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*** A2: U.S.-Japan FTA CP

2AC—Agriculture DA

The counterplan kills Japanese agriculture.

Nikkei Weekly, "Farmers, governors force DPJ back to drawing board," 2009, lexis, Alex Agne

The DPJ is moving to revise aspects of its campaign platform, notably its support for a free trade agreement with the U.S., which Japan's farmers fiercely oppose.  Tatsuo Hirano, a lawmaker who handles agricultural affairs, on Aug. 5 assured the powerful central union of agricultural cooperatives that a DPJ government would not lower tariffs on rice and other major farm products.  At a press conference after the union meeting, Hirano said the statement on a Japan-U.S. FTA, which appears in the foreign policy section of the manifesto, could be misinterpreted and that it lacks an adequate explanation.  According to the initial plank, the DPJ had planned to take trade-pact negotiations with the U.S. beyond where preceding Japanese governments were willing to go. But representatives of agricultural cooperatives hit back, arguing that doing so could deal a death blow to Japanese farmers.  The plank has sparked widespread protest, and the ruling coalition is increasingly using it as ammunition with which to attack the DPJ. The DPJ's backtracking suggests a fear of losing rural votes. 

That tanks the Japanese economy.

Mulgan, PhD in Japanese Politics, 10 East Asia Forum, Japan is the Party of Economic Reform, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2009/08/04/japan-is-the-dpj-the-party-of-economic-reform/ 
Why is agricultural reform vital for Japan’s economy? Professor Masayoshi Honma of Tokyo University, who headed up a task force making recommendations to Prime Minister Aso, argues that agriculture is a core sector in many regional economies. A revitalised agricultural industry could, therefore, breathe new life into many local economies. It could even become a mainstay industry for the country according to Kazumasa Iwata, head of the Cabinet Office’s Economic and Social Research Institute. One way would be to form stronger connections between farming and the industrial and commercial sectors and to make more agricultural land available to highly skilled, full-time professional farmers to expand their output and become more efficient producers by exploiting economies of scale.
2AC—Doesn’t Solve DPJ Advantage

Doesn’t solve our DPJ advantage—the SDP and PNP hate the FTA—the counterplan undermines the DPJ’s coalition.
BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific, "Minor party welcomes main Japanese opposition party's stand on nuclear issue," 2009, lexis, Alex Agne

Social Democratic Party leader Mizuho Fukushima on Monday welcomed Democratic Party of Japan leader Yukio Hatoyama's suggestion the previous day that the main opposition DPJ will consider legislating Japan's three nonnuclear principles if it wins power in the Aug. 30 general election.  "President Hatoyama said he will consider (legislating the principles) and I see it as a great step," Fukushima said at a press conference in Tokyo announcing her minor opposition party's campaign platform for the national election. "It is the result of our party's efforts to get (the DPJ) moving in that direction." Fukushima said she hopes to achieve the disclosure of an alleged secret pact between Japan and the United States as well as adherence and legislation of the nonnuclear principles "under new politics" led by the DPJ.  The principles of not producing, possessing or allowing nuclear weapons on Japanese territory have been the bedrock of the nation's nuclear policy, but their legal status remains tenuous given that they are only stipulated in a lower house resolution.  The government says it has adhered to the principles over the years, but declassified US documents as well as testimonies have shown that Japan and the United States forged a secret pact to enable nuclear-armed US military vessels and airplanes to stop over in Japan.  The SDP, a strong advocate of denuclearization, has pushed the DPJ and another opposition party, the People's New Party, to make the principles into law.  "I don't think it is so difficult (for a new government) to realize adherence and legislation," she said, pointing to the growing anti-nuclear sentiment in international society and US President Barack Obama's calls for a nuclear-free world.  She also praised the DPJ's decision to revise the references in its manifesto pertaining to a Japan-US free trade agreement.  In his regular press conference Friday, DPJ Acting President Naoto Kan said the DPJ pledges to "promote negotiations" on the bilateral accord instead of its previous stance of "conclude the FTA" after it met criticism from farmers that the conclusion would take a heavy toll on the nation's agricultural industry.  In its campaign platform, the SDP vows to maintain its opposition against any bilateral economic agreements that could damage Japan's farming.  The DPJ has repeatedly shifted its position on foreign and national security issues with an eye towards taking power in the election and forging a coalition government with the SDP and the People's New Party if necessary.  

A2: (Your Ev Says) DPJ Supports FTA

False—our ev says the DPJ no longer supports the FTA.

Here’s more evidence—the DPJ will not move forward on a U.S. FTA.

Nikkei Weekly, "Futenma tying down government," 5/24/10, lexis, Alex Agne

Equally worrying, the Futenma mess is hampering Japan's economic diplomacy. Last summer's DPJ election manifesto said a DPJ government would push for free-trade agreements with other Asia-Pacific nations, including the U.S. Although FTA talks with South Korea have begun, they are making little progress. As for the launch of talks with the U.S., a senior official with the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry said flatly: "This is not the time for that." He cited the Futenma impasse.  Ministers that deal with FTAs - including Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries Minister Hirotaka Akamatsu and Finance Minister Naoto Kan - have met several times since autumn to discuss the negotiations with South Korea and other nations. But government officials lament the lack of movement. "The discussions have produced a great deal of noise," one said, "but no concrete strategy has yet been worked out."  The DPJ manifesto also promised cooperation with other nations in the Asia-Pacific on trade, finance and energy, but no specific steps have been taken so far. 

The DPJ has given up on an FTA—farm lobbies.

Sydney Morning Herald, "Japan set for a shock," 2009, lexis, Alex Agne

Other elements are contradictory. The DPJ says it wants a “more equal” security treaty with the US, and to contribute more to UN peacekeeping operations. Contrary to the expectations of left-wing party members,the first would actually increase Japan's contribution to its own defence, and the second could need a reinterpretation or revision of the post-1945 constitution's limit on use of military power.  The same goes for the party's economic policies, which include promises to eliminate road tolls, cut small business taxes, pay young mothers a child allowance, support farm incomes, improve state pensions and reverse Koizumi's privatisation of the massive post office savings bank.  The total would cost about 3.5 per cent of GDP, and some elements are again contradictory. Bringing postal savings back under state control would again allow bureaucrats to divert private savings into low-interest loans for big industry, instead of chasing higher-yielding investments for account holders.  With voting attachments so fluid, a DPJ government could quickly find its support falling away as it faces an early electoral test at elections due next July for the Diet's upper house, where the DPJ and allied small parties have held a majority since mid-2007.  The party is already wilting on a large part of its reform agenda, aimed at breaking the bureaucratic fiefdoms that put particular industries ahead of wider popular welfare.  Its election manifesto initially supported a free-trade agreement with the US. But after the powerful farm associations started mobilising a backlash earlier this month, Hatoyama had the platform amended to exclude agriculture from any FTA with the Americans (and, by extension, with Australia, which also has free trade agreement negotiations under way with Japan).  This leaves the DPJ with a policy of supporting farm incomes without more open trade, in effect turning the effort to one of subsidising existing inefficient production rather than nudging households to shift to other livelihoods. “We are basically working with what we have always had to work with,” one Australian official said. 
2AC—Links To Politics

The counterplan links to politics—free trade is unpopular.

Nikkei Weekly  8 [11/10/08, "Dire financial crisis one of many balls in Obama's court", lexis]

For the world, including Japan, it is crucial that the U.S.  maintain an open economic system. Obama argues that it is wrong to stem globalization, but a chorus against free trade is growing more vocal among labor unions, his support base, and Democrats.  Pressure on the government to provide aid to the ailing U.S. auto industry is also increasing.
1AR—Links To Politics

FTA saps capital—Korea FTA proves.

Washington Times 9 [Gary Jason, SPECIAL TO THE WASHINGTON TIMES, 1/15/09, "His success cost him; Protectionists target Bush over free trade", lexis]

Even more boldly, Mr. Bush pushed for a Free Trade  Area of the Asia Pacific (FTAAP) at the meeting of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation conference in 2007. This huge free trade zone would have included Chile, the United States and most of the other Pacific countries of the Western Hemisphere, along with China, Japan,  South Korea and most other Asian nations. Given the deep divisions between the Asian nations, that was a bridge too far, but at least Mr. Bush tried it.  But the Democrats are now a very protectionist party, and the Democrat-controlled Congress stripped Mr. Bush of his fast-track authority in 2007. Since then the Democrats have successfully blocked the Colombia and the South Korea FTAs.  So, the prospects of an expansion of free trade are now bleak. A rising tide of populist sentiment saw to that. The twin bugaboos of populism are free trade and immigration. Mr. Bush tried more than any recent president to rationalize both, and it cost him support on both the left and the right. By mid-2008 polls showed that the public had come to oppose free trade, and Mr. Bush was down to 30 percent in the polls. His unwavering support of free trade cost him dearly in public support.  John McCain campaigned on a platform of free trade and had a 100 percent rating from the Cato Trade Center. He lost. Barack Obama (in exchange for the endorsement of the Teamsters' Union) came out against the Korea FTA, and he ran a campaign bashing NAFTA under the canard that it had cost millions of jobs. (He even suggested renegotiating it, before backpedaling through backchannels to the Canadian government, which was outraged at the suggestion). Mr. Obama won, and so did more congressional Democrats.  The result is the most virulently protectionist Congress since the Smoot-Hawley era, with a president clearly opposed to free trade as well. And all of them are greatly beholden to Big Labor, which spent $450 million on the 2008 elections, mainly on Democrats preaching protectionism.

*** A2: Public Diplomacy CP

2AC—Doesn’t Solve The Case

Massive opposition to Marine Corps presence in Okinawa—no chance the counterplan shifts public sentiment.

Japan Press Weekly, 2010 (“More than 70% of Okinawans want Futenma base to be removed or moved outside Japan,” June 1st, Available Online at http://www.japan-press.co.jp/2010/2672/usf_5.html, Accessed 07-23-2010)
In Okinawa, 84 percent of residents are opposed to the relocation of the U.S. Futenma base from Ginowan City to Henoko in Nago City while 6 percent support it, Mainichi Shimbun reported on May 31. This is according to an opinion poll jointly conducted by Tokyo-based Mainichi Shimbun and Okinawa's Ryukyu Shimpo in response to the recent Japan-U.S. agreement on moving the U.S. Marine air station to Nago's Henoko district. Among those who are against relocating the Futenma base to Henoko, 38 percent said it should be unconditionally removed and 36 percent expressed it should be moved outside Japan, showing that more than 70 percent of Okinawans want the U.S. military facility to be removed without condition or moved out of the nation. Some expressed the opinion that they want Futenma to be relocated to other locations in Japan (16 percent) and elsewhere in Okinawa (4 percent). Seven percent felt that the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty should be maintained while the majority said it should be changed to a peace and friendship treaty (55 percent) and 14 percent said it should be abrogated. The stationing of the U.S. Marine Corps in Okinawa is recognized as unnecessary by 71 percent of respondents and as necessary by 15 percent. Regarding the fact that 74 percent of U.S. military facilities in Japan are located in Okinawa, 50 percent said they should be reduced and 41 percent want them to be removed. 

The counterplan doesn’t solve short-term opinions—policy change is key.

Barry Zorthian, Partner in the Washington Government and Public Affairs firm of Alcalde & Fay and a former senior foreign service officer who was in charge of the communications effort in Saigon for four a half years during the Vietnam War, 2009 (“Public Diplomacy Is Not the Answer,” Public Diplomacy, June 12th, Available Online at http://www.publicdiplomacy.org/29.htm, Accessed 07-23-2010)
In this age of intense worldwide reaction resulting from instant communication and global media, foreign perceptions depend largely on and are a response to the substance of our foreign involvement - our policies, their articulation and projection and the actions we take to carry them out . With Public Diplomacy thus limited at this point largely to what are long-term goals, the task of taking into account the impact and effect of our national actions falls squarely on the principals who conceive and determine foreign policy.

2AC—Links To Politics

Public diplomacy drains political capital.

Bruce Gregory, Professorial Lecturer on public diplomacy and strategic communication at Georgetown University, George Washington University, and the U.S. Naval War College, 2009 (“Mapping Smart Power in Multi-stakeholder Public Diplomacy / Strategic Communication,” The Institute for Public Diplomacy and Global Communication, October 5th, Available Online at http://www.gwu.edu/~ipdgc/assets/docs/mapping_smartpower_gregory.pdf, Accessed 07-23-2010)
6. Finally, can we achieve meaningful transformation soon? Real change seldom occurs late in Administrations – if it comes at all. Presidents and senior leaders value effective PD and SC. At the personal level, some of them demonstrate world-class skills; others do not. But with limited time, finite political capital, and no electoral votes to be gained, they seldom take on the hard work of institutional transformation. We don’t need more studies. I suspect most of us have “report fatigue.” We don’t lack advice. We lack the roadmaps and leadership required for implementation. If the Obama Administration does not move quickly on these issues, we face another round of reports in the run-up to 2012, and perhaps again in 2016. [* PD = Public Diplomacy: “First proposition: public diplomacy and strategic communication are analogous – not antithetical. To save time, I will call them PD and SC. Diplomats tend to prefer PD. Soldiers tend to prefer SC. These are the preferences of different tribal cultures. They are not separate analytical categories.]

*** A2: DPJ Ag Policy Bad

2AC—DPJ Ag Policy Good

Status quo agricultural policies are not sustainable—only the DPJ can solve.

