to be completed three to five years later than the originally scheduled 2014, sources close to Japanese-U.S. ties said Monday. The delay has come to be envisioned as the U.S. government is planning to compile an infrastructure plan worth several billion dollars at maximum for the Pacific island in July to address the shortage of infrastructure there, according to the sources and a U.S. official. The two countries have agreed that the transfer of the Okinawa-based Marines and their family members to the U.S. territory is ‘‘dependent on tangible progress’’ on relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to another site in Okinawa Prefecture. A significant delay in the transfer, should it materialize, could affect the replacement facility’s location, configuration and construction method, which the two countries said in their latest accord released Friday would be worked out by the end of August.
US backing out of its pullout commitment

Satoshi Ogawa, writer for Chuo Online, 07/03/10 “U.S. rethinks marine corps' shift to Guam / Wants to keep command unit in Okinawa” http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/national/T100702004810.htm

The U.S. government is reconsidering the relocation of some marine corps personnel from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam to enhance its rapid-response capability due to uncertain security conditions on the Korean Peninsula and in China, it has been learned.  The relocation, as stipulated under the 2006 Japan-U.S. Roadmap for Realignment Implementation, will proceed but the United States has drafted modifications to the unit composition of personnel bound for Guam as it wants to maintain a command-unit presence in Okinawa.  According to sources close to both governments, Washington has told Tokyo that some of the approximately 8,000 III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) personnel now stationed in Okinawa will remain there--a change from the original plan of relocating all MEF personnel to Guam.
AT: Pullout Now
Despite Japanese backlash, no solution is likely

Jacques Fuqua is Associate Director of the East Asian Studies Center at Indiana University and a retired Lieutenant Colonel with the U.S. Army. "Understanding Okinawa's Role in the U.S.-Japan Security Agreement” 2001 http://iisdb.stanford.edu/docs/133/okinawa.pdf  


Problems resulting from U.S. military on the island manifest themselves in several key areas. First, given the trend toward urbanization in central Okinawa since the end of World War II. many U.S. military installations now sit in highly populated areas, where they once did not. For areas hosting installations with ground units, this poses an irritant; for areas in which aircraft constantly take-off, land, and train, it poses a potential danger. Second, U.S. military concentrations give rise to a sizeable number of complaints from local governments and citizens, such as the negative impact on the tourist industry and economy, environmental issues, training accidents, and crimes committed by U.S. servicemen and their family members against local citizens. Finally, because of the Government of Japans dual responsibilities to Okinawa as an administrative prefecture and its obligations to the U.S. under the Mutual Security Treaty, it is often placed in the role of "middleman," trying to accommodate U.S. military operational needs and local concerns, with varying degrees of success.  After the September 1995 rape of a 12-year-old girl by two U.S. marines and one U.S. sailor, the United States and Japanese governments undertook the Special Action Committee on Okmawa (SACO) discussions. These negotiations were designed to identify ways to reduce transgressions by U.S. military and examine broader issues related to U.S. military presence. The discussions outlined 27 steps the U.S. government is responsible for implementing in order to reduce Okinawa's burden under the security relationship, which include land return, noise abatement, and training modification measures. Many of these steps have already been implemented or are in various stages of implementation. The numerous land return initiatives, however, are a notable exception. Because land return and relocation issues require agreement from local municipalities with interests at variance with those of the central government and the United States, progress can be very slow. While all land return and relocation initiatives have planned completion dates sometime during the first decade of the twenty-first century, most will likely be delayed because of the difficulty in negotiating with various local municipalities.  Further complicating land return initiatives is the fact that much of the land on which U.S. military facilities are located is privately owned; the Japanese government pays landowners for the use of their land. As Japan" s poorest prefecture, Okinawa and its citizens are particularly susceptible to economic rewards and sanctions from the government. Consequently, many Okinawans have a vested interest in keeping the U.S. military in place. These payments, particularly for the island's farmers, represent a substantial portion of their annual income. The government uses an "economic carrot-and-stick approach,"' at times offering economic rewards to the prefecture to garner local support for security initiatives and at others threatening withdrawal of economic support to force consent. Economic self-interest then mitigates some opposition to a U.S. presence on the island.  In the aftermath of the rape, there was also a domestic call for the mainland to share the defense burden with Okmawa. In the end.  this amounted to a symbolic movement of a few aircraft from Okinawa to mainland Japan and relocation of field artillery live-fin training exercises to five sites throughout mainland Japan—each site hosting training once annually. Most units on Okinawa will remain in their current locations or move to other sites on the island While Japanese government statistics indicate that the majority of Japanese citizens support the security alliance between the United States and Japan, it appears they prefer to do so from a distance— not on the main islands. Under the Mutual Security Treaty, Japan is obligated to provide land for U.S. military bases. Where these base: are located within Japan is not spelled out and is purely a domestic issue. Given the alternatives, U.S. units will likely remain where they are—on Okinawa.  What then does this all mean for Okinawa? Given Japan" s reluctance to relocate U.S. military units to the mainland and Okinawa's dependence on governmental economic support, the island" s situation is unlikely to change in the foreseeable future. As the members of the larger Okinawa community, U.S. military commanders should ensure their units are the best neighbors they can possibly be. This includes working actively with Japanese government and local officials to further reduce training intrusions and crimes against local citizens as well as working to understand local issues and concerns within the broader framework of Okinawan culture, not just operational requirements.
Okinawans Blame Japan

Okinawans planning to backlash against the Japanese government over us base issues

AFP, 7/3/2010, “Okinawa city to sue Japan over US base issue,” http://jgpo-guam-cmtf.blogspot.com/2010/07/okinawa-city-to-sue-japan-over-us-base.html // vkoneru

TOKYO (AFP) – A Japanese city hosting an unpopular and controversial US military airbase plans to file a lawsuit against the country's government for failing to address the needs of locals, its mayor said Friday. The issue of where to relocate the US Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from its current position in a densely populated area in Okinawa strained ties with Washington and helped trigger former prime minister Yukio Hatoyama's downfall. Anti-base protests have flared in recent months after Hatoyama first pledged to move the contentious Futenma airbase off Okinawa, than reneged on the promise following protests from the United States, enraging locals. Hatoyama's successor Prime Minister Naoto Kan has pledged to follow an accord reached in May under which the base would be relocated within Okinawa -- as first agreed in 2006 -- to the island's coastal Henoko region. Okinawans have been the reluctant hosts of Japan's largest concentration of US forces for decades and have long complained about noise pollution and potential safety problems from low-flying US military jets near the airbase. "We were forced to accept an excess burden of hosting the US base and denied even the basic human rights in our everyday lives. Therefore, I decided to question at court the government's policy in providing the Futenma airbase (to the United States)," Ginowan mayor Yoichi Iha said in a news conference. The mayor plans to file the lawsuit before March 2011, local reports said. The city will argue that the airbase threatens the safety of residents and therefore violates Japan's constitution, reports said. Futenma and other US bases were established as American forces took the island in one of the bloodiest battles of World War II. After the war, Okinawa stayed under US occupation until 1972 and has since then remained the strategic US military cornerstone in the Pacific, with the world's two largest economies forming a key security partnership

Okinawa kills relations

 Okinawa military base problems threat US-Japan Relations

Eric Talmadge - The Associated Press, 7/22/2010, “Okinawa basing stresses U.S.-Japan relations,” http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_us_japan_062210/ // vkoneru

TOKYO — Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." The U.S.-Japan alliance, formalized over violent protests in 1960, provides for the defense of Japan while assuring the U.S. has regional bases that serve as a significant deterrent to hostilities over the Korean Peninsula or Taiwan. Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan. The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa. The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade. A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender. Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders. Before he stepped down, Hatoyama suggested that the March sinking of a South Korean warship, allegedly by a North Korean torpedo, contributed to his decision keep Futenma on Okinawa — reversing a campaign pledge to move it off the island. Tokyo was alarmed in April when a Chinese helicopter came within 300 feet (90 meters) of a Japanese military monitoring vessel in the vicinity of a Chinese naval exercise. That same month, Chinese ships were also spotted in international waters off Okinawa. Still, the Okinawa problem underscores an increasingly skeptical stance among some Japanese leaders toward the role of the security alliance. Though the pact was strongly supported by the staunchly pro-U.S. conservative party that ruled Japan for most of the past 60 years, the newly empowered Democratic Party of Japan, which swept to office last year, have taken a more nuanced approach, saying that while close security ties with Washington remain crucial Japan needs to improve its relations with its Asian neighbors, particularly China. On Monday, Kan said he will reassure Obama when they meet at a summit this weekend that Japan-U.S. ties continue to be "the cornerstone" of Japan's diplomacy. But he added that "I want to view this relationship from a broader point of view," and stressed Japan must not forget the importance of developing its Asian relationships

Relations Strained Now 

Alliance relations strained now- collapses leads to instability 

 ERIC TALMADGE, staff writer for Bloomberg, 6/22/10, US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains  http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9GG68080.htm

Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." The U.S.-Japan alliance, formalized over violent protests in 1960, provides for the defense of Japan while assuring the U.S. has regional bases that serve as a significant deterrent to hostilities over the Korean Peninsula or Taiwan. Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan. The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa. The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere -- a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there -- more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade. A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender. Recent tension on the Korean peninsula and China's growing military assertiveness have undoubtedly driven home the importance of the U.S. security pact with Japanese leaders.  
Japan wants US out

Japan wants US out now- rape pushes relations closer to brink

AFP 08 Japan's Okinawa demands US rein in troops after alleged rape, http://afp.google.com/article/ALeqM5iYj41Nh7KqXcXgm4qgDUeLUZE4PA
 Japan's southern island of Okinawa on Thursday demanded the US military rein in the thousands of troops stationed there after an American Marine was arrested for allegedly raping a local girl. The Okinawa assembly unanimously adopted a resolution urging the US military to improve ethical training for its forces after the alleged rape of the 14-year-old on Sunday. "Okinawa prefecture has repeatedly demanded stricter discipline for US servicemen and action to prevent criminal offences, but still an incident like this happened. We feel fierce anger," said assembly member Seiichi Oyakawa, reading out the resolution. "We demand the US government take effective and specific preventive actions that are clear to the eyes of the people of Okinawa, such as carrying out thorough human rights training for US soldiers," he said. More than 40,000 US troops are stationed in Japan to defend its key Asian ally, which has been officially pacifist since World War II. US Ambassador Thomas Schieffer flew Wednesday to Okinawa to express sorrow over the incident and promise to review ethical training for troops. Okinawa Governor Hirokazu Nakaima, who met with Schieffer, on Thursday held talks in Tokyo with Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda. "I told him that the pent-up rage of Okinawan people is flaring up in an extremely tense way," Nakaima told reporters after meeting with Fukuda. Fukuda said separately that the central government "must work with the people of Okinawa to do something about this." Staff Sergeant Tyrone Luther Hadnott, 38, was arrested on Monday over allegations that he raped the girl in his car on the island. He has admitted trying to forcibly kiss her and groping her but denied raping her. The incident rekindled memories of the gang-rape in 1995 of a 12-year-old girl by three US soldiers, which set off major protests on the island and set in motion a process to reduce the number of US troops there. The Okinawa assembly's resolution also renewed the local government's call for a reduction in the more than 20,000 US troops stationed on the island. But opposition assembly members demanded that Nakaima, a government ally, seek tougher action, noting that the US government has promised tighter discipline before. The Okinawa police have reported to an assembly committee that 14 rapes allegedly by US soldiers have occurred in the tiny province since 1995. "He has not shown enough anger," opposition assembly member Chosei Taira told AFP. "We have adopted resolutions of protest over and over again, but they hardly have made any changes," Taira said. "We demand the entire withdrawal of the US military. Unless all Marines go, we wouldn't be rid of incidents like this no matter how many times we protest." Nakaima was elected in 2006 promising to improve the island's troubled economy and signalling a more conciliatory policy towards the US military and its global realignment plan. However, he suggested Thursday that the alleged rape could have a wider impact. "I am gravely concerned that this can have a ripple effect over the base issue," he said. Another assemblyman, Tetsuji Shingaki, a member of Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda's Liberal Democratic Party, defended the governor, saying crime by US soldiers is a common problem for all municipalities hosting the troops. "What we need to do is not let incidents like this happen even if bases are here," he said. The Japanese and US governments have agreed to transfer 8,000 troops from the island to the US territory of Guam while relocating a controversial air station from the densely populated Ginowan city to another Okinawa city. 

Relations Brink 

Maintaining the Alliance key but relations are on the brink- elections prove 

Bruce Klingner, works for the Heritage Foundation , 1/25/10, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/01/25/okinawan-election-threatens-u-s-japan-military-realignment-agreement/print/, Okinawan Election Threatens U.S.-Japan Military Realignment Agreement
The results of a small town mayoral election on distant Okinawa island risks undermining plans to build a U.S. base and may further inflame tensions in the already strained U.S.-Japan military alliance. Challenger Susumu Inamine, who opposes constructing the U.S. base, beat pro-base Yoshikazu Shimabukuro in the January 24th contest, which had largely became a referendum on the U.S. military facility. Inamine’s victory will stiffen Okinawan and Japanese resistance to the construction plan. Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama will use the Okinawan election as further justification for refusing to abide by an existing bilateral U.S.-Japan agreement on the disposition of U.S. military forces in Japan. In 2006, Washington and Tokyo agreed to a complicated realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, including Okinawa. The most contentious component was moving a Marine Corps air unit from a densely populated region of Okinawa to a more desolate location elsewhere on the island. Both countries agree that the Futenma Air Station needs to be moved due to safety concerns arising from urban encroachment on the base. However, plans to build a replacement facility near Camp Schwab faced opposition from local residents. The left-of-center Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), which assumed control of the Japanese government in August 2009, opposes the Futenma Replacement Facility (FRF) plan agreed to by the predecessor government. The DPJ has called for the U.S. to instead redeploy the Marine Corps air unit to Guam. The Obama Administration has strongly resisted the Japanese-proposed abrogation of the existing agreement. Washington correctly asserts that separating the Marine air and ground units would have detrimental impact on U.S. ability to fulfill its security obligations under the 1960 bilateral defense treaty. Although the Nago mayor has little actual legal leverage over base construction, Inamine’s victory will be characterized as Okinawan rejection to accepting the redeployment of the Marine Corps air unit. The election decision could also intimidate the Okinawan governor, who faces reelection later this year, to hesitate in issuing the required environmental impact statement for expanding the base. The election results will make it even more difficult for the DPJ to compromise with the U.S. on the FRF. The DPJ is reliant on two minor political parties to maintain a majority in the legislative upper house. Both of those parties have threatened to leave the coalition if Hatoyama implements the base agreement. Hatoyama’s plunging approval ratings will make him even more reluctant to risking his administration in the run-up to the upper house election this summer. Ichiro Ozawa, the powerful DPJ secretary general, would strongly resist any attempt by Hatoyama to accept the advice of his defense and foreign ministers to implement the agreement. Washington has become increasingly frustrated with Hatoyama’s indecisiveness and DPJ security policies. Regardless of how the FRF issue is resolved, there will be residual animosity in both Washington and Tokyo, complicating debate on other upcoming security issues. As a result, the U.S.-Japan military alliance will continue to be problematic during Hatoyama’s tenure. Although the Okinawan election will make implementing the bilateral agreement even more difficult, the Obama Administration must remain resolute on the need to implement the force realignment agreement, especially maintaining U.S. Marine Corps air units on Okinawa. To garner increased Japanese support for the realignment plan, Washington should boost public diplomacy efforts to better educate Japanese officials and the populace on the necessity of forward-based U.S. forces to not only defend Japan but to also maintain peace and stability in Asia. Despite its shortcomings, the alliance is critical to fulfilling current U.S. strategic objectives, including maintaining peace in the region. The forward deployment of a large U.S. military force in Japan deters military aggression by North Korea, signals Washington’s resolve in defending U.S. allies, and provides an irreplaceable staging area should military action be necessary.
** Alliance Advantage **

Japan Wants US out

Japan wants the US out- multiple reasons  
Seigen Miyasato, Chairman Study Group on Okinawa External Affairs, November 19, 2009,  U.S. military bases in Japan: Okinawan open letter to president Obama- reprinting letter to Obama- http://rabble.ca/blogs/bloggers/nima-maleki/2009/11/us-military-bases-japan-okinawan-open-letter-president-obama
We are residents of Okinawa and we would like to express our views regarding the United States Marine Corps Futenma Air Station and the current agreement to build a new base in Nago City, Okinawa. We urge you to withdraw all of USMC from Okinawa. The people of Okinawa have been and will continue to be firmly opposed to the current US plan to relocate the dangerous Futenma Air Station to another location within Okinawa. We demand that the Futenma Air Station be shut down and returned unconditionally. The USMC has been stationed in Okinawa since the mid 1950s. The only real solution to the Futenma problem is a total withdrawal of the USMC from Okinawa. Here we respectfully state the reasons for our demand. First, the current agreement between the US and Japanese governments regarding the construction of a new USMC base in Nago City was reached without consultation with the government or the people of Okinawa in 2005 and 2006. As many recent election results and public opinion polls show, Okinawa's people have been calling for relocating Futenma out of Okinawa. Second, the sea area of the new base, located off shore of USMC Camp Schwab in Nago City, is a habitat for various endangered species, including dugong, the Asian manatee. It is unacceptable to destroy the highly valuable ocean environment with the construction of a military base. Third, the US and Japanese governments agreed to close the USMC Futenma Base and return its land to Okinawa in 1996, with the condition that a replacement facility be constructed in Okinawa. However, the new facility has not yet been built. The fourteen years since have proven that it is simply not possible to squeeze a new military base in Okinawa, which has long suffered an overburden of US military presence. Finally, when the closure of Futenma Air Station was first discussed, it was assumed that the ground combat element and logistic combat element would remain in Okinawa. However, since there is virtually no possibility of building a new air station in Okinawa, the USMC should relocate both the ground combat element and aviation combat element out of Okinawa. Indeed, it would be more logical and beneficial for the USMC if all the elements of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force were relocated together. Our proposal of a total withdrawal of USMC from Okinawa would actually fit the necessity of the MAGTF's integration of elements most effectively. By withdrawing from Okinawa, the USMC could avoid the unreasonable arrangement of keeping some troops in Okinawa and stationing others in Guam or Hawaii. It would be more desirable for the USMC, while at the same time preserving the highly valuable ocean environment and satisfying the demands of the people of Okinawa. In conclusion, we wish to urge the United States and Japanese governments to begin the process of planning for a total withdrawal of the USMC from Okinawa. Now is the time to act for “CHANGE" to create a better relationship between Japan and the United States. Both countries would benefit from a break with the status quo and a fresh perspective on the Futenma issue. 
Japan Hates bases
Japanese government wants to get rid of US military base on Okinawa. 


Christopher Hughes Professor of International and Japanese Politics in the Department of Politics and International Studies, University of Warwick “Forging a strengthened US-Japan alliance” 2004 http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/180115_731197592_758360148.pdf

Japan's government has been desperate to suppress the Okinawa base problem. It is willing to outlay massive expense on the floating heliport concept and to provide economic stimulus packages to the prefecture as a means to indirectly secure cooperation over the base issue. Central government initiatives, such as plans for base relocations and economic assistance, have placated local anti-base sentiment to some degree, but eight years on from the SACO report, the issue remains unresolved. The floating heliport plan was scuttled by opposition from prefectural and municipal governments in Okinawa. In 1999, the mayor of Nago City accepted a new prefectural proposal for the construction of a permanent runway for military and civilian use on reclaimed coastal land, and agreement was reached on this plan between the prefecture and Japanese central government in August 2002. Futenma has thus yet to be relocated: the prefecture insists on a 15-year time limit on its operation, a condition to which the US is reluctant to agree; and in any case the construction of the airstrip is likely to take up to 10 years. 
Bases Kill US-Japan treaty

The base problems put the US-Japanese treaty in danger 

Christopher Hughes Professor of International and Japanese Politics in the Department of Politics and International Studies, University of Warwick “Forging a strengthened US-Japan alliance” 2004 http://pdfserve.informaworld.com/180115_731197592_758360148.pdf

The Okinawa base problem, although in abeyance, still has the potential to sap domestic support for the alliance. One sign of progress was the US's consultation with Japan in June 2004 over the possibility of relocating the artillery unit of the US Marine Corps to Hokkaido as part of its global realignment of troops, although this is likely to encounter heavy opposition from Hokkaido residents concerned about live-firing exercises. The US also proposed, in July 2004, that Futenma's functions might be relocated to the US Air Force base at Kadena on Okinawa. However, the Futenma controversy has since been reopened following the crash of a US Marine Corps helicopter at the Okinawa International University campus just outside the air station in August. The impact of crash was exacerbated by the fact that the US military denied Japanese police access to the site under the bilateral Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) -reinforcing Japanese perceptions of the US's lack of sensitivity to local feelings and renewing calls for the speedy transfer of the base.
Military Withdrawl Solves Relations – allows cooperation on other issues

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 2009 specializing in foreign policy and civil liberties. Special assistant to President Reagan, August 31, “Tokyo Drift”. National Interest Online http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22122, AL

Expecting Tokyo to protect itself doesn’t mean severing bilateral security relationships. The United States and Japan should cooperate on issues ranging from intelligence sharing to emergency base access. Nye also writes of “a new set of transnational challenges to our vital interests, such as pandemics, terrorism, and human outflows from failed states. Chief among these challenges is the threat posed by global warming.” None of these, however, compares to the importance of preserving the nation from attack. And none are relevant to a military alliance. In fact, today’s emphasis on military issues may inhibit bilateral cooperation elsewhere.The DPJ intends to change Tokyo’s relationship with the United States. In what direction will the new government move? Washington should take the lead, turning defense responsibilities over to Japan, which would benefit both countries.
U.S. reduction of US military presence on Okinawa solves Japanese voters popularity and the alliance.

Michael Vaughan, Ph.D. is Assistant Professor in the School of Social Work at Saint Louis University 3-23-2010 “Japan’s New Government – Finding or Losing Its Way? http://espace.library.uq.edu.au/view/UQ:200332, AL

For its part, the US military has largely treated Okinawa as its own fiefdom since 1945. Some 12,500 Americans died and 37,000 were wounded in the battle for the island. Until it officially reverted to Japan in 1972, the US military ran the place with a free hand, often defying the wishes of both the Japanese Government and the US State Department. In one incident, in 1966, the US military secretly transported nuclear weapons from Okinawa to Honshu, Japan’s main island, in flagrant violation of the 1960 Security Agreement. The US military also resisted Okinawa’s reversion to Japanese rule and it continues to have a proprietary attitude about what takes place there. The US Government should respect Japan’s desire to reduce the US military presence on its sovereign territory, as it has respected the same desire on the part of Germany, South Korea and the Philippines. It should be willing to renegotiate the agreement that governs the presence of US troops in Japan, which to some is redolent of 19th Century assertions of extraterritoriality. It should be aware that, at the end of the day, Japanese voters will determine the course of the alliance.13 

Base Kills Alliance

Remaining on Futenma is a Pyrrhic victory- kills relations in the long term
Joseph S. Nye Jr., professor of government at Harvard 1-6-10 “An Alliance Larger Than One Issue” The New York Times “The Powers to Lead,” was an assistant secretary of defense from 1994 to 1995. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/07/opinion/07nye.html, AL
 Even if Mr. Hatoyama eventually gives in on the base plan, we need a more patient and strategic approach to Japan. We are allowing a second-order issue to threaten our long-term strategy for East Asia. Futenma, it is worth noting, is not the only matter that the new government has raised. It also speaks of wanting a more equal alliance and better relations with China, and of creating an East Asian community — though it is far from clear what any of this means. When I helped to develop the Pentagon’s East Asian Strategy Report in 1995, we started with the reality that there were three major powers in the region — the United States, Japan and China — and that maintaining our alliance with Japan would shape the environment into which China was emerging. We wanted to integrate China into the international system by, say, inviting it to join the World Trade Organization, but we needed to hedge against the danger that a future and stronger China might turn aggressive. After a year and a half of extensive negotiations, the United States and Japan agreed that our alliance, rather than representing a cold war relic, was the basis for stability and prosperity in the region. President Bill Clinton and Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto affirmed that in their 1996 Tokyo declaration. This strategy of “integrate, but hedge” continued to guide American foreign policy through the years of the Bush administration. This year is the 50th anniversary of the United States-Japan security treaty. The two countries will miss a major opportunity if they let the base controversy lead to bitter feelings or the further reduction of American forces in Japan. The best guarantee of security in a region where China remains a long-term challenge and a nuclear North Korea poses a clear threat remains the presence of American troops, which Japan helps to maintain with generous host nation support. Sometimes Japanese officials quietly welcome “gaiatsu,” or foreign pressure, to help resolve their own bureaucratic deadlocks. But that is not the case here: if the United States undercuts the new Japanese government and creates resentment among the Japanese public, then a victory on Futenma could prove Pyrrhic. 
Bases Kill Alliance 

Increased resistance and accidents inevitable- failure to pull out causes total collapse of US-Japan alliance 

(Michael Auslin, Director of Japan Studies at American Enterprise Institute, 6/16/10, " The Real Futenma Fallout ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704324304575307471399789704.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEFTTopBucket)
A great sigh of relief erupted in Washington and Tokyo Friday when Prime Minister Naoto Kan reaffirmed his commitment to the United States-Japan security alliance. In particular, defense officials focused on Mr. Kan's promise to stick with a 2006 agreement with the U.S. to move a Marine air wing from one part of Okinawa Island to another. But even so, there remain fissures in the U.S.-Japan relationship that could erupt into further crises for the alliance.  Senior Japanese military officials I've recently interviewed believe former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama set back Tokyo's relations with its own citizens in Okinawa by at least a decade by waffling on the 2006 deal, and that the opposition to U.S. bases in Japan, emboldened by the former prime minister's position, could endanger much broader bilateral military relations between the two countries. This bigger story has received almost no attention in domestic or foreign press, but needs to be understood by those dismissive of the recent spat's importance.  The 2006 agreement to move the Marine air wing at Futenma to Camp Schwab in the northern part of the island, and 8,000 Marines to Guam from Okinawa, was just one part of a broader realignment of U.S. forces in Japan. In the view of senior Japanese military leadership, however, the actual centerpiece of the 2006 agreement is the expansion of Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Iwakuni, located in Yamaguchi Prefecture, in the west of Japan's main island, Honshu. [0602hatoyama2] Associated Press  Yukio Hatoyama  MCAS Iwakuni already hosts several Marine air squadrons, including the only American F/A-18 Hornet squadron permanently based abroad. Under the 2006 agreement, the USS George Washington's fighters, which comprise the navy's only permanently forward-deployed air wing, will relocate to Iwakuni by 2014 from the more congested Naval Air Facility Atsugi, located close to Tokyo. In addition, a squadron of Marine Corps KC-130 tankers will also vacate Futenma for Iwakuni. In their stead, a squadron of Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces surveillance planes, P-3s, will leave Iwakuni for Atsugi.  All this might sound confusing, but the planned realignment will in essence reduce the chances of catastrophic accidents happening in heavily populated areas at both Futenma and Atsugi, and will build up the less-populated Iwakuni base.  Here's the rub: The U.S. Department of Defense has made it clear that, unless the entire 2006 realignment plan goes forward, no individual pieces will be set in motion. And it all depends on moving the Marine helicopters out of Futenma, which has long been a source of political contention between Tokyo and Washington. The Japanese government, moreover, is committed to moving its surveillance planes to Atsugi, but that move probably won't happen if the American carrier air wing stays put.  Japanese military officials worry that this year's protests in Okinawa could have spillover effects, inspiring protesters around Atsugi to demand a reduced American presence, and possibly even agitating against the government plan to move Japanese planes there. Moreover, Iwakuni's mayor might reject the new burden of potentially hosting the George Washington's air wing. That, in turn, would embolden antinuclear protesters in Yokosuka, the U.S. Navy's main base, to step up their ongoing pressure to move the nuclear-powered George Washington, the Navy's only permanently forward deployed aircraft carrier, out of Japanese waters.  This worst-case scenario would be a series of simultaneous, grassroots movements against the U.S. military presence in Japan that could potentially put fatal stress on the bilateral security alliance and effectively isolate Japan militarily in the western Pacific. Given Mr. Hatoyama's fate when he botched this issue, politicians now are more likely to respond to public demands or they will be replaced by those who do. The resulting political clash would either reaffirm tight ties with Washington or lead to endemic paralysis in Japan's national security establishment.  Given that the U.S. has permanently forward deployed ships and planes only in Japan, any scenario like the one sketched out above could significantly weaken U.S. capability to operate in the western Pacific, and thus call into question U.S. credibility as the underwriter of regional stability at a time when a crisis is brewing on the Korean peninsula and China continues to flex its naval and air muscle. Anyone concerned about that scenario, even if unlikely, realizes that the next half-decade of U.S.-Japan relations will have to go back to basics: rebuilding trust in the relationship, agreeing on a common set of objectives in Japan's waters and throughout Northeast Asia, and strengthening a commitment to upholding the alliance's military capabilities.  
 Alliance Good – Japan Rearm 

The alliance is necessary for predictable us power and to prevent japanese rearm

John Ikenberry. professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown, 2008 (Beyond Bilateralism: US-Japan Relations in the New Asia-Pacific, Ed. Krauss and Pempel)

The alliance system—and the U.S.-Iapan security pact in particular—has also played a wider stabilizing role in the region. The American alliance with Japan has solved Japan's security problems, allowing it to forgo building up its military capability, and thereby making it less threatening to its neighbors. This has served to solve or reduce the security dilemmas that would otherwise surface within the region if Japan were to rearm and become a more autonomous and unrestrained military power. At the same time, the alliance makes American power more predictable and connected to the region. Even China has seen the virtues of the U.S.-Japan alliance. During the Cold War, China at least partially welcomed this alliance as a tool to balance Soviet power—an objective that China shared with the United States. 