Yoshikawa 10 [Yukie, Asia-Pacific Journal: Japan Focus, “Can Japanese Agriculture Overcome Dependence and Decline?”, http://theglobalrealm.com/2010/07/14/can-japanese-agriculture-overcome-dependence-and-decline/ 

Agriculture in Japan suffers from a wide range of problems, including a low food self-sufficiency rate of only 41%1 and an inflexible farmland market. Rather than seriously tackling these problems, the Japanese government has chosen to compensate farmers through import restrictions, subsidies and price supports.2 These measures, aimed at addressing the widening urban-rural income gap and assuring the Liberal Democratic Party’s rural base, raised Japanese rice prices to among the highest in the world and further reduced food self-sufficiency. Japan’s farm support initiatives began in the 1960s and were promoted by Prime Minister Tanaka Kakuei as “Nihon Rettō Kaizō Ron” (Remodeling the Japanese Archipelago). The large infrastructure projects launched under this program provided public works jobs in rural and urban areas that boosted incomes of rural communities but did little to stay the decline of agriculture. Moreover, international pressure to open Japan’s agricultural markets increased, most strikingly during the Uruguay Round Agreement in 1994. Japanese policies of protecting farmers through maintaining high market prices and high tariffs were targeted, and Japan was forced to accept food imports at the level imposed by the World Trade Organization (WTO), in return for keeping high tariffs on rice and other products. This has not helped Japan’s agriculture, however, because the government simply chose to delay the drastic changes necessary to enhance the competitiveness of Japanese farmers. Meanwhile international demands for free trade continued to increase.

No offense—the LDP will also continue status quo practices.

Nezu 10 [Risaburo, Senior Executive Fellow, Economic Research Center, “Politics are Dragging Agriculture Down”, http://jp.fujitsu.com/group/fri/en/column/message/2010/2010-04-27.html]
What is stopping large-scale expansion of Japan’s agriculture? The answer lies in the agriculture industry becoming a political force. Improving agricultural productivity means reducing the number of farmers. For politicians whose electoral power base is agriculture, raising productivity is to jeopardize their own political foundation. On the surface of the matter, both the LDP and DPJ show they understand the need to improve efficiency and enhance the competitiveness of agriculture, and are enthusiastically securing budgets to this end. But the truth is they do not take this matter seriously. The DPJ’s manifesto states its intent to “facilitate the continuation of farm management, including small farms, to maintain the rural community environment.” In other words, the DPJ appears uninterested in farmland consolidation and large-scale expansion. Even if the individual (household) income support system is implemented, the fiscal burden would only increase and the problems would go unresolved.
2AC—DPJ Ag Policy Good
DPJ small farm approach is the better alternative – no negative effect on farm market, opens up FTA and solves current farm problem

Nezu 10 [Risaburo, Senior Executive Fellow, Economic Research Center, “Politics are Dragging Agriculture Down”, http://jp.fujitsu.com/group/fri/en/column/message/2010/2010-04-27.html]
Another important agricultural matter in the DPJ manifesto concerns the conclusion of free trade agreements (FTA) with the US and East Asia. Though this was reduced to a “challenge” after Japan Agriculture Cooperatives made a fuss, the concept is to promote agricultural liberalization in return for income support. In other words, the two came as a set. The reality, however, is that FTA negotiations are stalling with both the US and East Asia, and Japan is being left behind in this global trend because it cannot move forward with the liberalization of agricultural products. Opening this market would significantly improve the lifestyles of Japanese citizens. Import restrictions have forced citizens to buy rice, meat, dairy, and other products at prices several times higher than international levels, yet no one seems to question this.  Income support has been deemed to have a marginal market-distorting effect, as it has no direct impact on prices and supply and demand in the agricultural product market. This system has been adopted widely in Europe and the US, and is permitted to a certain degree by the World Trade Organization (WTO). Opening the agricultural product market would allow Japan to pursue trade negotiations aggressively with the US as well as East Asian countries. The resulting drop in domestic prices would require about JPY 2 trillion to continue income support as before, a fiscally untenable situation. Income support should be limited to farmers that can consolidate land and improve competitive strength. The remaining small farmers would pull out of the industry by either leasing or selling their land. Though this may sound harsh, a reduction of farmers is unavoidable. 
DPJ agricultural is most effective—land-based payments.

OECD 2009 [ORGANISATION FOR ECONOMIC CO-OPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT, “Evaluation of Agricultural Policy Reforms in Japan”, http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/26/45/42791674.pdf]
While the amount of market price support has declined by more than 39% since 1986, this type of support, considered among the most market-distorting and least effective means of improving farm income, continues to amount for more than 90% of all support as measured by the PSE. Steps taken to date to reform the marketing of rice have laid the groundwork to improve market-orientation, and the next step is to scale back policies that have the effect of limiting the domestic supply of rice. Ultimately, moving from pricebased support such as tariffs to payments based on land can improve farm incomes more effectively than the current policy set. Such a move also holds the potential to increase the share of paddy land actually used to produce rice and improve the environmental performance of the sector by promoting more extensive production. 

1AR—Status Quo Unsustainable

Status quo ag practices are unsustainable – we control uniqueness.

Nezu 10 [Risaburo, Senior Executive Fellow, Economic Research Center, Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI), Councilor, Permanent Mission of Delegation of Japan to OECD , Director General, Science, Technology and Industry Bureau, OECD, “Politics are Dragging Agriculture Down”, http://jp.fujitsu.com/group/fri/en/column/message/2010/2010-04-27.html]

The policy of decreasing rice production started breaking down many years ago. The drop in rice production increased fallow farmland and rice prices, leading to further production cuts because of weaker demand. As a result of this downward spiral, 40% of rice paddies were either rendered idle or switched to different crop production, and the food self-sufficiency rate fell to 40%. Despite an annual budget of 3 trillion yen, agriculture is in a state of steady decline.  Japan’s agricultural sales are currently JPY 4.7 trillion (down from a peak of JPY 7.9 trillion in fiscal 1990), about the same as Fujitsu’s revenue. Yet, there are 3 million farmers, or 20 times more than Fujitsu employees; in other words, agricultural productivity is a twentieth of Fujitsu’s. Japan’s agricultural struggles are rooted in this extremely low productivity. Rice farming requires work only during specific seasons such as planting and harvesting. With no other farming work to be done, farmers earn money either by producing other crops or finding jobs in non-agricultural sectors. Non-farming income is overwhelmingly higher for most farmers, meaning Japanese agriculture is supported by such part-time workers, of which 60% are over age 65. Japan simply cannot compete under such conditions.

1AR—LDP Ag Policy Bad

LDP empirically fails at ag.

Nakata 07 [Hiroko Nakata, staff writer, “Once unthinkable, farmers may vote DPJ Seeds sown by LDP's flirtation with urban areas bearing sour fruit”, July 26, http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20070726f1.html]

Facing global pressure to liberalize agricultural trade, Koizumi promoted food imports and scrapped a policy to shore up rice prices in favor of price competition. Farmers say prices were already edging down in earlier decades, and Koizumi only increased the strain after taking office in 2001. Frustration with LDP policy is now bubbling to the surface.  "The LDP was just throwing around subsidies, and didn't do anything to help us cultivate a new generation of farmers," the ruddy, 70-year-old farmer said. His stake in the issue is particularly deep, as he was compelled to switch from rice to tobacco as part of the LDP's policy to limit the rice supply.  The farmer said that most farmers in his neighborhood of 140 households are in their 60s or older. "Without successors, there will be no future for us," he said.
1AR—DPJ Ag Liberalization Good

DPJ is key to liberalize agriculture—saves Japanese ag.
Japan Press Weekly 10 [Akahata, “Hatoyama administration promotes liberalization of agricultural imports”, April 5, 2010, http://www.japan-press.co.jp/2010/2665/agriculture2.html]
The DPJ during the 2009 general election promised that it would conclude a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with the U.S. The Japan-U.S. FTA negotiations have not yet started but once the two countries reach an agreement, Japanese agriculture will suffer catastrophic damage. The Japan-Australia FTA negotiations are currently underway.  In its “new development strategy” adopted late last year, the Hatoyama Cabinet stated that it will establish a Free Trade Area of the Asia-Pacific with the aim to eliminate all barriers to economic activities.  In his allotted question time at the plenary session of the House of Councilors in February, Japanese Communist Party Secretariat Head Ichida Tadayoshi urged the government to cancel both the Japan-U.S. and the Japan-Australia FTA negotiations. In reply, Prime Minister Hatoyama Yukio said, “In order to liberalize trade investment, the government will push ahead with its policy on international negotiations, including FTAs.  Pointing out the Hatoyama government’s dangerous intention to completely liberalize the import of agricultural products, Vice Chair of the National Federation of Farmers Movement (Nominren) Mashima Yoshitaka said, “The Hatoyama government intends to liberalize the import of agricultural products even more aggressively than the former government. Japan can then supposedly export most of its industrial products with zero tariffs. Japan cannot conclude an FTA without opening the nations’s agriculture market to other countries.”  The Hatoyama government stated that it aims to conclude the WTO agreement, the FTA, and the Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA), and that all these agreements will not affect an increase in the nation’s food self-sufficiency rate as well as the development of the domestic farming industry.  The Hatoyama administration in its basic plan on agriculture, adopted on March 30, stated that it intends to increase the nation’s food self-sufficiency rate to 50% on a caloric basis within 10 years.  In order to achieve this goal, the government is planning to provide income compensation to individual farmers. This plan, however, is a stopgap measure to make up for the free trade in agricultural goods. A decrease in the food self-sufficiency rate will be unavoidable.  

*** DPJ Advantage—Economy Scenario

Debt Kills Japanese Economy

Japanese deficits are unsustainable—risks unserviceable debt.

BBC News July 12, 2010 (“Poll blow raises Japanese economy fears”, Asia pacific news, http://www.bbc.co.uk/ne ws/10594674, 7//22/10)  

His Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) and its tiny coalition ally lost their majority in the upper house of parliament.  Japan has already suffered two decades of economic stagnation; now it faces political stagnation too unless Mr Kan can persuade small parties to help him pass laws.  Worse, this election may well have put paid, for now, to any thoughts of tackling Japan's massive public debt.  It is already nearly twice the size of the economy's annual output, and growing.  This year the government expects to borrow around as much as it raises from taxes.  The prime minister had argued that without action the country faced a Greece-style meltdown and he suggested doubling sales tax to 10%.  During the latter stages of the campaign Mr Kan rowed back, saying any tax increase would not come for several years.  It may be that it was the appearance of dithering and weak leadership that turned voters against the prime minister.  But the message being digested by Japan's politicians is that talking about austerity is poison at the ballot box.  Opinion is divided about the threat posed by the country's debt.  Many feel Mr Kan's warnings of an impending crisis may have gone too far because 95% of the government's bonds are held by Japanese savers and institutions.   Some fear Japan is failing to tackle problems caused by its aging society They are much less likely to cut and run than the foreign creditors to which many other countries owe money.  But doom-mongers argue that as Japan's population continues to age the savings rate is likely to decline further, forcing Japan eventually to borrow more from abroad.   The higher interest rates demanded could make servicing the debt unsustainable, tipping the country into the abyss.  What is not in doubt is if the crunch comes it would dwarf the problems posed by Greece.  Japan is the world's second biggest economy, and in a crisis could be expected to draw in its resources, massive corporate investment abroad and a huge stake in the debt of the US government.   For the Democratic Party of Japan the upper house election is a bitter disappointment.  Just 10 months ago it swept to power, ousting the conservative Liberal Democratic Party which dominated the post-war era.  The DPJ promised to make politics more transparent and to build a European-style welfare state.  Since then much has been done to take control of policy-making out of the hands of bureaucrats, but the government has performed less well on Japan's big problems, the aging population and the economy.  And the funding scandals as well as a row over a US military base which brought down Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama after less than nine months have added to the disappointment.  Some analysts characterise what is going on as creative destruction, with Japanese politics still in the destructive phase.  Last year the iron triangle of the LDP, the bureaucracy and big business which had endured for decades was shattered.  One day a functioning and responsive multi-party system may emerge.  But before that both the LDP and the DPJ - both coalitions of interest groups across the political spectrum - may need to be broken and reformed along more coherent ideological lines.  Several smaller parties have already split from the LDP.   As for Naoto Kan, he has said he will not be resigning as prime minister after this setback.  But his Democratic Party of Japan is due to hold a leadership contest in September.   That is when the two-year term he inherited from Yukio Hatoyama expires and he looks vulnerable to a challenge. 

A2: Japanese Economy Resilient

The resiliency thesis is false—Japan is nearing an invisible threshold of economic collapse—action soon is key.