The alliance is the only serious institution that can signal japanese restraint - its necessary for it identity as a non-nuclear power

John Ikenberrv. professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown, 2002 (Beyond Bilateralism: US-Japan Relations in the New Asia-Pacific, Ed. Krauss and Pempel)

American-led economic and security institutions provide Germany and Japan with a political bulwark of stability that far transcends their more immediate and practical purposes. Germany has had more opportunities to bind itself to Western Europe and the Atlantic order than Japan has had opportunities in East Asia. The European Community—and later European Union—and the NATO alliance have given Germany a layer of institutions with which to bind itself to neighbours and thereby reduce security dilemma instabilities. Indeed, the Christian Democrat Walther Leisler Kiep argued in 1972 that ‘the German-American alliance … is not merely one aspect of modern German history, but a decisive element as a result of its pre-eminent place in our politics. In effect, it provides a second constitution for our country’.49 Japan—because of geography, history, and politics—does not have as many regional institutional options. The US–Japan alliance is currently the only serious institution with which Japan can signal restraint and commitment. As a result, the bilateral alliance has become even more indispensable to Japan and the region.50 Seen in this light, the security alliance between the United States and Japan remains a critical piece of the region’s geopolitical architecture, even if the external threats disappear. The binding logic of the alliance allows japan to maintain a “civilian” great-power role and remain faithful to its post-war political identity as a nonnuclear nonbelligerent major power.
Removal furthers alliance 

Removal sends diplomatic message to Japan and moves beyond Cold-War mentality 
J.E. Dyer former intelligence analyst 3-11-10, who served internationally for US Naval intelligence from 1983 to 2004  “Past Time to Rethink Our Approach to Japan” http://hotair.com/greenroom/archives/2010/03/11/past-time-to-rethink-our-approach-to-japan/

But the current situation is troubling, because what it amounts to is the Obama administration being dismissively recalcitrant about something that does, in fact, involve Japanese sovereignty and Japan’s mastery of her own destiny. The situation is that we want to move a Marine Corps air base to Futenma on Okinawa – from its previous location on Okinawa – and Okinawans don’t want the base at Futenma. (They want it gone altogether.) There’s been resistance to it for some time, but a previous Japanese government concluded an agreement with the Bush administration in 2006 to go ahead with the Futenma move. Since the new prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, formed his government in September 2009, however, Japan has been rethinking the 2006 agreement. There were different ways to handle this, but what the Obama administration has done is insist, with what is perceived as summary rudeness, that the 2006 agreement be honored. Hatoyama signaled in December that his government would not simply agree to that right away, and announced that a final decision would be given no earlier than May. Hillary Clinton called in the Japanese ambassador and gave him a talking to. Obama himself declined requests for a personal sidebar with Prime Minister Hatoyama at the Copenhagen summit (although since he also declined such requests from Gordon Brown, Hatoyama might not need to feel super-especially slighted. “Diss our best allies” seems to be one of the principles of Obamian Smart Power). Now senior American officials are visiting Japan and being interviewed every other week uttering veiled threats about the consequences, if Japan doesn’t stop with the domestic politics already, and just move forward with the Futenma base. Have we lost our minds? For one thing, what happened to all that Obama business about shedding arrogance and being solicitous of the rest of the world? If we went by his administration’s rhetoric and supposed aspirations, we’d think that if the Okinawans don’t want a Marine air base, Obama would be the first one to listen and take their concerns to heart .Ideed, if Republican senators under a GOP administration were over in Japan telling the Japanese that Futenma is the place we need to put the base, Obama would probably lead the charge against such “imperialism.” But there’s a more fundamental issue here, and it makes the Obama administration’s weird inflexibility particularly ill-timed. The issue’s origin is very simple: time has passed. The world has changed in some important ways since 1945. We haven’t given our alliance with Japan a really fresh, critical look since Nixon handed Okinawa back in 1971, and it’s high time we did. The UK Guardian article linked above comes, like most such treatments, from the perspective that the only alternative to a divisive tiff between the US and Japan is the restoration (or at least reaffirmation) of the post-1971 status quo in our relationship. But that status quo is losing support in Japan, and it’s not because the Japanese “don’t like us,” or because they want to reemerge as an imperial power and start talking about Co-Prosperity Spheres again. It’s because the justification for the features of Japan’s role in the alliance is starting to crumble. Most Americans aren’t aware that Japan pays the cost of maintaining the military bases we use there. It costs the Japanese a lot of money to host our forces. That feature of our relationship might not be called into question if there were no dispute over how many bases there should be, and where they should go – but there is. If there were still a Soviet Union rattling a big saber short miles across the La Perouse Strait from Hokkaido, such disputes might loom smaller in Japan’s domestic politics. But there isn’t. It’s shortsighted to dismiss an emerging sense among Japanese voters that they’d be perfectly safe with fewer bases hosting fewer US forces on their islands, and it’s downright obnoxious to demand that the national government behave as if that sense didn’t exist, or wasn’t a real and serious factor in its internal obligations to its people. Japan has every right to her own evolving perceptions about her security requirements. This is a voluntary alliance, not the Warsaw Pact. We may not like all of those evolving perceptions, and they may present inconvenient decision points for us, but throwing diplomatic tantrums is exactly, and I mean precisely, the wrong way to handle such developments. The truth is, our relationship with Japan has to evolve. We can grunt angrily and resist, or we can get out ahead of the problem and do some rethinking ourselves. That’s what we have State and Defense Departments for: to think ahead of current conditions to what will position us for future ones. What we should want is to manage our way to a new, more sustainable relationship with Japan. The day is going to come when we assume more of the cost of basing forces there, and probably have to keep fewer on the Japanese islands anyway. This need only happen in alarming, confrontational jolts if we sit around twiddling our thumbs and assuming nothing has to change. It’s not a bad thing to contemplate our alliance with Japan evolving to a different basis. It’s a necessity, but it’s also a positive opportunity. I think we will always want to count Japan as an ally – an official military ally, by treaty agreement – but our alliance in 2010 and beyond doesn’t have to have exactly the same features as our alliance up to now. Getting on a new footing with Japan isn’t something to be feared, it’s something to be planned, negotiated, and managed. The signals our moves send to China and Russia (as well as everyone from India to Australia) will also matter tremendously. It’s not to our advantage at all for the US-Japan alliance to appear grudging, and maintained mainly out of fear of China. (It’s not to Japan’s either; Japan is and will always be too big for China to intimidate militarily anyway, without China rattling sabers that would bring retribution down on her from elsewhere.) The US has a permanent interest in an East Asia that is not under the domination of a hostile hegemon, but is as democratized as feasible and open to trade, travel, and cultural exchange. This interest is common up the scale of national interests, from pure defense (we can’t let the other side of the Pacific become an armed imperium), to trading interests, to our national interest in promoting liberalization and consensual self-government.  This should be our starting point for strategy – not the exact wording of today’s Status of Forces Agreement with Japan.  The latter is something that can change over time without compromising our security or interests.  As Lord Palmerston famously said, it’s the interests that endure.
Re-Arm Scenario – East Asia War

Alliance is key to solve japan rearm, nuclear proliferation, and instability

Torkcl Patterson, senior associate at Pacific Forum CSIS, 1997 (Restructuring the U.S.-Japan alliance: toward a more equal partnership, ed. Cossa)

Some in the united states argue for a supplementary strategy with japan. For many this implies that the united states should withdraw to the vincinity of Hawaii and guam and allow japan to defend itself. Japan would probably respond with a markedly increased defense budget and a force structure necessarily more offensive in nature (as the United States knows, the best defense is a god offense), as japan has been relying on the United States for offensive punch. This would precipitate an arms race in Northeast Asia and increased instability there. One variant of this line of reasoning is that the U.S. nuclear umbrella should be consigned as a relic of the cold war, and that it is anachronistic for the United States to continue to promise to defend japan through the threat of nuclear retaliation. This logic would lead japan through the threat of nuclear retaliation. This logic would lead japan to the possession of nuclear weapons within 10 years.
Japan rearm causes Asian arms race – China and North Korea freak out and cause conflicts

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

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

East Asian arms race will cause extinction.

Ogura & Oh ’97 [Toshimaru Ogura and Ingyu Oh are professors of economics, April, “Nuclear clouds over the Korean peninsula and Japan,” 1997Accessed July 10, 2008 via Lexis-Nexis (Monthly Review)

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

Japan armament would eliminate the ability for the US to enforce the NPT – resulting in North Korean prolif and war

Emma Chanlett-Avery, Specialist in Asian Affairs, "Japan's Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and US Interests", Congressional Research Service, 2/19/2009
Lacking adequate indigenous uranium supplies, Japan has bilateral civilian nuclear cooperation agreements with the United States, France, United Kingdom, China, Canada, and Australia. If a Japanese nuclear program for military purposes were declared or discovered, Japan would need to return the supplied material to its country of origin. Japan’s civilian nuclear energy program— which supplies over a third of Japan’s energy—would then be cut off from world supplies of natural uranium, enriched uranium and related equipment. The United States most recent nuclear energy cooperation agreement with Japan took effect on July 17, 1988. Article 12 of this agreement states that, if either party does not comply with the agreement’s nonproliferation provisions or violates their IAEA safeguards agreement, the other party has the right to cease further cooperation, terminate the agreement, and require the return of any material, nuclear material, equipment or components transferred or “any special fissionable material produced through the use of such items.” If Japan withdrew from the NPT, it would likely be subject to UN Security Council-imposed sanctions and economic and diplomatic isolation. Penalties under a U.N. Security Council resolution could include economic sanctions beyond the Nuclear Suppliers Group cut-off of nuclear-related supply. Diplomatically, the policy turn-about would have profound implications. Japan has built a reputation as a leader in non-proliferation and as a promoter of nuclear disarmament. It has consistently called for a “safe world free of nuclear weapons on the earliest possible date.” Japan submits a resolution to the General Assembly’s First Committee each year on a nuclear-free world and submits working papers to the NPT review conferences and preparatory committees on disarmament. It has been a vocal advocate for IAEA verification and compliance and was the first to respond with sanctions to nuclear tests in South Asia and North Korea. It has been a constant voice in support of nuclear disarmament in international fora. An about-face on its non-nuclear weapon state status would dramatically change the global view of Japan, or might dramatically change the perception of nuclear weapons possession in the world. This move could have profound implications for nuclear proliferation elsewhere, perhaps leading to additional NPT withdrawals. Acquiring nuclear weapons could also hurt Japan’s long-term goal of permanent membership on the U.N. Security Council. 

North Korean crisis escalates to extinction – gender paraphrased

Kim Myong Choi, Exec. Dir. of Center for Korean-American Peace, 10-24-2002, “Agreed framework is brain dead,” http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/0212A_Chol.html#sect2 // jmart
The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet." The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist-sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power.
Re-Arm Scenario – North Korean Prolif

Even perception Japan is reconsidering weaponization is enough to set off an arms race in North Asia.

Christopher W Hughes, PhD University of Sheffield, Professor at University of Warwick, January 2007, Asia Policy Number 3 75-104, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons: Implications for the Nuclear Ambitions of Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan” http://docs.google.com/gview?a=v&q=cache:blE5TXfgjFIJ:www.nbr.org/publications/asia_policy/AP3/AP3Hughes.pdf+japanese+nuclearization+and+taiwan&hl=en&gl=us 

In turn, it is clear that also close to the forefront of regional policymakers’ minds is the long-held apprehension that if North Korea is allowed the unbridled maintenance of its nuclear program then this will have a broader impact on nuclear proliferation in the Northeast Asia. It is often speculated that the current non-nuclear weapons states in Northeast Asia, whether “reversal” or “threshold” states, may be provoked by North Korea to embark on their own nuclear weapons programs. This “nuclear cascade” might begin with Japan reconsidering its nuclear option, closely followed by South Korea reacting to the change of stance by both North Korea and Japan. The possible further upgrading by China (People’s Republic of China or PRC) of its nuclear capabilities and doctrine, in reaction to a nuclearized Japan and Korean Peninsula, might then trigger renewed interest by Taiwan in a nuclear weapons capacity. Since October of 2006, North Korea’s nuclear test has refueled this type of speculation. In mid-October, almost as if on cue, Nakagawa Shoichi, Chairman of the Policy Research Council of the governing Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), and Foreign Minister Aso Taro attempted to initiate a debate in Japan on the utility of nuclear weapons. Abe Shinzo, the new prime minister, moved to reaffirm Japan’s non-nuclear principles, but not before Japan’s purported nuclear intentions had attracted the interest of China and South Korea. The leadership of both states expressed their appreciation of the need for Japan to preserve its non-nuclear stance. President George W. Bush on October 16 noted his concern that Japan’s possible reconsideration of its nuclear stance would cause anxieties for China and North Korea’s nuclear weapons might produce an arms race in Northeast Asia. Secretary of State Condoleexa Rice on October 10 voiced similar concerns, although expressing confidence that Japan would not go nuclear. Meanwhile in the United States there is a willingness to exploit again the so-called Japan card of encouraging talk of Japan’s breaching of its non nuclear stances a means to punish China for its failure to pressure North Korea on its nuclear program. 

North Asian arms race risks the survival of the planet.

Doug O’Harra, writer and science journalist based in Anchorage, Alaska., Far North Science, 2007 ‘Threat of Nuclear Autumn’ http://www.farnorthscience.com/2007/03/03/news-from-alaska/threat-of-nuclear-autumn/
While the United States and Russia may be much less likely to lob missiles into each other’s heartland, the chances of a regional nuclear conflict using much smaller weapons has dramatically increased, Toon and coauthors argue.“A de facto nuclear arms race has emerged in Asia between China, India and Pakistan and could expand to include North Korea, South Korea, Taiwan and Japan,” they write. “In the Middle East, a nuclear confrontation between Israel and Iran would be fearful. Saudi Arabia and Egypt could also seek nuclear weapons to balance Iran and Israel.” It’s relatively easy to build dozens of 15-kiloton bombs and stockpile them, similar in yield to Hiroshima. Plans can be found on the Internet. The bombs are small enough to be delivered by truck, car, boat, small plane. “The only serious obstacle to constructing a bomb is the limited availability of purified fissionable fuels,” they write. So how bad could it be? If 100 small nuclear bombs blasted cities and set them on fire, 1 to 5 million tons of soot, particles and smoke would spread into the sky. It would impact the atmosphere and darken the sky more than a huge volcanic eruption like Pinatubo in 1991. This would cut growing seasons by 10 to 30 days — especially hitting the Russian Arctic, central Europe and the heartland of North America. Southcentral Alaska — where most people in the state live and the focus of the Alaska’s small agricultural industry — would lose 20 days of growing season. And that’s not all. The authors speak of “climate anomalies” threatening the world in unexpected ways. Droughts, freezes, shifts in storm tracks, heat waves. The threat of such a conflict “may constitute one of the greatest dangers to the stability of society since the dawn of humans,” they conclude.
Ext. – Japan Can Arm Now

Subhash Kapila, an International Relations and Strategic Affairs analyst, Consultant, Strategic Affairs with South Asia Analysis Group, 12/9/ 2006, “JAPAN’S RENEWED IMPERATIVES FOR NUCLEAR WEAPONS: An Analysis,” http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers20%5Cpaper1947.html // vkoneru
Japan’s Nuclear Weapons Capabilities The following observations made by March Schulman give a fair idea of Japan’s nuclear weapons capabilities: * “Japan is already a “para-nuclear weapons state.” * “Japan would have no technological or material difficulties to produce nuclear weapons.” * “Japan could possibly produce functional nuclear weapons within a year’s time.” * “On the strength of its nuclear industry, and its stock- piles of weapon-grade plutonium, Japan can be considered as a virtual nuclear weapons state.” Knowing Japan’s methodical approach and precision in their approach to any enterprise, one could state that Japan would not take much time to produce nuclear weapons once it takes the political decision to do so. Concluding Observations Japan and the Japanese people are for the first time seriously concerned about the security environment that surrounds them. China and North Korea have adopted confrontationist postures against Japan. South Korea also presently seems to be unfriendly with Japan. The United States-Japan Security Treaty forms the bedrock of Japanese security. Both nations are deeply committed to strengthening it. But it is also becoming painfully aware that the United States is going to be strategically distracted for a long time by West Asian and Islamist terrorism challenges. The United States West Asian distraction leads to a sense of a security vacuum in East Asia with China engaged in military build up whose unstated end-aim is to force the United States to vacate its military presence in East Asia. Japan as an economic superpower and a politically powerful country with a legacy of proud traditions should not be expected to mortgage her security and national honor to an overbearing China with no benign intentions towards Japan. In view of the emerging situation, there exist justifiable renewed imperatives for Japan to develop an “independent: nuclear deterrence capability”. It is Japan’s national imperative and also an imperative for a balanced security environment in East Asia 

Sako Sefiani, workers world staff writer, 3/25/2005, “U.S. plays the Japan card against China,” http://www.workers.org/2005/world/japan-china-0331/
Under the new agreement, signed on Feb. 19, Washington is devising a bigger role for Japan as a strategic hub from which U.S. forces can respond to “threats,” from the Middle East to Korea. Many foreign policy analysts see this as an expansion of the U.S.-Japan alliance, with the goal of making Japan the “Britain of the Far East,” to be used as a proxy in countering North Korea and China—a role Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi has been all too willing to play, similar to that of Britain’s Tony Blair in Iraq. As part of that strategy, the U.S. has been pressuring to accelerate Japan’s rearmament. Article 9 of Japan’s constitution forbids the use of force except as a matter of self-defense—a provision demanded after the war not merely by the Allied powers but by the Japanese people. But in recent years, the U.S. has repeatedly pressured Japan to revise that article and become a “normal nation.” Last Aug. 13, then Secretary of State Colin Powell told Japanese officials that if Japan ever hoped to become a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council, it would first have to get rid of its pacifist constitution. Japan has complied. It has been acquiring new submarines and aircraft carriers to project its military power in the area. (Asia Times, Feb. 20) When the U.S. attacked Iraq the first time in 1991, Japan did not add its troops. In fact, its laws forbade troop deployment. That, however, has been changing. Several laws have since been enacted that allow Japan to be a military player on the world scene. The International Peace Cooperation Law of 1992 for the first time authorized Japan to send troops to participate in UN “peacekeeping” operations. More money has been allocated for military expenditures in recent years. Japan’s latest sign of rearming came with its agreement to join the costly and destabilizing U.S. missile defense (“Star Wars”) program—something Canada refused to do in February. The rearming process has accelerated since Koizumi took office in 2001. 

Alliance Good - Heg (Troops)

Maintaining presence is key to heg – it is the cornerstone for Asian stability

John Ikenberry, professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown, 2003 (Beyond Bilateralism: US-Japan Relations in the New Asia-Pacific, Ed. Krauss and Pempel) 

The final arena is regional security relations. The U.S.-Japan alliance (as well as the other bilateral pacts) provides a vehicle for the United States to play an active role in the region. In this sense, it serves the same Junction as NATO does tor American involvement in Europe. These alliances also stabilize relations between the United States and its Asian partners. The deepening of the U.S.-Japan alliance docs appear to be driven by these multiple logics of tying down and binding together. The United States and Japan agreed to enhance security cooperation in the U.S.-Japan Joint Declaration on Security in 1996, and Japan enacted the U.S.-Japan Defense Guidelines in 1998 to make the security treaty effective. The Taiwan Straits crisis in 1996 and North Korea's missile launching in 1998 both served to intensify American and Japanese efforts to reaffirm and update the alliance. An important development in American thinking about its post-Cold War security involvement in East Asia came with the 1995 Nye Initiative, which argued that America's military umbrella in the region had real and important consequences for the stability and functioning of regional political and economic relations, and for the success of America's economic, political, and security goals, including issues such as nonproliferarion. Its famous phase that "security is like oxygen" sums up the rationale that was advanced." The report made the case that maintaining the U.S.-Japan alliance and engaging China remain among the long-run interests of the United States—that America's security presence had both direct and indirect impacts on the stability of the region and on the ability of the United States to achieve its interests. Serious intellectual and policy challenges to this view have been raised from time to time but have not lasted, at least within the American defense and foreign policy community. At the end of the decade, the thinking remained the same. The 1998 Defense Department strategic report on East Asia argued that "maintaining an overseas military presence . National Security Strategy and a key element .S. military policy to 'shape, respond, and prepare.'" It again makes the direct link between the bilateral alliances and their critical practical and symbolic contributions to regional security." Despite the end of the Cold War, it is the widely held view of the American foreign policy community that the United States needs to be permanently engaged with a forward-deployed military presence in East Asia. 

Alliance key to prevent US isolationism

Ellis S Krauss. professor at the Graduate School of International Relations UCS and TJ Pempell. professor of political science at Berkeley, 2003 (Beyond Bilaterah US-Japan Relations in the New Asia-Pacific, Ed. Krauss and Pempel)

A second major regional consequence of the move beyond bilateralism has to do with the way in which the new U.S.-Japan relationship embeds the United States in Asia. It has long been noted that the bilateral ties be- tween Japan and the United States solidified the U.S. commitment to re- main active diplomatically and militarily in Asia. They also served as checks against potential Japanese military expansion, and worked to keep China from entering a bilateral power struggle with its major Asian competitor, Japan. All of these elements have been deepened by recent developments. 
US-japan alliance necessary for maintaining troops which is key to asian hegemony and stability

Anthony DiFilippo. professor of anthology and sociology at Lincolon, 2002 (Spring, East Asia: An International

Quarterly, ebsco)

Thus supporters of this position subscribe to the rationale that security issues have largely remained the same in the Asia-Pacific region, despite the end of the Cold War. In fact, an official U.S. government argument emerged stating that if the U.S.-Japan security alliance "did not already exist, we would have to create it now" (Nye 1995b). The combination of the region's potential for rapid economic growth and instability amounts to the need for the United States and Japan to retain the security framework from the Cold War, and at the very least, present the appearance of a closer and stronger bilateral security alliance. Moreover, to ensure regional stability, the position of the U.S. government is that bilateral security alliances with other countries in the Asia-Pacific area - including South Korea, the Philippines, Thailand, and Australia - are necessary, as is the continued presence of approximately 100,000 U.S. troops (Department of Defense 1995; Perry 1996). So even though the bilateral relationship in recent years has matured to the point where it is recognized that Japan should rightly assume a somewhat more autonomous international role when it comes to economic matters, the United States must still retain its dominance in the realm of global security 

Alliance Good -  Heg (Relations)

Alliance key to preserving Asian hegemony
Anthony DiFilippo. professor of anthology and sociology at Lincolon, 2002 (The Challenges of the U.S.-Japan Military Arrangement: Competing Security)

Why continue bilateral support for a security alliance formed decades ago? The answer is cultural norms. Coupled with its military power, the United States' bilateral security arrangements in the Asia-Pacific area have given Washington a tactical advantage in the region." From the U.S. perspective, potential threats in the region have to be neutralized to prevent instability, or from an alternative vantage point, to forestall any undermining of Washington's power. Recognizing Japan as its most important ally in the area, as well as having the area's most powerful economy, Washington has long considered its security relationship with Tokyo to be the most critical in the region. The 1978 defense guidelines emerged because of a Soviet military buildup in the 1970s.12 The new defense guidelines between the United States and Japan are a reaction to regional conditions in a post-Soviet security milieu. The absence of the new bilateral guidelines would suggest that no regional threat exists, since the old order has passed. To continue to exercise its perceived responsibility of maintaining regional security and collaterally to retain hegemonic control of the area, Washington has relied on the same cultural dynamic it used during the Cold War: norms that dictate a unilateral order. 

Alliance Good – Asian War

The alliance prevents multiple nuclear wars – Asia is the most likely hotspot.

Richard L. Armitage, Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. 2k, 

(fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)

Asia, in the throes of historic change, should carry major weight in the calculus of American political, security, economic, and other interests. Accounting for 53 percent of the world's population, 25 percent of the global economy, and nearly $600 billion annually in two-way trade with the United States, Asia is vital to American prosperity. Politically, from Japan and Australia, to the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Indonesia, countries across the region are demonstrating the universal appeal of democratic values. China is facing momentous social and economic changes, the consequences of which are not yet clear. Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world's fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region's de facto security architecture. In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world's second-largest economy and a well-equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America's global security strategy. 

Alliance Good – Asian War

Bolstering US-Japan alliance key to Asian stability 

Nye, Joseph Ph.D Harvard and Armitage, Richard, Former Deputy Secretary of State, 2007 “The US-Japan Alliance: Getting Asia Right Through 2020.” CSIS 2-17-07. Pg  16 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf
With the goal of “getting Asia right,” there is the question of where the U.S.- Japan alliance fits within this strategy. Some argue that if we rely too much on the U.S.-Japan alliance, we and Japan will be isolated in Asia. They point to the immediate tensions between Japan and China and between Japan and Korea over historical issues and advocate a shift in our long-term strategy to China. We believe this construct would needlessly weaken our greatest strategic asset in the region—the close U.S.-Japan alliance. The alliance can and should remain at the core of the United States’ Asia strategy. The key to the success of this strategy is for the alliance itself to continue to evolve from an exclusive alliance based on a common threat toward a more open, inclusive alliance based on common interests and values. One thing is certain about 2020: the United States and Japan will still be the world’s two largest economies with democratic systems and shared values. That is why the U.S.-Japan alliance will continue to shape Asia’s future as it has its past—and be a critical factor in the global equation. Consider Japan’s role today. Japan upholds international institutions as the second-largest donor to the United Nations, the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the Asian Development Bank. Polls in 2006 of countries around the world demonstrate that, with the exception of China and Korea, Japan is the world’s most respected contributor of public goods. Japan upholds the balance of power in Asia through its own measured self-defense capabilities and support for U.S. presence. Japan provides relief in cases like the 2004 tsunami, with over $500 million in grants and the dispatch of its Self- Defense Forces. Japan has become a positive model for economic development, democratic principles, and global cooperation. The ability of the Japanese economy to sustain such high levels of financial support for the international system will likely decrease in relative terms by 2020, but after 50 years of passivity, Japan’s new leaders are arguing for a more proactive security and diplomatic role that will keep Japan’s weight in the international system high. The United States needs a Japan that is confident and engaged in that way. Turning away from the U.S.-Japan alliance or lowering our expectations of Japan would likely have a negative impact on regional stability and its role in the region. Instead of a Japan that underpins the international system in 2020, it may become comfortable as a “middle power” at best, and recalcitrant, prickly, and nationalistic at worst. Not to encourage Japan to play a more active role in support of international stability and security is to deny the international community Japan’s full potential. But if U.S. strategy continues to have high expectations for Japan that meld with Japanese national sentiment, Japan will stand as a powerful model for the region of what leadership based on democratic values means.
Alliance Good – Asian War

Asian war would be devastating—arms races have left the region incredibly militarized.

Feffer February 08 Co-Editor of Foreign Policy in Focus

John, “World Beat,” FPIF February 19 2k8 http://www.fpif.org/fpifzines/wb/4979
The only problem with this explanation is that Northeast Asia is in the middle of a hot-and-heavy arms race. As I explain in Asia's Hidden Arms Race—an article published with TomDispatch, the excellent Nation-affiliated website run by Tom Engelhardt—South Korea has increased its military spending by over 50% since embarking on its make-nice policy with the North and plans to increase it by an average of 10% a year until 2020. Japan is acquiring a whole new range of offensive military capabilities, including the option of long-range bombing. China is boosting its military spending hand over fist. And Russia, recovered from its 1990s economic slump, is chasing the United States again to become top arms exporter. Even cash-strapped North Korea is desperately trying to keep pace by devoting as much as one-quarter of its budget to the military. And let's not forget the putative guarantor of security in the region. The United States has been pushing Japan to break out of its "peace constitution" by selling it high-tech weaponry and spending billions to build a joint missile defense program. And what would you call the ring of alliances that the United States has created with India, Australia, the Philippines, South Korea, and Japan? Not to mention close ties with Central Asian countries, Pakistan, and Thailand? Connect the dots and it looks a lot like the encirclement of China. And, by the way, the United States has increased military spending over 70% under the Bush administration. Much of the weaponry (submarines, destroyers) has nothing to do with the so-called global war on terror. China is the only significant challenge to American hegemony that the Pentagon sees on the horizon. In the most optimistic scenario, the countries negotiating with North Korea in the Six Party Talks—the United States, Japan, China, Russia, and South Korea—will reach agreement on denuclearization, establishment of diplomatic relations, and a peace treaty to end the Korean War. And they might turn the negotiating structure into a permanent peace and security framework. But, as Suzy Kim and I argue in Hardliners Target Détente in North Korea, not everyone is enthusiastic about this trajectory. "Some critics," we write, "continue to hold onto the old Bush strategy of isolation and regime change because, they argue, North Korea cannot be trusted to abide by any agreement. Other critics focus on North Korea's nuclear program itself, both its internal characteristics and purported external cooperation with countries such as Syria. A third set of criticisms focuses on the February 13 agreement itself and identify flaws, ambiguities, and blind spots, particularly around the question of verification. Another group focuses instead on North Korea's human rights record. And finally there are conservative critics in Japan and South Korea who are attempting to undermine détente from the sidelines." Even if engagement with North Korea overcomes these obstacles, however, all this talk of peace runs straight up against the major increases in military spending and the acquisition of ever more sophisticated weaponry. North Korea wants nuclear weapons to deter attacks. Bland reassurances at the negotiating table don't quite square with Japan's desire to acquire the latest F-22 fighter jets, South Korea's new Aegis-equipped destroyer, or the billions of dollars that the United States is spending on missile defense. There hasn't been a war in Northeast Asia in 50 years. But the world's largest militaries face off in Northeast Asia, and they are bulking up. If something sparks a conflict, the results are not going to be pretty.
Alliance Good – Middle East

Alliance key to solve Middle East conflict and stem the rise of terrorism

Yukio Okamoto, President Special Adviser to the Cabinet and Chair of the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, 2002 “Japan and the United States: The Essential Alliance” – The Washington Quarterly, lexis
Recent events have focused international attention on relations between the United States and Islamic countries, which, with a few exceptions, are strained. Some have suggested that Japan can become a potential intermediary between the United States and the Muslim world because of Japan’s close relations with Arab governments, Muslim oil-producing states, and the nations of Central Asia; its relatively more flexible stance on human rights policies; and the absence of a strong tie to Israel. Japan can contribute to a U.S.-Islamic dialogue by asserting its view that vast disparities in income and an inconsistent U.S. commitment to human rights are impediments to the U.S. goal of stemming the rise of terrorism in the Islamic world. In recent years, the United States has drifted away from the consensus prevalent in most of the industrialized world that extreme poverty is a primary driver of terrorism and political violence. The United States also needs to explain its reluctance to confront the regimes of its friends in the Middle East with the same human rights standards as those applied to Myanmar, China, or Indonesia.
Alliance Good – Prolif
Sustainable alliance key to prolif cooperation 

Nye, Joseph Ph.D Harvard and Armitage, Richard, Former Deputy Secretary of State, 2007 “The US-Japan Alliance: Getting Asia Right Through 2020.” CSIS 2-17-07. Pg  16 http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/070216_asia2020.pdf
To address the growing threat of missile proliferation in the region, the United States and Japan have cooperated to develop missile defense technologies and concepts. The United States and Japan are now in the process of producing and employing a missile defense system, sharing the technological capabilities of the world’s two largest economies. By cooperating on this important venture, Japan will benefit from the synergies resulting from a missile defense command and control system, improving its joint operational systems and our bilateral ability to quickly share critical information. To produce and employ missile defense systems successfully together, Japan changed its prohibition on military exports, allowing such exports to the United States. Through all of these measures, the alliance made rapid progress in defense cooperation to meet challenges imposed by the existing security environment.
Alliance Good – Prolif

No alliance means nuclear proliferation, and instability

Torkcl Patterson, senior associate at Pacific Forum CSIS, 1997 (Restructuring the U.S.-Japan alliance: toward a more equal partnership, ed. Cossa)

Some in the united states argue for a supplementary strategy with japan. For many this implies that the united states should withdraw to the vincinity of Hawaii and guam and allow japan to defend itself. Japan would probably respond with a markedly increased defense budget and a force structure necessarily more offensive in nature (as the United States knows, the best defense is a god offense), as japan has been relying on the United States for offensive punch. This would precipitate an arms race in Northeast Asia and increased instability there. One variant of this line of reasoning is that the U.S. nuclear umbrella should be consigned as a relic of the cold war, and that it is anachronistic for the United States to continue to promise to defend japan through the threat of nuclear retaliation. This logic would lead japan through the threat of nuclear retaliation. This logic would lead japan to the possession of nuclear weapons within 10 years
.
Alliance Good – Spartlys

The us-japan alliance prevents conflict in the spartlys and south china sea

Yukio Okamoto. co-founder of Pacifica Fund, has more than thirty years of high-level business and government

service, 2002 (Spring, The Washington Quarterly, muse)

One of the outcomes of these two programs is that Japan now has a considerable store of expertise and equipment applicable to surveillance and interdiction of targets in the mid-ocean and coastal areas. By many measures, the MSDF is now the world's second-most powerful maritime force, counting [End Page 69] among its assets an aerial armada of 100 P-3C Orion patrol aircraft. With the deterioration of Russia's submarine and surface fleets, the MSDF could shift its focus from the Japan Sea to the East China Sea and the western Pacific. Japanese MSDF vessels and U.S. Navy vessels can work in tandem to assure that these areas remain empty of threats to free commerce and travel. The Japan-U.S. alliance also probably serves as a deterrent against any one nation seizing control of the Spratly Islands and, by extension, the sea lanes and resources of the South China Sea. Formally, the area is outside the Far East region that the United States and Japan agree is covered by Article 6 of the security treaty. For the countries vying for control of the sea, however, the proximity of two of the world's great maritime forces must at least urge them to use caution as they pursue their competition. 

Spratly Conflict goes nuclear
The Nikkei weekly, Developing Asian nations should be allowed a grace period to allow their economies to grow before being subjected to trade liberalization demands, says Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad, July 3, 1995, lexis]
Developing Asian nations should be allowed a grace period to allow their economies to grow before being subjected to trade liberalization demands, says Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad. He dismisses an argument put forward by some industrialized countries that fair trade can be realized when trading conditions are the same for all countries. It is not fair when small developing countries are obliged to compete with Japan and the U.S. under the same conditions, the outspoken champion of Asian interests insists. The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum originated as a loose discussion platform. But it has become an institution, and agendas are prepared ahead of meetings. However, Mahathir is dissatisfied with its management, because, he says, group policy is decided by a handful of leading nations.  He is also resentful of some countries' opposition to the Malaysian-proposed East-Asian Economic Caucus (EAEC), aimed at promoting economic cooperation in the region. The EAEC, which the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) defines as a part of APEC, doesn't stand in opposition to APEC, he says. "The EAEC and APEC can coexist," he says. The EAEC is just a conference, not a trade bloc like the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAF-TA), he adds. Mahathir has gone to some lengths to bring Japan on board. Without the world's No. 2 economy, the EAEC will not be taken seriously by the international community, he says. Some have suggested also sending out invitations to Australia and New Zealand. But in order to join the EAEC, those two nations should not only just call themselves Asian countries, he says. They should also share values and culture with their Asian partners, he stresses, because the caucus is a group of Asian countries. Mahathir strongly opposes the use of weapons to settle international disputes. The prime minister hails the ASEAN Regional Forum as a means for civilized nations of achieving negotiated settlement of disputes. Many members of the forum, including Malaysia, Brunei, the Philippines and Thailand, have problems with their neighbors, but they are trying to solve them through continued dialogue, he adds. Three scenarios Mahathir sees Asia developing in three possible ways in future. In his worst-case scenario, Asian countries would go to war against each other, possibly over disputes such as their conflicting claims on the Spratly Islands. China might then declare war on the U.S., leading to full-scale, even nuclear, war.
Alliance Good – Arabs

The us-japan alliance will improve ties between the us and arab governments

Yukio Okamoto, co-founder of Pacifica Fund, has more than thirty years of high-level business and government

service, 2002 (Spring, The Washington Quarterly, In)

Recent events have focused international attention on relations between the United States and Islamic countries, which, with a few exceptions, are strained. Some have suggested that Japan can become a potential intermediary between the United States and the Muslim world because of Japan’s close relations with Arab governments, Muslim oil-producing states, and the nations of Central Asia; its relatively more flexible stance on human rights policies; and the absence of a strong tie to Israel. Japan can contribute to a U.S.-Islamic dialogue by asserting its view that vast disparities in income and an inconsistent U.S. commitment to human rights are impediments to the U.S. goal of stemming the rise of terrorism in the Islamic world. In recent years, the United States has drifted away from the consensus prevalent in most of the industrialized world that extreme poverty is a primary driver of terrorism and political violence. The United States also needs to explain its reluctance to confront the regimes of its friends in the Middle East with the same human rights standards as those applied to Myanmar, China, or Indonesia. 

Alliance Good – Taiwan

The US-Japan alliance is critical to stop Chinese aggression against Taiwan

Yukio Okamoto, special advisor to the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 2002, p. 59, AL
Regardless of whether China’s development takes the bright path or the fearful one, however, reason for concern exists on one issue: the resolution of the status of Taiwan. Chinese citizens from all walks of life have an attachment to the reunification of Taiwan and the mainland that transcends reason. The U.S.-Japan alliance represents a significant hope for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan problem. Both Japan and the United States have clearly stated that they oppose reunification by force. When China conducted provocative missile tests in the waters around Taiwan in 1996, the United States sent two aircraft carrier groups into nearby waters as a sign of its disapproval of China’s belligerent act. Japan seconded the U.S. action, raising in Chinese minds the possibility that Japan might offer logistical and other support to its ally in the event of hostilities. Even though intervention is only a possibility, a strong and close tie between Japanese and U.S. security interests guarantees that the Chinese leadership cannot afford to miscalculate the consequences of an unprovoked attack on Taiwan. The alliance backs up Japan’s basic stance that the two sides need to come to a negotiated solution.  
This causes extinction

The Straits Times, June 25, 2000 Regional Fallout: No One Gains in War Over Taiwan. Straits Times. 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 Good – Taiwan

US-Japan coordination over Taiwan is the only way to deter conflict

Declan Hayes, Assoc. Prof. of Finance @ Sophia University, 2001 p. 63 Japan: The Toothless Tiger, AL 

In order for an invasion to ultimately succeed, Beijing would have to conduct a multifaceted campaign, including air assaults, airborne incursions into Taiwanese space, special operations raids behind Taiwanese lines, amphibious landings, maritime area denial operations, air superiority operations, and conventional missile strikes. Although the PLA would currently encounter great difficulty in con​ducting such a sophisticated campaign, over the next decade, it will improve its capability. Time is, after all, on its side. So too are the num​bers-and the world's diplomatic community. Eventually, only Japan and the United States could stop the takeover. Taiwan could not hope to survive alone. Taiwan's air force has over 500 combat aircraft, and these include top of the line U.S. F-16s and French Mirage 2000-5s. Taiwan's air defenses are so strong that China could not hope to launch an effective air campaign in the near future. Taiwan's 68,000 strong navy has more than thirty-six frigates and destroyers as well as four submarines, and it would wreak havoc on a Chinese invasion armada under current conditions. Behind Taipei's well-honed forces stands the awesome armada of the Japanese-based U.S. Seventh Fleet, together with its carrier battle Groups, which can be quickly deployed into Taiwanese waters. China is currently powerless against the Seventh Fleet. Therefore, as long as America continues to underwrite Taiwan's security, a direct invasion is not a credible possibility. However, the contin​ued presence of the Seventh Fleet cannot be taken for granted. When the Seventh Fleet goes, so too will Taiwan, Asia's key buffer state.
Alliance Good – North Korea

US-Japan alliance is key to preventing North Korean War

Okimoto President of Okamoto Associates and Special Adviser to the Cabinet and Chairman of the Japanese prime minister's Task Force on Foreign Relations 2002
[Yukio, “Japan and the United States: The Essential Alliance,” spring 2002, Vol. 25, No. 2, http://www.twq.com/02spring/okamoto.pdf]

Despite its years of famine; its evaporating industrial and energy infrastructure; and its choking, inhumane society, the DPRK government still refuses to retreat to its place on the ash heap of history. Despite the poverty of the people, the North Korean military maintains an arsenal of thousands of rocket launchers and pieces of artillery—some of which are possibly loaded with chemical and biological warheads—awaiting the signal to wipe Seoul off the map. The DPRK’s immense stock of weapons includes large numbers of Nodong missiles capable of striking Japan’s western coastal regions and probably longer-range missiles capable of hitting every major Japanese city. The United States has two combat aircraft wings in the ROK, in Osan and Kunsan. In addition, some 30,000 U.S. Army troops are stationed near Seoul. Most military experts admit that the army troops serve a largely symbolic function; if an actual war were to erupt, a massive North Korean artillery bombardment could pin down both the U.S. Eighth Army and the ROK armed forces at the incipient stage. The firepower the USFJ can bring to bear upon the Korean Peninsula within a matter of hours makes the U.S.-Japan alliance the Damoclean sword hanging over the DPRK. The DPRK leaders are masters of deception and manipulation, but they know that launching a military strike against the ROK will expose them to a strong and final counterstrike from U.S. forces in Japan.
North Korean War goes nuclear

CNN, 2003
[CNN, “N K. Warns of nuclear conflict,” 2/26/2003 , http://www.cnn.com/2003/WORLD/asiapcf/east/02/25/nkorea.missile/index.html] 
Pyongyang cites upcoming U.S.-South Korean joint military exercises scheduled to begin on March 4, as "reckless war moves" designed to "unleash a total war on the Korean peninsula with a pre-emptive nuclear strike". "The situation of the Korean Peninsula is reaching the brink of a nuclear war," the statement, issued by the official Korean Central News Agency, says. The North also called on South Koreans to "wage a nationwide anti-U.S. and anti-war struggle to frustrate the U.S. moves for a nuclear war." The United States denies it has any plans to attack North Korea, consistently saying it is seeking a diplomatic and political solution to the increasing tensions sparked by Pyongyang's decision to reactivate its nuclear program. U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell on Tuesday wrapped up a four-day tour of Japan, China and South Korea during which he lobbied Asian leaders to support a multi-lateral approach to pressure North Korea to abandon its nuclear ambitions. Powell repeated the U.S. position that it had no intention of invading North Korea and had no plans to impose fresh economic sanctions on the impoverished communist nation. While Japan and South Korea indicated they might support a regional initiative to sway Pyongyang, China -- a key ally and aid donor to the North -- appeared to remain unconvinced. China says the United States must deal with Pyongyang equally on a one-to-one basis. "We believe diplomatic, political pressure still has a role to play. And there are countries who have considerable influence with the North Koreans who will continue to apply pressure," Powell said Tuesday. "We also made it clear that if they begin reprocessing (nuclear material), it changes the entire political landscape. And we're making sure that is communicated to them in a number of channels." Powell would not be drawn on how would Washington react if Pyongyang did begin reprocessing but did say that the U.S. had "no intention of invading" North Korea. Tensions on the peninsula have been ratcheting up over the past few weeks with North Korea becoming increasingly provocative. On Monday, the North fired a short-range missile into the Sea of Japan, or East Sea, an act many believe was designed to upstage the inauguration of new South Korean President Roh Moo-hyun. (Roh sworn in) Last week, a North Korean MiG-19 fighter briefly flew into South Korean air space. (MiG incursion) The North has also threatened to abandon the 1953 armistice that ended the fighting of the Korean War.
Alliance Good – Sino-Russia

Strengthening the US-Japan alliance is critical to loosen Sino-Russian ties and checking agression 

Brookes, Senior Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 5
(Peter Brooks, Senior Fellow at the heritage foundation, 8/15/05 “An Alarming Alliance: Sino Russian ties tightening” The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed081505a.cfm

The first- ever joint Chinese-Russian military exercises kick off Thursday in Northeast Asia. The exercises are small in scale — but huge in implication. They indicate a further warming of the "strategic partnership" that Moscow and Beijing struck back in 1996. More importantly, they signal the first real post-Cold War steps, beyond inflammatory rhetoric, by Russia and China to balance — and, ultimately, diminish — U.S. power across Asia. If America doesn't take strategic steps to counter these efforts, it will lose influence to Russia and China in an increasingly important part of the world. Unimaginable just a few years ago, the weeklong military exercises — dubbed "Peace Mission 2005" — will involve 10,000 troops on China and Russia's eastern coasts and in adjacent seas. This unmistakable example of Sino-Russian military muscle-flexing will also include Russia's advanced SU-27 fighters, strategic TU-95 and TU-22 bombers, submarines, amphibious and anti-submarine ships. The exercise's putative purpose is to "strengthen the capability of the two armed forces in jointly striking international terrorism, extremism and separatism," says China's Defense Ministry. But the Chinese defense minister was more frank in comments earlier this year. Gen. Cao Gangchuan said: "The exercise will exert both immediate and far-reaching impacts." This raised lots of eyebrows — especially in the United States, Taiwan and Japan. For instance, although Russia nixed the idea, the Chinese demanded the exercises be held 500 miles to the south — a move plainly aimed at intimidating Taiwan. Beijing clearly wanted to send a warning to Washington (and, perhaps, Tokyo) about its support for Taipei, and hint at the possibility that if there were a Taiwan Strait dust-up, Russia might stand with China. The exercise also gives Russia an opportunity to strut its military wares before its best customers — Chinese generals. Moscow is Beijing's largest arms supplier, to the tune of more than $2 billion a year for purchases that include subs, ships, missiles and fighters. Rumors abound that Moscow may finally be ready to sell strategic, cruise-missile-capable bombers such as the long-range TU-95 and supersonic TU-22 to Beijing — strengthening China's military hand against America and U.S. friends and allies in Asia. Russia and China are working together to oppose American influence all around their periphery. Both are upset by U.S. support for freedom in the region — notably in the recent Orange (Ukraine), Rose (Georgia) and Tulip (Kyrgyzstan) revolutions — all of which fell in what Moscow or Beijing deems its sphere of influence. In fact, at a recent meeting of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (i.e., Russia, China and the four 'Stans'), Moscow and Beijing conspired to get Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to close U.S. airbases. As a result, Uzbekistan gave America 180 days to get out, despite the base's continued use in Afghanistan operations. (Quick diplomacy by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld saved the Kyrgyz base, but it remains on the ropes.) Moreover, it shouldn't be overlooked that the "Shanghai Six" have invited Iran, India and Pakistan to join the group as observers, expanding China and Russia's influence into South Asia and parts of the Middle East. What to do? First, the Pentagon must make sure the forthcoming Quadrennial Defense Review balances U.S. forces to address both the unconventional terrorist threat and the big-power challenge represented by a Russia-China strategic partnership. Second, the United States must continue to strengthen its relationship with its ally Japan to ensure a balance of power in Northeast Asia — and also encourage Tokyo to improve relations with Moscow in an effort to loosen Sino-Russian ties. Third, Washington must persevere in advancing its new relationship with (New) Delhi in order to balance Beijing's growing power in Asia and take advantage of India's longstanding, positive relationship with Russia. And be ready to deal. Russia has historically been wary of China. America must not ignore the possibilities of developing a long-term, favorable relationship with Russia — despite the challenges posed by Russian President Vladimir Putin's heavy-handed rule. These unprecedented military exercises don't make a formal Beijing-Moscow alliance inevitable. But they represent a new, more intimate phase in the Sino-Russian relationship. And China's growing political/economic clout mated with Russia's military would make for a potentially potent anti-American bloc. For the moment, Beijing and Moscow are committed to building a political order in Asia that doesn't include America atop the power pyramid. With issues from Islamic terrorism to North Korean nukes to a conflict in the Taiwan Strait, the stakes in Asia are huge. Washington and its friends must not waste any time in addressing the burgeoning Sino-Russian entente.
Alliance Good – Sino-Russia

China and Russia are partnering- only way to counter is strengthening US-Japan Ties 
Peter Brookes, Fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 8-15-2005 (Peter, “An Alarming Alliance: Sino Russian ties tightening” The Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed081505a.cfm, AL

This week will see an ominous precedent: The first- ever joint Chinese-Russian military exercises kick off Thursday in Northeast Asia. The exercises are small in scale - but huge in implication. They indicate a further warming of the "strategic partnership" that Moscow and Beijing struck back in 1996. More importantly, they signal the first real post-Cold War steps, beyond inflammatory rhetoric, by Russia and China to balance - and, ultimately, diminish - U.S. power across Asia. If America doesn't take strategic steps to counter these efforts, it will lose influence to Russia and China in an increasingly important part of the world. Unimaginable just a few years ago, the weeklong military exercises - dubbed "Peace Mission 2005" - will involve 10,000 troops on China and Russia's eastern coasts and in adjacent seas. This unmistakable example of Sino-Russian military muscle-flexing will also include Russia's advanced SU-27 fighters, strategic TU-95 and TU-22 bombers, submarines, amphibious and anti-submarine ships. The exercise's putative purpose is to "strengthen the capability of the two armed forces in jointly striking international terrorism, extremism and separatism," says China's Defense Ministry. But the Chinese defense minister was more frank in comments earlier this year. Gen. Cao Gangchuan said: "The exercise will exert both immediate and far-reaching impacts." This raised lots of eyebrows - especially in the United States, Taiwan and Japan. For instance, although Russia nixed the idea, the Chinese demanded the exercises be held 500 miles to the south - a move plainly aimed at intimidating Taiwan. Beijing clearly wanted to send a warning to Washington (and, perhaps, Tokyo) about its support for Taipei, and hint at the possibility that if there were a Taiwan Strait dust-up, Russia might stand with China. The exercise also gives Russia an opportunity to strut its military wares before its best customers - Chinese generals. Moscow is Beijing's largest arms supplier, to the tune of more than $2 billion a year for purchases that include subs, ships, missiles and fighters. Rumors abound that Moscow may finally be ready to sell strategic, cruise-missile-capable bombers such as the long-range TU-95 and supersonic TU-22 to Beijing - strengthening China's military hand against America and U.S. friends and allies in Asia. Russia and China are working together to oppose American influence all around their periphery. Both are upset by U.S. support for freedom in the region - notably in the recent Orange (Ukraine), Rose (Georgia) and Tulip (Kyrgyzstan) revolutions - all of which fell in what Moscow or Beijing deems its sphere of influence. In fact, at a recent meeting of the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (i.e., Russia, China and the four 'Stans'), Moscow and Beijing conspired to get Uzbekistan and Kyrgyzstan to close U.S. airbases. As a result, Uzbekistan gave America 180 days to get out, despite the base's continued use in Afghanistan operations. (Quick diplomacy by Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld saved the Kyrgyz base, but it remains on the ropes.) Moreover, it shouldn't be overlooked that the "Shanghai Six" have invited Iran, India and Pakistan to join the group as observers, expanding China and Russia's influence into South Asia and parts of the Middle East. What to do?  First, the Pentagon must make sure the forthcoming Quadrennial Defense Review balances U.S. forces to address both the unconventional terrorist threat and the big-power challenge represented by a Russia-China strategic partnership.  Second, the United States must continue to strengthen its relationship with its ally Japan to ensure a balance of power in Northeast Asia — and also encourage Tokyo to improve relations with Moscow in an effort to loosen Sino-Russian ties. 
Sino-Russian relations trigger renewed Russian aggression

Constantine Menges, Sr. Fellow at the Hudson Institute, 2K5 Constantine, “China: The Gathering Threat” pg. 426, AL 
Of equal concern is the possible reemergence of an authoritarian dictatorship  in Russia under President Putin or a successor, whether ultranationalist or  Communist. Our in-depth analysis of President Putin has included insights into his  personal development, his work in the Soviet foreign intelligence service (KGB),  and his actions since assuming the presidency of Russia on January 1, 2000. Putin is  an intelligent, disciplined, and systematic leader, determined to assure that Russia  is, in his words, a "strong state," under a "dictatorship of law" and that Russia has a  major role in the world.' Putin declares his support for political democracy and  movement toward a market-oriented economy, but the evidence to date suggests  that Russia is gradually moving toward a more autocratic path. As Russia moved  toward dictatorship, Putin would attempt to maintain a Potemkin democracy for  the purpose of deceiving the major democracies, so that they would continue  providing needed economic support for Russia.  The ever-closer relationship between Russia and China strengthens the author itarian tendencies within Russia, thereby increasing the risk that it will become  more aggressive internationally. As the Chinese government develops relations with  the Putin government, the Chinese Communist Party has revived direct relations  with the Communist Party in Russia and also ties between the Chinese and Russian  parliaments. These multiple relationships, all coordinated from the Chinese side  through its Communist Party, provide many opportunities to cultivate allies in  Russia and to fan suspicion of the U.S. and of democracy. This is especially true of  China's ever-expanding and mutually profitable relationships with the Russian  military and its military production and research entities. 

Alliance Good – China
Alliance is best for China’s foreign and military policy.
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 6/18/2010, “Get Out of Japan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592

Do U.S. bases in Okinawa help dampen regional arms spending? That’s another point more often asserted than proven. Even if so, however, that isn’t necessarily to Washington’s benefit. The best way to ensure a responsible Chinese foreign and military policy is for Beijing’s neighbors to be well-armed and willing to cooperate among themselves. Then local or regional conflicts would be much less likely to end up in Washington.  None of this means that the Japanese and American peoples should not be linked economically and culturally, or that the two governments should not cooperate on security issues. But there no longer is any reason for America to guarantee Japan’s security or permanently station forces on Japanese soil.  The Obama administration’s foreign policy looks an awful lot like the Bush administration’s foreign policy. The U.S. insists on dominating the globe and imposing its will on its allies.  This approach is likely to prove self-defeating in the long-term. U.S. arrogance will only advance the point when increasingly wealthy and influential friends insist on taking policy into their own hands. Before that, however, Washington’s insistence on defending prosperous and populous allies risks bankrupting America.  Washington must begin scaling back foreign commitments and deployments. Japan would be a good place to start. 

Relations on the Brink Now

IndyPosted, Rudi Stettner, 5/23/2010, "  US Presence in Okinawa Fuels Local Tensions   ," http://indyposted.com/23714/us-presence-in-okinawa-fuels-local-tensions/ //vkoneru

A lingering aftermath of World War II is the American military base on Okinawa. The bulk of American troops in Japan are based in Okinawa, which is about 1% of Japanese land mass. Okinawa is culturally and linguistically different from the rest of Japan. The strains of foreign troops being stationed in Okinawa, which has included rapes of local women and girls has made the American presence on Okinawa politically unpopular. It is against this backdrop that Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama is facing a firestorm of criticism for breaking a campaign pledge to move American troops off of Okinawa. Reuters News reports as follows. Hatoyama said he had concluded the base should be shifted to the Henoko area of the northern Okinawa city of Nago — largely in line with a 2006 U.S-Japan agreement. But the governor of Okinawa quickly said it would be tough to accept such a plan. Voter perception that Hatoyama has mishandled the Futenma air base row has eroded government support, threatening the ruling Democratic Party's chances in the upper house election, which it must win to avoid policy deadlock. With nuclear tensions rising in the Korean peninsula adding to regional security concerns, the United States is anxious to maintain a presence in the region. Reconciling the goal of good relations with Japan's allies with showing sensitivity to Okinawan concerns about life on the island could prove thorny to Prime Minister Hatoyama, who must walk a political tightrope if he wishes to maintain a parliamentary majority for Japan's Democratic Party. Concerns over America's presence in Japan remain a volatile issue in Japan. The issue is certain to be brought up by Japan's opposition parties. Japan has a system similar to European style parliamentary democracies, in which parliament can be dissolved and early elections called. For the US, it seems that keeping peace with its allies is as daunting a task as keeping the peace with its adversaries.

Relations on the Brink Now

UPI, 4/26/2010, "  US base strains Japanese-US relations   ," http://www.upi.com/Top_News/Special/2010/04/26/US-base-strains-Japanese-US-relations/UPI-43251272295556/ //vkoneru

TOKYO, April 26 (UPI) -- Nearly 100,000 people took the streets Sunday Japan demanding that a U.S. military base be moved. They attended a rally in Japan's southern island of Okinawa to protest the American presence there, BBC News reports. Under a 2006 agreement, the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma was to be relocated from the center to the coast but demonstrators want Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama to honor his election pledge to move it off the island. The row has strained relations between Japan and the United States. "Mr. Hatoyama has failed completely as a Japanese politician, as a leader of this country to take control of that issue," Keith Henry, principal officer at Asia Strategy in Tokyo, told CNN. "What should have been a regional issue within Okinawa has become a national referendum on Hatoyama himself, and unfortunately, on the state of U.S.-Japan relations."

Relations on the Brink Now

American (blog), Michael Auslin, 5/11/2010, "  A Worrying Cycle in US-Japan Relations ," http://blog.american.com/?p=13883) //vkoneru

I recently received a call from a friend working at a major cultural exchange organization. He wanted to know on what global issues the United States and Japan were working together. Not alliance-related issues, but big, global concerns. After reviewing the usual suspects (climate change, nuclear security, free trade, green technology), we concluded that there was a lot of smoke in U.S.-Japan global cooperation, but little fire. That's not to say there aren't good intentions and lots of bureaucratically produced memorandums of understanding, just that there don't seem to be many concrete results. A worrying cycle is beginning to develop in U.S.-Japan relations, where Washington's expectations get lower, and Tokyo's responses match the lack of initiative. This op-ed by Carolyn Leddy reflects the current thinking that appears to be taking root in both capitals. While reasserting the importance of the alliance, Leddy comes down (regretfully, in her opinion) on the side of those calling for doing more with less. The United States, she concludes, may have to look to others (South Korea, Australia) to take up the slack of an underperforming Japan. Unfortunately, none of our other allies appears ready to materially increase their provision of public goods in the Asia Pacific region. It is easy to work around the edges, pledging greater intelligence sharing, more prompt disaster relief, and the like. But on the big questions, such as maintaining credible naval and air forces, modernizing our own asymmetric capabilities in cyber warfare, hardening current bases, etc., America is still going it alone. This, as China continues not only to build its military, but also to probe the will of our allies, as in last month's Chinese naval excursion in Japanese waters. What makes the current trends even more worrisome is that there has been no Obama administration vision for the Asia Pacific region. There are numerous problems to be managed, but beyond that, what is our goal in the world's most dynamic region? We lag in any coherent trade policy. We have abandoned the rhetoric of freedom and human rights (except in Burma). We have no new ideas for denuclearizing North Korea. If there is initiative to be found in Asia, it is not coming from Washington. This makes it easier for Tokyo (and other allies) to avoid making hard decisions of their own. It makes it easier for them to wait for the United States to act, knowing that little will be asked of them. It also walks the Japanese back from the forward-leaning posture they had earlier this decade, under Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi, when the rhetorical defense of liberal societies, and a willingness to bear larger global burdens, was becoming part of Japan's worldview. In today's climate, both Washington and Tokyo are distracted, consumed with expanding state control over the economy in order to stabilize recovery, and hoping that Beijing wakes up to its “responsibilities” as a world power. Unfortunately, these three capitals are not on the same page, and the result in Asia is drift. If drift turns into entropy, it may be too late to recover the balance of stability and prosperity that has reigned for over six decades.

Alliance Brinks

Even if the alliance doesn’t collapse, it will stagnate- triggers the impact

Bruce Klingner, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia at Heritage, 8/26/09 How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance

Backgrounder #2308, http://www.heritage.org/Research/AsiaandthePacific/bg2308.cfm

The truth is that nearly 30 years later, Japan's perspective on security issues has not moved from these crossroads, and as a result, cracks are emerging in its alliance with the U.S. U.S. national security leaders, including congressional committees, should take appropriate steps in the framework of a review of both U.S. and Japanese commitments. In 1960, the United States made a promise to guarantee the long-term security of a former enemy. Such a commitment brings with it the enduring responsibility of the U.S. government to stand by its word. Similarly, Japan took a long-range view of the importance of its relationship with the United States, and the rest of the world continues to assess Japan on its reliability as a security partner and credibility as a pillar of international security.  Although severing the military partnership is neither likely nor in the interests of either country, growing disenchantment could exacerbate existing tensions and lead to greater fissures in the relationship or a stagnant alliance that is unable to adapt to a rapidly changing Asian security environment. U.S. policymakers are weary of Tokyo's long-standing complaints of being treated as a junior partner despite Washington's repeated entreaties for Japan to assume a larger security role. For its part, Japanese trust of the U.S. security commitment has eroded as a result of the Bush Administration's premature removal of North Korea from the terrorist list and fears that President Obama will acquiesce to accepting Pyongyang as a nuclear weapons state. Neither country is well served by endlessly repeated bromides of the strength of the alliance as it becomes increasingly apparent that Japan will not fulfill the security role required to address increasing global security threats. Alliance discussions must go beyond rehashing tactical details of U.S. force realignment. Instead, U.S. and Japanese policymakers should conduct a realistic assessment of the needs of the alliance, particularly fully delineating roles, missions, and capabilities, including a timetable for Tokyo to fulfill its commitments. Washington must continue to press Tokyo to go beyond token contributions to international security missions and create a partnership that is more global in scope, even as the U.S. acknowledges that other allies, particularly South Korea, are more likely to be reliable partners. Papering over differences in order to maintain cordial relations while failing to address growing strategic shortfalls not only defers necessary remedial actions, but also provides a dangerously false sense of security and potentially undermines U.S. abilities to achieve its strategic objectives. Sweeping deficiencies in the relationship under the rug also threatens the long-term health of the alliance. The Alliance: Still Important Despite its shortcomings, the alliance is critical to fulfilling current U.S. strategic objectives, including maintaining peace in the region. The forward deployment of a large U.S. military force in Japan deters military aggression by North Korea, signals Washington's resolve in defending U.S. allies, and provides an irreplaceable staging area should military action be necessary. Japan hosts the largest contingent of U.S. forces in Asia, including the only aircraft carrier home-ported outside the United States and one of three Marine Expeditionary Forces, as well as paying for a major portion of the cost of stationing U.S. forces there. Japan is America's principal missile defense partner in the world. Washington and Tokyo have made significant progress in recent years in evolving the role of Japan's Self-Defense Forces (SDF). Alliance managers and military personnel should be commended for achieving considerable accomplishments despite often seemingly insurmountable political obstacles. The two militaries now have enhanced and integrated their joint training, intelligence sharing, and interoperability. The military leaderships of both countries are engaged in a massive redeployment of U.S. forces in Japan, including relocating a Marine Corps air station on Okinawa, and transferring 8,000 Marines from Okinawa to Guam. The U.S. Army is deploying the headquarters for I Corps from Fort Lewis, Washington, to Camp Zama, Japan, and the U.S. and Japanese Air Forces are integrating air defense functions in a joint center on Yokota Air Base. Japan has also been moving further from the flagpole by venturing into new security roles. The Japanese Maritime SDF performed refueling operations in the Indian Ocean, Air SDF units provided logistical support in Iraq, and 5,600 Ground SDF personnel assisted with restoring public services in Iraq. All of these missions represented progress and should be acknowledged, particularly since they were attained despite considerable Japanese political opposition and public uncertainty. (continues…) Conclusion Japan is important to the United States--which makes it all the more critical to improve the alliance for mutual benefit. An Asia without the U.S.-Japanese alliance would be far worse than the status quo. The U.S. needs strong relationships with Japan and South Korea, as well as coordinated efforts among these three allies to combat current and future security challenges in Asia and around the world. Moreover, the alliances are not simply a response to threats, but are a partnership of countries that share the values of freedom and democracy. The U.S. should not shy away from emphasizing that aspect in its military partnerships with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Leaders in Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul have inherited responsibilities that go well beyond their borders. The sacrifices of their citizens in the 20th century should never be forgotten, and these three singularly important nations must constantly review the premise of their commitments and long-term relationships in the moral dimension that "our words are our bonds." Japanese policymakers have not defined a strategic vision to address the evolving world environment. Such a grand strategy must be accompanied by bold, effective leadership to mobilize public support for Japan's regional and global role. A national debate must take place if Japan is to reverse its present wayward course. The election of the opposition DPJ and its commensurate search for a policy could prove to be catalyst. The U.S.-Japan alliance is not a house of cards. But it is underperforming, and weaker than generally perceived. As one U.S. official said, "Getting Japan to do more is like pushing a string." The alliance needs shoring up, including wider understanding and public acknowledgement of its strengths, weaknesses, and limitations to allow a more robust U.S. discussion of its own defense needs. Endlessly repeating the bromide of "Japan as linchpin" is not a viable strategy and it ill serves the United States. A failure of America's leaders to understand, appreciate, and take necessary transformative measures puts Washington's ability to achieve its objectives at risk and raises dangers of crises in Asia and around the world.
Alliance Brink

Alliance is in a quiet crisis now  
Kent Calder, Director, Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies, Johns Hopkins University, 5/8/09
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But in a very important sense, I do think just as the Japanese title of my book suggests that there is a quiet crisis in U.S.-Japan relations, and if it simply goes on automatic pilot without proactive additional steps to strengthen the relationship, and one of them is the quality of the intellectual dialogue, the sort of things that we have seen today. But if there are not important steps to strengthen this relationship, that the two countries will gradually drift into a much more distant relation with each other and we will see some very important problems between them beginning to arise. I know that that is a counterintuitive notion. Ambassador Mansfield years ago said this is the most important bilateral relationship bar none and then a lot of people have said it, you know, as in the tone of our discussion just now, that basically things are fine. So, what is happening to create a quiet crisis in U.S.-Japan relations? Let me note just a few dimensions of that. I think it's most easily seen if we contrast the world that Dulles made. That's the first chapter of my book, the world that John Foster Dulles created in the Pacific through the San Francisco Peace Treaty of 1951, if we contrast that world to the world that we have today. In 1951, of course, the Korean War was underway. China had just or the volunteers had just come across the Yalu. There was -- Korea itself of course was in turmoil. Southeast Asia was under colonial rule. The United States and Japan stood as the only major economies -- political economies in the Pacific. And the world today of course is very different in, I would say particularly, three dimensions.  First of all, of course, Asia, the rest of Asia, has revived. China is growing explosively. Korea has revived both economically and politically, as those of you who know Korea's very active activities here in Washington, D.C., also will appreciate very effective representation. Globalization of course has proceeded very rapidly. And in a globalized world, China is particularly strong given its size, given its broad geographical scope, relationship to various areas of the world, large population, energy issues, environmental issues, there’s a whole series of reasons why China naturally in a globalized world becomes quite central. And one might say similar things perhaps with regard to India as well. For Japan of course globalization is a more complex proposition. I do agree with the participants that I have heard and from what I've read, I have read their summaries of their comments both morning and afternoon, that there is much that Japan has to contribute. But at a national level, Japan itself in the global system of course has particular problems of adjustment and also certain complexities in its broader relationships within the region that arise out of globalization. It is not I think it’s fair to say, or has not so far been, the beneficiary in a global sense of globalization in the same way that China has or India has or the United States of course in many ways as well. The United States I think has greatly benefited, its multinational corporations, its networks. Anne-Marie Slaughter's interesting piece in the current issue of Foreign Affairs points out the breadth of how America's heterogeneity and diversity actually gives it very important strengths in a globalized world. For Japan of course many underlying strengths in terms of efficiency, in terms of high capital exports, in terms of technology, industrial organization, there are many, many underlying strengths of Japan and I think these are not sufficiently appreciated. But whether they are magnified by globalization or not, or whether they have been magnified so far because, of course, the Japanese economy has largely been in recession Japan has been in a complex period politically, possibly of political transition. It's been hard for Japan to be proactive on the global scene. Perhaps what we have seen today is the beginning, one would hope, or an intensification of an outward reach toward a global world. But the world today is globalized and it's not clear to me on the face of it that globalization is benefiting Japan.  Another important change, which to me helps to create the quiet crisis of the alliance, is the way that domestic politics is changing. In Japan I think what it is doing because it is unclear as to what the future is going to hold, it's preventing people who have tremendous expertise or insights potentially from speaking out in a very clear way or for Japan as a government to be really decisive. Now, there have been some important initiatives. I would certainly point to the Toyako Summit and important environmental initiatives that I think have not been appreciated enough. And my hope would be that given the new receptivity of the United States, at last, on environmental issues and energy issues, that there is an important area for cooperation, hopefully with whatever government arises in coming months and years in Japan.  But the Japanese political scene without question I think creates complexities and particularly for alliance, and particularly in many ways for the kind of alliance that we have. In the last 8 years, I think on the military side certainly there has been an important expansion of U.S.-Japan cooperation. Japanese forces in the Indian Ocean, at one point, for better or worse, Japanese forces in Iraq and in Kuwait in support of the broader multilateral effort. But this cooperation which in a military sense has expanded is based it seems to me on a very, very narrow economic, cultural, and social base, and political base as well. The trading relationship has narrowed. Trade between China and Japan since 2004 has been greater than trade with the United States. Trade between the United States and China since 2005 is greater than U.S.-Japan trade which for many years was the largest trade across the Pacific. Financial relations of course have grown in many ways more complex as the U.S. becomes such a huge debtor and Japan as a very large creditor, and a certain community of interests with China which of course also is an extremely large creditor on the official account at the same time, so interests in the economic area have shifted. 