EIU ViewsWire May 10, 2010 (“Japan economy: Towards a fiscal crisis?”, lexis nexis, ECONOMIST INTELLIGENCE UNIT, 7/22/10) 

Low or negative inflation, sluggish GDP growth and demographics will compound the problem. In 2010 deflation will persist, making debt-servicing more onerous in real terms. Inflation will pick up slightly in 2011-14, but not by much. Meanwhile, our forecast of annual average economic growth of just 1.1% over the next five years will limit opportunity to reduce the deficit through higher tax revenues. Japan won't be able to grow its way out of its fiscal predicament, in other words.  Looking a decade or two into the future, the ageing of the population will further undermine the government's finances, both by reducing the tax base and increasing the financial burden of caring for a growing cohort of elderly people. A related concern is that pensioners tend to draw down their savings to finance their retirement. Over time, this process will reduce the bank deposits available to be invested in JGBs, eroding a key source of demand for government debt. This will potentially make it harder for the government to keep on rolling over its obligations via new debt issues.  At what point does all this become unsustainable, in the sense that investors lose confidence in Japan? This is difficult to answer. In one fundamental sense, the situation is already way past unsustainable. A public-debt-to-GDP ratio of almost 200% and rising remains manageable only because interest rates are so low, but it makes the economy hugely vulnerable to any rise in such rates. The greater the size of the debt relative to GDP, the greater the potential for interest costs--even with low nominal interest rates--to create a vicious cycle of expanding debt. Were JGB yields to climb even to the levels of supposedly ultra-safe US Treasuries, Japan's debt-servicing costs would increase tremendously.  When the precise tipping point for Japan would be likely to occur, and what the trigger for a full-scale fiscal crisis might be, remains uncertain. The above-mentioned risk factors certainly edge Japan closer to crisis. The economy's strong external position is also likely to diminish in the next few years, as the current-account surplus narrows. As Greece and other countries are discovering to their cost, once investor confidence evaporates it is almost impossible to regain. And the resultant financial-market impact can be sudden and dramatic.  Until or unless that crisis happens, the consequences of Japan's worsening fiscal position are likely to be a gentle but crippling decline. The government will continue to meet its obligations but will be ever more constrained in its ability to stimulate economic growth or prepare for the impact of demographic change. But it may already be too late to prevent the eventual crisis from hitting. 
A2: Japan Economy Impact Empirically Denied

Wrong—this time is uniquely bad.

ABC News 9 (“Japan's economic crisis worst since WWII: minister “, http://www.abc.net.au/ne ws/stories/2009/02/16/ 2492373.htm, 7/22/10) 

Japan faces the worst economic crisis since World War II, its economics minister warned Monday, after Asia's biggest economy shrank at the fastest pace in 35 years in the fourth quarter.  "This is the worst ever crisis in the post-war era. There is no doubt about it," Economic and Fiscal Policy Minister Kaoru Yosano  Enhanced Coverage LinkingKaoru Yosano  -Search using: News, Most Recent 60 Days Biographies Plus News said.  "The Japanese economy, whose growth is heavily dependent on exports of automobiles, machinery, and IT equipment, was literally battered" by the global downturn, he told a news conference.  He said Japan's economy would not be able to bounce back until the global economic climate improves.  "Japan alone won't be able to recover. The economy has no border. It is our responsibility to rebuild the domestic economy for other countries."  Japan's economy shrank at an annualised pace of 12.7 percent in the three months to December -- its worst performance since 1974 when the country was reeling from an oil crisis, official figures showed.  The government will consider fresh stimulus measures to revive the economy, Yosano said.   

A2: DPJ Not Fiscally Disciplined

DPJ is fiscally disciplined 

Fujioka and Shimodoi 10 [Bloomberg, “Kan Learns Fiscal Discipline From Debt Crisis as Japan Leadership Beckons”, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2010-06-02/kan-learns-fiscal-discipline-from-debt-crisis-as-japan-leadership-beckons.html, accessed 07/22/10]

Naoto Kan, the front-runner to become Japan’s prime minister, has begun leading a drive to contain the world’s largest public debt just months after warning it would be a “challenge” to maintain fiscal discipline this year.  Kan’s change reflects his deepening anxiety over the budget deficit after participating in meetings of Group of 20 and G-7 that were dominated by Europe’s debt crisis, a Finance Ministry official said on condition of anonymity. Kan, 63, surprised ministry officials and Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama last month by extending a pledge to cap bond sales through next year.  The impact of Kan’s shift on policymaking may be magnified should he succeed Hatoyama, who announced his resignation yesterday after deepening tensions over the U.S. military’s presence in Okinawa. Kan would seek to distinguish himself from the previous four leaders since 2006 by pushing for more fiscal discipline and a higher sales tax, according to Barclays Capital.  “People used to think Kan was very much inclined to economic stimulus measures when he became the finance minister,” said Kazuhiko Sano, chief strategist in Tokyo at Citigroup Global Markets Japan Inc., who predicts Kan will be selected as prime minister. “He’s been changing his tone and stance toward fiscal discipline” after sovereign-debt risks climbed, he said.

*** DPJ Advantage—Warming Scenario

Warming Impact Calculus – Irreversibility

Warming’s irreversible – guarantees extinction.

Cass R. Sunstein—Professor in the Department of Political Science and at the Law School of the University of Chicago—2007 (Worst-Case Scenarios, Harvard University Press, p. 176-177)

Most worst-case scenarios appear to have an element of irreversibility. Once a species is lost, it is lost forever. The special concern for endangered species stems from the permanence of their loss (outside of Jurassic Park). One of the most serious fears associated with genetically modified organisms is that they might lead to irreversible ecological harm. Because some greenhouse gases stay in the atmosphere for centuries, the problem of climate change may be irreversible, at least for all practical purposes. Transgenic crops can impose irreversible losses too, because they can make pests more resistant to pesticides. If we invest significant wealth in one source of energy and neglect others, we may be effectively stuck forever, or at least for a long time. One objection to capital punishment is that errors cannot be reversed. In ordinary life, our judgments about worst-case scenarios have everything to do with irreversibility. Of course an action may be hard but not impossible to undo, and so there may be a continuum of cases, with different degrees of difficulty in reversing. A marriage can be reversed, but divorce is rarely easy; having a child is very close to irreversible; moving from New York to Paris is reversible, but moving back may be difficult. People often take steps to avoid courses of action that are burdensome rather than literally impossible to reverse. In this light, we might identify an Irreversible Harm Precautionary Principle, applicable to a subset of risks.' As a rough first approximation, the principle says this: Special steps should be taken to avoid irreversible harms, through precautions that go well beyond those that would be taken if irreversibility were not a problem. The general attitude here is "act, then learn," as opposed to the tempting alternative of "wait and learn." In the case of climate change, some people believe that research should be our first line of defense. In their view, we should refuse to commit substantial resources to the problem until evidence of serious harm is unmistakably clear.' But even assuming that the evidence is not so clear, research without action allows greenhouse gas emissions to continue, which might produce risks that are irreversible, or at best difficult and expensive to reverse. For this reason, the best course of action might well be to take precautions now as a way of preserving flexibility for future generations. In the environmental context in general, this principle suggests that regulators should proceed with far more aggressive measures than would otherwise seem justified.

Prefer our impact—the irreversible nature of climate change dictates that it be prioritized over other concerns.

Mongabay, cites Susan Solomon, 2009 (“Many global warming impacts may be irreversible in next 1000 years,” Byline Rhett Butler, January 27th, Available Online at http://www.climateark.org/shared/reader/welcome.aspx?linkid=116603, Accessed 07-22-2010)

"It is sometimes imagined that slow processes such as climate changes pose small risks, on the basis of the assumption that a choice can always be made to quickly reduce emissions and thereby reverse any harm within a few years or decades," the write. "We have shown that this assumption is incorrect for carbon dioxide emissions, because of the longevity of the atmospheric CO2 perturbation and ocean warming. Irreversible climate changes due to carbon dioxide emissions have already taken place, and future carbon dioxide emissions would imply further irreversible effects on the planet, with attendant long legacies for choices made by contemporary society."  "In this paper we have quantified how societal decisions regarding carbon dioxide concentrations that have already occurred or could occur in the coming century imply irreversible dangers relating to climate change for some illustrative populations and regions. These and other dangers pose substantial challenges to humanity and nature, with a magnitude that is directly linked to the peak level of carbon dioxide reached."

Warming Impact Calculus—Existential Threat

Warming causes crop failure, disease spread, and economic collapse—extinction

Robert Strom, Professor Emeritus of planetary sciences in the Department of Planetary Sciences at the University of Arizona, 2007—studied climate change for 15 years, the former Director of the Space Imagery Center, a NASA Regional Planetary Image Facility, “Hot House”, SpringerLink, p. 211-216)

The future consequences of global warming are the least known aspect of the problem. They are based on highly complex computer models that rely on inputs that are sometimes not well known or factors that may be completely unforeseen. Most models assume certain scenarios concerning the rise in greenhouse gases. Some assume that we continue to release them at the current rate of increase while others assume that we curtail greenhouse gas release to one degree or another. Furthermore, we are in completely unknown territory. The current greenhouse gas content of the atmosphere has not been as high in at least the past 650,000 years, and the rise in temperature has not been as rapid since civilization began some 10,000 years ago. What lies ahead for us is not completely understood, but it certainly will not be good, and it could be catastrophic. We know that relatively minor climatic events have had strong adverse effects on humanity, and some of these were mentioned in previous chapters. A recent example is the strong El Nin~o event of 1997-1998 that caused weather damage around the world totaling $100 billion: major flooding events in China, massive fires in Borneo and the Amazon jungle, and extreme drought in Mexico and Central America. That event was nothing compared to what lies in store for us in the future if we do nothing to curb global warming. We currently face the greatest threat to humanity since civilization began. This is the crucial, central question, but it is very difficult to answer (Mastrandea and Schneider, 2004). An even more important question is: "At what temperature and environmental conditions is a threshold crossed that leads to an abrupt and catastrophic climate change?'' It is not possible to answer that question now, but we must be aware that in our ignorance it could happen in the not too distant future. At least the question of a critical temperature is possible to estimate from studies in the current science literature. This has been done by the Potsdam Institute for Climate Impact Research, Germany's leading climate change research institute (Hare, 2005). According to this study, global warming impacts multiply and accelerate rapidly as the average global temperature rises. We are certainly beginning to see that now. According to the study, as the average global temperature anomaly rises to 1 °C within the next 25 years (it is already 0.6'C in the Northern Hemisphere), some specialized ecosystems become very stressed, and in some developing countries food production will begin a serious decline, water shortage problems will worsen, and there will be net losses in the gross domestic product (GDP). At least one study finds that because of the time lags between changes in radiative forcing we are in for a 1 °C increase before equilibrating even if the radiative forcing is fixed at today's level (Wetherald et al., 2001). It is apparently when the temperature anomaly reaches 2 °C that serious effects will start to come rapidly and with brute force (International Climate Change Taskforce, 2005). At the current rate of increase this is expected to happen sometime in the middle of this century. At that point there is nothing to do but try to adapt to the changes. Besides the loss of animal and plant species and the rapid exacerbation of our present problems, there are likely to be large numbers of hungry, diseased and starving people, and at least 1.5 billion people facing severe water shortages. GDP losses will be significant and the spread of diseases will be widespread (see below). We are only about 30 years away from the 440 ppm CO2 level where the eventual 2'C global average temperature is probable. When the temperature reaches 3 'C above today's level, the effects appear to become absolutely critical. At the current rate of greenhouse gas emission, that point is expected to be reached in the second half of the century. For example, it is expected that the Amazon rainforest will become irreversibly damaged leading to its collapse, and that the complete destruction of coral reefs will be widespread. As these things are already happening, this picture may be optimistic. As for humans, there will be widespread hunger and starvation with up to 5.5 billion people living in regions with large crop losses and another 3 billion people with serious water shortages. If the Amazon rainforest collapses due to severe drought it would result in decreased uptake of CO2 from the soil and vegetation of about 270 billion tons, resulting in an enormous increase in the atmospheric level of CO2. This, of course, would lead to even hotter temperatures with catastrophic results for civilization. A Regional Climate Change Index has been established that estimates the impact of global warming on various regions of the world (Giorgi, 2006). The index is based on four variables that include changes in surface temperature and precipitation in 2080-2099 compared to the period 1960-1979. All regions of the world are affected significantly, but some regions are much more vulnerable than others. The biggest impacts occur in the Mediterranean and northeastern European regions, followed by high-latitude Northern Hemisphere regions and Central America. Central America is the most affected tropical region followed by southern equatorial Africa and southeast Asia. Other prominent mid-latitude regions very vulnerable to global warming are eastern North America and central Asia. It is entirely obvious that we must start curtailing greenhouse gas emissions now, not 5 or 10 or 20 years from now. Keeping the global average temperature anomaly under 2'C will not be easy according to a recent report (Scientific Expert Group Report on Climate Change, 2007). It will require a rapid worldwide reduction in methane, and global CO2 emissions must level off to a concentration not much greater than the present amount by about 2020. Emissions would then have to decline to about a third of that level by 2100. Delaying action will only insure a grim future for our children and grandchildren. If the current generation does not drastically reduce its greenhouse gas emission, then, unfortunately, our grandchildren will get what we deserve. There are three consequences that have not been discussed in previous chapters but could have devastating impacts on humans: food production, health, and the economy. In a sense, all of these topics are interrelated, because they affect each other. Food Production Agriculture is critical to the survival of civilization. Crops feed not only us but also the domestic animals we use for food. Any disruption in food production means a disruption of the economy, government, and health. The increase in CO2 will result in some growth of crops, and rising temperatures will open new areas to crop production at higher latitudes and over longer growing seasons; however, the overall result will be decreased crop production in most parts of the world. A 1993 study of the effects of a doubling of CO2 (550 ppm) above pre-industrial levels shows that there will be substantial decreases in the world food supply (Rosenzweig et al., 1993). In their research they studied the effects of global warming on four crops(wheat, rice, protein feed, and coarse grain) using four scenarios involving various adaptations of crops to temperature change and CO2 abundance. They found that the amount of world food reduction ranged from 1 to 27%. However, the optimistic value of 1% is almost certainly much too low, because it assumed that the amount of degradation would be offset by more growth from "CO2 fertilization." We now know that this is not the case, as explained below and in Chapter 7. The most probable value is a worldwide food reduction between 16 and 27%. These scenarios are based on temperature and CO2 rises that may be too low, as discussed in Chapter 7. However, even a decrease in world food production of 16% would lead to large-scale starvation in many regions of the world. Large-scale experiments called Free-Air Concentration Enrichment have shown that the effects of higher CO2 levels on crop growth is about 50% less than experiments in enclosure studies (Long et al., 2006). This shows that the projections that conclude that rising CO2 will fully offset the losses due to higher temperatures are wrong. The downside of climate change will far outweigh the benefits of increased CO2 and longer growing seasons. One researcher (Prof. Long) from the University of Illinois put it this way: Growing crops much closer to real conditions has shown that increased levels of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere will have roughly half the beneficial effects previously hoped for in the event of climate change. In addition, ground-level ozone, which is also predicted to rise but has not been extensively studied before, has been shown to result in a loss of photosynthesis and 20 per cent reduction in crop yield. Both these results show that we need to seriously re-examine our predictions for future global food production, as they are likely to be far lower than previously estimated. Also, studies in Britain and Denmark show that only a few days of hot temperatures can severely reduce the yield of major food crops such as wheat, soy beans, rice, and groundnuts if they coincide with the flowering of these crops. This suggests that there are certain thresholds above which crops become very vulnerable to climate change. The European heat wave in the summer of 2003 provided a large-scale experiment on the behavior of crops to increased temperatures. Scientists from several European research institutes and universities found that the growth of plants during the heat wave was reduced by nearly a third (Ciais et al., 2005). In Italy, the growth of corn dropped by about 36% while oak and pine had a growth reduction of 30%. In the affected areas of the mid- west and California the summer heat wave of 2006 resulted in a 35% loss of crops, and in California a 15% decline in dairy production due to the heat-caused death of dairy cattle. It has been projected that a 2 °C rise in local temperature will result in a $92 million loss to agriculture in the Yakima Valley of Washington due to the reduction of the snow pack. A 4'C increase will result in a loss of about $163 million. For the first time, the world's grain harvests have fallen below the consumption level for the past four years according to the Earth Policy Institute (Brown, 2003). Furthermore, the shortfall in grain production increased each year, from 16 million tons in 2000 to 93 million tons in 2003. These studies were done in industrialized nations where agricultural practices are the best in the world. In developing nations the impact will be much more severe. It is here that the impact of global warming on crops and domestic animals will be most felt. In general, the world's most crucial staple food crops could fall by as much as one-third because of resistance to flowering and setting of seeds due to rising temperatures. Crop ecologists believe that many crops grown in the tropics are near, or at, their thermal limits. Already research in the Philippines has linked higher night-time temperatures to a reduction in rice yield. It is estimated that for rice, wheat, and corn, the grain yields are likely to decline by 10% for every local 1 °C increase in temperature. With a decreasing availability of food, malnutrition will become more frequent accompanied by damage to the immune system. This will result in a greater susceptibility to spreading diseases. For an extreme rise in global temperature (> 6 'C), it is likely that worldwide crop failures will lead to mass starvation, and political and economic chaos with all their ramifications for civilization.