Cultural ties quietly have also eroded I think sadly. For example, the number of Japanese foreign students in the United States is down significantly, about 10 percent from a decade ago. The number of Korean students conversely has sharply risen and is now greater than that of Japanese students even though there are of course nearly twice as many people in Japan as there are in Korea. Cultural relations, major conferences, the Shimoda Conferences that once were very dynamic have not been very active recently. Fortunately we have discussions such as we have today and some of the people here in this room of course are playing very important roles. Yet they are more isolated and alone than has been true in the past, and so the cultural relationship has been narrowing, the economic relationship, precisely at a time when as I say in the military area the relationship has grown stronger and more intimate for better or worse. Now, we could be on a point of political transition in Japan. In the United States as well politics have been shifting. I have been tremendously heartened by the visit of Secretary Clinton, and President Obama's meeting, of course, with the Prime Minister early in the administration. I think it probably surprised a lot of people who predicted that a Democratic government could not get along with Japan. I think if you look at history, it's very important to note that Democratic administrations have often gotten along very well with Japan. And conversely, many people seem to have forgotten the Nixon shocks and Richard Nixon's relations with Japan which contrasted of course greatly to those of John Kennedy and the Kennedy Administration and the Kennedy-Reischauer years.  I talk a lot about these things, how the relationship has evolved. I don't want to go on too long because I really would be interested in your comments. Let me just summarize briefly a few of the points that I make about how -- what the problem with U.S.-Japan relations is and then what to do about it. To define the problem, I basically use an historical analysis. I look at Britain's relationship with Japan, the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902 which contrasts in some very interesting ways to the post-war relationship, and then most importantly, I look at what's happened from the world that Dulles made to the world that we have today.  Broadly speaking, the theme is one of deteriorating networks. Networks are really quite crucial. Conversely, it seems to me, U.S.-China networks have greatly strengthened partly because of how they developed from Nixon's visit to China and so on. The U.S.-Japan networks, many of them came --historically of course they came out of the early post-war period which involved major reform and transformation in Japan but also of course was intensely hierarchical. It was an occupation relationship that gave birth to the post-war structure of U.S.-Japan relations. Now, that was fortunately changed over time, but I don't think we can forget in thinking to the future the embedded historical elements. 
So, in summary, I think the problem that one has is a certain asymmetry that flows from history, a certain one-sidedness if you want perhaps to put it that way. Another is the decline of what I call common equities, that is to say, the stakes that the two countries have in the strength of their bilateral relationship. I do believe firmly in the importance of U.S.-Japan relations. I am not a narrow bilateralist. I have criticized many of the things that evolved particularly over the last 6 or 8 years. I think that it was -- in a sense reaffirmed many of the asymmetries in the relationship. But over time, what we've seen is we've seen the two countries beginning to go their separate ways in a relationship that needs to be for strategic reasons, for economic reasons, for cultural reasons, I think there are many reasons why a strong U.S.-Japan relationship is important for both countries and can also be positive for the broader world.  What to do about it. I look at four cases basically, four other countries, which I think can all give us a few ideas as to how to improve U.S.-Japan relations. First of all, Britain. Secretary Armitage and many others of course have said that U.S.-Japan relations should be the Anglo-American relationship of the 21st century or that that in  any case is a positive model. I think there are some things that one can learn from Anglo-American relations, but I don't think that's the best model and maybe I should cite in the positive side what I do think can be learned. Britain has been very early into the bilateral policy process with the United States. It has realized again partly just because of longstanding networks, longstanding personal ties, that there is a period of germination as policy begins to evolve that's very, very important and it's found various ways of getting actively involved in that. A second thing is symbolism. As many of you if you take a walk, it's a little far to walk -- a cab or whatever -- a ride up Massachusetts Avenue to the British Embassy, you'll notice a statue of Winston Churchill right in front of the embassy. Winston Churchill's mother of course was an American. Britain and the United States fought together in World War II. Naturally Churchill becomes evocative. There have been times of course when in the Oval Office there have been statues and representations of Winston Churchill, although I don't believe that's true at the moment. The other thing Britain as a matter of practice created the illusion and usually the reality that at the end of the day it will be on board as they say. The British have talked about steering the unwieldy barge of American policy. Right from the 1940s they talked about this, but ultimately they have with sided with the U.S., they have fought with the U.S., they have been on board, and I think this is one of the reasons why they have had credibility. Another part, the last element, of course, is the nuclear dimension. For various reasons including the last of those, it seems to me that really this is in many ways -- it's been effective for American diplomacy and certainly even more so for British diplomacy. It really isn't the best model for U.S.-Japan. The better one I think is Germany, the U.S.- German relationship. What is it about it that strikes me? One thing I should point out right at the beginning, there is a tremendous amount of very active intellectual dialogue and joint research projects going on between the two countries. Germany has the largest Fulbright program in the world, for example. The German Marshall Fund was created, an initiative of Willy Brandt, as returning to the United States for the Marshall Plan that aided Germany's reconstruction. Of course it's become very large. It sponsors a lot of joint projects. For example, scholars of the two nations work on immigration and how to deal with that, or industrial change and the impact on labor, there are a large range of social and political issues and defense issue that they consider together. NGOs play a very important role in the U.S.-German relationship. The political parties of Germany all have institutes here in Washington. Because the German NGOs are so active here in Washington, they are I think much more effective than many countries on Capitol Hill in strengthening ties. The Werner Fellowships for example invite Americans, congressional staff members and scholars and different people to Germany, so there is a very intense dialogue. This flowed as in the case of U.S.-Japan of course from an asymmetrical relationship. It flowed out of a war in which the two sides were antagonists, and yet they have succeeded I think to a significant degree in neutralizing, in deepening a dialogue which is much broader also than the military and it doesn't include the same sort of nuclear dimensions and so on as the U.S.-British relationship. U.S.-China, interestingly, I think also provides some lessons for U.S.-Japan. Of course, it isn't an alliance relationship of the same kind, but China has been very effective on Capitol Hill through American corporations who do very significant business in China. Chinese leaders when they come to the U.S. rather than just flying into Washington, they very often have gone slowly across the country and visited local areas, meeting with governors and local businesspeople. They have announced contracts -- prime minister along the way, so have done many things to broaden the base, the geographical base of the relationship. And the U.S.-China Business Council it seems to me also has been rather effective here in Washington. I could go on and on, but just to give you a flavor of what I tried to do is to suggest that there are things that the U.S. and Japan could do to strengthen their relationship by looking at some other countries in the world. 

In policy terms, again I don't want to spend too long on this, maybe we could discuss it briefly in a Q and A, foreign investment, there needs to be more foreign investment in Japan I think clearly. If you contrast U.S.-European relations with U.S.-Japan, they are strikingly different in that regard and that has been a handicap for Japan I think here in Washington. Reciprocal presence, a diplomatic and NGO presence in the capitals of the two countries, again what is happening here is a good antidote, but there hasn't been nearly enough. There aren't enough Japanese NGOs here, there are not enough -- American presence in Japan is not nearly broad enough. There have been many American cultural centers for example which have been closed in the last decade. Koizumi and Bush might have gotten along well personally, but at a lower level there was much that was eroding, and as I say, particularly on the economic and the cultural side. Rapid reaction capabilities -- I remember I was with the U.S. Embassy at Tokyo during the tragic "Ehime Maru" case when an American submarine surfacing accidentally hit a Japanese fishing boat. The crisis exploded very rapidly, as also incidents in Okinawa and so on often did. And very frequently if you weren't there right at the beginning with a response and an explanation, then all kinds of misunderstandings very easily proliferated. So in the internet age, the ability of policy to respond quickly to sudden developments I think is tremendously important. Finally, political economic networks, some of the sorts of things that Anne-Marie stresses in her, I think very good, "Foreign Affairs" piece. A reverse JET program, the JET program that some of you I know have been involved with, has been a success. Japan has invited many foreigners, not only Americans, to Japan. They work in schools and international affairs institutes in Japan and I think have contributed to understanding or some way that we could create some reciprocal flows. The Boao Conference that China has. International conferences that provide networking opportunities. Shimoda has deteriorated. China has the Boao or Korea has Cheju Forum. Does Japan have anything like that? Internet dialogues. We have initiated a Skype dialogue between the Tokyo Foundation and our center a couple of times a month which has been quite successful. What new kinds of dialogues can we think of? Is it time for some more analytical thinking about how to strengthen the relationship, a new Wise Man's Group or something like that? There are a lot of other ideas that we have tried to develop in this book or in the course of this work. 

The conclusion that I have as I say is that we really need to look beneath the headlines. In the headlines themselves of course things look as though they're going fine, but the trends of history, the wheel of history, is moving in a different direction particularly if one considers the nature of the world as it was 50 years ago and the fact that many of the institutions were created then and they haven't changed. So we need to think about the future and how to configure for a new sort of world, and I think this conference has been an excellent step in that direction. Thank you very much. MR. BUSH: Thank you very much, Kent, for a creative and stimulating approach to a very important issue. We have about 20 minutes. We can take a few questions. Why don't you field the questions yourself? If you have a question, wait for the mike, which will be with you very soon. So, Aki we’ll give you the first question. QUESTION: Thank you, Dr. Calder. A very impressive speech. Let me explain shortly my concept on Japan's foreign policy. The so-called lost decade discussion was very passionate in terms of economy in Japan, but I think we pay much attention to the lost decades of the foreign policy chance in Japan, particularly in the 1990s. Let me brief -- I agree that the starting point of our foreign policy reshape of the post-World War II, San Francisco Treaty and the U.S.-Japan security arrangement in the 1950s. But in the 1960s what happened, before the 1960s? After the reshaping the relations with wartime countries, Japan tried to keep good ties with the Soviet Union in the middle 1950s. We tried to normalize relations but we failed. So in the 1960s what happened? We had good relations with Korea, normalization. The 1970s, Japan-China relations normalization. Japan and the Middle East good relations. Japan and Southeast Asia also advanced. And in the 1980s we tried to resolve the two remaining issues, the Soviet Union and North Korea. Then we tackled particularly after Gorbachev's perestroika period, but we failed. In the 1990s we again did the issues with Russia and now sometimes we repeat with North Korea and we failed. So in this sense we have yet to overcome the past issues. So after finishing the two obstacles, Russia and North Korea, Japan could be – hold new stage I believe, so it's very critical for the United States I think. Therefore I would like you to give your impression of my assessment on how to overcome the lost decade in foreign policy (inaudible) chance it's very critical. MR. CALDER: Thank you very much. I think there are two dimensions. First, the descriptive part, what has happened over the last several decades, a declining capability it sounds like you are suggesting in achieving Japan's foreign policy goals recently for example in respect to North Korea. I don't know, maybe in the missiles, you might mean the abductees or issues like this that Japan hasn't been too effective and earlier things went better. As a general matter, I agree that there has been that sort of a drift and I think the relationship to the quiet crisis of the U.S.-Japan relations is important. Why is it that Japan is finding it more difficult to achieve its objectives? I think this is partly because Asia is changing. Other countries are becoming stronger. American politics in some ways is changing. I think the Obama Administration will prove to be receptive to U.S.-Japan, a strong relationship. But ethnic politics are changing. The population of Japanese Americans is pretty much stable, about 800,000. There are now 4 million Chinese Americans in the U.S., and in 1985 there were less than there were Japanese Americans. So I think the structural changes that are occurring in the Pacific and then in the United States are one factor that's at work. 

Another factor I think could be political uncertainties in Japan and the lack of a structure which is suited to global diplomacy. For example, the Prime Minister's  office, of course, it's begun to get stronger, but it hasn't probably been strong enough to support a really global diplomacy. You're dealing today I believe with Eastern Europe and Central Asia and all of these things and the Kantei, also the Foreign Ministry -- Japan's Foreign Minister is maybe about one-third of the size of the State Department, I believe -- my guess is that it's not probably strong enough to support a really global diplomacy. Also think tanks. Your center is really the distinguished center in Japan I know on Russian Studies and Slavic Studies, but does Japan have the think tank infrastructure like Brookings or other centers to sustain a global role? So the two points that I take away from what you are, first of all, that the quiet crisis of U.S.-Japan relations has made it more difficult for Japan in some ways to influence policy.  The other thing is that Japan has not institutionally developed the dynamic structures to respond to globalization. Globalization has occurred basically since 1985 and Japan's Foreign Ministry, its Kantei has not changed, or its political role have really not changed very much. One last point I really think is important. I hear this from many Japanese leaders, that the Diet, the Kokkai touben, the fact that they have to stay, the Finance Minister, the head of the Bank of Japan, all of the key leaders, have to stay in Japan to respond to Diet interpolations prevents them from developing the sort of international contacts. They all come to Washington now during Golden Week and they can't come at other times, or to Beijing or wherever. In a world of globalization, I think that that's unfortunate. QUESTION: Chia Chen, freelance correspondent. You were talking that U.S.-Japan military alliance is the cement of this relation. I would like your comment to undercurrent. First of this, both people in Okinawa and Japan are concerned about the huge military base in Okinawa. And second is this, I keep hearing the voices from Japan and from here that are we trust the other side is reliable when really crisis happens. MR. CALDER: You say the other side. Do you mean the United States? QUESTION: Yes, I said U.S. -- Japan would be reliable or trust if military crisis happened? And also the USA – would Japan be reliable when the things happens? MR. CALDER: Thank you very much. Those are both really important questions. Let me take first the question of U.S. bases in Okinawa. Okinawa of course has a very strategic location right in the center of the East China Sea. I was at the Peace Park, there may be some others who were there, when President Clinton spoke during his visit in 2000. And I was very struck by what he had to say about the importance of reducing the footprint of the U.S. military in Okinawa, at the same time, retaining the credibility and the deterrence -- the stabilizing role of the presence that the U.S. had there. So over time I would broadly agree with the thrust of what he said, that the U.S. should be trying to reduce the inconveniences and obviously the environmental problems and crime and all of that sort of thing. There is always too much of that, although I think sometimes it's over-exaggerated. There is a major transformation proposal underway as you know. Talk is all of Futenma. I think Futenma does need to be closed, but the agreement that was made back in 1996 at the summit between the two countries provided for some alternate facilities. What we have now is we've got a downsizing by 2014 of the Marine presence, both countries have agreed to that, and to close Futenma and to open an alternate facility. Broadly speaking it seems to me that that is a sensible arrangement. Whatever we do, we need to maintain the credibility of the alliance. But that said, to get an agreement if it really would cause things to move forward, I suppose some sort of minor adjustments might be possible by mutual agreement. The big picture, we can't forget the big picture, really is the stability and the credibility of the alliance itself. History of Europe in the past showed that a balance of power world does not produce stability and the U.S.-Japan alliance in that sense I think does provide -- aid the stability of a very important and increasingly prosperous part of the world. 

Now, would Japan be reliable in a crisis? I think it depends on what you mean by reliable and what kind of crisis. I would say that the fundamental role of Japan in the Pacific is not primarily in the military area. Japan's tremendous capabilities in energy efficiency, also extraordinary successes on environmental issues. ODA, it was for a long time the highest in the world, it's now down around number five. It's quietly declined which I think is unfortunate. That said, I think the alliance is fundamental to the broader relationship of the two countries. If Japan did not come through in a crisis in some key area where the two countries had mutual expectations, then that would be very unfortunate. It would help I think if the collective self-defense provisions or the interpretation of the constitution were changed. That would make the alliance more flexible.  Personally, I think the alliance should not be too ambitious. Let me put it that way. Fundamentally I don't think the main thing the United States needs from Japan is military. For symbolic reasons I wouldn't disagree with what Mike O'Hanlon was saying before lunch that some commitment in major crisis areas of the world would be desirable, but I don't know that it necessarily needs to be boots on the ground. If we look at Japan's Iraq involvement, for example, I'm not sure that it was necessarily so fundamental. It cost a lot politically. What it contributed, could Japan potentially have contributed more by a more detached stance in the ability to influence key nations in the region like Iran? There are various ways to look at that issue. But I do believe that if we define the alliance realistically and it does include a military dimension, and one dimension that I think on that side that is important is rapid reaction in cases of terrorism, joint cooperation against terrorism, probably missile defense, in certain ways a limited version that doesn't stir an arms race in East Asia. So there is a core of military dimension where cooperation is needed and the security treaty is important. And if we define the alliance in a sufficiently narrow way and if we strengthen, and this is the point of what I was saying before, if we strengthen the political base, the broad base of the alliance so that what we agree to do is politically feasible, then I think Japan would be reliable. 
Japan Alliance Pwns

Japan alliance outweighs all others

Ogawa Kazuhisa, military analyst, July-September ’99  “Substantive debate needed on defense partnership,” Japan Quarterly. LEXIS, AL
For Japan, this change will open the possibility to modify the Japan-U.S. security regime toward Japan's stated goal of world peace through a more effective United Nations. (Although this probably sounds "soft" to most Americans, this is also the stated goal of the Japan-U.S. Treaty of Mutual Security and Cooperation.) System in Place, but Not in Use In 1960, Japan and the United States defined three subjects of prior consultation: significant changes in deployment of units, significant changes in weapon systems, and use of facilities and areas for staging combat operations out of Japan. Over the decades, members of the Diet have questioned the Cabinet on whether it has been consulted by the United States about these issues. Each time, the Japanese government has fallen back on humbugs such as "Prior consultation has never been necessary" or "U.S. military units were ordered to combat operations when they were on training exercises outside Japan." Institutionalization of prior consultation would spare Japan such embarrassment. However, we are left with a most serious question: What entitles Japan to demand that the United States institutionalize prior consultation? In a way, the Japan-U.S. alliance is an anomaly. The two allies ought to have established such a regime as a matter of course. While claiming prior consultation on paper, Japan and the United States have not even brought it up in practice. There must be a hidden dimension to the alliance. This is the secret: The Japanese public has harbored an illusion about the alliance's asymmetry, and this illusion has borne an inferiority complex. This alchemy of the mind has distorted the operation and evolution of the Japan-U.S. alliance. Japanese certainly have grounds to overestimate the alliance's asymmetry. The security treaty guarantees the deployment of U.S. forces to defend Japan. In contrast, Japan cannot deploy military forces outside its territory to defend Americans from attack. (According to the Japanese government's interpretation of the Constitution, Japan has the sovereign state's inherent right of collective selfdefense, but Article 9 forbids its exercise.) It is not strange for Japanese citizens to feel that they should be grateful for America's charitable donation of security, or to believe that the United States will abolish the alliance and leave Japan defenseless if Japan offends the United States. The problem is that most of the politicians, businessmen, bureaucrats, specialists, intellectuals and journalists who are responsible for setting Japan's future course share the public's misperception of the Japan-U.S. alliance. 

The truth cannot be more different from this Japanese belief. U.S. policy-makers have been fearing for decades that Japan will one day announce its intention to terminate the alliance. This is because Japan is the most valuable of America's 58 treaty-bound allies in two ways. First, the United States cannot maintain global preponderance without Japan. Second, in military terms, the alliance with Japan is the most symmetric of America's alliances. The first point is obvious from Japan's unique role as America's power projection platform. U.S. military bases in all other allied countries are forward bases for responding to specific regional threats. For instance, bases in the Republic of Korea (South Korea) are for deterring-and failing that, fighting-a war on the peninsula by deploying forces in response to military threats from North Korea.  The immense bases in NATO Europe are also for meeting regional threats, as were those in the Philippines. In contrast, U.S. bases in Japan provide the bulk of support for the Seventh Fleet and the III Marine Expeditionary Force, whose area of responsibility stretches from Hawaii to the Cape of Good Hope-one half of the world! Such a power projection platform is vital for America's maintenance of a position from which it can claim global leadership. 
Asia Loves the Alliance

Regional support for the security alliance

Ralph A. Cossa, executive director for  pacific cofim cisis, 1995, “asia pacific confidence  and security building measures,”

There is little question that japan will play in increasingly active role in the region economically, politically, and perhaps militarily. Whether this will be perceived as threatening depends on the context surrounding japan’s involvement. In this regard, the continued viability of the japan-U.S. security alliance is generally viewed throughout the region as a guarantee of japan’s good behavior. Japan’s willingness to more openly confront its past, to maintain its embrace of non nuclear principles, and to continue to focus its efforts through multilateral channels is also seen as key to limiting future anxiety. 

Japan loves Alliance

Japan prefers the security alliance to multilateral framework

Christopher Hughes, senior research fellow at the center for study of globalization and regionalization, university of warwick, and akiko Fukushima, director of policy studies at the national institute for research advancement, Tokyo, 2003 (bey)
Japanese perceptions of the utility ol the alliance are also buttressed by increasingly deeply rooted norms of bilateralism among key sections of the policymaking community and by the growth of the alliance as a quasi-institution. Japan and U.S. interaction at the policy elite and military operation levels that began during the Cold War has gathered further momentum since the i y?os, leading to a greater coincidence of normative worldlviews and Japanese acceptance of the central importance of bilateral cooperation as a means to safeguard regional and global political, economic, and security orders.21* In short, Japan continues to view the alliance as its safest security bet, and its policymakers have acquired deeply ingrained normative habits of bilateral behavior
AT: China Threat key to Alliance

A china threat isn't necessary to preserver the alliance

Ming Zhang. PhD Visiting Fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies, Ronald N. Montaperto. senior fellow at the Institute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense University, 1999 (A Triad of Another Kind)

Numerous news reports suspect that the China threat has provided a new dynamic for the U.S.-Japan security alliance toward the twenty-first century. Many analysts in both Japan and the United States believe that the alliance has a new target that is China (FBIS-EAS, Apr. 18,1996: 18; U.S. News & World Report, Apr. 22, 1996: 49; New York Times, Apr. 21, 1996: Section IV-5). Yet, an overall examination would not support such a speculation (see chap 5). Even when Washington and Tokyo started to revise the 1978 U.S.-Japan Defense Cooperation Guidelines in late 1996, Defense Secretary William Perry pointed out that the goal would also benefit China and other nations in the region (U.S. Department of State Dispatch, Sept. 23, 1996: 473). The U.S. government has at least played down the possibility of using the alliance against China. 
** Environmental Advantage **

Greatest Stuff Ever - DUGONG ADVANTAGE!!!
Futemna bases releases chemical waste onto Japanese living areas and environment

 Gary Mackey, Former Marine in Japan,  08 U.S. MARINE CORPS - CAMP BUTLER, OKINAWA, JAPAN DESTROYED Whistleblower's Career, LIED to Office of the Special Counsel, Covered Up Environmental Violations, Health and Safety of citizens placed at risk FPO AP Nationwide June 13 2008
These were not just run-of-the-mill performance problems. These were serious environmental issues, such as the deliberate dumping of diesel fuel into a ditch which went off-base into the Japanese living area, a serious chemical fire at Marine Corps Air Station Futenma which released toxic fumes, almost losing a waste oil disposal contract which would have cost the Marine Corps over $700,000 in additional disposal charges and mismanagement and gross negligence in not setting up an efficient program for reacting to spills of petroleum-oil-lubricants and hazardous substances.
These issues went to the very core of protecting the environment as well as protecting the health and safety of U.S. personnel and the Japanese public at large. This is a very serious issue on Okinawa where the government there and the Japanese public want the U.S. bases removed.
Futenma is killing dugongs and biodiversity 
Center for Biological Diversity, et al. 2010 [ Center for Biological Diversity, Earthjustice, American Friends Service Committee, Animal Welfare Institute, Big Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition (on behalf of more than 400 organizations, see below*), Environmental Protection Information Center, Fellowship of Reconciliation, Greenpeace, Humane Society of the U.S. and Humane Society International, International Marine Mammal Project of the Earth Island Institute, Natural Resources Defense Council, No Nukes North, Rainforest Action Network, Sea Turtle Restoration Project, Turtle Island Restoration Network, Western Nebraska Resources Council, The Whaleman Foundation, Wild Equity Institute, Xerces Society, Biological Organizations, 2010, http://cop10.org/issues/military/106-henokodugongs]
The island of Okinawa has been called the “Galápagos of the East” because of the incredible variety of marine and terrestrial life it supports. Unfortunately, a joint military project proposed by the U.S. and Japanese governments threatens to destroy one of the last healthy coral-reef ecosystems in Okinawa, pushing many magnificent species to the brink of extinction. You have the power to protect these unique and priceless creatures. Under a 2006 bilateral agreement, U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to relocate the contentious U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to Camp Schwab and Henoko Bay. This shortsighted plan does not take into consideration that the relocation will destroy a valued ecosystem, including the nearly 400 types of coral that form Okinawa’s reefs and support more than 1,000 species of fish. It will also hurt imperiled sea turtles and marine mammals. Current plans call for construction of the new military base near Henoko and Oura bays in Okinawa. But the habitat this project would destroy supports numerous endangered species — animals protected by American, Japanese, and international law for their biological and cultural importance. These species include: Okinawa dugong: The critically endangered and culturally treasured dugong, a manatee-like creature, relies on this habitat for its very survival in Okinawa. Japan’s Mammalogical Society placed the dugong on its “Red List of Mammals,” estimating the population in Okinawa to be critically endangered. The U.S. government’s Marine Mammal Commission and the United Nations Environmental Program fear the project would pose a serious threat to this mammal’s survival. The World Conservation Union’s dugong specialists have expressed similar concerns and have placed the dugong on its Red List of threatened species. The Okinawa dugong is also a federally listed endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The Okinawa dugong has extreme cultural significance to the Okinawan people, and only about 50 dugongs are thought to remain in these waters. The base construction will crush the last remaining critical habitat for the Okinawa dugong, destroying feeding trails and seagrass beds essential for dugong survival.
Greatest Stuff Ever - DUGONG ADVANTAGE!!!
Failure to protect Dugong destroys culture and international obligations

Earth Justice 03 (Earth Justice US & Japanese Conservation Groups Join in Legal Effort to Save Okinawa Dugong from Extinction September 23 2003) http://www.earthjustice.org/news/press/003/us_japanese_conservation_groups_join_in_legal_effort_to_save_okinawa_dugong_from_extinction.html
"The United States must be sensitive to Japan's national treasures, as well as international obligations to protect the environment. The dugong has a rich history and holds a special place in Okinawan mythology and culture," said Takaaki Kagohashi, Japan Environmental Lawyers Foundation. "The people of Okinawa deserve respect for their cultural and natural heritage just as Americans would expect government agencies to protect their natural treasures." The coalition bringing the lawsuit include, US Plaintiffs: Center for Biological Diversity and the Turtle Island Restoration Network and four Japanese groups: Dugong Network Okinawa, Save the Dugong Foundation, Committee Against Heliport Construction – Save Life Society, and the Japan Environmental Law Federation. Earthjustice represents all the plaintiffs. The Dugong, an Okinawan Cultural Icon The waters off Okinawa are the northern-most home of the dugong. The Okinawa dugong is a genetically isolated marine mammal listed by the government of Japan since 1972 as a "Natural Monument" under Japan's "Cultural Properties Protection Law." Since 1955, the dugong was protected as a cultural monument by the autonomous Ryukyu Prefecture due largely to its status as a revered and sacred animal among native Okinawans. The Okinawa dugong is also listed under the US Endangered Species Act. "For Okinawans, the dugong compares only to the American bald eagle in terms of cultural and historical significance," said Takuma Higashionna from the Okinawa-based, Save the Dugong Foundation. "The myth of the mermaid comes from sailors who saw the dugong. Historically, Okinawans believe the dugong to be a friendly harbinger of sea disasters such as tsunamis." "Living here in Yambaru for seventeen years," said Ms. Anna Koshiishi, an individual plaintiff in the case, "I have learned many important things from nature. All life on the Earth has close connection and plays an important role. Every life is indispensable to keep the balance of this connection. To save Okinawa dugong, which is a globally threatened species, is to save my own life." US Duty to Protect International Historic Resources The National Historic Preservation Act is international in scope. It establishes a policy that "the Federal Government, in cooperation with other nations," will "provide leadership in the preservation of the prehistoric and historic resources of the United States and of the international community of nations." Congress added Section 402 to NHPA in 1980 to comply with US obligations under the World Heritage Convention and to mitigate the adverse effects of federal undertakings abroad.
The dugong is such a heavily protected animal that the only solution to appease the Okinawans would be to close down Futenma without opening up another base

John Feffer, staff writer for the Asia Times, 3/6/10 “Okinawa and the new domino effect” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html, March 6, 2010
Then there's the dugong, a sea mammal similar to the manatee that looks like a cross between a walrus and a dolphin and was the likely inspiration for the mermaid myth. Only 50 specimens of this endangered species are still living in the marine waters threatened by the proposed new base near less populated Nago. In a landmark case, Japanese lawyers and American environmentalists filed suit in US federal court to block the base's construction and save the dugong.  Realistically speaking, even if the Pentagon were willing to appeal the case all the way up to the Supreme Court, lawyers and environmentalists could wrap the US military in so much legal and bureaucratic red tape for so long that the new base might never leave the drawing board.  For environmental, political, and economic reasons, ditching the 2006 agreement is a no-brainer for Tokyo. Given Washington's insistence on retaining a base of little strategic importance, however, the challenge for the DPJ has been to find a site other than Nago. The Japanese government floated the idea of merging the Futenma facility with existing facilities at Kadena, another US base on the island. But that plan - as well as possible relocation to other parts of Japan - has met with stiff local resistance. A proposal to further expand facilities in Guam was nixed by the governor there.  The solution to all this is obvious: close down Futenma without opening another base. But so far, the US is refusing to make it easy for the Japanese. In fact, Washington is doing all it can to box the new government in Tokyo into a corner. 
Greatest Stuff Ever - DUGONG ADVANTAGE!!!
Bases are killing dugongs 
Lauren Jensen Schoenbaum, J.D. Candidate at the University of Texas, 2008 (“The Okinawa Dugong and the Creative Application of U.S. Extraterritorial Environmental Law,” Texas International Law Journal, Volume 44, Available Online at http://www.tilj.org/journal/44/schoenbaum/Schoenbaum%2044%20Tex%20Intl%20LJ%20457.pdf, p. 460-462)
The latest threat to the Okinawa dugong is the planned relocation of the U.S. military base on Okinawa Island, known as the Futenma Replacement Facility (FRF).24 The U.S. has maintained some kind of military presence on Okinawa since the end of World War II.25 In 1972, the United States and Japan agreed the U.S. would relinquish all administrative rights and interests over the Okinawa Islands to Japan.26
Article III of the Agreement “granted the U.S. exclusive use of facilities and areas in the Islands in accordance with the ‘Treaty of Mutual Cooperation’ and ‘Security and the Status of Forces Agreement.’”27 The result of these agreements is that while Japan fully controls its own territory, the U.S. was granted use of Okinawa’s land, air, and facilities for the purpose of Japanese security and international peace.28 The key U.S. security issue today in the region is the threat [end page 460] from North Korea; U.S. military presence in the area is focused on monitoring North Korean provocations, including missile launches, and nuclear tests.29 Due to the significant activity at the current Futenma base and the surrounding area—currently, there are over 3,200 Marines stationed at the 480 hectare base—the U.S. is planning to relocate.30 The U.S. military cited improving the surrounding city’s infrastructure and promoting growth in the city as a key reason behind the move.31 In 1996, a joint American-Japanese committee approved an offshore, sea- based facility off the east coast of Okinawa as the new location.32
This plan was later altered to incorporate both offshore and shoreline facilities.33 On May 1, 2006, Japan and the U.S. issued an agreement entitled “United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation,” also known as the 2006 Roadmap.34 The 2006 Roadmap established a target date of 2014 to provide an overall realignment plan for U.S. military involvement in Okinawa.35 This agreement finalized the construction proposal to construct the FRF to combine the Henoko Point section of Camp Schwab (currently leased by the U.S.) with the adjacent waters of Oura and Henoko Bays.36 The 2006 Roadmap proposed a “V-shaped” runway to be partially built on landfill extending into Oura and Henoko Bays.37 The key remaining problem with this proposal is that the location of the FRF encompasses dugong habitats in Henoko and Oura Bays.38 Research completed by the UN and various environmental protection groups indicates that this particular location for the FRF would be devastating to the dugong habitat.39 Both Henoko Bay and Oura Bay are considered critical habitats for the Okinawa dugongs, and the current plan requires landfilling of the coral reefs and seafloor slopes of the bays.40 Despite alterations to the original plan, a 2006 poll showed that 70% of Okinawans remained opposed to the expansion.41 The New York Times also reported the FRF is opposed by 400 international environmental groups, 889 international experts on coral reefs, a majority of the voters in the adjacent town of Nago (in a 1997 [end page 461] referendum), and the thousands of individuals who have participated in sit-in protests that have been a common occurrence around the bays since 2003.42 U.S intervention through Dugong was necessary as a result of the inaction by both Japan and the DOD. First, while Japan is involved in this process, unilateral protection by the Japanese will not provide effective protection for the dugong. Japan is currently performing an environmental impact assessment, but the current system does not require the proposal to include a “zero option,” or no construction alternative.43
The assessment will also not guarantee any affirmative action, as it is only a procedural requirement.44
The Secretary of Defense argued that Japan alone is responsible for determining the location and construction of the new facility, and thus any efforts to minimize risks to the dugong fall to Japanese plans, but this is not a proper characterization of the relationship.45 From the beginning, the U.S. has worked with Japan in a bilateral Special Action Committee on Okinawa to develop recommendations for the new facilities.46
And while it is true Japan chose the final location, the decision was made with at least eight DOD sub-agencies’ approval.47 The DOD controls the property, will pay for the construction, and will use the new facility.48 Any indication that the U.S. is not highly involved in the plans for the FRF is a gross mischaracterization of the process that led to Dugong. Second, the overly general standards for U.S. military compliance in the area of environmental protection provide insufficient protection for the dugong. In 2002, the DOD issued a new environmental policy, calling for the “systematic integration of environmental management into all missions, activities, and functions.”49 The Overseas Environmental Baseline Guidance Document also established minimum standards of environmental protection for DOD installations and overseas facilities. 50 While the DOD’s environmental policy purports to consider environmental protection concerns, no Environmental Impact Statement was attempted, and no steps have been taken to protect Henoko Bay. 