Warming Kills Billions

A four-degree rise in temperatures would kill billions.

Daily Mail, 2009 (“Doomsday: Will global warming kill 90% of world's population?,” Byline Claire Bates, February 27th, Available Online at http://www.climateark.org/shared/reader/welcome.aspx?linkid=119842, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Alligators bask off the English coast, the Saharan desert stretches far into Europe and just 10 per cent of humans are left on the planet.  Science fiction?  No, this is the doomsday scenario being predicted by scientists if global temperatures make a predicted rise of 4C in the next 100 years. Some fear it could happen as early as 2050.  Rivers from the Danube to the Rhine would be reduced to a trickle while melting glaciers and storm surges would drown coastal regions under two metres of water. More if parts of Antarctica were to melt.  While 4C does not sound like very much, the New Scientist magazine, has said it could easily occur.  A report in 2007 by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, whose conclusions are generally accepted as conservative, predicted a rise of between 2C and 6.4C this century.  In August of 2008 Bob Watson, former chair of the IPCC, warned that the world should prepare for 4C of warming.  As part of their research into the article the New Scientist spoke to leading climate experts from around the world to create a map of how our world might look 4C warmer.  Many were optimistic that humans would survive but would have to adapt to vastly altered circumstances. Vast numbers would have to migrate and there would have to be a world effort to redistribute resources.  As a huge swathe of desert started to spread out from the equator, humans would migrate north and south towards the poles, knocking down national boundaries.  'We need to look at the world afresh and see it in terms of where the resources are, and then plan population around that,' Peter Cox from the University of Exeter said.  Humans will become mostly vegetarian with most animals being eaten to extinction by desperate people.  Large chunks of Earth's biodiversity would vanish because they could not adapt in such a short time.  In the world's oceans, numbers of fish would drop dramatically as acid levels rose because of decreasing plankton.  As the remaining fertile lands would be so precious people would have to live in compact high-rise cities to preserve space for food growing.  Scientists have put forward the prospect of energy being supplied for homes by a giant solar belt running across North Africa, the Middle East and the southern U.S. The New Scientist article also questioned the future of the humankind.  'I think they'll survive as a species all right, but the cull during this century is going to be huge,' former Nasa scientists James Lovelock said.  'The number remaining at the end of the century will probably be a billion or less.'

Warming Collapses The Global Economy

Warming collapses the economy—causes complete chaos.

Woodbridge 6—president of Woodbridge & Associates, an environmental policy consulting firm in Vancouver (Roy, 18 May 2006, "Jobs, Natural Capital and Economic Growth - What’s Next?”, www.roywoodbridge.com/images/pdf/calgary.pdf, RBatra)

There is a sort of scientific consensus that if the global average temperature increases by over 2 degrees, it will precipitate our worst nightmares about rapid global warming. The problem with the idea of thresholds is that no one really knows when we might reach them, or, indeed, if we have already exceeded them. What is clear is that at a certain point, global feedback mechanisms that now help to temper global warming will all begin to turn the other way setting off a chain reaction of parallel events. Warmer then begets warmer and we will have to deal with runaway climate change. As these feedback mechanisms kick in, unstable weather will create havoc for agricultural producers causing disruptions in food supply. People will be forced to migrate to escape from intolerable heat. As the polar ice caps melt, coastal cities and communities will be forced to abandon their locations or resort to huge public works programs to hold back the rising oceans. Insects and disease will migrate. Markets will surely collapse. The global economy will implode. Chaos will ensue.

Warming Acidifies The Oceans

Rising CO2 emissions are causing increases in ocean acidification—this threatens mass species extinction—reducing emissions is key.

Natural News, 2009 (“Ocean Acidification Risks Mass Extinction of Sea Life,” Byline David Gutierrez, April 27th, Available Online at http://www.naturalnews.com/026137.html, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Increasing acidity of the oceans due to rising carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions pose a major threat to aquatic life, scientists are warning.  "I am very worried for ocean ecosystems which are currently productive and diverse," said Carol Turley of Plymouth Marine Laboratory. "I believe we may be heading for a mass extinction, as the [current] rate of change in the oceans hasn't been seen since the dinosaurs. It may have a major impact on food security. It really is imperative that we cut emissions of CO2."  A full 50 percent of the carbon dioxide emitted by the burning of fossil fuels or other substances is absorbed by the ocean, but this does not mean that the substance is rendered harmless. Carbon dioxide reacts with water to form carbonic acid, thus increasing the overall acidity of ocean water. This has led to a lowering of the ocean's pH by 0.1 since the Industrial Revolution -- a 30 percent increase in acidity.  PH is a measure of relative acidity; pH 7 indicates neutral (water), higher numbers are more alkaline and lower numbers are more acidic.  According to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the ocean's pH is expected to drop "between 0.14 and 0.35 units over the 21st Century."  Because life in the oceans has evolved to the pre-Industrial acidity levels, this change will likely change the makeup of ocean life, possibly driving a number of species extinct.  Laboratory studies have suggested that shelled creatures, in particular, may be unable to cope with the expected pH changes. Even more alarming, a study of naturally acidic waters in the Bay of Naples, Italy, finds that even shellfish that are able to tolerate higher acid levels in a short-term laboratory setting simply do not live in such environments in the wild.  "We are very worried," said researcher Jason Hall-Spencer of Plymouth University. "The changes here have clearly made life impossible for shell-forming creatures. When you start messing around with a complex ecosystem it is impossible to tell what will happen."  "One thing is certain," Turley said. "Things will change. We just don't know yet exactly how they will change. It is not a very wise experiment to be making." 

Warming Acidifies The Oceans
The collapse of ocean biodiversity causes extinction—maintaining ocean health is key to the survival of the entire biosphere.

Robin Kundis Craig, Associate Professor of Law at the Indiana University School of Law, 2003 (“Taking Steps Toward Marine Wilderness Protection? Fishing and Coral Reef Marine Reserves in Florida and Hawaii,” McGeorge Law Review (34 McGeorge L. Rev. 155), Winter, Available Online via Subscribing Institutions via Lexis-Nexis)

Biodiversity and ecosystem function arguments for conserving marine ecosystems also exist, just as they do for terrestrial ecosystems, but these arguments have thus far rarely been raised in political debates. For example, besides significant tourism values - the most economically valuable ecosystem service coral reefs provide, worldwide - coral reefs protect against storms and dampen other environmental fluctuations, services worth more than ten times the reefs' value for food production. n856 Waste treatment is another significant, non-extractive ecosystem function that intact coral reef ecosystems provide. n857 More generally, "ocean ecosystems play a major role in the global geochemical cycling of all the elements that represent the basic building blocks of living organisms, carbon, nitrogen, oxygen, phosphorus, and sulfur, as well as other less abundant but necessary elements." n858 In a very real and direct sense, therefore, human degradation of marine ecosystems impairs the planet's ability to support life.  Maintaining biodiversity is often critical to maintaining the functions of marine ecosystems. Current evidence shows that, in general, an ecosystem's ability to keep functioning in the face of disturbance is strongly dependent on its biodiversity, "indicating that more diverse ecosystems are more stable." n859 Coral reef ecosystems are particularly dependent on their biodiversity. [*265]    Most ecologists agree that the complexity of interactions and degree of interrelatedness among component species is higher on coral reefs than in any other marine environment. This implies that the ecosystem functioning that produces the most highly valued components is also complex and that many otherwise insignificant species have strong effects on sustaining the rest of the reef system. n860   Thus, maintaining and restoring the biodiversity of marine ecosystems is critical to maintaining and restoring the ecosystem services that they provide. Non-use biodiversity values for marine ecosystems have been calculated in the wake of marine disasters, like the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska. n861 Similar calculations could derive preservation values for marine wilderness.  However, economic value, or economic value equivalents, should not be "the sole or even primary justification for conservation of ocean ecosystems. Ethical arguments also have considerable force and merit." n862 At the forefront of such arguments should be a recognition of how little we know about the sea - and about the actual effect of human activities on marine ecosystems. The United States has traditionally failed to protect marine ecosystems because it was difficult to detect anthropogenic harm to the oceans, but we now know that such harm is occurring - even though we are not completely sure about causation or about how to fix every problem. Ecosystems like the NWHI coral reef ecosystem should inspire lawmakers and policymakers to admit that most of the time we really do not know what we are doing to the sea and hence should be preserving marine wilderness whenever we can - especially when the United States has within its territory relatively pristine marine ecosystems that may be unique in the world.  We may not know much about the sea, but we do know this much: if we kill the ocean we kill ourselves, and we will take most of the biosphere with us. The Black Sea is almost dead, n863 its once-complex and productive ecosystem almost entirely replaced by a monoculture of comb jellies, "starving out fish and dolphins, emptying fishermen's nets, and converting the web of life into brainless, wraith-like blobs of jelly." n864 More importantly, the Black Sea is not necessarily unique.

Warming Kills Global Agriculture

Warming will devastate global agriculture—the impact is equivalent to a nuclear war.

Kevin S. Curtis, Deputy Director at the Pew Environment Group, 2009 (“Stopping climate change, and starvation,” The Miami Herald, April 16th, Available Online at http://www.latimes.com/news/nationworld/nation/la-na-global-warming10-2009apr10,0,2416858.story, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Examining 23 global climate models, two leading U.S. climatologists recently determined that there's more than a 90 percent chance that by the end of the century, the average growing season temperatures in the tropics and subtropics will ''exceed the most extreme seasonal temperatures recorded from 1900 to 2006.'' In other words, by 2100 the sweltering heat seen during the summer of 2003 could become a common occurrence – potentially causing food and water shortages for up to half of the world's population.  This holds with a 2007 joint study by the U.S.-based Center for Global Development and the Peterson Institute for International Economics, which found overall global agricultural productivity, due to global warming, is projected to decline on average between 3 percent and 16 percent by 2080. The impact in particular countries, however, could be much worse. Indeed, according to the study, India could see a drop in crop production of as much as 30 percent to 40 percent and the Sudan could experience as much as a 56 percent reduction.  This is a situation that noted security experts believe could place dangerous new stresses on international stability. In fact, according to a 2007 International Institute for Strategic Studies report, the effects of continued and unchecked carbon emissions could be catastrophic, with impacts ''on the level of nuclear war.'' Many scientists, however, believe that it's still possible to avert such nightmarish scenarios if we start to act now.

Fossil Fuel Dependence Causes Extinction

Dependence on fossil fuels makes extinction inevitable—environmental destruction and nuclear resource wars.

Roland Michel Tremblay, French author and researcher at the University of London, 2008 (“Energy crisis: a time bomb about to go nuclear,” The People’s Voice, August 31st, Available Online at http://www.thepeoplesvoice.org/cgi-bin/blogs/voices.php/2108/08/31/ energy_crisis_a_time_bomb_about_to_go_nu, Accessed 07-22-2010)

One of the main reasons for wars right now in this world is energy related, natural resources, oil, natural gas and pipelines. There are two critical reasons why we have to solve the energy crisis, and both reasons lead to the absolute annihilation of the human race. There will be more pollution as we consume ever more energy, hurrying global warming and our extinction, and as resources become more scarce, wars will continue to erupt everywhere in the last battle to secure the so-called remaining liter of “juice” on Earth. How can we avoid total destruction by solving our energy crisis?  We have no choice, we have to find solutions, and we need them now. So let’s think hard on this problem, nothing else truly matters, since no one can deny that this is one main source of our misery.  We have heard for some years now that we are moving towards renewable energy, we even tried to oblige the world to reduce consumption and pollution, to move towards cleaner energies, whilst none of us intended to do the same within our own countries. When you look around, despite how desperate this world has become, nothing has truly happened.  We are perhaps running out of gas and oil, we are also suffocating in one huge smog, we are about to declare a Nuclear Third World War in order to secure more of what already may exist only in a small amount.  Some people say that perhaps there are more resources than we initially thought, but we are obviously acting on the assumption that those resources are running out. We are without a doubt desperate, and the worst of it is, this battle cannot be won, it can only bring the utmost disaster, the last war of our history.  What’s happening? Why have we not already got electric cars or at least hybrids? Why instead of reducing our carbon emissions are we ever more destroying the world? Why are we ready to kill unnecessarily millions of people to avoid being held at ransom by alarming costs for energy resources? Why is it that after killing millions of people and taking over many countries and their possessions, those natural resources are still highly expensive to us all? Why indeed.  None of us profits from this, only some big corporations and rich stockholders profit from these wars, and some corrupt government officials. Even war is no solution to our greatest problems. What should we do then, apart from impeaching and replacing our governments entirely, something which has already proven to be impossible?  They all think the same anyway, a change of government makes no difference, they all have the same obsession for war as the only possible solution to everything. I can already predict Obama will be the same.  I guess diplomacy never worked, I suppose we are just too greedy at the negotiation table. We want it all, with no sense of justice and fairness. We do not expect to pay for what we want so desperately, we will simply take it, as we have always done.  For a start, none of the renewable energies that we are heavily researching and developing at the moment, at high costs, are promising. Wind power, solar power, hydropower and geothermal power, they are all insufficient and impractical for our growing and desperate need for energy. How shocking! But, oh so well known and referenced… none of them offer a viable solution.  Ethanol is perhaps the worst, since as we witnessed in the world, using so much land to power our cars and trucks, simply prevents food to be grown, contributing to the worldwide famine causing the death of millions. Ethanol has been described by many experts as being a crime against humanity.  And what about nuclear energy? Lobbyists have moved quickly and have been far reaching in convincing us that it is the cleanest energy for the future, even though as we speak they are back-pedaling. The problem is, nuclear power brings nuclear waste which glows and is mortal for millennia, is quite dangerous for the population since a power station might explode at any given moment, and yeah, the output of energy you get for the input you put in, is not that great either. We won’t even talk about coal. This is a desperate world in search for desperate solutions which do not exist, yet.  So, let’s admit it, we are heading for disaster. Energy resources are running out, only wars can insure we will have enough for a limited amount of time, at the cost of killing and starving millions. And ultimately, it will all be for nothing, because global warming will finish us all if a nuclear war does not achieve the very same result first. 

A2: Plan Doesn’t Effect Temperature Enough

Even a relatively small rise in global temperatures would be devastating – the risk is increasing and definitively outweighs the possible benefits of a warmer world.

Scientific American, 2009 (“Risks of Global Warming Rising: Is It Too Late to Reverse Course?” Byline David Biello, February 27th, Available Online at http://www.climateark.org/shared/reader/welcome.aspx?linkid=119816, Accessed 07-22-2010)

The risk of catastrophic climate change is getting worse, according to a new study from scientists involved with the United Nations Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC). Threats—ranging from the destruction of coral reefs to more extreme weather events like hurricanes, droughts and floods—are becoming more likely at the temperature change already underway: as little as 1.8 degree Fahrenheit (1 degree Celsius) of warming in global average temperatures.  "Most people thought that the risks were going to be for certain species and poor people. But all of a sudden the European heat wave of 2003 comes along and kills 50,000, [Hurricane] Katrina comes along and there's a lot of data about the increased intensity of droughts and floods. Plus, the dramatic melting of Greenland that nobody can explain certainly has to increase your concern," says climatologist Stephen Schneider of Stanford University, who co-authored the research published this week in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences as well as in several IPCC reports. "Everywhere we looked, there was evidence that what was believed to be likely has happened. Nature has been cooperating with [climate change] theory unfortunately."  Schneider and his colleagues updated a graph, dubbed the "burning embers," that is designed to map the risks of damage from global warming. The initial version of the graph [left] drawn in 2001 had the risks of climate change beginning to appear after 3.6 or 5.4 degrees F (2 to 3 degrees C) of warming, but the years since have shown that climate risks kick in with less warming.  According to the new graph, risks to "unique and threatened systems" such as coral reefs and risks of extreme weather events become likely when temperatures rise by as little as 1.8 degrees F from 1990 levels, which is on course to occur by mid-century given the current concentrations of atmospheric greenhouse gases. In addition, risks of negative consequences such as increased droughts and the complete melting of ice caps in Greenland and Antarctica definitively outweigh any potential positives, such as longer growing seasons in countries such as Canada and Russia.  "We're definitely going to overshoot some of these temperatures where we see these very large vulnerabilities manifest," says economist Gary Yohe of Wesleyan University in Middletown, Conn., another co-author. "We're going to have to learn how to adapt."  Adaptation notwithstanding, Yohe and Schneider say that scientists must also figure out a way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to reverse the heating trend to prevent further damage.  Several bills pending in Congress would set a so-called cap-and-trade policy under which an overall limit on pollution would be set--and companies with low output could sell their allowances to those that fail to cut emissions as long as the total stays within the total pollution cap. Any such federal policy would put a price on carbon dioxide pollution, which is currently free to vent into the atmosphere, Yohe note. He, however, favors a so-called carbon tax that would set a fixed price for such climate-changing pollution rather than the cap-and-trade proposals favored by the Obama administration. "It's a predictable price, not a thing that bounces around."  But even with such policies in place--not only in the U.S. but across the globe--climate change is a foregone conclusion; global average temperatures have already risen by at least 1.1 degrees Fahrenheit (0.6 degree C) and further warming of at least 0.7 degree F (0.4 degree C) is virtually certain, according to the IPCC. And a host of studies, including a recent one from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, have shown that global warming is already worse than predicted even a few years ago. The question is: Will it be catastrophic or not? "We've dawdled, and if we dawdle more it will get even worse," Schneider says. "It's time to move." 

A2: Adaptation/Empirically Denied

The science continues to improve and the outlook is increasingly grim – warming threatens a laundry list of impacts that massively outweigh any potential benefits of climate change.

Ray Grigg, journalist specializing in climate issues and member of the Advisory Board of West Coast Climate Equity—a society of climate activists and writers concerned with the threat of runaway global warming, 2009 (“Climate Science and Sobering Prospects,” Courier-Islander, April 17th, Available Online at http://www.canada.com/Climate+Science+Sobering+Prospects/1506346/story.html, Accessed 07-22-2010)

If you are old enough to read and understand this, you will probably be safe from the worst effects of global climate change. If you are too young to read and understand this, your mid-life future may be less than comfortable. By the time today's young children reach middle age, the disruptive effects of global warming may be causing enough ecological imbalance to unsettle human populations and initiate significant political chaos. The children of today's children may be facing even more sobering prospects.  These are the predictions coming from climatologists as their science becomes more sophisticated, their computer modelling more refined and their information more current. As for the scientists themselves, their concern is rapidly moving to alarm as they chart their findings and consider the environmental implications. Undoubtedly, we will learn more about their assessment with the approaching December meeting in Copenhagen of the United Nations Climate Conference, an event that will attempt to create a successor to the Kyoto Protocol. In the interim, however, we already know a fair amount about the reasons for alarm.  First, the 2007 predictions concerning the impact of global warming by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) have been far too conservative. The most current science used to support the IPCC's assessment was already dated by nearly a decade because of the time taken to do studies, peer-review them, agree on relevance, reach consensus – both scientific and political – and then write and present conclusions. Newer studies and more innovative technology reveal that impacts on climate from rising levels of atmospheric CO2 are much faster and more dramatic than previously reckoned by the IPCC.  Alarm is also being fed by the dismal efforts of countries to reduce their greenhouse gas emissions -- emissions have been going up rather than down -- and many initiatives now in place are half-hearted and inadequate. From the pre-industrial base-line of 280 parts per million of carbon dioxide -- the level that would presumably give us "normal" weather -- we are now at 388 ppm. A further rise to 450 ppm seems certain and even 650 ppm is likely. These concentrations mean average global temperature increases of 2C, 4C and 6C respectively. Time lags of a decade or more between emissions and actual impacts on climate mean that we are committed to consequences that are yet to arrive.  The information we are getting about oceans is also raising alarms. We now know that the world's oceans are a prime driver of global weather and that they have been absorbing most of the heat generated by greenhouse effects -- water absorbs nearly 1,000 times the amount of heat as air. As the oceans warm, however, they are less inclined to absorb more heat. Also, warmer water holds less dissolved gas, meaning less oxygen in the oceans to support sea life and more carbon dioxide in the atmosphere to cause other changes.  On land, small increases in atmospheric CO2 levels seem to stimulate plant growth, generally increasing the size of stems and leaves but decreasing seed and fruit production – not good news for agriculture.  Rising temperatures can also impair fertilization, particularly in low-latitude regions where crops are already near their limit of heat tolerance. Changing weather patterns can cause drought and desertification, further disrupting plant growth. Since we have been supplying our food needs for millennia by matching plants, soil and water to climate, any change in any of these factors can cause us major problems. Under global warming conditions, for example, desertification will exclude large areas from present food production, and grain growing can't be shifted to more northerly climates because of inappropriate soils.  Methane release is also cause for alarm. At about 25-times the warming effect of carbon dioxide, huge amounts are being released in increasing amounts from melting permafrost, muskeg and deep-ocean deposits – they are held in place here by high pressure and low temperature, so warming oceans can destabilize them.  Global warming is also melting glaciers, with erratic effects on river flow. But an even greater major concern is the accelerated and unanticipated melt of ice in Greenland and West Antarctica. Since the IPCC's 2007 report, estimated ocean rise has been tripled to about a metre by the end of this century. This will cause increasing concern to today's children and their children as coastal cities are flooded and valuable food-producing estuaries are submerged. Hundreds of millions of people will be displaced.  Such sobering prospects raise the philosophical question about whether or not we should know what is happening. Should we confront this bad news or should we just be left in ignorance to live our lives in innocence until we -- or our children -- have to face the inevitable? Have we already reached the point of inevitability? If so, is it too late to care? Should we tell our children?  The latest information on global warming and climate change is a pall settling on everyone who considers the future, whether it be ecologies or the viability of human civilization we bequeath to our children and their children. Indeed, contemplating the forthcoming decades has become a disquieting exercise, with even the most promising of assessments now couched in qualified optimism. Even scientists want their predictions to be wrong.  Most politicians and most people still seem to be in denial, living mostly in a world of the present. They awake in the morning to a seemingly ordinary day, dress accordingly, then carry on as if everything were normal. But some very knowledgable scientists are looking intently at their climate models, checking and triple checking the accuracy of their data, then considering and re-considering their predictions.  From their perspective, to be frankly honest, the future looks sobering.

A2: Warming Skeptics—Prefer Our Evidence

The IPCC conclusions that our authors cite are the most authoritative available—disregard so-called “evidence” from denialists and skeptics.

John Theodore Houghton, former Professor of Atmospheric Physics at the University of Oxford, Founder of the Hadley Centre for Climate Prediction and Research, and Co-Chair of the IPCC's scientific assessment working group and lead editor of its first three reports, 2009
(“The truth about climate change is that we know the bad truth,” The Daily Star, April 27th, Available Online at http://www.dailystar.com.lb/article.asp?edition_id=1&categ_id=5& article_id=101366, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Many people ask how sure we are about the science of climate change. The most definitive examination of the scientific evidence is to be found in the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) and its last major report published in 2007. I had the privilege of being chairman or co-chairman of the Panel's scientific assessments from 1988 to 2002.  Many hundreds of scientists from different countries were involved as contributors and reviewers for these reports, which are probably the most comprehensive and thorough international assessments on any scientific subject ever carried out.  In June 1995, just before the Group of Eight summit in Scotland, the Academies of Science of the world's 11 largest economies (the G-8 plus India, China, and Brazil) issued a statement endorsing the IPCC's conclusions and urging world governments to take urgent action to address climate change. The world's top scientists could not have spoken more strongly.  Unfortunately, those representing strong vested interests have spent millions of dollars on spreading misinformation about climate change. First, they tried to deny the existence of any scientific evidence for global warming. More recently, they have largely accepted the fact of anthropogenic (man-made) climate change but argue that its impacts will not be great, that we can "wait and see," and that in any case we can always fix the problem if it turns out to be substantial.  The scientific evidence does not support such arguments. Urgent action is needed both to adapt to the climate change that is inevitable and to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases, especially carbon-dioxide, to prevent further damage as far as possible. 