Bases Bad – Environment
Bases are killing the environment- leaking hazardous materials, radioactive waste, bombing the water, and hazard chemicals

Ichiyo Muto, Researcher for the Institute of Regional Study, the Okinawa University, 2004,  US Military Bases in Japan – An Overview http://www.jca.apc.org/wsf_support/2004doc/WSFJapUSBaseRepoFinalAll.pdf, AL

US military installations cause various problems for the local environment. Because construction of a new base requires a huge undeveloped area, these construction projects have destroyed the natural environment and degraded the invaluable biodiversity including, but not limited to, endangered species among the subtropical islands of Okinawa. At active bases, US military activities cause various environmental problems. During combat training, live bombing exercises have caused environmental destruction, possible radioactive pollution due to DU weapons, and unexploded ordinances. From the maintenance of aircraft and military vehicles, leaked fuel, heavy metals, hazardous chemicals contained in paints, cleaners and solvents have caused contamination of the soil, air and groundwater. The maintenance of facilities has caused contamination in the air, soil and groundwater with heavy metals contained in paints as well as the PCB in batteries. Even recreational activities, such as skeet shooting, have caused soil to become contaminated with lead. 
The US military is depleting uranium shells into the ocean, causing increasing rates of cancer in children and adults and increased mortality rates in Japan

Genuine Security No Date [“Okinawa: Effects of long-term US Military presence” Okinawa: Effects of long-term US Military presence, http://www.genuinesecurity.org/partners/report/Okinawa.pdf, pg. 5]
Regular training exercises using live ammunition have caused forest fires, soil erosion, earth tremors, and accidents. In 1996, U.S. Marines fired depleted uranium shells into the ocean. The U.S. military defines this as a conventional weapon, but, officially, they are not allowed to fire depleted uranium in Japan. White Beach, a docking area in Okinawa for U.S. nuclear submarines, is an area where regional health statistics show comparatively high rates of leukemia in children and cancers in adults. In 1998, for example, two women from the White Beach area who had been in the habit of gathering shellfish and seaweed there died of liver cancer. Also local people are affected, sometimes killed, in traffic accidents caused by U.S. troops. In October 1998, for example, a U.S. Marine killed a young woman in a hit-and-run accident. Under the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA, Article 4), the U.S. is not responsible for environmental clean-up of land or water. As in Korea and the Philippines, host communities do not have adequate information on the extent of military contamination. The Japanese government does not release information about it. After the incident with the depleted uranium shells mentioned above, the U.S. government must inform local officials about military operations, but Okinawan people doubt that this is really working.
Bases Bad - Coral Reef

The Futenma air station will destroy the coral reefs – pushing many species towards extinction
Center for Biological Diversity, et al. 2010 [ Center for Biological Diversity, Earthjustice, American Friends Service Committee, Animal Welfare Institute, Big Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition (on behalf of more than 400 organizations, see below*), Environmental Protection Information Center, Fellowship of Reconciliation, Greenpeace, Humane Society of the U.S. and Humane Society International, International Marine Mammal Project of the Earth Island Institute, Natural Resources Defense Council, No Nukes North, Rainforest Action Network, Sea Turtle Restoration Project, Turtle Island Restoration Network, Western Nebraska Resources Council, The Whaleman Foundation, Wild Equity Institute, Xerces Society, Biological Organizations, 2010, http://cop10.org/issues/military/106-henokodugongs]

The island of Okinawa has been called the “Galápagos of the East” because of the incredible variety of marine and terrestrial life it supports. Unfortunately, a joint military project proposed by the U.S. and Japanese governments threatens to destroy one of the last healthy coral-reef ecosystems in Okinawa, pushing many magnificent species to the brink of extinction. You have the power to protect these unique and priceless creatures. Under a 2006 bilateral agreement, U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to relocate the contentious U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to Camp Schwab and Henoko Bay. This shortsighted plan does not take into consideration that the relocation will destroy a valued ecosystem, including the nearly 400 types of coral that form Okinawa’s reefs and support more than 1,000 species of fish. It will also hurt imperiled sea turtles and marine mammals. Current plans call for construction of the new military base near Henoko and Oura bays in Okinawa. But the habitat this project would destroy supports numerous endangered species — animals protected by American, Japanese, and international law for their biological and cultural importance. These species include: Okinawa dugong: The critically endangered and culturally treasured dugong, a manatee-like creature, relies on this habitat for its very survival in Okinawa. Japan’s Mammalogical Society placed the dugong on its “Red List of Mammals,” estimating the population in Okinawa to be critically endangered. The U.S. government’s Marine Mammal Commission and the United Nations Environmental Program fear the project would pose a serious threat to this mammal’s survival. The World Conservation Union’s dugong specialists have expressed similar concerns and have placed the dugong on its Red List of threatened species. The Okinawa dugong is also a federally listed endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The Okinawa dugong has extreme cultural significance to the Okinawan people, and only about 50 dugongs are thought to remain in these waters. The base construction will crush the last remaining critical habitat for the Okinawa dugong, destroying feeding trails and seagrass beds essential for dugong survival.

Coral Reefs Good- Biodiversity 

Japan corals are keystone species for coral adaption to oceanic temperature change, - coral reefs essential to all life and biodiversity

Science Daily 09 (Science Daily, Japanese Coral changes sex on the sea floor, February 20th 2009) http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/02/090219202833.htm
Trees do it. Bees do it. Even environmentally stressed fish do it. But Prof. Yossi Loya from Tel Aviv University’s Department of Zoology is the first in the world to discover that Japanese sea corals engage in “sex switching” too. His research may provide the key to the survival of fragile sea corals -- essential to all life in the ocean -- currently threatened by global warming. In times of stress like extreme hot spells, the female mushroom coral (known as a fungiid coral) switches its sex so that most of the population becomes male. The advantage of doing so, says the world-renowned coral reef researcher, is that male corals can more readily cope with stress when resources are limited. Apparently, when times get tough, nature sends in the boys. “We believe, as with orchids and some trees, sex change in corals increases their overall fitness, reinforcing the important role of reproductive plasticity in determining their evolutionary success,” says Prof. Loya, whose findings recently appeared in the Proceedings of the Royal Society B. The Will to Fight and Survive “One of the evolutionary strategies that some corals use to survive seems to be their ability to change from female to male,” says Prof. Loya. “As males, they can pass through the bad years, then, when circumstances become more favorable, change back to overt females. Being a female takes more energy. And having the ability to change gender periodically enables a species to maximize its reproductive effort.” Corals, though a part of the animal kingdom, can act like plants. Both are sedentary life forms, unable to move when times get tough. In stressful environmental conditions, male corals can “ride out the storm,” so to speak, says Prof. Loya. “Males are less expensive -- in the evolutionary sense -- to maintain. They are cheaper in terms of their gonads and the energy needed to maintain their bodies,” he adds. He also notes that this theory probably doesn’t apply to humans, even those who have opted for a sex change. While admired for their beauty by divers, coral reefs provide an essential habitat for thousands of species of underwater creatures. Without the reefs, much of the underwater wildlife in reef habitats would perish. And for millions of people in the tropical regions, coral reef sea life is a major source of daily protein.
Coral Reef Extinction = Disease 

Loss of biodiversity leads to incurable global disease

Costello 08 (Anthony Costello Professor of International Child Health at the UCL Institute of Child Health, Apocalypse now, July 2008)
Loss of biodiversity itself may be a major risk for new epidemics of infectious disease. High species diversity within communities of vertebrates can reduce the risk of disease being transmitted to human beings, a phenomenon known as the dilution effect. Some hosts are competent for the pathogen, others incompetent, thereby blocking proliferation. With more biodiversity, pathogens are diluted among competent and incompetent hosts, vectors less likely to become infected, and the human risk of disease reduced. The loss of the host dilution effect has increased the risks from Lyme disease, West Nile disease, and hantavirus, and a similar mechanism with outbreaks of schistosomiasis. Intact ecosystems play an important part in regulating the transmission of infectious diseases. Since 1987, there have been eight known epidemics in marine mammals caused by viruses similar to measles and canine distemper. The European honeybee, brought to the USA in the 18th century, has been decimated in the wild, especially by blood-sucking mites. In the 1990s, the populations of three species of vultures in the Indian subcontinent collapsed, eventually ascribed to consumption of diclofenac, a painkiller ingested by vultures eating dead livestock. Although therapeutic to the livestock, the drug caused kidney failure and death in the vultures. Human medicines are released in vast amounts into the environment through discharge of waste water. The US Geologic Survey found that 80% of US streams contained a host of drugs, including antidepressants, hormones, and steroids. Many species are threatened by high concentrations of persistent organic pollutants. Male American alligators now have very low levels of the male hormone testosterone and a 25% reduction in the size of their penises as a result of chemical spills related to DDT. Climate change affects all ecosystems. Carbon dioxide will reach two to three times its mid-19th-century level by 2100 leading to major changes in seasonal temperatures and rainfall patterns. Normally with this sort of climate change animals and plants would simply migrate with their preferred climate. However, the rate of human-induced climate change is so rapid that many plant species cannot migrate fast enough and also in many places human beings already occupy the space into which the ecosystem would migrate. Ecosystems most at risk are alpine meadows, cloud forests, arctic tundra, and coral reefs. Ten of the world's 17 penguin species and our beloved polar bears are listed as threatened as a result of the loss of sea ice. Warming oceans may interfere with upward circulation of deep nutrient-rich waters that are essential for the growth of phytoplankton. Phytoplankton and krill are at the base of the marine food chain and losses in their populations could have dire consequences for all marine life. They are also major carbon sinks, removing carbon dioxide from the atmosphere, so their loss could become a major positive feedback for greenhouse warming. The only criticism of Sustaining Life is the lack of solutions offered. The brief final chapter on what individuals can do seems almost an afterthought. We have moved past the fear stage in environmental awareness, especially in the UK and Europe. What is required now is empowerment; people want to know about the biodiversity apocalypse but they also want to know what can be done about it. This is where books such as Sustaining Life could have an important role in helping to change people's behaviour, and in a subsequent edition the final chapter should be strengthened and these messages threaded throughout the book. So have we arrived at apocalypse now? Can our human species undergo a second industrial revolution so that we learn to respect ecological and climate systems and to regulate our rapacious consumption of, and dependence on, fossil fuels? Or will we be just another species that outgrows the environment with catastrophic consequences? Will James Lovelock be proved right, and Homo sapiens face the wrath of Gaia? There is no doubt this will be the defining eco-century, and that damaged ecosystems are the biggest challenge to global health.
2AC Add-on Environment (1/2)

The Futenma air station will destroy the coral reefs – pushing many species towards extinction
Center for Biological Diversity, et al. 2010 [ Center for Biological Diversity, Earthjustice, American Friends Service Committee, Animal Welfare Institute, Big Wildlife, Endangered Species Coalition (on behalf of more than 400 organizations, see below*), Environmental Protection Information Center, Fellowship of Reconciliation, Greenpeace, Humane Society of the U.S. and Humane Society International, International Marine Mammal Project of the Earth Island Institute, Natural Resources Defense Council, No Nukes North, Rainforest Action Network, Sea Turtle Restoration Project, Turtle Island Restoration Network, Western Nebraska Resources Council, The Whaleman Foundation, Wild Equity Institute, Xerces Society, Biological Organizations, 2010, http://cop10.org/issues/military/106-henokodugongs]

The island of Okinawa has been called the “Galápagos of the East” because of the incredible variety of marine and terrestrial life it supports. Unfortunately, a joint military project proposed by the U.S. and Japanese governments threatens to destroy one of the last healthy coral-reef ecosystems in Okinawa, pushing many magnificent species to the brink of extinction. You have the power to protect these unique and priceless creatures. Under a 2006 bilateral agreement, U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to relocate the contentious U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to Camp Schwab and Henoko Bay. This shortsighted plan does not take into consideration that the relocation will destroy a valued ecosystem, including the nearly 400 types of coral that form Okinawa’s reefs and support more than 1,000 species of fish. It will also hurt imperiled sea turtles and marine mammals. Current plans call for construction of the new military base near Henoko and Oura bays in Okinawa. But the habitat this project would destroy supports numerous endangered species — animals protected by American, Japanese, and international law for their biological and cultural importance. These species include: Okinawa dugong: The critically endangered and culturally treasured dugong, a manatee-like creature, relies on this habitat for its very survival in Okinawa. Japan’s Mammalogical Society placed the dugong on its “Red List of Mammals,” estimating the population in Okinawa to be critically endangered. The U.S. government’s Marine Mammal Commission and the United Nations Environmental Program fear the project would pose a serious threat to this mammal’s survival. The World Conservation Union’s dugong specialists have expressed similar concerns and have placed the dugong on its Red List of threatened species. The Okinawa dugong is also a federally listed endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The Okinawa dugong has extreme cultural significance to the Okinawan people, and only about 50 dugongs are thought to remain in these waters. The base construction will crush the last remaining critical habitat for the Okinawa dugong, destroying feeding trails and seagrass beds essential for dugong survival.

Japan corals are keystone species for coral adaption to oceanic temperature change, - coral reefs essential to all life and biodiversity

Science Daily 09 (Science Daily, Japanese Coral changes sex on the sea floor, February 20th 2009) http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2009/02/090219202833.htm
Trees do it. Bees do it. Even environmentally stressed fish do it. But Prof. Yossi Loya from Tel Aviv University’s Department of Zoology is the first in the world to discover that Japanese sea corals engage in “sex switching” too. His research may provide the key to the survival of fragile sea corals -- essential to all life in the ocean -- currently threatened by global warming. In times of stress like extreme hot spells, the female mushroom coral (known as a fungiid coral) switches its sex so that most of the population becomes male. The advantage of doing so, says the world-renowned coral reef researcher, is that male corals can more readily cope with stress when resources are limited. Apparently, when times get tough, nature sends in the boys. “We believe, as with orchids and some trees, sex change in corals increases their overall fitness, reinforcing the important role of reproductive plasticity in determining their evolutionary success,” says Prof. Loya, whose findings recently appeared in the Proceedings of the Royal Society B. The Will to Fight and Survive “One of the evolutionary strategies that some corals use to survive seems to be their ability to change from female to male,” says Prof. Loya. “As males, they can pass through the bad years, then, when circumstances become more favorable, change back to overt females. Being a female takes more energy. And having the ability to change gender periodically enables a species to maximize its reproductive effort.” Corals, though a part of the animal kingdom, can act like plants. Both are sedentary life forms, unable to move when times get tough. In stressful environmental conditions, male corals can “ride out the storm,” so to speak, says Prof. Loya. “Males are less expensive -- in the evolutionary sense -- to maintain. They are cheaper in terms of their gonads and the energy needed to maintain their bodies,” he adds. He also notes that this theory probably doesn’t apply to humans, even those who have opted for a sex change. While admired for their beauty by divers, coral reefs provide an essential habitat for thousands of species of underwater creatures. Without the reefs, much of the underwater wildlife in reef habitats would perish. And for millions of people in the tropical regions, coral reef sea life is a major source of daily protein.

2AC Add-on: Environment (2/2)

And, the loss of biodiversity is the greatest impact
Chen, 2000 (Jim Chen, Prof. of Law Globalization and Its Losers, 2000 9Minn. J. Global Trade 157)
The value of endangered species and the biodiversity they embody is "literally ... incalculable." What, if anything, should the law do to preserve it? There are those that invoke the story of Noah's Ark as a moral
basis for biodiversity preservation. Others regard the entire Judeo-Chhstian tradition, especially the biblical stories of Creation and the Flood, as the root of the West's deplorable environmental record. To avoid getting
bogged down in an environmental exegesis of Judeo-Christian "myth and legend," we should let Charles Darwin and evolutionary biology determine the imperatives of our moment in natural "history." The loss of
biological diversity is quite arguably the gravest problem facing humanity. If we cast the question as the contemporary phenomenon that "our descendants [will1 most regret" the "loss of genetic and species diversity by the destruction of natural habitats" is worse than even "energy depletion, economic collapse, limited nuclear war, or conquest by a totalitarian government." Natural evolution may in due course renew the earth with a diversity of species approximating that of a world unspoiled by
Homo sapiens - in ten million years, perhaps a hundred million.
** Marines Advantage **

Marines Uniqueness
Marines forced to recall troops because of shortage

Associated Press (AP) 8/22/2006 “Marines to issue involuntary call-ups” http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/14468245/
The U.S. Marine Corps said Tuesday it has been authorized to recall thousands of Marines to active duty, primarily because of a shortage of volunteers for duty in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Up to 2,500 Marines will be brought back at any one time, but there is no cap on the total number of Marines who may be forced back into service in the coming years as the military battles the war on terror. The call-ups will begin in the next several months.  This is the first time the Marines have had to use the involuntary recall since the early days of the Iraq combat. The Army has ordered back about 14,000 soldiers since the start of the war.  Marine Col. Guy A. Stratton, head of the manpower mobilization section, estimated that there is a current shortfall of about 1,200 Marines needed to fill positions in upcoming unit deployments.  The call-up affects Marines in the Individual Ready Reserve, a segment of the reserves that consists mainly of those who left active duty but still have time remaining on their eight-year military obligation.  Generally, Marines enlist for four years, then serve the other four years either in the regular Reserves, where they are paid and train periodically, or they may elect to go into the IRR. Marines in the IRR are only obligated to report one day a year but can be involuntarily recalled to active duty.
Shortage of troops is causing unqualified promotions

Kimberly Johnson writer for MarineCorpsTimes.com January 29, 2008 “Corps fights shortage of captains” http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2008/01/marine_captain_shortage_080128/

The Marine Corps is in such dire need of captains that it is slashing requirements for promotions, making eligible some first lieutenants with less than a year in that rank.  The move indicates the Corps is under stress to keep the company-grade ranks filled during wartime while boosting end strength to 202,000 by 2011, sources said.  The Fiscal 2009 Captain Promotion Selection Board convenes Jan. 30. According to the board’s convening message, first lieutenants with dates of rank between April 30, 2007, and July 1, 2005 — a 22-month span — are in-zone eligible for promotion. That means junior first lieutenants could have as little as nine months at that rank when they go before the board, the lowest time-in-grade the Corps has allowed in five years.  The 22-month span of experience for eligible lieutenants reflects that the Corps is casting a much wider net than in recent years. Between fiscal 2000 and 2008, for example, the range averaged about 10 months.  Even the most junior first lieutenants going before the board are all but guaranteed promotion, based on an analysis of the Corps’ historical data.  For example, the fiscal 2008 selection board promoted 99 percent of the 1,111 eligible Marines it reviewed. The 2007 board promoted 98.5 percent of 998 candidates; 2006 saw 98.1 percent of 954 candidates promoted; and 98.4 percent of 982 candidates were selected in 2005.  Manpower officials offered no comment on how many candidates are eligible for the upcoming board, how the promotion zones were determined or how the upcoming selection board will be affected by ongoing end-strength expansion goals.  And though the Corps is adding about 5,000 Marines to its ranks annually over the next few years to achieve its end-strength goals, officials would not acknowledge that the troop expansion was even a factor in the upcoming selection process.
Educational/financial benefits fail to recruit Marines 

Maggie Catherine Austin, Bachelor’s Degree University of Texas in Austin “Military Recruitment and the War on Terrorism” 2006 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA462150&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

One possible explanation for this is the increase of casualties related to the War on Terrorism, with the Army having the highest casualty rates, especially compared to the Air Force and the Navy which have had relatively few (See Figure 9). The possible exception to this is in the Marine Corps. The Marine Corps has suffered large casualties, especially in relation to its overall size, yet seems to be less affected than the Army in its ability to attract high quality recruits, and its percentage of high quality recruits has been the most stable among the services. Cultural factors can reasonably explain why the quality of Marine Corps recruits has been less affected by higher levels of combat casualties. A priori one might expect that a typical Marine Corps recruit would be more inclined to join the military for the warrior ethos, etc rather than the opportunity to receive education benefits or other incentives. However, these types of benefits are often seen as one reason why many young people, perhaps with little other opportunities for civilian employment, join the other services. The pool of recruits targeted by the other services, therefore, is most likely broader than that targeted (or at least actually recruited) by the Marine Corps.
Marines on Okinawa

20,000 marines on Okinawa and they’re all useless 

Michael O’Hanlon senior fellow at The Brookings Institution, specializing in defense and foreign policy issues “Come Partly Home, America: How to Downsize U.S. Deployments Abroad” #  Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, No. 2 (Mar. - Apr., 2001), pp. 2-8

# Published by: Council on Foreign Relations

The United States keeps nearly 20,000 marines on Okinawa. These troops are an important part of the 100,000 U.S. military personnel based or deployed in the western Pacific region. In light of ongoing security concerns in the Taiwan Strait and on the Korean Peninsula, the Clinton administration felt it important to establish a floor below which U.S. military strength in the area would not drop. This goal was accomplished by the Pentagons 1995 Nye report— designed to articulate post-Cold War U.S. military strategy for the Asia-Pacific—which found that maintaining 100,000 service members in the region was an important symbol of sustained U.S. commitment. But six years later, that number needs rethinking. About half of the marines on Okinawa are deployed there for several months. That makes Okinawa by far the largest regular Marine Corps commitment—in fact, forces there at any given time usually exceed all other worldwide Marine Corps deployments combined. Since the prepa- ration and conduct of these missions is at the heart of the corps' raison d'etre, the marines rarely complain about such deployment. In addition, the marines' presence on Okinawa saves U.S. taxpayers money, since Japan foots much of the bill for operations and base needs. But the advantages of the deployment— a diplomatic show of U.S. commitment to the Asia-Pacific, the lack of Marine Corps opposition, and its cost-effectiveness—do not add up to a strategic rationale for keep​ing the marines there. And the Okinawa mission carries downsides as well that are not commonly recognized. The marines, with their expeditionary philosophy and capabilities, provide too valuable an asset to squander on a deploy​ment that is not militarily or strategically essential. By default, putting them on Okinawa effectively consumes operational resources that could be used elsewhere: peace operations in the Balkans (to give the Army a break, for example), a human​itarian intervention or peace operation (should another genocide occur in Africa or elsewhere), exercises with foreign militaries, or responses to crises. In addition, the marines on Okinawa are not so much forward-deployed as they are marooned. Okinawa itself is not at risk, and Japanese forces have the capacity to defend it even if it were. Furthermore, the three amphibious ships based in Japan can transport only the 2,000 marines of the 31st Marine Expeditionary Unit, which patrols the region, to areas of actual threat elsewhere in the Pacific. The other 15,000 marines on Okinawa could not quickly deploy elsewhere with their equip​ment. In the event of a war, these troops could be flown to Korea without their heavy weaponry to help in noncombatant evacuations or similar missions. But they would have no advantage over infantry soldiers airlifted from the United States or local South Korean infantry troops. 

Marines Are Awesomesauce

Marine Corps is unique – warrior ethos and innovation

Wisegeek “What Is the Difference Between the US Navy and the US Marine Corps?” 7/12/10
Members of the Corps specialize in amphibious warfare, priding themselves on being cross-trained to serve in a variety of positions so that they are versatile and extremely powerful. The US Marine Corps has a strong warrior ethos, and it has historically developed innovative and unique approaches to warfare. Marines are also responsible for the security of the President in many locations, and they supply guards to US embassies, military bases, and sensitive installations all over the world.

Empirically, Marines are innovative and effective at counter-terrorism

AFP 2005 “US Marines build sand walls in latest Iraq tactic” 

http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=070111141318.rm71vcto&show_article=1

Adapting ideas tracing back from ancient history to modern Israel, US Marines have sealed off flashpoint towns with sand walls in a new counter-insurgency tactic to quell the wilds of western Iraq.  Driving across the desert to Haditha, one of the war's deadliest and most infamous battlefields, the grey plain suddenly collapses into a ditch and rises into an intimidating 12-foot (around four-metre) bank of bulldozed sand.  This is bleak territory in Al-Anbar province, bordering on Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Syria. Freezing wind howls across the desert in winter. The summer sun is merciless, sand storms a constant curse.  Scores of American soldiers have been killed around Haditha in the four years since the US invasion. The area has been terrorised by Al-Qaeda fighters who reportedly roam large, beheading civilians to impose fundamentalism.  Haditha has become even more notorious in the West since US Marines sowed their own brand of terror by killing 24 Iraqis after one of their buddies was ripped apart by a roadside bomb in 2005. Murder charges have been pressed.  When 3rd Battalion, 2nd Marines deployed to western Al-Anbar from Hawaii in mid-September they sustained casualties in Haditha every day for 45 days. Then on November 10, gun battles in the town stopped.  Captain Matthew Tracy, whose marines patrol Haditha, attributes the lull to a local strongman, a former officer in the Saddam Hussein army known simply as Colonel Faruq, with the power and charisma to bring the town to heel.  Provided, that was, the Marines built a defensive sand wall sealing off Haditha from the porous desert, with checkpoints and traffic restrictions.

Marines beatdown Terrorists

Empirically, Marines are innovative and effective at counter-terrorism

AFP 2005 “US Marines build sand walls in latest Iraq tactic” 

http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=070111141318.rm71vcto&show_article=1

Adapting ideas tracing back from ancient history to modern Israel, US Marines have sealed off flashpoint towns with sand walls in a new counter-insurgency tactic to quell the wilds of western Iraq.  Driving across the desert to Haditha, one of the war's deadliest and most infamous battlefields, the grey plain suddenly collapses into a ditch and rises into an intimidating 12-foot (around four-metre) bank of bulldozed sand.  This is bleak territory in Al-Anbar province, bordering on Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Syria. Freezing wind howls across the desert in winter. The summer sun is merciless, sand storms a constant curse.  Scores of American soldiers have been killed around Haditha in the four years since the US invasion. The area has been terrorised by Al-Qaeda fighters who reportedly roam large, beheading civilians to impose fundamentalism.  Haditha has become even more notorious in the West since US Marines sowed their own brand of terror by killing 24 Iraqis after one of their buddies was ripped apart by a roadside bomb in 2005. Murder charges have been pressed.  When 3rd Battalion, 2nd Marines deployed to western Al-Anbar from Hawaii in mid-September they sustained casualties in Haditha every day for 45 days. Then on November 10, gun battles in the town stopped.  Captain Matthew Tracy, whose marines patrol Haditha, attributes the lull to a local strongman, a former officer in the Saddam Hussein army known simply as Colonel Faruq, with the power and charisma to bring the town to heel.  Provided, that was, the Marines built a defensive sand wall sealing off Haditha from the porous desert, with checkpoints and traffic restrictions.

Marines are prepared for failed states 

MAJ FRIDRIK FRIDRIKSSON UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS COMMAND AND STAFF COLLEGE, “MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS IN FAILING STATES” 2008
http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA490952&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
The Marine Corps has taken a look into this overwhelming task of engaging failing states and broken it down into smaller more manageable pieces. The Marine Corps has decided that they will work the issue of security. In the Marine Corps' Long War Concept , the Security Cooperation Marine Air Ground Task Force (SCMAGTF) has been established to train and mentor the security forces of partner nations in a manner that empowers their governments to secure their own countries. Just as the Marine Corps has always preached, the Marine Corps wins battles and the Army wins the wars. The Marine Corps can be the initial force into a failing state, and its primary focus will be security and assisting in training local security forces. But the Marine Corps is not capable of handling everything and it will need many reinforcements to deal with the requirements of failed state engagement. Just as in the past, the Marine Corps continuously had Marine Expeditionary Units (MEUs) deployed. Now the Marine Corps will continuously have these SCMAGTF deployed forward to demonstrate to our potential friends that the United States is there to help.