A2: Warming Skeptics—Prefer Our Evidence
The IPCC reports are based on the best available science—they are produced by the world’s leading scientists, based exclusively on peer-reviewed data, and created using a transparent and rigorous process—prefer this evidence to the rants of flat earth skeptics. 

Rajendra K. Pachauri, Director-General of the Energy Research Institute, Elected Chairman of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in 2002, and Recipient of the 2007 Nobel Prize for Peace, 2008 (“The IPCC: The Science Is In on Climate Change,” YaleGlobal, April 21st, Available Online at http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/display.article?id=10679, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Nayan Chanda: We are delighted to have in our studios Dr. R.K. Pachauri, director-general of Energy Research Institute, of India, – and the chairman of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. He along with Mr. Al Gore received the 2007 Nobel Peace Prize and he was, of course, a teacher at Yale University for some years and we’re delighted to welcome him back to the campus. Welcome.  Rajendra Pachauri: Thank you.  Chanda: Despite all the news reports that we see in the newspapers and on the television, there is still a considerable body of opinion which believes this talk of global warming is a bit overblown fury based on some fragmented data and perhaps is only a cyclical thing and not something systemic. So what do you say to the skeptics?  Pachauri: Well let me first say … you refer to the report, which is the strongest testimony to the strength of what we produce. We mobilized the best scientists and experts from all over the world. And they are selected on the basis of nominations sent by governments. And the basis of CVs of the people nominated. Just to give you an example, in the fourth assessment report, we got close to 2000 nominations and roughly 450 were selected as those who directly write the report.  Chanda: And these are scientists from every branch of science?  Pachauri: Every branch of science, depending on the subjects we’re covering in the full assessment. And over and above that, we have 2,500 reviewers, because every draft we write is reviewed by a whole range of experts and then at the second stage by governments. Each of the comments provided by the reviewers is carefully logged and the authors decide whether to accept it or reject it. So if for some reason we reject it, the reason have to be recorded. So you can’t think of a more transparent and open process than this.  Also, may I emphasize that the IPCC does no research on its own. It carries out its assessment based on the basis of peer-reviewed literature and there is a wealth of literature and in fact it’s growing so rapidly. Unless all the people who are researching this are basically in the business of fooling the public, you really can’t believe that anything is wrong.  The second point I’d like to make is, you know the number of skeptics as would be expected has been going down very rapidly. But, on the other hand, if you look at the history of science and knowledge, in any new discovery, in any new field of human endeavor where new knowledge is created, there are skeptics who will question it for some time to come. There are even today people who believe that the earth is flat. So I mean what else can one say? 

A2: Warming Skeptics—Prefer Our Evidence
Their authors are paid-off hacks—they’ve been lying to the public for 15 years despite knowing the truth about climate change—don’t evaluate their arguments.

George Monbiot, journalist, academic, and political and environmental activist who has authored several best-selling books about climate change and who publishes regularly about climate change in The Guardian, 2009 (“The media laps up fake controversy over climate change,” George Monbiot’s Blog at The Guardian, April 29th, Available Online at http://www.guardian.co.uk/environment/georgemonbiot/2009/apr/29/george-monbiot-climate-change-scepticism, Accessed 07-22-2010)

There are three kinds of climate change denier. There are those who simply don't want to accept the evidence, because it is too much to bear, or because it threatens aspects of their lives that they don't want to change. These are by far the most numerous, and account for most of those whose comments will follow this post.  I have some sympathy for their position. Denial is most people's first response to something they don't want to hear, whether it is a diagnosis of terminal illness or the threat presented by the rise of the Axis Powers. The moral, intellectual and practical challenge of climate change is unprecedented. The urge to duck it almost irresistible.  Then there is a smaller group of people - almost all men, generally in their sixties or above - who are not paid for their stance, but who have achieved a little post-retirement celebrity through well-timed controversialism. It has kept David Bellamy in the news, long after his wonderful career on television sadly (and wrongly, in my view) ended. It has lent more recognition to people like Philip Stott and Tim Ball than anything they published during their academic careers. It attracts adoring fanmail (from people in category one) for journalists like Christopher Booker and Melanie Philips. It permits men like Lord Monckton to indulge their fantasies of single-handedly rescuing humanity from its own idiocy. Their intellectual acrobatics are as blatant as that of the people in the third category, but they appear to be driven by vanity, not cash.  The third category consists of those who are paid to deny that climate change is happening. Patrick Michaels and Steve Milloy, whose work for fossil fuel companies has been repeatedly exposed, are good examples. There are probably a few paid stooges contributing to the Guardian's discussion threads as well.  Even when the risk of exposure is high, journalists working for newspapers, television or radio have secretly taken money from undisclosed interests to champion their views. Fossil fuel companies have inserted their message into every medium by means of hired hands who don't reveal their sources of funding. Why would they not take advantage of the anonymity of these threads? Some of the contributers here are astroturfers, but we'll probably never know which ones they are.  Whenever you challenge anyone in categories two or three, they come over all innocent, claiming that the science is unsettled, that the other side are all liars, and all they are doing is telling the public what it needs to hear. Anyone who has taken the trouble to read the reports of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change or who subscribes to Science or Nature knows that they cannot possibly believe this, or are able to believe it only by tying their minds into such elaborate knots that they have succeeded in deceiving themselves.  We knew it, but we couldn't prove it. But now we have a smoking gun. Last week the New York Times revealed that the Global Climate Coalition, the industry-funded body that led the campaign to persuade people that manmade climate wasn't happening, knew all along that it was. In 1995 its own experts warned that:  The scientific basis for the Greenhouse Effect and the potential impact of human emissions of greenhouse gases such as CO2 on climate is well established and cannot be denied … The contrarian theories raise interesting questions about our total understanding of climate processes, but they do not offer convincing arguments against the conventional model of greenhouse gas emission-induced climate change  It seems to me that the real suckers in this story are the media organisations - the BBC and Channel 4 are the outstanding examples - that gave 15 years of free access to companies like ExxonMobil, by inviting their paid experts to "balance" the views of genuine scientists, without demanding that they disclosed their sources. (Channel 4 appears determined to continue being suckered).  They had only to look at Exxon's annual accounts to see that the people they introduced as independent experts were neither expert nor independent. But they chose not to, as fake controversy provided better copy than the boring old scientific consensus. Now we know just how fake it was. 

A2: Warming Is Not Anthropogenic

New studies prove warming’s anthropogenic
Vergano 9—BS in Aerospace Engineering from Penn in 1990, MA in science policy from GWU in 1993. And Doyle Rice, quals not listed (Dan, 17 June 2009, 'Game-changer': Report on climate change urges action, USA Today, http://www.usatoday.com/weather/climate/globalwarming/2009-06-16-climate_change_damage_N.htm, RBatra)

Droughts, floods and wildfires have worsened due to global warming, an Obama administration report found Tuesday in the most complete federal look yet at the effects of a changing climate. " Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States," released by White House science adviser John Holdren and National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration head Jane Lubchenco, echoes past climate assessments, but comes amid a push in Congress and by the Obama administration to limit the emission of heat-trapping "greenhouse" gases. "Human-induced climate change is a reality," said Lubchenco at a White House briefing. "It's not just a problem for the future." "Climate change is happening now," says Thomas Karl, an NOAA scientist and co-editor of the report. "Changes have already been observed in all aspects of the climate." The report was commissioned during the Bush administration to combine findings from federal agencies with those from other sources. Findings include: •U.S. temperatures have increased by almost 2 degrees over the past 50 years, and are expected to increase by as much as 4 to 11 degrees by 2100. •Heavy downpours, rising sea levels, rapidly retreating glaciers, thawing permafrost, longer growing seasons and earlier snowmelts are expected to increase. •Public health effects include increased heat stress, waterborne diseases, poor air quality, extreme weather events, and diseases transmitted by insects and rodents. "I think the report's findings underline the urgency of dealing with global warming now. The impacts are already being felt, and will only get worse," says David Doniger of the Natural Resources Defense Council in Washington, D.C. "The costs are just increasing the longer we wait to take steps to address climate. The damage gets worse and the costs to make changes just get higher." 

A2: Warming Is Not Anthropogenic
Climategate is irrelevant

Jonsson 10 (Patrik, 7 July 2010, Climate scientists exonerated in 'climategate' but public trust damaged, http://www.csmonitor.com/Environment/2010/0707/Climate-scientists-exonerated-in-climategate-but-public-trust-damaged, accessed 20 July 2010, RBatra)

Most climate scientists back the theory of man-made global warming. But somewhere along the line – as revealed by last year's "climategate" scandal – some key scientists became cocky and defensive. A six-month investigation into the leaked e-mails that formed the "climategate" scandal has largely exonerated key scientists, including Phil Jones, the former – and now reinstated – director of the University of East Anglia's (UEA) Climate Research Unit (CRU). The CRU's key findings have a major impact on the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), which in turn influences climate policy on a global scale, including pending cap-and-trade carbon offset legislation in the US. Critics charged that the "climategate" e-mails proved that researchers were gaming the science to win public support for the idea that countries need to act to correct global warming.  In his report, British civil servant Sir Muir Russell found that the climategate e-mails don't undermine the basic science behind man-made global warming. Nevertheless, the impact of the leaked e-mails has been to push scientists toward the realization that talking about punching climate skeptics and being coy about releasing data hardly build public trust in their work.  "What is the future of climate science and climate policy after the final inquiry into the released e-mails from CRU?" wonders Mike Hulme, a professor of climate change at the UEA, in a statement. "I believe the CRU e-mails have been a game-changer for science – but has done little to alter the policy conundrums raised by climate change." Insights into an insular world  The e-mails provided insights into what turned out to be an insular world, where one scientist threatened to beat up skeptical colleagues and others seemed to collude against skeptics in the peer review process.  The most damaging e-mail, perhaps, came from Mr. Jones, who wrote in reference to Pennsylvania State University climatologist Michael Mann's famous "hockey stick" graph showing increased global warming, " ...I've just completed Mike's Nature trick of adding in the real temps to each series for the last 20 years (ie, from 1981 onward) and from 1961 for Keith's to hide the decline."  In a report commissioned by UEA, Russell found no fault with the "rigor and honesty" of scientists. But he faulted CRU scientists for not using proper labels on the 1999 graph referenced by Jones. The report concluded the result was misleading, but found it was not deliberate since the research caveats were included in the text next to the graph.  Failure to release requested data was ultimately not an issue, Russell found, because qualified researchers could easily find global warming data in other places. And while several e-mails revealed at least an intent to subvert the peer review process in order to exclude skeptical research, the report found that CRU scientists did not ultimately undermine the IPCC's peer review process. Scandal fueled public distrust  But the report found that the scientists' failure to address climate change uncertainties may have fueled public "distrust" of global warming, especially of the man-made kind. 

A2: Ice Age DA

This argument is presumptively stupid—

It is supported by a tiny minority of right-wing climate denialists and is based entirely on the work of Phil Chapman—he is not a climate scientist.

Temperatures will continue to increase because of greenhouse gas emissions—zero risk of an impending ice age.

David Karoly, Professor in the University of Melbourne's School of Earth Sciences, Member of the Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, and leading member of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2008 (“Warming Trend Has Not Been Reversed,” The Australian, April 29th, Available Online at http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,23612876-11949,00.html, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Most of the increase in global average temperature over the past 50 years is due to the increase in greenhouse gases in the atmosphere. This long-term increase in global average temperature will continue throughout the 21st century because of further increases in greenhouse gases. Yes, there will be year-to-year natural climate variations, with some colder years, but the long-term warming trend will continue.  An ice age is definitely not going to occur in the 21st century. Instead, we will all need to make very large reductions in emissions of greenhouse gases if we are to minimise dangerous anthropogenic climate change. 

Inferring long-term climate trends from short-term variations in temperature is stupid—if their authors were credible scientists, they’d know that.

David Karoly, Professor in the University of Melbourne's School of Earth Sciences, Member of the Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, and leading member of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2008 (“Warming Trend Has Not Been Reversed,” The Australian, April 29th, Available Online at http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,23612876-11949,00.html, Accessed 07-22-2010)

While those errors are bad enough, the main flaw in Chapman's opinion is trying to infer long-term climate trends from short-term (one year) variations of global temperature. It is well known (among climate scientists) that there are large inter-annual variations of global temperature caused by a number of factors, including El Nino, big volcanic eruptions, or just the chaotic variability of the climate system. It is not possible to make conclusions about long-term climate trends from inter-annual climate variations. Many lines of evidence support the conclusion reached last year by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change that "warming of the climate system is unequivocal", referring to changes over the past 100 years. Even when we consider only the global average temperature during La Nina episodes, such as the present cool period, we find that we are experiencing the warmest global temperature of any strong La Nina episode in the past 100 years, again showing clear long-term global warming.

A2: Ice Age DA
The thesis of their argument is incorrect—it does not take into account La Nina weather patterns—sunspots are not responsible for climate changes—their theory has zero credibility.

David Karoly, Professor in the University of Melbourne's School of Earth Sciences, Member of the Wentworth Group of Concerned Scientists, and leading member of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, 2008 (“Warming Trend Has Not Been Reversed,” The Australian, April 29th, Available Online at http://www.theaustralian.news.com.au/story/0,25197,23612876-11949,00.html, Accessed 07-22-2010)

The opinion piece by Phil Chapman ("Sorry to ruin the fun, but an ice age cometh", Opinion, April 22) warns of an approaching ice age but contains a number of factual errors, misleading statements and incorrect conclusions.  Chapman reports global average temperature cooled by 0.7C in 2007 and says: "If the temperature does not soon recover, we will have to conclude that global warming is over."  It is true that global data sets show a pronounced cooling from January 2007 to January 2008 of slightly less than 0.7C. It is an error to state, as Chapman does, that this is unprecedented, as similar dramatic falls occurred from 1998 to 1999, and from 1973 to 1974. It should also be noted that the global average temperature has warmed substantially, by about 0.3C from January 2008 to March 2008. In addition, the annual average temperature for 2007 was within 0.1C of the average temperature in 2006 and 2005; no dramatic cooling there.  So what caused this rapid cooling during 2007, and also from 1998 to 1999, and from 1973 to 1974? What was common to all those periods? In each case, the common factor was a rapid change from El Nino to La Nina conditions, from warm temperatures in the eastern equatorial Pacific Ocean to cold temperatures in the same region, which has a significant effect on global climate patterns and global average temperature. La Nina is associated with below-normal global average temperature, and because of its influence, 2008 is likely to be about 0.3C cooler than the average of the previous few years.  Chapman did not consider La Nina as a cause of the cooling in 2007 and instead linked it to the minimum in the 11-year cycle in sunspot numbers: "The first sunspot appeared in January this year and lasted only two days. A tiny spot appeared last Monday but vanished within 24 hours. Another little spot appeared this Monday."  I don't know where these sunspot numbers came from but they are in error. The best source of data for present sunspot numbers is the World Data Centre for Solar Terrestrial Physics at the National Geophysical Data Centre in Boulder, Colorado. According to it, the average number of sunspots a day last January was 3.4, followed by 2.1 in February and 9.3 in March. The minimum was in October 2007.  So, are variations in global average temperature directly related to sunspot numbers on a monthly, annual or decadal timescale?  Certainly not on a monthly timescale and the effect, if any, on a year-to-year timescale is very small, as can be found by correlating the variations of global average temperature on monthly or annual timescales with the sunspot numbers. Any relationship between sunspot numbers and global average temperatures is much, much smaller than the clear relationship between inter-annual variations of equatorial Pacific Sea surface temperatures and global average temperatures, showing the effect of the El Nino-La Nina cycle. 

A2: CO2 Fertilization DA

Higher temperatures will devastate global agriculture—sophisticated climate models prove their hack authors wrong.

Science, 2009 (“Higher Temperatures Seen Reducing Global Harvests,” Byline Constance Holden, Volume 323, Number 5911, January 9th, Available Online at http://bhcfs.bhc.edu:2344/cgi/content/full/323/5911/193, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Thousands of people died from the heat that baked western Europe in the summer of 2003. The heat wave also devastated the region's agricultural sector: In France, where temperatures were 3.6°C above normal, the country's corn and fruit harvests fell more than 25%. Thirty-one years earlier, another very hot summer shrank harvests in southwest Russia and Ukraine and led to a tripling in world grain prices.  By the end of the century, two researchers predict, those summers may seem like cool ones, and the impact on agriculture will be even greater.  In a paper appearing on page 240, atmospheric scientist David Battisti of the University of Washington, Seattle, and economist Rosamond Naylor of Stanford University in Palo Alto, California, apply 23 global climate models used by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to estimate end-of-century temperatures. Their conclusions with regard to agriculture are sobering. "In the past, heat waves, drought, and food shortages have hit particular regions," says Battisti. But the future will be different: "Yields are going to be down every place." Heat will be the main culprit. "If you look at extreme high temperatures so far observed—basically since agriculture started—the worst summers on record have been mostly because of heat," not drought, he says.  The models predict that by 2090, the average summer temperature in France will be 3.7°C above the 20th century average. Elevated temperatures not only cause excess evaporation but also speed up plant growth with consequent reductions in crop yields, the authors note. Although rising temperatures may initially boost food production in temperate latitudes by prolonging the growing season, Battisti and Naylor say crops will eventually suffer unless growers develop heat-resistant versions that don't need a lot of water. "You have to go back at least several million years before you find … temperatures" comparable to those being predicted, Battisti says.

A2: Critiques Of Warming Impacts

Our impact arguments are accurate and supported by the best science—we don’t have time to delay action because of semantics.

James S. Risbey, Ph.D. from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and Research Fellow in Climate Change at the CSIRO Marine and Atmospheric Research—Australia’s leading regional climate change modelling research teams, 2007 (“The new climate discourse: alarmist or alarming?,” Global Environmental Change, January, Available Online at http://www.ben-center.org/climateChange/the_new_climate_discourse.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010)

The discourse on climate change is in part divided between a sense of alarm and a sense of alarmism in assessments of the urgency of the problem. The divide in the discourse relates to tensions in the use of key phrases to describe climate change. This article reviews evidence to support claims that climate change can be viewed as ‘catastrophic’, ‘rapid’, ‘urgent’, ‘irreversible’, and ‘worse than previously thought’. Though all these terms are imprecise and may convey a range of meaning, they are consistent with the science. Factors which divide climatologists on this discourse are also reviewed. The divide over a sense of urgency relates to a paradigm split on the manner and rate at which ice sheets breakdown in response to sustained warming. Whether this rate is fast or slow, the amount of time available to reduce emissions sufficient to prevent ice sheet breakdown is relatively short, given the moderate levels of warming required and the inertia of the climate and energy systems.

Descriptions of the catastrophic consequences of climate change are necessary and good so long as they are coupled with proposed solutions—their argument would only make sense if we didn’t read a plan or solvency evidence.

Susanne C. Moser, action researcher whose work focuses on the societal impacts of and responses to climate change and on how to communicate global warming in a way that facilitates the necessary social changes, Ph.D. from Clark University, former Post-Doctoral Fellow at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, and former Staff Scientist for Climate Change at the Union of Concerned Scientists, 2008 (“Communicating climate change motivating citizen action,” The Encyclopedia of Earth, February 7th, Available Online at http://www.eoearth.org/article/ Communicating_climate_change_motivating_citizen_action, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Finally, most of what people hear about climate change in the news media, from scientists and environmental advocates involves projections of frightening futures, possible doom for treasured environments and species, and mental images of disaster and havoc. It is a very difficult scenario to face, and consequently, many don’t. Moreover, citizens alive today are unlikely to see greenhouse gas concentrations in the atmosphere return to pre-industrial levels, or even 2005 levels, even with a concerted global mitigation effort. We and the next generation may well become witness to a deteriorated climate for many regions of the world.  While this seems easily discouraging, communicators would be remiss in creating a sense of false hope by suggesting otherwise. The time lags built into our social and climate systems requires that communicators think hard about what “success” would look like, and how to sustain civic engagement when positive feedback is not immediately to be had from an unforgiving atmosphere. Defining a positive vision of a worthwhile future must become a key focus of communication, outreach, and civic engagement efforts in coming years, including defining measures of progress. Communicators must convey these indicators of forward achievement just as much—and maybe even more—than what is wrong or not yet happening. While it is unrealistic to expect that citizens will stay focused on climate (or any other) through the ups and downs of issue attention cycles, a vision of a compelling positive future will be essential as a compass through challenging times. 

A2: Critiques Of Warming Impacts

The way we have framed the climate issue is crucial to motivate action—defending the scientific consensus and proposing solutions is vital.

Susanne C. Moser, action researcher whose work focuses on the societal impacts of and responses to climate change and on how to communicate global warming in a way that facilitates the necessary social changes, Ph.D. from Clark University, former Post-Doctoral Fellow at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, and former Staff Scientist for Climate Change at the Union of Concerned Scientists, 2008 (“Communicating climate change motivating citizen action,” The Encyclopedia of Earth, February 7th, Available Online at http://www.eoearth.org/article/ Communicating_climate_change_motivating_citizen_action, Accessed 07-22-2010)

Looking over the past 20 years of research, what is remarkable is not how much remains uncertain, but how strong the scientific consensus on climate change has grown. At the same time, there remains a (albeit lessening) public impression—fed by climate contrarians and common media practices—that there still is scientific controversy over the basic notion of human-caused climate change. Scientists themselves share in the responsibility for this situation, partly because they frequently emphasize the unknown more than the known, and partly because they have taken pains to respond to every misinformation and misleading statement by climate contrarians. There is good reason to do so—misinformation should not be left standing unchallenged and opportunities to educate the public should not be missed. But this pattern has left the pro-environmental and scientific side on the defensive. It is always more powerful to define the frame than respond to someone else’s.  What is needed now from scientists and other communicators to strengthen public resolve is at least threefold. First, they must continue to convey the state of the science and how the confidence in scientific understanding has grown over time. Second, they must never overstate the scientific confidence with which aspects of climate change are known. But to retain credibility while conveying confidence, communicators should lead with what is most certain, and discuss remaining uncertainties in light of what is well understood. Typically, people respond constructively to uncertainty (because they live with uncertainty all the time!) when they have some bearings that help them navigate unknown territory. In fact, it is an unsubstantiated claim that we need to know everything for sure before we can act (decisions to go to war, to invest in the stock market or to act on medical diagnoses come to mind). Finally, communicators should provide context for the evolving scientific understanding of climate change, i.e., that it is the nature of science to always push back the frontiers of the unknown, and in the process, stumble upon findings that require revisions of what was previously thought to be known.  Perhaps more important than continuing to defend the science of climate change is moving toward communicating solutions. Polls suggest that most Americans now are convinced that climate change is real, even if this belief is not very solid or anchored in deep understanding of the issue. Once people are engaged and realize the challenge that climate change presents, they instinctively want practical solutions. Those inclined to engage in civic action may be particularly predisposed to wanting to take or support actions. The polls also suggest that Americans do not know what solutions are feasible, important, or available, and that they cannot see their own role in tackling the problem. Thus, what is needed more now is information about practical solutions, help, support from others, encouragement, and empowerment. What is needed now is a sense of hope. Tapping into people’s desires for a better future, their social identities and aspirations, and cultural values that promote individual and collective action and engagement for the greater good (e.g., ingenuity, responsibility, stewardship, being a good team player, and leadership) can all increase people’s motivation besides the more instrumental reasons (such as personal economic gain, competitiveness, legal compliance, and so on). 

*** Japan-ROK FTA Add-On

2AC—Japan-ROK FTA Add-On

The plan enables the DPJ to push through an FTA with South Korea—Futenma is the stumbling block. 

Nikkei Weekly 10 [5/24/10, "Futenma tying down government", lexis]

Equally worrying, the Futenma mess is hampering Japan's  economic diplomacy. Last summer's DPJ election manifesto said a DPJ  government would push for free-trade agreements with other Asia-Pacific nations, including the U.S. Although FTA talks with South Korea have begun, they are making little progress. As for the launch of talks with the U.S., a senior official with the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry said flatly: "This is not the time for that." He cited the Futenma impasse.  Ministers that deal with FTAs - including Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries Minister Hirotaka Akamatsu and Finance Minister Naoto Kan - have met several times since autumn to discuss the negotiations with South Korea and other nations. But government officials lament the lack of movement. "The discussions have produced a great deal of noise," one said, "but no concrete strategy has yet been worked out."  The DPJ manifesto also promised cooperation with other nations in the Asia-Pacific on trade, finance and energy, but no specific steps have been taken so far.  The U.S.-Japan rift and Japan's inability to move forward on economic diplomacy are casting a deep shadow over the country's relations with other Asian nations, which Hatoyama tried to make a centerpiece of his foreign policy.  One official from a major Asian country has derided Hatoyama's proposed East Asian community, saying the prime minister is perhaps too genteel to understand certain realities.

2AC—Japan-ROK FTA Add-On

Uniquely stabilizes Asia—swamps their offense.
Funabashi 10 (Yoichi, Editor-in-Chief of the Asahi Shimbun in Tokyo, “Japan-Korea FTA cornerstone of the East Asian Community”, April 20, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/04/20/japan-korea-fta-cornerstone-of-the-east-asian-community/)
In working toward an FTA, Japan will need to pay the utmost attention to South Korean sensitivities over territorial and history issues.  It is important that both Japan and South Korea understand the strategic significance that makes an FTA between the two countries so vital. For one thing, both Japan and South Korea have a global presence that can contribute to the peace and stability of Asia and the world.  In November, South Korea will host the Group of 20 summit meeting, while Japan will be the venue for a meeting of the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum.  A Japan-South Korea FTA would be instrumental in pushing for a further opening of the global trade system. It would also help Asian regional integration. Integrating the markets of the closest neighbors in Asia will become the cornerstone of the East Asia community.  Secondly, a Japan-South Korea FTA would provide momentum for the creation of a Free Trade Area of the Asia Pacific (FTAAP), something that should be considered as an FTA vision for the entire APEC region. Such a development would help to re-energise APEC. Furthermore, both Japan and South Korea are democracies and allies of the United States. Working closely together and further opening up their markets will likely serve to strengthen democracy in Asia and the world as well as maintain and develop a liberal internationalist order. It is also expected that the two nations can complement the presence and influence of the United States in Asia.  With the rapid emergence of China as an economic power, some have suggested that China could move to vertically integrate the members of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) and other Asian countries into its domestic market. For their part, Japan and South Korea should pursue, through cooperation with ASEAN, a principle of Asian regionalism that is horizontal, or in other words, equal among nations. A Japan-South Korea FTA would provide a solid footing for such a move.  Last fall, the ministers in charge of trade and economy from Japan, China and South Korea agreed to start studying the benefits of an FTA in a group of experts from both the public and private sectors. From the standpoint of Asian regionalism, it would be more advantageous for Japan and South Korea to first work on an FTA and then seek another that includes China.  Finally, South Korea needs a robust economic base that would allow it to adequately absorb huge shocks if unification occurs between the North and the South. An integrated Japan-South Korea market would serve as a solid buffer that could provide ‘strategic depth’ and allow all of Northeast Asia to absorb any unification shock. Japan has so far signed FTAs with Singapore, Chile, Thailand, Switzerland and six other nations as well as the ASEAN bloc.