Marines key – infrastructure, background, organization and adaptability

MAJ FRIDRIK FRIDRIKSSON UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS COMMAND AND STAFF COLLEGE, “MARINE CORPS OPERATIONS IN FAILING STATES” 2008
To create this global environment, the United States has committed itself to help failing states. This is for many other reasons to include; preventing dangerous conditions in these failing states from harming the United States and/or its allies, to prevent regional instability and conflict, and to show that the United States is a compassionate country that is truly concerned with human suffering. In this commitment the United States will rely on the United States Marine Corps to take a lead in this commitment. The Marine Corps has the infrastructure, historical background, organization, and adaptability handle this unique mission. In order to complete this mission of assisting failing states, it must be looked at as a continuous operation and not a campaign. This is an operation that will be needed for decades. Preventing conflicts has always been preferred to fighting them, by pushing out now with a strong mix of all the elements of the United States' power and start building (or rebuilding) the reputation that the United States is working to build allies and not colonies.   Hope is not an option for planning military operations, but bringing hope to people will be a crucial part of military operations in the future.
Marines Kill Terrorists

Marines are uniquely developed to defeat terrorists

Victor Davis Hanson American military historian, columnist, political essayist and former classics professor “Marinestan” 5/20/10

http://article.nationalreview.com/434537/marinestan/victor-davis-hanson

We are once again seeing one of those periodic reexaminations of the Corps. This time, the old stereotype of the lone-ranger, gung-ho Marines supposedly doesn’t fit too well with fighting a sophisticated urban counterinsurgency under an integrated, international command.  After all, America is fighting wars in which we rarely hear about the number of enemy dead, but often hear a great deal about the need to rebuild cities and infrastructure. In Afghanistan, there have been rumors about a new medal for “courageous restraint,” which would honor soldiers who hesitated pulling the trigger against the enemy out of concern about harming civilians. The Marines are now starting to redeploy to Afghanistan from Iraq and are building a huge base in Delaram. They plan to win over southern Afghanistan’s remote, wild Nimruz Province, which heretofore has been mostly a no-go Taliban stronghold. While NATO forces concentrate on Afghanistan’s major cities, the Marines think they can win over local populations their way, take on and defeat the Taliban, and bring all of Nimruz back from the brink — with their trademark warning “no better friend, no worse enemy.”  So, once again, the Marines are convinced that their ingenuity and audacity can succeed where others have failed. And, once again, not everyone agrees. Some officials call the new Marine enclave in Nimruz Province “Marinestan” — as if, out of a Kipling or Conrad novel, the Marines has gone rogue to set up their own independent province of operations.  Yet once again, it would be wise not to tamper with the independence of the Marine Corps, given that its methods of training, deployment, fighting, counterinsurgency, and conventional warfare usually pay off in the end.  The technological and political face of war is always changing. But its essence — organized violence to achieve political ends — has not changed since antiquity. Conflict will remain the same as long as human nature does.  The Marines have always understood that. And from the Marines’ initial mission against the Barbary pirates to the battles in Fallujah, Americans have wanted a maverick Marine Corps — a sort of insurance policy that will keep them safe, just in case.
AT: Marines bad

Disregard their anti-Marines evidence, people hate the Marines despite their strength

Victor Davis Hanson American military historian, columnist, political essayist and former classics professor “Marinestan” 5/20/10

http://article.nationalreview.com/434537/marinestan/victor-davis-hanson

We still argue about whether it was smart to storm those entrenched Japanese positions or whether all those islands were strategically necessary. But no one can question the Marine Corps’s record of defeating the most savage infantrymen of the age, thereby shattering the myth of Japanese military invincibility.  Since World War II, the Marines have turned up almost anywhere that America found itself in a jam against supposedly unconquerable enemies — in such bloody places as Inchon and the Chosin Reservoir in Korea, at Hue and Khe Sanh during the Vietnam War, at the two bloody sieges of Fallujah in Iraq, and now in Afghanistan.  Over the last two centuries, two truths have emerged about the Marine Corps. One, they defeat the toughest of America’s adversaries under the worst of conditions. And two, periodically their way of doing things — and their eccentric culture of self-regard — so bothers our military planners that some higher-ups try either to curb their independence or to end the Corps altogether.

AT: Army Solves

Army fails – accepts more low-quality recruits than the Marines 

Maggie Catherine Austin, Bachelor’s Degree University of Texas in Austin “Military Recruitment and the War on Terrorism” 2006 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA462150&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

Table 2 shows a matrix of the percentage of recruits in each combination of AFQT category and education level in each service. The shaded areas at the top right of each service's matrix represent recruits that are considered high quality according to the conventional definition. The Air Force has a significantly higher percentage of high quality recruits than the other services, although the lowest percentage was perhaps surprisingly in the Navy. Figure 6 shows the percentage of new recruits in each service in each AFQT category over the sample period, while Figure 7 shows the number of recruits in each service scoring in the lowest percentiles on the AFQT. Focusing on this information reveals that the largest number of those at the low end of the distribution of AFQT scores are Army recruits even though the Army has a higher percentage of high quality recruits than both the Navy and the Marine Corps. This indicates that the Army most likely accepts more low end recruits than the other services even if this number appears smaller when seen as a percentage of overall recruits. Furthermore, it supports the idea that of the recruits that are not considered high quality many of those at the lowest end of the spectrum are Army recruits.
Marine Corps is more selective than Army or Navy
Maggie Catherine Austin, Bachelor’s Degree University of Texas in Austin “Military Recruitment and the War on Terrorism” 2006 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA462150&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf

One possible explanation for this is the increase of casualties related to the War on Terrorism, with the Army having the highest casualty rates, especially compared to the Air Force and the Navy which have had relatively few (See Figure 9). The possible exception to this is in the Marine Corps. The Marine Corps has suffered large casualties, especially in relation to its overall size, yet seems to be less affected than the Army in its ability to attract high quality recruits, and its percentage of high quality recruits has been the most stable among the services. Cultural factors can reasonably explain why the quality of Marine Corps recruits has been less affected by higher levels of combat casualties. A priori one might expect that a typical Marine Corps recruit would be more inclined to join the military for the warrior ethos, etc rather than the opportunity to receive education benefits or other incentives. However, these types of benefits are often seen as one reason why many young people, perhaps with little other opportunities for civilian employment, join the other services. The pool of recruits targeted by the other services, therefore, is most likely broader than that targeted (or at least actually recruited) by the Marine Corps.
** Politics Advantage **
Okinawa Link

Okinawa issue can kill Kan’s public popularity which is key to his agenda

Toru Takei quoting Sheila Smith, senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, Kyodo News, 7/11/2010, “Stability, unity key to Kan's success: expert,” http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100611f2.html // vkoneru

WASHINGTON — Ensuring stability and unity, unlike the previous administration, is key to the success of the new government of Prime Minister Naoto Kan, according to a U.S. expert. "Stability in governance and unity in terms of the execution of policy, both domestic and foreign policy, I think, will be very key to Mr. Kan's success," Sheila Smith, senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, said in a recent interview. Noting Kan is Japan's fifth prime minister in four years, Smith said, "There is a lack of stability in Japanese political thinking, but of course, serious instability in terms of governance." She also said there was "a certain amount of disunity, or at least the appearance of disunity," in the government of Kan's predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, who resigned last week after some eight months in office. "People were saying different things. It wasn't clear which way the government was going" under Hatoyama, Smith said, adding that what is needed now is a cohesive policy team. Smith said she finds the elevation of Kan "refreshing," as he is not from a political family, unlike the four previous prime ministers, who were all descended from former leaders. Coming from a citizen activist background, Kan's starting point is that governance must be responsive to the needs of citizens, as his time as health and welfare minister in 1996 proved, she said. "If he can carry that perspective effectively into the prime minister's office," Kan will succeed in steering the nation's politics, Smith said. Smith, who has followed Japanese politics over 20 years through various postings, including in Japan, pointed out that Kan and U.S. President Barack Obama may get along well due to their "pretty similar backgrounds." "Barack Obama is a community organizer from the streets of Chicago. . . . They can relate to where they came from and how they ended up in national politics and how they ended up as leaders of their two countries," she said. The new government under Kan and the Obama administration need to build "consistent interaction at all levels of the government" to maintain their alliance, Smith said. With regard to Hatoyama's government, Smith said it did not have "a big strategic vision within which the alliance functioned." On Japan's postponed national defense program outline, Smith noted that if Tokyo draws up the national defense policy guideline, it will be much easier for the two countries to resolve the issue of how to relocate U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in Okinawa, as Washington will better understand Japan's strategic priorities. Calling the base relocation issue "an Achilles heel for the alliance," Smith said the challenge for Kan and his Cabinet, as well as for the U.S. government, is "whether they can persuade the people of Okinawa that they can offer them a better opportunity to reduce the burden." "It's time to look toward a more mature basing policy as we look forward," she said.

Politics Scenario – Econ 1/2
Kan’s agenda is Econ

Yuka Hayashi and Takeshi Nakamichi, WSJ Staff Writers, 7/15/2010, “Japan's Your Party Leader Wants Inflation Target,” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703792704575366292022084292.html?mod=googlenews_wsj //  vkoneru

TOKYO—The Bank of Japan faces new political pressure to move more aggressively against deflation, as Japanese lawmakers set the economic policy agenda following the ruling party's crushing election defeat. Your Party, a powerful new force in the parliament after Sunday's elections, and a potential policy partner for embattled Prime Minister Naoto Kan, is planning to turn up the heat on the central bank to reverse a decade of declining consumer prices that has sapped the economy. In an interview Wednesday, Your Party chief Yoshimi Watanabe discussed his plans to require the BOJ to play a more active role in boosting the economy, including setting an inflation target taking responsibility if it fails to deliver results. That responsibility could come either through more frequent testimony in parliament, or possibly by forced changes in leadership. The central bank should also take into account the impact on the yen's exchange rate when it sets its policy, the lawmaker added. "Insufficient monetary easing has been simply the only reason why Japan hasn't been able to conquer its deflationary gap," Mr. Watanabe said. "Thus, the government and the Bank of Japan should form an accord and share a price-stability target." Mr. Watanabe is just the latest Japanese political leader to challenge the BOJ's independence. Policy makers long have been frustrated with what they consider the central bank's insufficient concern for deflation. Within the ruling Democratic Party of Japan, some 130 lawmakers have formed a group to study ways to conquer deflation and called for steps such as inflation targeting and purchases of long-term government debts by the central bank. Mr. Kan, as finance minister earlier this year, suggested the BOJ adopt an inflation target, and take more steps to lift the economy, though he later toned down that argument. There are some inflation-targeting advocates even in the Liberal Democratic Party, the former conservative party that generally maintained a friendly relationship with the BOJ. BOJ officials have countered by saying the trend for inflation-targeting has lost momentum around the globe. They say an excessive focus on price stability caused central bankers to miss global financial imbalances caused by keeping credit too easy, fueling the latest financial crisis. The BOJ also indicated that realizing Japan's long-term growth potential demands that lawmakers curb Japan's mammoth outstanding debt. Mr. Watanabe said Your Party's ultimate goal is to push up Japan's core consumer price index to 2%, bringing the index within one percentage point of that goal in the next two to three years. Japan's core CPI excludes volatile fresh-food prices and includes energy prices. Your Party, formed just last August, is in a sweet spot. With a simple platform of administrative overhaul and small government, the party boosted its presence in Sunday's upper-house election to 11 seats from just one. Because of their policy similarities, It is viewed as an attractive partner for Mr. Kan's DPJ, which now faces a so-called twisted parliament, where a lack of majority in one of the chambers makes it impossible to pass legislation without cooperation from opposition parties. The DPJ-led coalition lost its upper-house majority Sunday, while still retaining a large majority in the lower house. Mr. Watanabe said that he hasn't had any discussion with the DPJ leadership about possible policy cooperation since the election, but that he is willing to join hands with the ruling party on individual policies where there is agreement. "We will take full advantage of the twisted parliament and aggressively present our proposals," Mr. Watanabe said, adding that the party already has bills ready to be submitted to parliament. They include the proposal to revise the law setting BOJ's role, and an administrative-reform bill featuring sharp cuts in pays for civil servants. Mr. Watanabe said the BOJ bill will require the government and the central bank to set a common inflation target and give the government authority to order the central bank to act to ease credit through such steps as the purchases of small company loans from banks. The 2% price target won't be mentioned in the bill. Mr. Watanabe added that the government or parliament should be given the authority to replace the BOJ governor in order to hold the central bank accountable if it fails to achieve desired price stability. Another idea would be to require the BOJ to aim for job creation, not just price stability, as a goal for monetary policy. The planned bill won't include such changes, but they should be debated at parliament, he said. Mr. Watanabe said the central bank also should be mindful of its policy's impact on the yen's exchange rate, to spur growth in the economy. He said that what he called the BOJ's overly tight policy over the past several years has helped boost the value of the yen, which in turn has hit Japan's exporters. He criticized the central bank for "turning away from its responsibility" with an excuse that currency isn't in its jurisdiction. "In this time of an economic crisis, what kind of a central bank pursues a policy that impoverishes its own country?" Mr. Watanabe said. A BOJ spokesperson said the bank wasn't in a position to comment. Some financial-market participants have closely followed Your Party's success in recent weeks, hoping its pro-growth agenda would be reflected in Tokyo's new policies. Osamu Takashima, Citibank Japan's chief foreign-exchange strategist, said Your Party's proposal may face difficulty passing through parliament, but that it's not an unrealistic idea, given the current trend among industrialized nations. "The [U.S.] Federal Reserve and the Bank of Japan are effectively the only major central banks that have no inflation targets," Mr. Takashima said. "Given the global trend, it will be nothing strange even if Japan puts in place a similar [inflation-targeting] framework through a democratic process."

Japanese economic collapse causes nuclear war.

Elliott, The Guardian Staff Writer, 2/11/2002, lexis)

Even so, the west cannot afford to be complacent about what is happening in Japan, unless it intends to use the country as a test case to explore whether a full-scale depression is less painful now than it was 70 years ago. Action is needed, and quickly because this is an economy that could soak up some of the world's excess capacity if functioning properly. A strong Japan is not only essential for the long-term health of the global economy, it is also needed as a counter-weight to the growing power of China. A collapse in the Japanese economy, which looks ever more likely, would have profound ramifications; some experts believe it could even unleash a wave of extreme nationalism that would push the country into conflict with its bigger (and nuclear) neighbor.
Politics Scenario – Econ 2/2
Japan econ is dying quickly.
Tomoyuki Tachikawa, Dow Jones Newswires, WSJ, 7/18/2010, “Correct: Japan Govt Aims For Growth Through Investments, Tax Cuts,” http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100618-703746.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines // vkoneru

Prime Minister Naoto Kan's Cabinet approved a 113-page mid- to long-term economic growth strategy that targets the creation of almost 5 million jobs in the environment, health care and tourism by 2020. The plan aims to lower the unemployment rate to below 4% as quickly as possible from about 5% currently. As a first step to generate more demand, the strategy calls for an end to persistent consumer-price falls from the fiscal year starting April 2011. It calls on the Bank of Japan to make "every effort" to accomplish that. The plan also says the yen shouldn't rise excessively as that could hurt export performance. The plan proposes gradually cutting the nation's 40% effective corporate tax rate to 25%, in line with other major counties, to make domestic companies more competitive internationally and attract foreign firms to do business in Japan. The new administration's growth strategy aims at ending the stagnation that has hobbled the world's second largest economy over much of the past two decades. Prices have been falling as consumers, worried about the economic outlook and job security, have tended to save rather than spend. At the same time, leading domestic industries such as electronics manufacturers have faced increasing competition from Asian neighbors such as South Korea and China. The government wants to turn the country's economic fortunes around by banishing deflation and encouraging the growth of new industries. It won't be easy. The government's ability to make new investments to spur growth is limited by its huge debt, the largest in the industrialized world and nearly twice the size of annual growth domestic product. Japan also has found it hard to overcome deflation, which has pecked at the economy for over a decade. Consumer prices have fallen for 14 straight months. The Kan administration targets average GDP growth exceeding 2% on an inflation-adjusted basis, and 3% on a nominal basis over the next 10 years. But those are ambitious goals for an economy that in recent years has ranged between growth of 2% and contractions of as much as 3%. The government's targets could be difficult to realize because deflationary pressure may persist as the population declines, said Mizuho Research Institute economist Hirokata Kusaba. A shrinking population could lead to a shortage of demand, driving prices downward. "As the Japanese economy is recovering at a gradual pace, in part helped by downturns in past years, the plan is a bit aggressive," Kusaba said. To pump up the economy, the plan says policy makers should focus on seven major areas expected to stimulate growth: the environment; health care; trade and business with other Asian countries; tourism and revitalization of regional economies; science and technology; job training and employment opportunities for groups such as the newly retired; and improvement of financial circumstances. The environment and health care are seen as particularly promising. By putting Japan's technological expertise toward environmental innovation, the government hopes to create 1.4 million new jobs. And as the country's population ages, health care is expected to become an even bigger industry that could create 2.84 million new jobs, according to the government's strategy. The two areas are each expected to produce Y50 trillion in new demand. The new strategy also envisions 560,000 new jobs and Y11 trillion in new demand from increased tourism, and 190,000 jobs and Y12 trillion in new demand from rising business ties with Asia. It wants Japan to become an Asian hub for global business. To help achieve this, it will take steps such as giving corporate tax breaks to foreign firms, streamlining immigration and subsidizing large-scale investments. The government says it will consider the details of such steps and start implementing them from fiscal 2011. The government will also establish a "comprehensive exchange" that deals broadly with securities and commodities to boost overseas investment by facilitating foreign investments in financial products. The administration's growth strategy is broadly in line with the policy direction the previous administration of Yukio Hatoyama, which also called for growth in environment, health care and Asia-related businesses. But calls for a corporate tax cut and a quick end to deflation--which could put pressure on the central bank to ease monetary policy further--are new. Kan took over as Japan's prime minister after Hatoyama resigned earlier this month. "My thinking is, no reform no growth," said Hiromichi Shirakawa, chief economist at Credit Suisse. "The bottom line is, unless we put an end to deflation, nobody wants to borrow money and the economy cannot revive." 

Japanese economic collapse causes nuclear war.

Elliott, The Guardian Staff Writer, 2/11/2002, lexis)

Even so, the west cannot afford to be complacent about what is happening in Japan, unless it intends to use the country as a test case to explore whether a full-scale depression is less painful now than it was 70 years ago. Action is needed, and quickly because this is an economy that could soak up some of the world's excess capacity if functioning properly. A strong Japan is not only essential for the long-term health of the global economy, it is also needed as a counter-weight to the growing power of China. A collapse in the Japanese economy, which looks ever more likely, would have profound ramifications; some experts believe it could even unleash a wave of extreme nationalism that would push the country into conflict with its bigger (and nuclear) neighbor.
2AC Warming Add-on

Japan can be a climate leader but Kan needs to follow through on Hatoyama’s climate bill

Llewelyn Hughes, Assistant Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University, 12/09. Brookings Institute, “Climate Change and Japan’s Post-Copenhagen Challenge” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/12_japan_climate_hughes.aspx

December 2009 — Newly elected Prime Minister of Japan Yukio Hatoyamamade headlines at the UN General Assembly in September 2009, pledging his country to a 25 percent cut in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from 1990 levels by 2020. In doing so, he placed Japan’s negotiating position ahead of other developed countries’ at the 15th United Nations Climate Change Conference (COP15). The conference opened in Copenhagen on December 7. The question is: why has Japan raced ahead of the United States and Europe? Most publics recognize climate change as an important problem requiring an active government response. But as a distributive problem it can be a political loser. For the public, the possibility of carbon taxes means higher energy bills. For industry, internalizing the costs of burning fossil fuels implies increased costs and a potential loss of market share to international competitors.  The emphasis on short-term political benefit inherent in all party political systems offers one plausible explanation why Japan’s new government is so ambitious. The Japanese public supports implementing measures to curb climate change, and despite the dominant performance of Hatoyama’s Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) in the August 30 election for the lower house of Japan’s Diet, (the DPJ beat the long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) in a landslide, winning 308 out of 480 seats), no one can predict whether they will still be in power in 2020. Being bold in such circumstances is easy: talk is cheap when the DPJ may not have to pay any electoral costs for failing to meet its promise. And Mr. Hatoyama will certainly no longer be leader by then.  But such a view underestimates the DPJ’s commitment to intervene in energy and other markets in response to climate change. In fact, its position is an extension of policies long pursued in Japan to manage environmental and security externalities associated with the consumption of fossil fuels, and which represent a consensus across a broad range of domestic political actors—including the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (METI) and the industrial sector.  Japan is therefore likely to remain a global frontrunner on climate change policy regardless of the outcome at Copenhagen. The question for the DPJ in the post-Copenhagen environment, though, is how it manages the distributive battles as its ambition threatens to unravel a long-standing consensus among government, industry, and society on how to go about reducing the country’s GHG emissions. 

Japanese leadership on climate is key to get others on board and solve warming

Catherine Makino interviews TETSUO SAITO, Freelance writer in Tokyo and Japanese Minister of Environment, 6-26-2010. IPS News, “Japan to Take Leadership Role Toward Copenhagen” http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=47382
TOKYO, Jun 26, 2009 (IPS) - Environment Minister Tetsuo Saito talked to IPS about Japan giving technical and financial support to developing countries and its goal of cutting its greenhouse emissions by 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2020. Japan is the world’s fifth- largest greenhouse gas emitter.The government is also busy preparing for a major U.N. climate change conference that will take place in Copenhagen in December to craft a framework to succeed the 1997 Kyoto Protocol, which expires in 2012. IPS Correspondent Catherine Makino spoke to Japanese Minister of Environment Tetsuo Saito in Tokyo. IPS: Critics say it is important for Japan to make itself an environmental power, especially in Copenhagen this December, where governments will come up with a climate agreement to succeed the Kyoto Protocol. Tetsuo Saito: Japanese leadership is important, but so is the participation of all major emitters of green house gas emissions, which needs to be reduced globally in order to overcome the challenge of global warming. Under the Kyoto Protocol, reduction commitments were made by countries emitting only about 30 percent of the world’s total emissions. IPS: How important is it for developed countries to reach an agreement on cutting emission in Copenhagen? TS: As we approach Copenhagen, it’s extremely critical to engage America, China and India. To achieve this objective, Japan needs to show leadership for the world, so these countries participate in a new agreement. There isn’t any alternative other than the framework involving those major emitters. That is the only way to save the world and Japan aims to take a leadership role to that end. 

1AR Climate Change – Japan can lead

Japan can lead efforts to combat climate change

UN News Cetre, 6-16-2010. “Senior UN official spotlights Japan’s role in slashing greenhouse gas emissions” http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:dtY3fIe2uuwJ:www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp%3FNewsID%3D35039%26Cr%3Dclimate%2Bchange%26Cr1%3D+japan+key+role+climate&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a
16 June 2010 – By transferring technologies to the developing world, Japan can lead global efforts to curb greenhouse gas emissions, the head of the United Nations industrial development arm said today.  “The international community must harmonize technical standards for key energy-consuming products and equipment,” Kandeh K. Yumkella, Director-General of the UN Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), told reporters in Tokyo.This, he pointed out, requires the transfer of know-how and developing capacities to implement plans, as well as enhanced investment in energy efficiency.Promoting the “clean energy agenda” requires action fromboth the public and private sectors, as well as collaboration across borders, Mr. Yumkella stressed.“Japanese industries have shown world-class energy intensities in several sectors,” he said. “Through technology transfer, Japan can play a leading role in global issues such as energy and climate change.”The UNIDO chief is the chair of Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon’s high-level Advisory Group on Energy and Climate Change, which in April issued a report underlining that increasing access to clean energy and improving its efficiency will be vital to both enhancing global prosperity and combating climate change.

1AR Climate Change – Helps Econ

Climate change helps the economy

Llewelyn Hughes, Assistant Professor of Political Science and International Affairs, George Washington University, 12/09. Brookings Institute, “Climate Change and Japan’s Post-Copenhagen Challenge” http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2009/12_japan_climate_hughes.aspx

This climate change consensus also reflects the interests of important domestic political actors. For the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (METI), for example, climate change in general—and energy policy specifically—is an increasingly central component of its organizational mission as it sheds its role actively supporting other sectors of the economy. For Japan’s manufacturing firms, on the other hand, the voluntaristic character of current emissions targeting, coupled with subsidies to offset research costs for environmental technologies and to encourage deployment, has helped innovation. Recent research using patent data to measure innovation shows that Japanese firms are world leaders across a range of environmental technologies. Japan recently recognized this by proposing to include a range of energy-efficient products in the definition of “environmental goods” currently being considered for large-scale tariff reductions as part of the Doha trade round.Finally, climate change policy can pay political dividends for the government even as it creates winners and losers in the domestic economy. First, it is an area in which the DPJ can claim to be helping stimulate firm innovation, economic growth and therefore employment. This is a useful argument to make as it goes about attempting to restructure the Japanese economy and stimulate new areas of innovation. Second, climate change offers an alternative strategy for Japan to play a leading role in international relations, which is valuable given constitutional constraints on the use of military force. Third, energy and environment represents a wonderful opportunity for a positive-sum outcome between Japan and China, given China’s pollution problems and Japan’s long experience in this area. This dynamic is reflected in the bilateral agreements for cooperation in energy and environment that the two nations already signed, and stands in sharp contrast to misplaced fears about a zero-sum dynamic emerging from China’s growing energy needs.

Uniqueness - Kan Pushing Reform
Kan is pushing tax reform


Yoko Nishikawa and Joseph Radford, Reuters, 7/13/2010, "Two thirds of Japan voters want tax debate -media," http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTOE66C08820100714) // vkoneru 

Kan, who has made fiscal reform a top priority since taking office last month, has called for debate on drastic tax reform including a possible doubling of the 5 percent sales tax in a gamble that voters will swallow a higher tax burden to fund soaring social security costs in a rapidly ageing society. 

Even though Kan is suffering in support ratings, he is pushing fiscal reform. (Before elections)

Kiyoshi Takenaka and Mariko Katsumura, 6/30/2010, " Japan political stability in focus for investors ," http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65T1BH20100630) // vkoneru 

TOKYO (Reuters) - A corporate tax cut and other policy proposals by Prime Minister Naoto Kan are a step in the right direction but an upcoming election raises concerns if Japan's leadership will be stable enough to implement them, fund managers said. Kan, who has made fiscal reform a top priority since taking over from his unpopular predecessor Yukio Hatoyama this month, must ensure his party wins an upper house election on July 11 to avoid policy paralysis. He suffered a tumble in support ratings after calling for a debate on a sales tax hike, and recent media surveys showed it is uncertain if the ruling Democrats and their tiny ally, the People's New Party, can get the 56 seats they need to keep a combined majority together with an affiliated independent. "There are three factors why foreign investors haven't really been interested in Japan for the last 20 years. One is valuation ... Second point is not enough growth ... Third is leadership," T. Rowe Price portfolio manager Campbell Gunn said. "Japan has sent 18 leaders to the summits (of the world's richest nations) since 1975. If we can get that number down a little bit, that would be good," said Gunn, speaking at the Reuters Japan Investment Summit. Kan has proposed a fundamental reform in the nation's tax system including a hike in the sales tax and a cut in corporate tax to avoid the type of sovereign debt crisis that has roiled Greece, and to put the nation back on a vibrant growth path. Japan's sales tax, now 5 percent, is low by global standards, while its corporate tax rate is around 40 percent, the highest among the G7 countries. "I can give my nod to the corporate tax reduction," said Kazutoshi Inano, chairman of Nomura Asset Management, Japan's top money managing firm. "That would boost Japanese companies' financial ability to invest more and open up the nation for investments by overseas firms." Besides the tax system overhaul, Kan's government earlier this month unveiled a package of growth strategies that include setting up special economic zones to attract and nurture growth industries and foreign companies in major cities. "A notion that competitive metropolitan areas can be an engine of economic growth is finally gaining a foothold in Japan. We will step up our investment if Japan is really headed in that direction," Mori Building CFO Tsutomu Horiuchi said. 

Impact Timeframe – 3 Years/Japan on the Brink

We win on timeframe—Japan is set to have a debt crisis in 3 years. 

Huffington Post (blog), 7/15/10, " Will a Rudderless Japan Drift into Crisis? ," http://www.huffingtonpost.com/devin-stewart/will-a-rudderless-japan-d_b_648321.html // vkoneru 

"Three to four years from now I expect a sovereign debt crisis to hit Japan and long-term interest rates to surge," former Bank of Japan board member Teizo Taya said in a May interview with Reuters. Taya also believes that the five percent foreign holdings of Japanese debt would be sufficient to trigger a crisis if there were a sell off. One government official echoed these views when I visited Tokyo last week, saying the current account was the figure to watch. But interestingly he said that while some had hoped the election of the DPJ would have provided the "shock" to the Japanese system to bring about economic reform, the DPJ's failures over money scandals, mishandling the U.S. alliance, and the consumption tax have killed that hope. Instead, he and his colleagues are looking to a debt crisis to provide the necessary shock for economic reform. Changes could occur in Japan's tax structure (reducing corporate taxes and increasing consumption taxes over time) as well as in its industrial policy to spur growth. Can't change occur without the need for a crisis? Underneath the sovereign debt risk is an economy that is in irons. Just as its political system faces drift, so does Japan's economy, according to a METI report released last month. Some people say that the Japanese economy is recovering from the economic and financial crisis triggered by the Lehman Shock the year before last. However, in reality, many Japanese people probably find no improvement in the sense of stagnation they feel in their everyday lives. They even seem unable to see any new light for the future. I believe the reason for this lies in the uncertainty about "what will drive Japan's revenue and employment in
** Solvency **
Withdrawal Solves 1/3
Withdrawal good- 3 reasons 
Masaaki Gabe, Professor of International Relations, 2003, http://ir.lib.u-ryukyu.ac.jp/bitstream/123456789/372/3/gabe_m03.pdf 

 The most effective solution to the Okinawa Base Problem would be to withdraw the U.S. Marines from the island, though perhaps not the other troops and personnel. The Marines make up 63% of the troops and utilize 75.5% of the area of the bases. The mission of the Marines on Okinawa is part of U.S. forward deployment strategy to defeat aggression far from U.S. homeland. They are not train to playa role in defense of Japan. Because many of the crimes committed by U.S. servicemen and injury from exercises have been linked to the Marines, their withdrawal would be the most effective way to create a feeling among the residents that the situation has significantly improved. Advances in what has been called a revolution in military affairs have included matters ranging from the use of military reconnaissance satellites to the ability to move a unit of troops, lightly equipped, from the continental U.S. to far-flung sites, speedily and effectively. In this regard, strategies have also been developed to hone the ability to develop military operations offshore in any region where conflicts are anticipated so that supplies of missiles, firepower, ammunition, fuel, and water can be readily secured. Thus, even if marines have to be reassigned east of Guam, the use ofnew strategies for combat troops makes it possible to move military personnel into an area of conflict whenever signs of trouble appear. In this regard, the Japan-U.S. negotiations over the removal of nuclear weapons during the Okinawa Reversion provide a good reference point. The U.S. military insisted to the very end that nuclear weapons had to be stored on the island of Okinawa or U.S.  and Japanese national security would be threatened. However, the nuclear weapons stored in Okinawa were becoming outdated and, ultimately, President Nixon made a political decision to remove them in hopes of improving Japan-U.S. relations. The U.S. Marines Corps, traditionally through lobbying, have strongly influenced the U.S. Senate and Congress, and it can be anticipated that any proposal to reduce their numbers on Okinawa would be strongly resisted. Certainly, there is also the possibility that even after the unification of the Korean Peninsula, the Marines will remain as the last U.S. ground combat troops in the region in order to compensate for the lack of more imposing military forces elsewhere. However, if the Japanese government made a political argument to the United States that removing the Marines to some site east of Guam would lead to a strengthening of future bilateral relations, that might at least lead to the formation of a plan to reduce the size of the Marine forces in Okinawa on a large scale. 

Withdrawal Solves 2/3
Defensive action solves aggressive China- creates cooperation with East Asian nations 
Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute and Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, June 18th, 2010
[“Get Out of Japan”, National Interest Online, June 18th, 2010, 
Some Japanese see little danger and correspondingly little need for much defense. Others are not so certain. It’s a decision for the Japanese people.  North Korea’s military abilities remain uncertain and its aggressive intentions remain unpredictable. Prime Minister Hatoyama cited “the current situation in the Korean peninsula” as a reason to maintain the base on Okinawa.  Moreover, China’s power is growing. So far Beijing has been assertive rather than aggressive, but increasingly seems willing to contest islands claimed by both nations. The best way to keep the competition peaceful is for Tokyo to be able to protect itself.  Of course, several of Japan’s neighbors, along with some Americans, remain nervous about any Japanese military activity given the Tokyo’s wartime depredations. However, the Japanese people do not have a double dose of original sin. Everyone who planned and most everyone who carried out those aggressions are dead. A country, which goes through political convulsions before it will send unarmed peacekeepers abroad is not likely to engage in a new round of conquest.  Anyway, the best way to assuage regional concerns is to construct cooperative agreements and structures between Japan and its neighbors. Democratic countries from South Korea to Australia to India have an interest in working with Tokyo to ensure that the Asia-Pacific remains peaceful and prosperous. Japan has much at stake and could contribute much. Tokyo could still choose to do little. But it shouldn’t expect America to fill any defense gap. 

Withdrawal increases security- presence ties us to conflict 
Bandow 98 (Liberating Washington's East Asian Military Colony, CATO, Issue 314, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-314.pdf) 

Instead of being meddler of first resort, the United States should act as balancer of last resort, intervening only if a hegemonic threat develops that allied states are incapable of containing. For that purpose, port access is more important than having ground forces on station. And, given the economic growth and political development of states throughout the region, disengagement would not leave Washington's friends militarily naked and helpless. Indeed, America's original deployments were not intended to be permanent. The Mutual Defense Treaty between the United States and South Korea, for example, explicitly envisioned replacement of the bilateral alliance with "a more comprehensive and effective system of regional security in the Pacific Area."76 The United States should work to turn those words into reality. Washington should start by adjusting its military commitments throughout East Asia. The hegemonic threat posed by the Soviet Union appeared to tightly link the security of America with that of such allies as Japan and South Korea. But today, observes Edward Olsen of the Naval Postgraduate School, "That linkage has completely dissipated. America's current alliances with other countries are intended totally to deter attacks on them or to fight their wars should deterrence fail."77 During the Cold War, Page 18 at least, Washington's alliances were theoretically built on mutual interest. Today the benefits run almost solely in the direction of the allies. Thus, jettisoning treaties and deployments that commit Washington to fight on behalf of allies would increase America's security by reducing the likelihood of entangling this country in war. Transforming America's role in that way would allow the United States to phase out its forces in Japan, while maintaining military cooperation--joint naval exercises, shared intelligence gathering, and base access rights in an emergency. Hosokawa points out that even after the return of the naval bases of Sasebo and Yokosuka, the United States "should still be able to use Japanese parts and maintain its sea power in the western Pacific."78 (South Korea's overwhelming comparative advantages over North Korea would likewise allow disengagement from the Korean peninsula, which would further reduce any justification for stationing American forces in Japan.) Some units should be demobilized as the security guarantees they undergird are reduced; others could be redeployed back to Hawaii or Guam. Such a mid-Pacific presence would allow the United States to intervene in serious crises if necessary. 79 

Withdrawal Solves 3/3
Withdrawal solves- no effect on alliance, doesn’t burden security commitments 
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, 6/18/10,  A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author, Get out of Japan, http://www.nationalinterest.org/PrinterFriendly.aspx?id=23592, AL)
 Candidate Barack Obama may have charmed foreign peoples, but President Barack Obama unashamedly cold shoulders foreign leaders he doesn’t like. One of them was Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who sought to reduce the number of U.S. bases on the island of Okinawa. The Obama administration worked diligently to frustrate Hatoyama’s efforts, which helped force his resignation barely eight months into his term. It was an impressive performance in raw political power. But it likely was a Pyrrhic victory. When World War II ended, the U.S. occupied Japan and effectively colonized the island of Okinawa, seized in a bitter battle shortly before Tokyo surrendered. The U.S. loaded Okinawa with bases and only returned it to Japanese sovereignty in 1972. Four decades later nearly 20 percent of the island remains occupied by American military facilities. The U.S. military likes Okinawa because it is centrally located. Most Japanese like Okinawa because it is the most distant prefecture. Concentrating military facilities on the island—half of U.S. personnel and three-quarters of U.S. bases (by area) in Japan are located in a territory making up just .6 percent of the country—is convenient for everyone except the people who live there. Okinawans have been protesting against the bases for years. In 1995 the rape of a teenage girl set off vigorous demonstrations and led to various proposals to lighten the island’s burden. In 2006 the Japanese government agreed to help pay for some Marines to move to Guam while relocating the Futenma facility to the less populated Okinawan community of Henoko. But residents wanted the base moved off of the island and the government delayed implementation of the agreement. During last year’s parliamentary election the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) promised to move the installation elsewhere. Prime Minister Hatoyama later said: “It must never happen that we accept the existing plan.” However, the Obama administration refused to reconsider and threatened the U.S.-Japanese relationship. That unsettled a public which had voted the DPJ into power primarily for economic reasons. Prime Minister Hatoyama wanted to turn the unbalanced alliance into a more equal partnership but the Japanese people weren’t ready. Said Hatoyama as he left office: “Someday, the time will come when Japan’s peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves.” Washington’s victory appeared to be complete. The Japanese government succumbed to U.S. demands. A new, more pliant prime minister took over. The Japanese nation again acknowledged its humiliating dependency on America. Yet the win may prove hollow. Although Hatoyama’s replacement, Prime Minister Naoto Kan, gives lip service to the plan to relocate the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma within Okinawa, the move may never occur. There’s a reason Tokyo has essentially kicked the can down the road since 1996. Some 90,000 people, roughly one-tenth of Okinawa’s population, turned out for a protest rally in April. With no way to satisfy both Okinawans and Americans, the Kan government may decide to follow its predecessors and kick the can for a few more years. Moreover, there is talk of activists mounting a campaign of civil disobedience. Public frustration is high: in mid-May, a human chain of 17,000 surrounded Futenma. Local government officials oppose the relocation plan and would hesitate to use force against protestors. Naoto Kan could find himself following his predecessor into retirement if he forcibly intervened. Even a small number of demonstrators would embarrass U.S. and Japanese officials alike. Moreover, Washington’s high-handedness may eventually convince the Japanese people that their nation must stop being an American protectorate. It may be convenient to be defended by the world’s superpower, but self-respect matters too. Tokyo has essentially given up control over its own territory to satisfy dictates from Washington. That is a high price to pay for U.S. protection. Kenneth B. Pyle, a professor at the University of Washington, writes: “the degree of U.S. domination in the relationship has been so extreme that a recalibration of the alliance was bound to happen, but also because autonomy and self-mastery have always been fundamental goals of modern Japan.” Yet what is most curious about the issue is the dogged insistence of American officials in maintaining the Japanese protectorate. The world in which the security treaty was signed has disappeared. Admits Kent E. Calder of SAIS, “the international political-economic context of the alliance and the domestic context in both nations have changed profoundly.” There is no reason to assume that a relationship created for one purpose in one context makes sense for another purpose in another context. The one-sided alliance—the United States agrees to defend Japan, Japan agrees to be defended—made sense in the aftermath of World War II.  But sixty-five years later Japan possesses the second-largest economy on earth and has the potential to defend itself and help safeguard its region. “All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan,” Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Pacific commander of the Marine Corps, observed in February. Yet “Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States.” How does that make sense for America today? Washington officials naturally want to believe that their role is essential. Countries which prefer to rely on America are happy to maintain the pretense. However, keeping the United States as guarantor of the security of Japan—and virtually every other populous, prosperous industrial state in the world—is not in the interest of the American people. The days when Uncle Sam could afford to maintain a quasi-empire are over. The national debt already exceeds $13 trillion. America is running a $1.6 trillion deficit this year. Red ink is likely to run another $10 trillion over the next decade—assuming Washington doesn’t have to bail out more failed banks, pension funds and whatever else. Social Security and Medicare have a total unfunded liability in excess of $100 trillion. In short, the U.S. government is piling debt on top of debt in order to defend a country well able to protect itself. Some Japanese see little danger and correspondingly little need for much defense. Others are not so certain. It’s a decision for the Japanese people. North Korea’s military abilities remain uncertain and its aggressive intentions remain unpredictable. Prime Minister Hatoyama cited “the current situation in the Korean peninsula” as a reason to maintain the base on Okinawa. Moreover, China’s power is growing. So far Beijing has been assertive rather than aggressive, but increasingly seems willing to contest islands claimed by both nations. The best way to keep the competition peaceful is for Tokyo to be able to protect itself. Of course, several of Japan’s neighbors, along with some Americans, remain nervous about any Japanese military activity given the Tokyo’s wartime depredations. However, the Japanese people do not have a double dose of original sin. Everyone who planned and most everyone who carried out those aggressions are dead. A country which goes through political convulsions before it will send unarmed peacekeepers abroad is not likely to engage in a new round of conquest. Anyway, the best way to assuage regional concerns is to construct cooperative agreements and structures between Japan and its neighbors. Democratic countries from South Korea to Australia to India have an interest in working with Tokyo to ensure that the Asia-Pacific remains peaceful and prosperous. Japan has much at stake and could contribute much. Tokyo could still choose to do little. But it shouldn’t expect America to fill any defense gap. The claim is oft-made that the presence of American forces also help promote regional stability beyond Japan. How never seems to be explained. Bruce Klingner of the Heritage Foundation contends: “the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis.” But the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), while packing a potent military punch, actually has little to do. The MEF isn’t necessary to support manpower-rich South Korea, which is capable of deterring a North Korean attack. The Marines wouldn’t be useful in a war against China, unless the Pentagon is planning a surprise landing in Tiananmen Square to seize Mao Zedong’s mausoleum. If conflict breaks out over Taiwan or various contested islands, America would rely on air and naval units. Where real instability might arise on the ground, only a fool would introduce U.S. troops—insurgency in Indonesia, civil strife in the Solomon Islands or Fiji, border skirmishes between Thailand and Burma or Cambodia. General Ronald Fogleman, a former Air Force Chief of Staff, argued that the Marines “serve no military function. They don’t need to be in Okinawa to meet any time line in any war plan. I’d bring them back to California. The reason they don’t want to bring them back to California is that everyone would look at them and say, ‘Why do you need these twenty thousand?’” Do U.S. bases in Okinawa help dampen regional arms spending? That’s another point more often asserted than proven. Even if so, however, that isn’t necessarily to Washington’s benefit. The best way to ensure a responsible Chinese foreign and military policy is for Beijing’s neighbors to be well-armed and willing to cooperate among themselves. Then local or regional conflicts would be much less likely to end up in Washington. None of this means that the Japanese and American peoples should not be linked economically and culturally, or that the two governments should not cooperate on security issues. But there no longer is any reason for America to guarantee Japan’s security or permanently station forces on Japanese soil. The Obama administration’s foreign policy looks an awful lot like the Bush administration’s foreign policy. The U.S. insists on dominating the globe and imposing its will on its allies. This approach is likely to prove self-defeating in the long-term. U.S. arrogance will only advance the point when increasingly wealthy and influential friends insist on taking policy into their own hands. Before that, however, Washington’s insistence on defending prosperous and populous allies risks bankrupting America. Washington must begin scaling back foreign commitments and deployments. Japan would be a good place to start.  
Removal Key- Alliance 

Removal key- saves alliance tensions on the brink now 
 Masaaki Gabe, Professor of International Relations, 2003, http://ir.lib.u-ryukyu.ac.jp/bitstream/123456789/372/3/gabe_m03.pdf 

 The Okinawa problem is inherently a part of a larger problem concerning Japanese foreign policy. We must overcome obstacles in asking for a change in Japanese diplomacy, which has long evaded its own security responsibilities. Should we have expectations for politicians who do not consider foreign policy or security issues as translating into votes? Surely, we cannot expect much from bureaucrats who entrust themselves to following precedent. Neither can we expect much from the commentators or academics in Tokyowho are not much troubled by the Okinawa bases and who in any event tend to fall back on the timeworn national security theories long on their desks. Without regard to potential future changes in Japanese foreign policy that might or might not come to pass, the Okinawa problem is serious since it might catch fire at any moment. The incidents, accidents, and problems that could spark such a blaze continues to occur. For example, if a situation were to occur in which a large number of lives or property in Okinawa were threatened in an instant or in which the U.S. troops who have been the assailants become the assaulted, the domestic political ramifications in each country would most certainly be considerable. The reaction to this situation could be so strong, that it could spread beyond the control of either government. It would not only cause serious disorder in Okinawan society, but might even prove to be fatally damaging to -Iapan-U.S. relations. Okinawa, with this close proximity to the base problem, is likely to be at the forefront of key national security issues for Japan. It is thus essential to the national security of Japan that the viewpoint of Okinawans is taken into account when problems are clarified. 
Removal Key- Stops Backlash
Complete removal key- failure to do so risks massive political backlash and even more danger than the status quo 

Chiba Shin et al , Professor of Political Thought, International Christian University, 4/27/10,  Okinawa Statement for the Withdrawal of the U.S. Marines, http://www.dmzhawaii.org/?p=6871
The US Marine Air Base at Futenma, set in the middle of a residential district, is the most dangerous base in the world and it should be immediately closed and dismantled. The former LDP government “agreed” with the US on construction of a Futenma replacement base at Henoko in Northern Okinawa (on-shore at camp Schwab), but this amounted to the construction of a large, new base in Okinawa, and so the Okinawan people have taken every opportunity to express their opposition to it. The Autumn 2009 change of government, and the electoral pledge of the DPJ for [Futenma transfer] “out of Japan or at least out of Okinawa” transformed the situation and gave hope to the Okinawan people. In the January 2010 Nago mayoral election, Inamine Susumu, the candidate opposed to any Futenma relocation, was victorious. In February, the Okinawan Prefectural assembly passed unanimously a resolution calling for “Futenma base to be moved out of Okinawa.” It was supported even by the LDP and Komeito, both of which had hitherto accepted transfer within the prefecture. Also, all 41 Okinawan town and village mayors have called for the base to be shifted out of Okinawa and the conservative-backed Governor, Nakaima Hirokazu, has begun to speak of the outlook for [relocation] within Okinawa as “harsh.” Okinawa has adopted an “all-Okinawa” stance of outright opposition to relocation within the prefecture. However, the Hatoyama government, having postponed any “decision” till May 2010, has begun to move in the direction of a resolution of the matter on a “within Okinawa” basis, with plans for a Camp Schwab land-based structure and for reclamation off the Katsuren peninsula. Deeply concerned over the moves by the Government, we issue the following Statement. (The first group of 18 signatories listed below are those over whose names the January 2010 statement by scholars and intellectuals was issued. The second group comprises 20 scholars and intellectuals from Okinawa. Since they have also issued previous statements in Okinawa demanding withdrawal of the Marines, this Joint Statement may be considered a “Second Statement” for both.) 1. We oppose not just the Henoko land-based Camp Schwab plan and the Katsuren peninsula offshore plan, but all plans for Futenma base transfer within Okinawa. Okinawa’s burden must not be made heavier. Okinawa’s feelings must not be ignored. Okinawa’s environment must not be destroyed. 2. At the House of Representatives election in 2009, the Democratic Party of Japan’s position was for Futenma transfer “outside Japan, or at least outside Okinawa.” In the Nago City mayoral election, it supported the candidate, Inamine Susumu, who opposed any move to Henoko, and he was victorious. If the DPJ was to decide now on a transfer within Okinawa it would be a clear breach of promise and a betrayal of the people of Japan and the people of Okinawa. Even taking for granted the current US-Japan security treaty system, the Hatoyama government must make the utmost effort to explore the possibilities of relocation beyond Okinawa. 3. One proposal is that, in the event of there being no place, either elsewhere in Japan or in Okinawa, that will accept a Futenma transfer, Futenma air base should continue being used as it is now. This must not be allowed. This dangerous base that threatens the lives and livelihoods of the people living in its vicinity must be promptly closed. 4. Should it be the case that, after searching for a relocation site elsewhere in Japan, there is no place ready to accept the base, that would mean that the people of Japan have no desire to have any Marine base and in that case there would be no alternative but for the US Marines to quit Japan completely. It would mean that the people of Japan had the will to play a positive role in building peace and security in East Asia without the US marines. The US would have to respect the will of the Japanese people. 5. What the Hatoyama government has been intent on, and what the media attention has concentrated on, is the search for a (new) “base site.” Is it really this that we should be concentrating on at this time? Is it not rather necessary for us to cast doubt on the notions of “deterrence,” “enemy,” “alliance” as they exist in Cold War logic, and to cast off their spell? Notions of “common security” and “human security” now emerge in international society and become a major force pushing for dissolution of Cold War hostilities. What we should be questioning is not how to shuffle US bases around by finding new sites but the very structure under which US bases are kept in Okinawa and on the mainland and the US military is allowed to use them as it wishes. The US-Japan Security Treaty is a relic of the Cold War era. There has never been a better time than now to undertake a fundamental reconsideration of the Japan-US Security Treaty system, including the Status of Forces Agreement and the Guidelines (Japan-US Defence Cooperation Guidelines). We call on the government and people of Japan to begin this task. 
Relations Solvency

Withdrawl increase Japanese-Us relations
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 3/25/2010, “Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/okinawa-and-the-problems_b_512610.html

The Japanese government needs to assess future dangers and decide on appropriate responses -- without assuming that the U.S. Marines will show up to the rescue. It is Japan's decision, but it should not be based on the presumption of American intervention. Having made its decision, then Tokyo should reconfigure its forces. Fairness suggests a major drawdown from Okinawa irrespective of whose military is protecting Japan. If the U.S. disengaged militarily, these decisions could be made without pressure from Washington. The two countries would still have much to cooperate about, including security. Leaving responsibility for Japan's defense with Tokyo would simply eliminate the unrealistic expectations engendered by the alliance on both sides. The governments could focus on issues of mutual interest, sharing intelligence, preparing emergency base access, and otherwise cooperating to meet international challenges. The best way for Americans to help residents of Okinawa is to press Washington to reshape U.S. foreign policy, making it more appropriate for a republic than a pseudo-empire. With the rise of numerous prosperous allied and friendly states -- most notably Japan, but also South Korea, Australia, India, and others -- the U.S. should step back, prepared to deal with an aggressive hegemon should one arise but determined to avoid being dragged into routine geopolitical squabbles. Then Tokyo could chart its own destiny, including deciding what forces to raise and where to base them. The Japanese government could no longer use American pressure as an excuse for inaction in Okinawa. Then Okinawans finally might gain justice -- after 65 long years. 
Relations Solvency
Relations solvency advocate

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 11/2/2009, “Dealing with the New Japan: Washington Won't Take "No" for an Answer,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/dealing-with-the-new-japa_b_275914.html

A political earthquake hit Tokyo on Sunday. The Democratic Party of Japan ousted the Liberal Democratic Party, which has held power for all but 11 months of the last 54 years. Exactly how policy will change is uncertain: The DPJ is a fractious coalition, ranging from socialist pacifist to renegade LDP and conservative nationalists. But with a nearly two-thirds majority, the DPJ will be able to stamp its will on domestic and foreign policies alike. That has Washington nervous. Only slightly less unhappy than the LDP dinosaurs who misruled Japan for so long are U.S. policymakers, who have grown used to Tokyo playing the role of pliant ally, backing American priorities and hosting American bases. Washington long has wanted the Japanese government to do more internationally, but only in support of U.S. objectives. That era may be over. Presumptive Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama wrote in the New York Times last week: "As a result of the failure of the Iraq war and the financial crisis, the era of U.S.-led globalism is coming to an end." Tokyo likely is headed on a more independent course. Of course, there are significant barriers to any dramatic transformation of Japanese policy. Japan always has been a more consensus-oriented society and popular attitudes towards America remain positive. Hatoyama moved toward the political center during the campaign, indicating his support for the U.S.-Japanese alliance. The DPJ platform dropped its earlier pledge to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes, replacing it with a mature alliance based on independence and equality." Nevertheless, the DPJ possesses a left-wing absent in the LDP. Indeed, the new government is likely to include representatives of the tiny Socialist Party, a strong critic of the status quo. The DPJ vigorously opposed the ousted government's logistical support for U.S. naval operations in the Indian Ocean. Other likely demands include reducing the military presence on Okinawa, renegotiating the relocation of the Marines' Futenma Airfield to Guam at Japanese expense (nearly $3 billion), cutting so-called host nation support, and amending the Status of Forces Agreement. Michael Auslin of the American Enterprise Institute talks of "a fear of dramatic change in the U.S.-Japan alliance" in Washington, a time when "No one knows what will happen next, or even who to talk to for answers." Some Obama administration officials privately acknowledge that adjustments will be necessary. Others, however, appear to be operating more as throwbacks to the Bush administration during its most unilateralist phase. On Monday the State Department spokesman, Ian Kelly, said that there would be no renegotiation of the Okinawa accord. An unnamed official said that the administration hoped the new government would "moderate" its position. This might seem like a good negotiating tactic, but it didn't go over well in Tokyo. The Asahi Shinbun headlined one article "U.S. on Futenma Revisit: Forget It." Washington might have the law on its side, but the LDP had to use its overwhelming majority to ram the unpopular accord through the Diet. And elections inevitably have consequences. Unfortunately, publicly telling the new government "up yours" is more likely to infuriate than conciliate both incoming ministers and the public. There are reasons some Japanese want to escape dependence on America. Washington's dismissive response gives them one more reason. Actually, Americans should be as interested as Japanese in transforming the U.S.-Japan alliance. The current relationship remains trapped in a world that no longer exists. The imperial Japanese navy has been rusting away on the bottom of the Pacific for more than six decades; Douglas MacArthur departed as American regent in Tokyo nearly a half century ago; China buried Maoism with Mao Zedong more than three decades ago; the Cold War ended two decades ago; Japan retains the world's second (or third, based on purchasing power parity) largest economy despite "the lost decade." Yet Japan remains dependent on America for its security, a minor military player despite having global economic and political interests. There are historic reasons for Tokyo's stunted international role, but it is time for East Asian countries to work together to dispel the remaining ghosts of Japanese imperialism past rather than to expect America to continue acting as the defender of last resort. Since Japan and Asia have changed, so should America's defense strategy. There should be no more troops based on Japanese soil. No more military units tasked for Japan's defense. No more security guarantee for Japan. The U.S. should adopt a strategy of off-shore balancer, expecting friendly states to defend themselves, while being ready to act if an overwhelming, hegemonic threat eventually arises. China is the most, but still not very, plausible candidate for such a role--and even then not for many years. Washington's job is not to tell Japan, which devotes about one percent of its GDP, one-fourth the U.S level, to the military, to do more. Washington's job is to do less. Tokyo should spend whatever it believes to be necessary on its so-called "Self-Defense Force." Better relations with China would lower that number. So would reform in North Korea. Of course, the former isn't certain while the latter isn't likely: let Japan assess the risks and act accordingly. In any case, the U.S. should indicate its respect for Japanese democracy and willingness to accommodate itself to Tokyo's changing priorities. Reverse the situation and Americans would expect the Japanese to do likewise. It's the same strategy that Washington should adopt elsewhere around the globe. The Marine Expeditionary Force stationed on Okinawa is primarily intended to back up America's commitment to South Korea. Yet the South has some 40 times the GDP of North Korea. Seoul should take over responsibility for its own defense. Even more so the Europeans, who possess more than ten times Russia's GDP. If they don't feel at risk, there's no reason for an American defense guarantee. If they do feel at risk, there's no reason for them not to do more--a lot more. Defending populous and prosperous allies made little sense in good economic times. But with Uncle Sam's current year deficit $1.6 trillion and another $10 trillion in red ink likely over the next decade--without counting the impact of any additional financial disasters--current policy is foolish and unsustainable. The U.S. essentially is borrowing money from China to spend defending Japan from China. America does not need to spend roughly as much on the military as the rest of the world combined. The tremors of Tokyo's political earthquake are being felt in Washington, where officials are rounding the wagons to protect the status quo. But America's alliance with Japan--like most of its defense relationships--is outdated. The Obama administration should take the lead in modernizing a security pact originally designed for a world which disappeared years ago. Both America and Japan would benefit from ending Tokyo's unnatural defense dependence on the U.S. 
Relations Solvency

US-Japan alliance will strengthened from the removal of troops. 

Michael O’ Halon, staff writer, Japan Quarterly, Oct-Dec 1997, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=07-21-2015&FMT=7&DID=23378012&RQT=309 (“A new Japan-U.S. security bargain”) Vol. 44, Iss. 4; pg. 12, 8 pgs
Even before resolution of the Korean conflict, U.S. Marines on Okinawa could be reduced to 3,000 to 5,000, from the present range of 20,000. And most of the training sites and barracks could be returned to Japan. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma would, under this proposal, be closed and would not be replaced. Instead, in peacetime, the Marines who remain would make modest use of Kadena Air Base. In crisis or wartime, they could use Naha International Airport-if the airport were among facilities included in the 1997 guidelines list of facilities that U.S. forces could use in a conflict, or if it were made part of the list later. Such a contingency access to Naha would be a fundamental and very important element of the new security responsibilities that Japan would assume under this proposal. The Marines who stay in Okinawa would keep up infrastructure for staging operations and maintain equipment stored in warehouses, bunkers and other facilities. Such facilities would also permit the 31st Marine Expeditionary Unit, with about 2,000 troops, to remain in Okinawa and continue making patrols in the western Pacific on the U.S. amphibious ships based at Sasebo, Nagasaki Prefecture. All other U.S. military capabilities in Japan would be retained. However, the Marine fixed-wing aircraft now at Marine Corps Air Station Iwakuni, in Yamaguchi Prefecture, might be replaced with a similar number of Air Force or Navy jets. This option would not imply further reductions after the resolution of the Korean confrontation. Even after reunification, the 3,000 to 5,000 U.S. Marines in Okinawa would stay there into the indefinite future for other missions and potential conflicts in the region. To avoid any suggestion of a weakening of the Japan-U.S. alliance, reductions in Marine forces on Okinawa would be offset by Japan assuming new responsibilities in the alliance and by increasing other U.S. military capabilities. Those new capabilities should be designed to take up as little space as possible in one of the world's most densely populated nations
Random East Asian Stability Card
Renouncing security agreement when withdrawing key to promote East Asian stability (RETAG PLZ)
CATO 1996,  Toward a New Relationship with Japan, https://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb105/105-47.pdf, AL 

 Several steps must be taken to implement substantive changes. First, the United States should inform Japan that it intends to withdraw its forces from Japanese territory over the next five years and that it will renounce the security treaty two years later. At that point, Japan will be expected to provide entirely for its own defense. Washington should implement its withdrawal strategy without rancor and state explicitly that the move is not motivated by traditional complaints about burden sharing or by the more recent tensions over trade disputes. Under no circumstances should the United States use the security commitment as a bargaining chip. That approach would be a blueprint for Japanese resentment, and the damage to U.S.-Japanese relations could last decades. Second, Washington should indicate to Tokyo that it no longer objects to Japan's assuming a more active political and military posture in East Asia. Quite the contrary, U.S. officials ought to adopt the position that, as the principal democratic great power in the region, Japan has a moral obligation to help stabilize East Asia and contain disruptive or expansionist threats. Third, discussions should begin immediately about a new, more limited security relationship. Japanese and American security interests are likely to overlap in the coming decades, and it is reasonable to explore avenues of cooperation in those areas where there is a sufficient convergence of interests. That cooperation should not, however, take the form of a new alliance. An ongoing security dialogue and occasional joint military exercises would be more appropriate. Elaborate, formal treaty commitments are a bad idea in general. They lock a nation into commitments that may make sense under one set of conditions but become dubious or even counterproductive when conditions change. The United States has some important East Asian interests and cannot be indifferent to the region's fate. No reasonable person would suggest that the United States withdraw its forces to Seattle and San Diego and adopt a Fortress America strategy. But having some interests in the region and being willing to make a contribution to its stability are a far cry from volunteering to be point man in every crisis. America can still protect its core interests with a significantly reduced military presence based in Guam, Wake, Midway, and other locations in the central and west-central Pacific. There is no need to have large numbers of forward-deployed forces, much less units to serve as automatic tripwires if even a minor conflict erupts. The United States should be the balancer of last resort, not the intervenor of first resort, in East Asia's security equation. And the most crucial step in adopting that strategy is to devolve primary regional security responsibilities to Japan, the region's leading power. 

Presence Bad
Presence in Japan creates instability, kills economic growth, and creates radical backlash 

ZHU – Professor of Political Science 2000 

AMERICA’S MILITARY PRESENCE IN NORTHEAST ASIA AFTER THE COLD WAR, http://www.ieas.or.kr/vol12_2/chiqunzuh.htm

Those who argue against continued U.S. military presence in Japan and South Korea usually cite economic cost, lack of a clear post-Cold War strategy, perpetuation of Japan's political underdevelopment, and prolongation of unfinished civil wars to make their cases. For its critics, the U.S. military presence, especially the U.S.-Japan military alliance does not make much sense. Why should Japan, a rich and populous country, have to depend on 47,000 foreign military personnel to defend itself when it faces no obvious threats? And on the Korean peninsula, the South's GNP is at least 20 times that of the North. It is North Korea that often feels threatened by the power imbalance. Chalmers Johnson, a leading Japan scholar, argues that there is no reason for the United States to continue to spend more than $35 billion a year to maintain American troops in Japan and South Korea, both of which have the economic resources to support sufficient forces for their own defense.12) He believes that America's "outdated security policy does not encourage a healthier liberal democracy in Japan but instead strengthens reactionary, narrow-minded political leadership." Thus "only an end to Japan's protectorate status will create the necessary domestic political conditions for Japan to assume a balanced security role in regional and global affairs." To counter the argument that America's military withdrawal will create an arms race and instability in the region, Johnson urges the American people not to forget that the 1992 closing of America's two largest overseas bases, Clark Air Base and Subic Bay in the Philippines, "produced not even a shiver of instability." While some argue that American military protection makes the East Asian economic miracle possible, Johnson claims that East Asia's own invention of state-guided capitalism did more to overcome the communist threat than any military role played by the United States. Even before the fall of the Berlin Wall, some scholars argued that the fundamental challenge facing the United States was not Soviet military might, but the danger of economic insolvency, an eroding industrial base, and the growing American inability to compete with the newly formidable economic rivals, especially Japan, South Korea and Taiwan-the very allies that the U.S. had spent so much to protect. So the end of the Cold War has become the catalyst for a new American global role keyed to emerging economic and political realities rather than a declining military threat. The United States should focus on the economic dimensions of its security. They also contend that the U.S. military presence encourages a regional arms race and is perpetuating the division of unfinished civil wars between the two Koreas and between the PRC and Taiwan.13) As evidence of America's lack of a well-defined post-Cold War strategy, many government officials and scholars would or could not clearly name the source of threat. Though some scholars point to North Korea, very few would be willing to clearly identify China as a more dangerous threat, as Richard Bernstein and Ross Munro did in their controversial book.14) In fact, to avoid directly confronting China, the 1998 New Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation refrains from clearly defining "situations in areas surrounding Japan" which the U.S.-Japan security system would cover if conflicts were to occur. To counter the argument that the massive American military presence must remain in East Asia because-among other reasons-it ensures the stability of the region, strengthens alliances and friendships, and even serves America's economic interests by opening foreign markets to U.S. products, one analyst argues out that these are all misleading. First, East Asia is better stabilized by economic interdependencies than by military forces. Second, the claim that huge concentrations of troops in small areas such as Okinawa strengthen friendships is absurd, as the 1995 rape case shows. And third, the American military presence does nothing to open Japanese or any other regional markets.15) Indeed, the United States has trade disputes with almost all the countries in the region and suffers from an unfavorable trade imbalance with almost all of them. 
Troop presence bad 
Troop presence bad- multiple scenarios for war and collapse of alliance 
CATO 1996,  Toward a New Relationship with Japan, https://www.cato.org/pubs/handbook/hb105/105-47.pdf, AL 

 U.S. policymakers ignore mounting evidence that a security relationship between America as patron and Japan as dependent is not sustainable in the long term. By clinging to the status quo, American leaders risk an abrupt and nasty rupture of the alliance that could poison American-Japanese relations and create the dangerous power vacuum in East Asia that Washington has tried so hard to prevent. There are storm warnings in both countries. The outcry against the U.S. military presence following the rape incident in Okinawa and the results of the September referendum on the U.S. bases are only the most recent and spectacular examples of rising Japanese annoyance. Anger about escalating U.S. demands on the trade front is another, albeit less visible, manifestation. Sentiment in the United States toward Japan has likewise become more confrontational. An especially lethal danger will occur if Americans who are angry about trade matters begin to link that issue to Japanese free riding on defense. There are indications that such a linkage is already taking place, as evidenced by the widely discussed Foreign Affairs article by Chalmers Johnson and E. B. Keehn that appeared in the summer of 1995. Public discontent with alleged Japanese misdeeds on trade issues will eventually produce pressure to adopt the suggestion of Johnson, Keehn, and others to threaten the withdrawal of the U.S. military shield as bargaining "leverage." American advocates of a confrontational trade policy will not be content indefinitely to subsidize the defense of a nation that they believe engages in unfair trade practices. Even Takakazu Kuriyama, Japan's former ambassador to the United States, has stated that the greatest danger to the alliance is "spillover" from economic conflict. The outbreak of an armed conflict somewhere in East Asia that did not include an attack on Japan could also fracture the alliance. Japanese officials have made it clear that their country would merely hold America's coat while U.S. forces intervened to restore the peace. Johnson and Keehn accurately judge the probable consequences of such inaction in the case of a conflict in Korea: "The Pentagon should ponder the specter of Japanese warships 'standing idly by while the United States takes major risks to defend South Korea. Popular support in the United States for any defense of Japan would instantly vanish." That scenario underscores the inherent fragility of the U.S.-Japanese security relationship. Its continued viability is contingent on the alliance's never being put to the test by a military conflict in East Asia. U.S. policymakers will of course argue that the principal purpose of the alliance is to deter such a conflict in the first place. That is undoubtedly true, and the strategic partnership probably does make the outbreak of combat in the region less likely. Nevertheless, it is dubious wisdom to invest all of one's hopes in the infallibility of deterrence. To be viable, an alliance must also be of unquestioned value to both parties if deterrence fails and a war has to be waged. An arrangement in which one party assumes most of the costs in blood and treasure while the other party reaps the benefits is unstable as well as unjust. U.S. leaders need to foster a U.S.-Japanese relationship based on the realities of the post-Cold War world, not a bygone era in which Japan lacked the economic strength or the political confidence to play an assertive, independent role in international affairs and the emotional wounds of World War n were still fresh. The new goal should be a mature relationship between equals—a relationship that recognizes that Japan is a great power in every respect.
AT: Rearm DA 

The security alliance solves for Japanese militarization and regional stability

Eric Vogel, Prof. @ Harvard U, 2003 Asian Studies Newsletter http://www.aasianst.org/Viewpoints/Vogel.htm, AL
Why is the Tokyo government ready to pay the support for the housing of U.S. troops in Okinawa and elsewhere in Japan? Because Japan’s alternatives to a security pact with the United States, developing an independent military capacity to defend themselves or engaging in unarmed neutrality, are less attractive. An independent Japanese military capacity is likely to unnerve the Chinese and Koreans, and the prospects of an arms race between Japan on the one hand and China or Korea on the other, would be high; most Japanese would prefer to have better relations with China and Korea. Unarmed neutrality would leave Japan open to the intimidation of neighbors, including North Korea, something the Japanese public is not likely to tolerate in the long run. Given the alternatives, thoughtful people in the Diet and elsewhere in Japanese policy circles prefer an alliance with the United States. Japanese political leaders who need cooperation from other parties in Japan take a low posture and tone down their proclamations on controversial issues, but when the crunch comes they vote to keep the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance. And that is why so many Japanese politicians support the Guidelines worked out between defense specialists in Japan and the United States to specify what Japan could do to respond in case of emergencies. What is the new role of the U.S.-Japan Security alliance after the end of the cold War? It is to be ready to respond in case of emergencies and to help keep a stable environment so that Japan, China, and Korea do not feel the need to start an arms race in order for each to achieve security. Regional stability is sufficiently important that the United States, having learned the cost of isolationism in 1914 and 1941, is willing to play a considerable role in guaranteeing regional security. Chalmers Johnson wants U.S. troops to pull out of Okinawa but he wants Japan and the United States to keep their treaty alliance. Unfortunately it is not possible to do both. If the United States is to respond quickly to emergencies in places like the Korean peninsula it needs to have troops and supplies readily on hand. The North and South Koreans both know that U.S. troops would defend South Korea if the North attacks because U.S. troops are in Korea and would be affected. Most Japanese believe that U.S. troops would fight to defend Japan. But if U.S. troops were not in Japan, many more Japanese would doubt the U.S. willingness to defend them, and the temptations to develop their own military capacity would be very real; Korea and China would be unlikely to stand idly by. The United States does not negotiate with Okinawa; it negotiates with the government of Japan, in Tokyo, and the Japanese government has chosen to keep bases in Okinawa. U.S. military officials in Okinawa have worked hard and continue to work hard to keep good relations with civilians in Okinawa and to keep incidents to a minimum. We do not live in an ideal dream world where everyone would be perfectly happy. But preserving security in Asia and avoiding a new arms race and regional conflict is too important to the lives of all Asians to be cavalier about advocating U.S. troop withdrawal from Japan without carefully considering the consequences. 
Even if the Alliance collapsed AND China was aggressive Japan still would not go nuclear

Noburnasa Akiyama, Assoc. Prof @ Hiroshima Peace Institute, 2000, http://www.stimson.org/squeas/?SN=SQ20021031440, AL

(Noburnasa, “Blubbing or Bluffing..”)

In the future, the situation would not change. The diastrophism of geopolitics at the global level is the only possible situation in which Japan would make a decision to go nuclear. There are two hypothetical scenarios. A key to both is the US-China relation. The first is the increase in Chinese military threats, including the further buildup of its nuclear arsenal, accompanied by deterioration of China-US relations, and the United States urging Japan to expand its self-defense capability. However, this scenario is not plausible. Even though the United States is the closest ally of Japan, it would oppose a "nuclear" Japan. The United States would not encourage Japan to develop its self-defense capability by acquiring a nuclear arsenal, not from the viewpoint of the US-Japan division of labor in security cooperation, but from the requirement of its interest in non-proliferation. The second is a Chinese military buildup, a drastic improvement of China-US relations accompanied by the termination of the US-Japan alliance, bringing about anti-US and anti-China sentiments, and the rise of Gaullist nationalism in Japan. However, it is simply hard to imagine that this scenario could come true. Even if it did became reality, Japan would not be able to choose the nuclear option, as it would be virtually impossible to build a nuclear capability sufficient to establish strategic balance against both China and the United States. 
AT: Rearm DA 
Japan has internally calculated the utility of nuclear weapons- there are 4 reasons why Japan would never go nuclear

Matake Kamiya, Assoc. Prof of IR @ Japan University, winter 2003, http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, AL 
Comparing the costs and benefits of going nuclear yields at least four basic reasons why Japan’s decision to remain nonnuclear is also largely based on its national interests. First, Japan’s decision to go nuclear would surely undermine the stability of the international environment in which the country lives. As a resource poor island country, friendly international relations are Japan’s only hope to maintain its security and prosperity. The country imports nearly 80 percent of its total energy requirements and almost 100 percent of its petroleum requirements. 15 In fiscal 2000, Japan was self-sufficient for only 40 percent of its calories and 28 percent of its cereal grains.16 As an island nation, Japan depends on sea-lanes for imports and exports. Thus, the Japanese are not merely speaking rhetorically when they say that world and regional peace is inseparable from the country’s security and prosperity, as the government’s Diplomatic Bluebook recently emphasized.17 Since the end of World War II, Japan has used every opportunity to show the international community and especially its East Asian neighbors that it has been reborn as a nation of peace. Japan’s postwar, exclusively defense oriented policy has played a particularly large role in restoring the trust of other East Asian countries by providing clear evidence of Japan’s resolve not to become militaristic again. In abiding by this policy, Japan has voluntarily limited the resources and application of its Self-Defense Forces to the absolute minimum necessary to maintain national self-defense. It has refrained from acquiring offensive weapons such as intercontinental ballistic missiles, long-range strategic bombers, and offensive aircraft carriers and imposed strict conditions on when and how the Self-Defense Forces can lawfully mobilize. According to these conditions, Japan can employ military force only if an armed attack has already been initiated against it and if dealing with the situation without using military force is impossible, but only within the limit of what is minimally necessary. Were Japan to go nuclear, more than a half-century of abiding by such conditions would immediately go up in smoke. Foreign Minster Yohei Kono’s comments in August 1994, when tensions about the North Korean nuclear development program were at a peak, demonstrated a clear understanding of the stakes involved. Asked about Japan’s nuclear option, Kono declared flatly that it “would not benefit Japan at all” because Japan’s development of a nuclear arsenal would increase tensions with its neighbors, the United States, and presumably other countries as well.18 Second, contrary to what most foreign observers believe, nuclearization would actually threaten Japan’s military security. A decision to go nuclear might trigger an arms race in Northeast Asia—in a worst-case scenario, prompting the two Koreas and Taiwan to accelerate their nuclear development or go nuclear as well—ultimately reducing regional and global security. Japan’s Defense Agency soberly recognizes this reality. An unofficial study conducted in 1994 by Defense Agency officials and Self-Defense Forces officers at the behest of Administrative Vice-Minister Shigeru Hatakeyama concluded that Japan’s possession of its own nuclear arsenal had little if any strategic merit.19 In a 1996 presentation, Lt. Gen. Noboru Yamaguchi of the Japanese Ground Self-Defense Forces—reportedly a participant in the 1994 study group—asserted that, even without the protection of a U.S. nuclear umbrella, Japan would be worse off with its own nuclear arsenal.20 He emphasized that, because Japan is an island country with a large part of its population of more than 120 million living in a small number of densely populated cities, nuclear armament would not suit Japan because of its inherent vulnerability to nuclear attack. As a result, Japan is better off in a world where just a few states possess nuclear weapons capability. Consequently, going nuclear would only endanger Japan because, while bringing only minimal military benefits to the country, such a move would motivate numerous other currently nonnuclear states to pursue proliferation. Third, Japan’s decision to develop nuclear weapons would inevitably have a detrimental effect on the country’s relationship with the United States— Japan’s most important bilateral relationship. U.S. leaders do not want to see Japan become a major military power, much less a nuclear power. In March 1990, Maj. Gen. Henry Stackpole, commander of the U.S. Marine Corps bases in Japan, expressed the U.S. position quite clearly: “No one wants a rearmed, resurgent Japan. … So we are a cap in the bottle, if you will.”21 This sentiment has been echoed by many U.S. politicians and security experts on numerous occasions, and the Japanese are well aware of it. Fourth, and again contrary to the views of many foreign observers, the decision to go nuclear would only weaken Japan’s political power internationally. In fact, Japan has won the respect of other nations for its decision not to go nuclear despite its latent nuclear capability. For example, many of the countries that have expressed their support for Japan’s bid for a permanent seat on the United Nations (UN) Security Council have listed Japan’s nonnuclear status as one of the reasons for their support. For example, in August 1994, Brazilian foreign minister Celso Luiz Nunes Amorim told Japanese foreign minister Yohei Kono that limiting the permanent membership of the Security Council to nuclear weapons states would not be appropriate and that Japan should be included in the rank of permanent members.22 Thus, nuclearization would only undermine Japan’s international position and the reputation it has built for itself thus far. As the second largest economic power in the world, Japan, unlike India, does not need to acquire nuclear weapons to assert its power and prestige in the world.
Withdrawal Popular 
Congressional support for troop withdrawal 
Jacob M. Schlesinger, staff writer for the Wall Street Journal, 7/12/10, Okinawa? Marines Out, Says Barney Frank, http://blogs.wsj.com/japanrealtime/2010/07/12/okinawa-marines-out-says-barney-frank/?mod=wsj_share_twitter, AL

The aptly named Mr. Frank, one of the most quotable politicians from either of America’s big two political parties, has been hitting the talk show circuit over the past week with memorable one-liners on the matter. “Most people, I think, that I talk to, thought the Marines left Okinawa when John Wayne died,” he said on MSNBC’s “Morning Joe” show on July 8, referring to the long-gone Hollywood star’s World War II movies. “It’s unclear to me what they’re doing there.” He went on: “I don’t want to see China given a free hand over there vis-a-vis Taiwan, but 15,000 Marines aren’t going to land on the Chinese mainland and confront millions of Chinese soldiers. You need some air power and sea power.” The liberal Massachusetts Democrat was given the microphone in recent days after penning a widely-cited odd-couple op-ed with libertarian Texas Republican Rep. Ron Paul on July 6 calling for sharp cuts in the Pentagon budget, particularly on spending abroad. While the piece itself doesn’t mention Okinawa, Mr. Frank cites Japan’s southern island repeatedly in interviews as a prime exhibit of what he considers wasteful World War II legacy spending that has become irrelevant in the 21st century. “We don’t need 15,000 Marines in Okinawa,” Mr. Frank told National Public Radio July 10. “They’re hanged-over (sic) from a war that ended 65 years ago.”
** Varun Cuts lots of Random Cards **

Presence key to Japanese Economy

Military presence in japan key to Japanese economy – allows them to direct attention to growth

Andrew Daisuke Stewart, lawyer of civil and commercial litigation, ex-law clerk to the Honorable Karen N. Blondin (First Circuit Court, State of Hawaii), ex-congressional fellow in Congressman Robert Matsui's Washington D.C. office. University of Hawaii Asian-Pacific Law & Policy Journal, Summer 2003, William S. Richardson School of Law, “Kayano v. Hokkaido Expropriation Committee Revisited: Recognition of Ryukyuans as a Cultural Minority Under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, an Alternative Paradigm for Okinawan Demilitarization,” 4 Asian-Pacific L. & Pol'y J. 307, lexis

Despite the recent economic downturn, 1 Japan remains one of the world's most prosperous democracies. Japan's citizens benefit from a high standard of living 2 and a modern legal system 3 that provides liberal political and social rights. 4 Japan's post-war transformation--from a country defeated and devastated by war into an economic superpower--has been characterized as nothing short of miraculous. 5 This economic miracle was in large part possible because of the American military umbrella, which enabled Japan to direct its financial resources toward economic growth rather than military development. 

Okinawa = Military Presence

Troops in Okinawa are military presence

Andrew Daisuke Stewart, lawyer of civil and commercial litigation, ex-law clerk to the Honorable Karen N. Blondin (First Circuit Court, State of Hawaii), ex-congressional fellow in Congressman Robert Matsui's Washington D.C. office. University of Hawaii Asian-Pacific Law & Policy Journal, Summer 2003, William S. Richardson School of Law, “Kayano v. Hokkaido Expropriation Committee Revisited: Recognition of Ryukyuans as a Cultural Minority Under the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, an Alternative Paradigm for Okinawan Demilitarization,” 4 Asian-Pacific L. & Pol'y J. 307, lexis

Behind this success story, however, is a minority that has borne the majority of the burden associated with hosting a foreign military [*308] presence, 7 while sharing unequally in the country's prosperity. 8 Okinawa, Japan's poorest 9 and one of its smallest 10 prefectures, has been a dumping ground for American bases since the end of World War II. 11 Consequently, noise pollution, environmental contamination, military accidents, and crimes committed by U.S. servicemen, are a part of everyday life in Okinawa. 12 The U.S. military presence has transformed a peaceful island society into a floating fortress. 13 More significant, the Ryukyuans--the indigenous inhabitants of Okinawa 14 --are a cultural and ethnic minority who have historically been oppressed and discriminated [*309] against by Japan. 15 Thus, based on historical precedence, Japan's acquiescence in allowing the United States to retain Okinawa following World War II and the continued disproportionate allocation of the bases there, even following the islands' reversion to Japan in 1972, 16 cannot be viewed without extreme skepticism. 

T Link – In = Throughout

Gwyn Kirk, member of the San Francisco Bay Area Okinawa Peace Network, and Carolyn Bowen Francis, member of Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, founding members of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2k, “Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia,” Berkeley Women's Law Journal, 15 Berkeley Women's L.J. 229, lexis

 The 1951 Japan-U.S. Mutual Security Treaty provides regulations for U.S. troops and bases in Japan. There are currently 63,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan. 32 The islands of Okinawa, the southernmost prefecture located midway between Tokyo and Manila, house seventy-five percent of U.S. military facilities in Japan although Okinawa comprises only 0.6% of Japan's total land area.

American Action Key
Significant feminist gains can only be accomplished by recognizing Washington’s central role in shaping these issues. American awareness forces military change, solving status quo exploitation
Gwyn Kirk, member of the San Francisco Bay Area Okinawa Peace Network, and Carolyn Bowen Francis, member of Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, founding members of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2k, “Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia,” Berkeley Women's Law Journal, 15 Berkeley Women's L.J. 229, lexis

Unfortunately, the efforts by grassroots activists have not resulted in significant changes to the SOFAs between the U.S. and East Asian governments. [*268] Their efforts, however, have been very effective in making the issues more widely known, and their protests have forced some concessions from both the U.S. military and host governments. For example, the uproar caused by the rape of the 12-year-old Okinawan girl and the ensuing media coverage forced changes in U.S. military practice in Okinawa. U.S. military officials raised the legal age for drinking alcohol in Japan to twenty-one years old, and designated a large entertainment district near Kadena Air Base off-limits to U.S. personnel after midnight for several months. 260 The Japanese government proposed a forum for regular discussions of problems raised by the bases between officials from Tokyo and Okinawa. 261 The Japanese government has also found alternative sites in mainland Japan for live-firing drills, moving some of the activity away from Okinawa, although U.S. troops who take part in these drills are still based in Okinawa. President Clinton, U.S. Ambassador to Japan Walter Mondale, and military commanders offered profuse apologies to the 12-year-old rape victim and her family. 262 Marines in Okinawa took up a collection for the victim and her family, and the U.S. government provided some monetary compensation. 263 Yet, fourstar Admiral Macke, Commander-in-Chief of U.S. forces in the Pacific, embarrassed the U.S. Navy by condemning the young men involved in this incident with the comment: "I think it was absolutely stupid. I've said several times, for the price they paid to rent the car, they could have had a girl." 264 He resigned abruptly, however, after these tactless and sexist remarks fueled the anger of Okinawans and provided bad press for the Navy. 265 One researcher claims that: "The growing resistance of the women's movement in the Philippines and Japan to the sexist attitudes evident in the ranks of the U.S. military from top to bottom, from the high command to the enlisted personnel, was a direct cause of Admiral Macke's dismissal." 266 Having first declared that there was no need to revise the SOFA, Japan and the United States agreed "to set up a working [*269] group to explore ways to improve the criminal jurisdiction procedures" under the SOFA, after sustained protests in Okinawa and Tokyo. 267 As previously discussed, the outcome of this working group was to give Japan the option to request that the United States turn over personnel suspected of committing crimes like rape and murder before issuing an indictment, 268 and the United States agreed to give such requests "sympathetic consideration." 269 In the Philippines women's activism and lobbying contributed to delays in the approval of a new military agreement with the United States, following the removal of permanent U.S. bases from the Philippines in 1992. 270 The Acquisition and Cross-Servicing Agreement (ACSA), announced in 1994, would have "threatened deeper encroachments on Philippine sovereignty, providing for . . . repair and supply of U.S. warships, rest and recreation for U.S. troops, and the conversion of the Philippine military into a virtual subsidiary of the U.S. military." 271 It was not ratified, however, due to opposition from some Filipino politicians and much public protest, including some by women working with the Buklod Center, WEDPRO, and the Coalition Against Trafficking in Women-Asia Pacific. 272 The ACSA was superseded by the VFA, which was ratified by the Philippine Senate in 1999, despite massive public opposition. 273 To make significant changes, women activists from East Asia will need to continue their current strategies in their own countries, but they rightly identify Washington, D.C. as the locus of power regarding these issues. 274 In addition to their efforts, there is a need for increased awareness of these matters and a vigorous campaign to generate public interest and concern in the United States, which would lead to a demand for changes in U.S. military practices in East Asia.

Women = Raped/SOFAs Bad

Countries think it’s okay to let women get raped for national security/SOFAs bad

Gwyn Kirk, member of the San Francisco Bay Area Okinawa Peace Network, and Carolyn Bowen Francis, member of Okinawa Women Act Against Military Violence, founding members of the East Asia-U.S. Women's Network Against Militarism, 2k, “Redefining Security: Women Challenge U.S. Military Policy and Practice in East Asia,” Berkeley Women's Law Journal, 15 Berkeley Women's L.J. 229, lexis

Women activists in Korea, Japan (especially Okinawa), and the Philippines have identified the SOFAs that govern U.S. military conduct overseas as blocks to security for women and children who live near U.S. bases. The SOFAs are negotiated in the context of economic, political,  [*270]  and military inequalities between host governments and the United States. The host governments believe their national security is closely intertwined with that of the United States, and are willing to maintain local conditions that will support U.S. bases and operations in their countries, despite considerable public protest by their own people. From the perspective of women organizers in host communities, the U.S. military and the East Asian governments show a sexist disregard for women and children who suffer disrespect, crime, and violence by U.S. military personnel. Organizers see sexism and misogyny as inherent in U.S. military training and culture, which involves prostitution and abuse of women in host communities by U.S. military personnel. Women's organizations argue that the SOFAs protect only the legal rights of U.S. troops overseas: they involve confusing and inconsistent jurisdictions over troops who commit crimes against civilians in host communities, and they fail to address the plight of Amerasian children. Organizers have adopted a range of strategies to call public attention to the limitations of the SOFAs. While these strategies have been somewhat effective, there is a need for increased awareness of these issues and a vigorous campaign in the United States to generate sufficient public interest and concern to demand changes in U.S. military practices in East Asia.
AT: T – Substantial

50 percent of all American forces are in Okinawa

Ian Roberts Mcconnel, the Editor-in-Chief of the Boston College International & Comparative Law Review, Winter, 2006, “A RE-EXAMINATION OF THE UNITED STATES-JAPAN STATUS OF FORCES AGREEMENT,” Boston College International and Comparative Law Review, 29 B.C. Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 165, lexis

After twenty years of U.S. military rule, the Japanese government negotiated the official return of Okinawa to Japanese control in 1972. 9 Nevertheless, from 1952 until the present, the United States has continued to maintain an expansive military presence on Okinawa. 10 While the island of Okinawa is approximately the size of Los Angeles and is less than one percent of Japan's total land mass, there are over 26,000 U.S. personnel stationed in Okinawa. 11 This is roughly half of all the U.S. forces stationed in Japan. 12 Approximately seventy-five percent of the land the United States occupies for its bases in Japan is situated on Okinawa, and the U.S. military bases cover approximately twenty percent of the entire island.

Two thirds of American forces are in Okinawa/plan popular with Japanese public
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 3/25/2010, “Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/okinawa-and-the-problems_b_512610.html

Today the prefecture, Japan's smallest with just 0.6 percent of the country's land area, hosts roughly three-quarters of American military facilities and two-thirds of American military personnel -- some 27,000 personnel stationed on 14 major bases -- located in Japan. U.S. operations take up about 18 percent of the main island's territory. Although some Okinawans benefit from land rent, construction contracts, and consumer spending, for most residents the inconvenience is monumental, the limits on development costly, and the environmental consequences substantial. No surprise, the vast majority of residents want to reduce or eliminate the American presence. 
American Influence in Japanese = Real World
Empirics prove American actions influence Japanese domestic politics

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 6/18/2010, “Get Out of Japan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592

Candidate Barack Obama may have charmed foreign peoples, but President Barack Obama unashamedly cold shoulders foreign leaders he doesn’t like. One of them was Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who sought to reduce the number of U.S. bases on the island of Okinawa. The Obama administration worked diligently to frustrate Hatoyama’s efforts, which helped force his resignation barely eight months into his term. It was an impressive performance in raw political power. But it likely was a Pyrrhic victory. 

Consultation Now/Key to Solve the Aff/SoKo Prolif Good (Check China)
The header explains what the card is.
Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 3/25/2010, “Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/okinawa-and-the-problems_b_512610.html

However, Okinawa residents want to remove, not relocate the base, and Japanese taxpayers aren't thrilled about picking up part of the moving tab. The DPJ government announced plans to revisit the 2006 agreement. The Obama administration responded by demanding that Tokyo live up to its responsibilities. More recently, U.S. officials suggested that Washington would not agree to any change that lacked local approval -- which would conveniently leave Futenma unmoved. Now the Hatoyama government is holding consultations, with a decision promised for May. Okinawa activists have brought their case to Washington and joined with interested Americans to set up a website and undertake educational activities. It's a worthwhile effort. But the primary problem remains in Tokyo. Today both U.S. and Japanese government officials cheerfully conspire against Okinawans. When the latter complain, Washington points to Tokyo. Tokyo points back at Washington. But, in fact, the ultimate decision lies in Tokyo. The American military is not organized to follow the will of Okinawa residents. That is the responsibility of their own national government. If Washington is going to both defend Japan and use Japanese territory as a launch pad for intervention elsewhere, troops must be stationed somewhere, and Okinawa is centrally located. In fact, there's no reason for the U.S. to do either. Allies are a means to an end; the defense of America, not allies, is America's vital interest. Sometimes protecting other nations is necessary for U.S. security, as during the Cold War. But that world disappeared long ago. Enemy threats are far fewer and allied capabilities are far greater. True, politicians and analysts alike routinely term America's alliances "cornerstones" and "linchpins" of U.S. security, regional stability, and world peace. In reality, today's alliance are unnecessary at best and dangerous transmission belts of conflict and war at worst. Consider Japan. President Barack Obama says that "America's commitment to Japan's security is unshakable," but does that mean the U.S. forever must defend that nation? The 1951 military treaty committed Japan to "increasingly assume responsibility for its own defense against direct and indirect aggression." In fact, Tokyo is capable of defending itself. Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada recently expressed doubt that "Japan on its own can face up to such risks" as China, but Tokyo needs a deterrent capability, not superiority. That is well within Japan's means. Certainly the U.S. would be far more secure if its allies and friends created forces to discourage aggression and worked together to encourage regional stability, rather than depended on Washington. 

Japan key to East Asian Security

Japan key to east Asian stability – non-US multilateral cooperation is a must

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 6/12/2010,  “Japan Can Defend Itself,” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804
Who should protect Japan? Japan. Tokyo's neighbors remain uneasy in varying degrees about the prospect of a more active Japan, but World War II is over. A revived Japanese empire is about as likely as a revived Mongol empire. Both Japan and India could play a much larger role in preserving regional security. Many Japanese citizens are equally opposed to a larger Japanese military and more expansive foreign policy. Their feelings are understandable, given the horrors of World War II. However, the most fundamental duty of any national government is defense. If the Japanese people want a minimal (or no) military, that is their right. But they should not expect other nations to fill the defense gap. Moreover, with an expected $1.6 trillion deficit this year alone, the United States can no longer afford to protect countries which are able to protect themselves. Washington has more than enough on its military plate elsewhere in the world. Raymond Greene, America's consul general in Okinawa, says: "Asia is going though a period of historic strategic change in the balance of power." True enough, which is why East Asian security and stability require greater national efforts from Japan and its neighbors. Regional defense also warrants improved multilateral cooperation — something which should minimize concerns over an increased Japanese role.
Solvency – Checks China & East Asia Stuff

Defensive Japanese military checks aggressive china, and allows for peaceful agreements with east Asian countries

Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute, Vice President of Policy for Citizen Outreach, Huffington Post, Robert A. Taft Fellow at the American Conservative Defense Alliance, Senior Fellow in International Religious Persecution at the Institute on Religion and Public Policy, served as a Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan, nationally syndicated columnist with Copley News Service, and editor of the monthly political magazine Inquiry, 6/18/2010, “Get Out of Japan,” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592

Some Japanese see little danger and correspondingly little need for much defense. Others are not so certain. It’s a decision for the Japanese people.  North Korea’s military abilities remain uncertain and its aggressive intentions remain unpredictable. Prime Minister Hatoyama cited “the current situation in the Korean peninsula” as a reason to maintain the base on Okinawa.  Moreover, China’s power is growing. So far Beijing has been assertive rather than aggressive, but increasingly seems willing to contest islands claimed by both nations. The best way to keep the competition peaceful is for Tokyo to be able to protect itself.  Of course, several of Japan’s neighbors, along with some Americans, remain nervous about any Japanese military activity given the Tokyo’s wartime depredations. However, the Japanese people do not have a double dose of original sin. Everyone who planned and most everyone who carried out those aggressions are dead. A country, which goes through political convulsions before it will send unarmed peacekeepers abroad is not likely to engage in a new round of conquest.  Anyway, the best way to assuage regional concerns is to construct cooperative agreements and structures between Japan and its neighbors. Democratic countries from South Korea to Australia to India have an interest in working with Tokyo to ensure that the Asia-Pacific remains peaceful and prosperous. Japan has much at stake and could contribute much. Tokyo could still choose to do little. But it shouldn’t expect America to fill any defense gap.
Taiwan, China, NoKo Stability

Removal of US military presence is key to East Asian stability
Mark Beeson, Winthrop Professor in Political Science and International Relations at the University of Western Australia and formerly Professor of International Relations, University of Birmingham, UK, 2006, “East Asian Regionalism and the End of the Asia-Pacific: After American Hegemony,” http://www.japanfocus.org/-Mark-Beeson/3008
Elsewhere in the region American policy generally and the ‘war on terror’ in particular have eroded popular support for the US even more dramatically. 83 That enthusiasm for the US in Islamic Indonesia might plummet as a consequence of the US’s increasingly unilateral, for-us-or-against-us policy stance in the ‘war on terror’ is perhaps predictable enough. What is more surprising is that the US’s frequently heavy-handed, uncompromising approach, when combined with a frequently unsophisticated understanding of, or apparent disregard for, Southeast Asia’s particular difficulties, may actually be encouraging further opposition to its policies.84 Moreover, there is a good deal of scepticism about American policy in the region, even amongst supporters of the war on terror, as US policy appears to be equally preoccupied with countering Chinese influence in Southeast Asia – a concern that is not widely shared in the region.85 The other issue that may be effectively creating a divide, or at least a growing sense of difference, between the East Asian and North American sides of the Asia-Pacific is the growing realisation that, while the hub and spokes architecture that the US continues to dominate may further American grand strategy, it is not necessarily helpful in resolving specific East Asian problems or promoting greater regional cooperation. As Muthiah Alagappa points out, it is striking that ‘the development of international society has made the greatest progress in a subregion – Southeast Asia – after American disengagement and has made much less progress in a subregion – Northeast Asia – where the United States has continued to be engaged most heavily’.87 Not only has Southeast Asia been able to foster a sense of regional identity in the absence of direct American engagement – with no obvious loss of security or stability – but American policy has made little progress in resolving the East Asian region’s most intractable and dangerous confrontation on the Korean peninsula. Indeed, Alagappa argues that American troop deployments across Northeast Asia may actually be making the resolution of stand-offs in North Korea, and between Taiwan and China, more difficult to resolve. Like Kang, Alagappa concludes that ‘the consequences of American disengagement may not be as disastrous as posited’.88 Such a possibility is still quite unimaginable for many policy makers and commentators around the region. Yet it is becoming increasingly less controversial to suggest that China’s rise will inevitably draw Southeast and Northeast Asia into ‘a single East Asia regional security dynamic’.89 If the ‘Korean problem’ can be resolved satisfactorily, if the status quo prevails in relation to Taiwan, if Japan and the rest of the region remain comfortable with the inevitability of a more powerful China and do not seek to ‘balance’ its ascendancy in the manner much Western scholarship predicts – all clearly big ‘ifs’ – then it is not obvious what justification or support there would be for continued American troop deployments across the region, or even a security architecture that continues to revolve around Washington rather than Beijing. In such circumstances the Asia-Pacific would become the emptiest of signifiers, and the US would be deprived of a potentially important institutionalized link to the countries of East Asia.

AT: Consult Japan CP
1. 1AC evidence indicates that consultation is already happening.

2. Clinton already consulted
Cnn, news source, 5/21/10, http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/asiapcf/05/21/japan.clinton/index.html, (“Clinton in Japan for Okinawa base talks”)

Clinton landed in Japan for the first leg of the trip Friday. She'll meet in Tokyo with Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama and Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada. The daylong trip is expected to include talks about the controversial American military base in Okinawa. The trip will also take her to China and South Korea, where she's expected to discuss the latest conflict between South Korea and North Korea after the South accused the North of sinking one of its warships in March. South Korean President Lee Myung-bak has said that North Korea's alleged torpedo attack the South Korean warship was tantamount to a military provocation and that it violates the armistice agreement between the nations, Yonhap reported. North Korea in pact threat North Korea denied that it sank the warship, which went down in March, killing 46 sailors. "The secretary will hold consultations with all of her counterparts on the security of the Korean Peninsula, an issue in which we all have a keen interest," the State Department said on its web site. North Korea has threatened to back out of a nonaggression pact between the nations, while the South Korean president has accused its northern neighbor of engaging in military provocation, South Korea's Yonhap news agency reported. High on the agenda in Japan is the Okinawa base, a divisive issue that has prompted renewed efforts to keep U.S. troops farther from the local population to avoid confrontations. Okinawans have accused the U.S. military of serious crimes such as rape, drunken driving, and environmental and noise pollution. Nearly 100,000 residents held rallies last month to demand that the base be moved off the island. A recent poll showed that 59 percent of Japanese believe the prime minister should resign if he can't resolve the fight over the future of the Futenma Air Base in Okinawa. It's Clinton's fifth trip to the region as secretary of state.
3.  If we re-consult, it will annoy Japan, straining relations. DON’T MAKE THEM LOOK STUPID. 
PAGE  
1
Last printed 7/27/2010 10:37:00 AM