1AR—Japan-ROK FTA Key To Asian Stability

More evidence the FTA is key to East Asia stability.

Funabashi 10 (Yoichi, Editor-in-Chief of the Asahi Shimbun in Tokyo, “Japan-Korea FTA cornerstone of the East Asian Community”, April 20, http://www.eastasiaforum.org/2010/04/20/japan-korea-fta-cornerstone-of-the-east-asian-community/)
Efforts are being made to flesh out details for the proposed East Asian Community. But rather than concentrating on creating a new framework, a more realistic approach would be to accumulate a series of separate policies, such as an FTA between Japan and South Korea, as a means of solidifying the foundation for the regional grouping.  That being the case, working on a Japan-South Korea FTA should probably be Hatoyama’s priority. But this doesn’t mean it should be taken up because the other two issues are difficult to address. The FTA issue is important in its own right.  The FTA issue has a deep strategic significance for both Japan and South Korea in this era of drastic change in the international environment. I’m referring to reform of global governance, the relative decline of the United States, the rise of China and the crisis facing the North Korean regime.  At a Cabinet meeting on March 19, Hatoyama said that promoting economic partnership arrangements took priority because they would help him his goal of creating an East Asia community. Meeting with his ministers on March 25, Hatoyama again stressed the importance of reaching an FTA between Japan and South Korea. Serious negotiations on an FTA first began in December 2003. However, the talks were suspended in November 2004 at the request of Seoul.  While no serious discussions have been held since, South Korean officials have recently begun expressing an interest in reviving the issue. Meeting with Okada in February, South Korean President Lee Myung-bak indicated his desire to reach an agreement.  According to 2009 trade figures, South Korea accounts for 6 per cent of Japan’s total trade. In contrast, for South Korea, trade with Japan accounts for 10 per cent of its total. However, imports from Japan account for 15 per cent of South Korea’s total imports.
*** A2: Japan Proliferation DA

2AC—No Nuclearization—Public Opposition

Public opposition prevents nuclearization—the threshold for the link is astronomical.

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 63-64)

The Japanese share a deep-seated aversion to nuclear arms; that feeling transcends differences in political ideology and beliefs. An almost instinctive dread of, and hatred for, nuclear weapons widely held across the spectrum of Japanese society is both one of the most fundamental roots of Japan’s nonnuclear stance and an extremely powerful deterrent against Japanese nuclear proliferation.  The origin of such strong antinuclear attitudes obviously lies in Japan’s tragic experience as the only nation ever to suffer a nuclear attack. The two bombs dropped on Japan in August 1945 killed about 140,000 in Hiroshima and about 70,000 in Nagasaki. In the years that followed, tens of thousands more died from so-called atomic bomb disease—various illnesses caused by exposure to radiation. Even today, many Japanese suffer from the aftereffects of this exposure. Naturally, Hiroshima and Nagasaki have greatly influenced postwar Japanese culture. Over the past half-century, numerous books, television and radio programs, and even comic books and cartoons about the bombs have exposed later generations to the horrors of nuclear war.  Another factor—often overlooked by outsiders but no less important in shaping Japanese antinuclear sentiment than Hiroshima and Nagasaki—was the harm done to Japanese fishermen by U.S. nuclear testing in the South Pacific in March 1954. The radioactive fallout from the first U.S. hydrogen bomb test on Bikini Atoll severely contaminated the Fukuryu-maru No. 5, a Japanese tuna-fishing boat known as the Lucky Dragon outside Japan, and its crew of 23, even though the boat was located 35 kilometers from the danger zone declared by the United States at the time of the explosion. The entire crew suffered from atomic bomb disease; one crew member died, and the rest were hospitalized for more than a year. The Japanese were both horrified and outraged to see that their compatriots were victims of nuclear weapons yet again, particularly because the tragedy occurred in peacetime.3  The Fukuryu-maru incident left a deep and lasting impression among the Japanese population that anyone could become a victim of nuclear weapons —anywhere, anytime. Shortly afterward, the first nationwide grassroots movement against nuclear weapons sprang up in Japan, and by the end of 1954, more than 20 million Japanese had signed the Suginami Appeal for the Prohibition of Atomic and Hydrogen Bombs.4 In April 1954, both houses of Japan’s Diet unanimously passed resolutions that called for the prohibition of nuclear weapons and international control of nuclear energy.

2AC—No Nuclearization—Tech Hurdles

Technical hurdles make nuclearization impossible—

A.
Weapons-grade plutonium.  

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 69-71)

Those who emphasize the potential for Japan to go nuclear in the foreseeable future argue that, of all the elements required to be a nuclear power, the only one that Japan lacks is the will. The proponents of this view are mistaken, however, because Japan currently has only latent, not immediate, nuclear capability. In other words, even if Japan decided to build its own nuclear arsenal tomorrow, it could not achieve that goal overnight.  First, Japan has intentionally avoided acquiring the necessary weapons-grade plutonium to make bombs; Japan’s plutonium stockpile consists only of reactor-grade plutonium. Although some kind of small-scale nuclear bomb production with reactor-grade plutonium may be possible, experts generally agree that bomb production with this kind of plutonium involves an extremely dangerous technological process and that such bombs are likely to be too unstable and too militarily unreliable to be deployed as actual warheads. In fact, no country has ever tried to produce nuclear weapons with reactor-grade plutonium.  If Japan decided to develop its own nuclear weapons, it would surely choose to do so with weapons-grade plutonium because the process would be much easier, safer, and cheaper. The amount of weapons-grade plutonium, however, that Japan could obtain from existing nuclear power plants would be limited. For a major power such as Japan, having a small number of nuclear warheads is militarily meaningless. A militarily meaningful nuclear arsenal would require production of hundreds of warheads, which would first necessitate that Japan spend at least a decade constructing new facilities to extract the grand amount of weapons-grade plutonium required.23 
B.
Ballistic missiles.

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 69-71)

The second technological hurdle that Japan must clear before claiming to possess a militarily meaningful nuclear arsenal entails ballistic missile development. For Japan, tactical nuclear weapons would be useless in practical terms; as an island nation, it would find few meaningful targets for such weapons. But Japan would have to devote many years to developing a ballistic missile program before achieving deployment capability. Among other difficulties, converting Japan’s H-2 rocket into a form for military use is not realistic. Liquid oxygen and liquid hydrogen, the fuels used to power Japan’s H-2, must be maintained at extremely low temperatures. Because maintaining the huge H- 2 at these temperatures for extended periods of time is practically impossible, technicians must first cool the H-2’s fuel tanks before they are filled, shortly before launch, a process that requires at least a few hours. Finally, Japan lacks the technology necessary to build an accurate inertial guidance system and the reentry mechanisms that are essential for ballistic missiles. 

2AC—No Nuclearization—Tech Hurdles
C.
Nuclear submarines.

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 69-71)

Even if Japan technologically mastered ballistic-missile development, its small physical size (in territorial square miles) would still make it vulnerable to a first strike. Land-based missiles on such a small territory would not ensure a retaliatory capability, and air-launched missile systems would not necessarily receive adequate warning time to allow the deploying aircraft to scramble to secure locations. Japan would have to deploy submarines to possess a credible second-strike capability. For that purpose, Japan would be faced with building nuclear engines as well as an extensive terrestrial or satellite communications grid to support their activities. The time needed for Japan to make this extensive list of technological strides can more realistically be measured in decades than years.

1AR—No Nuclearization—Public Opposition
Public opinion polls prove—massive opposition. 

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 66)

Public opinion polls have consistently demonstrated the strength and durability of postwar Japan’s antinuclear sentiment. In polls conducted in June 1969, April 1978, and April 1981, the newspaper Yomiuri Shinbun posed the same question: “Do you want Japan to possess nuclear weapons?” Responses defied the intuitive expectation that antinuclear sentiments would gradually fade over time. In the 1969 poll, 72 percent of respondents answered “no,” while only 16 percent answered “yes.” In 1978 the percentage of those who answered “no” rose to 74 percent, whereas the percentage of those who answered “yes” dropped to 10 percent. In 1981 the percentage of those who answered “yes” remained 10 percent, but the percentage of those who replied “no” leapt to 82 percent.10  A more recent poll conducted by the National Institute for Research Advancement (NIRA) in October 1999, which targeted 2,000 members of the Japanese public as well as 400 “informed Japanese people,” produced an even more striking outcome. Asked what policy option Japan should adopt to protect itself from other nations’ nuclear weapons if the U.S.-Japanese Security Treaty were dissolved or rendered meaningless for some reason, only 7 percent of the general public and 14.6 percent of “informed people” responded that they believed that Japan should possess its own nuclear weapons.11

Any proposal to nuclearize will be instantly defeated—empirically proven.  

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 66-67)

Nonetheless, well before Fukuda’s and Abe’s recent statements, some Japanese commentators and officials themselves have raised the nuclearization question. In 1980 a famous sociologist and respected political commentator, Ikutaro Shimizu, argued that Japan should obtain nuclear weapons to become a full-fledged state.12 In 1996 a military commentator, Nisohachi Hyodo, insisted that Japan should try to acquire a credible second-strike capability by deploying a small number of nuclear submarine-launched ballistic missiles and nuclear submarines to carry them.13 In October 1999, Shingo Nishimura, parliamentary deputy director-general of the Defense Agency, argued that the Diet should debate the possibility for Japan to go nuclear, like India and Pakistan had.14  Each of these proposals was rejected in Japan. The public either severely criticized them, in the Shimizu and Nishimura cases, or ignored them as complete nonsense, in the case of Hyodo’s nuclear submarines. Nishimura’s remarks even cost him his position as parliamentary vice-minister just one day after the major national dailies reported his comments.  Opposition to nuclear weapons is deeply embedded in postwar Japanese culture and society. Although there may be no guarantee that this sentiment will last forever, it is still far stronger, even today, than those who warn of impending Japanese nuclear armament realize.

1AR—No Nuclearization—Public Opposition
Pacifism magnifies antinuclear sentiment—widespread guilt over World War II.

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 65-66)

Beyond its nuclear history, the nonnuclear position of postwar Japan has been strongly buttressed by more general pacifism, which has its roots in the collective Japanese memory of the country’s militarist past and which runs deep among Japanese elite and mass culture.9 Memory of their suffering in World War II along with a sense of guilt over their nation’s role in that war has produced an unwavering determination among postwar Japanese to transform their country into a nation of peace (heiwa kokka), which should never again wage war. In Article 9 of the 1947 Peace Constitution, Japan renounced forever the right to wage war as well as the right to maintain any military potential to do so.  The memory of World War II has also created another facet of postwar Japanese pacifism—an extremely negative image of the military among Japanese society. In the 1930s, the Japanese military frequently usurped civilian control and intervened in political affairs. Under the military establishment’s strong political influence, the Japanese government made a series of reckless moves—withdrawing from the League of Nations, starting war against China, and allying with Nazi Germany and fascist Italy—which led to Japan’s disastrous defeat in World War II. After witnessing nearly two decades of the follies of their own military leaders, the Japanese people developed a deep distrust of the military after the war, as well as a strong aversion to anything related to the military as a tool of national policy, including even Japan’s national security policy. This profound popular skepticism about the legitimacy and effectiveness of military power has undoubtedly contributed to the widespread abhorrence for nuclear weapons.

1AR—A2: Threat Perceptions Shift Public Opinion

No risk of nuclearization—threat perceptions aren’t enough.

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 72-73)

The recent comments of Japanese officials Fukuda and Abe never suggested that Japan is likely to begin developing nuclear weapons anytime in the near future. Their remarks were highly hypothetical, suggesting only theoretical possibilities. Unfortunately, the international media failed to report or translate their statements accurately, thereby exacerbating international misunderstanding about Japan’s nuclear intentions.  The New York Times, for example, quoted Fukuda as saying that “in the face of calls to amend the Constitution, the amendment of the [three nonnuclear] principles is also likely.”29 Fukuda’s original statement in Japanese, however, used an expression “…mo … kamoshirenai,” which is not accurately translated as “likely.” A more precise translation should read “…even the amendment of the principles could take place.” The same article re-ported that Abe said that Japan’s possession of nuclear weapons would be legal under Japanese law if it were “small.” Although this translation was technically accurate—the word Abe used, kogata, does mean “small” in Japanese—the article failed to explain that use of the word “small” in this context in Japan implies “small enough to be considered strictly defensive nuclear warheads.”  Ever since the late 1950s, the Japanese government’s official position has been that possession of strictly defensive nuclear weapons is not unconstitutional. This position, however, rests on the assumption that such weapons may be invented someday in the future. In reality, strictly defensive nuclear weapons have not yet been invented. Because all existing nuclear weapons are offensive in nature, possession of any nuclear weapons by Japan today would be unconstitutional.  Japan has ample reasons to remain nonnuclear. Even an acceleration of North Korea’s nuclear program would not likely cause Japan to follow suit. Facing nuclear threats is not a new experience for Japan. During the Cold War, the country was exposed to a substantial Soviet nuclear threat as well as a lesser threat from China, but even then, there was never serious discussion in Japan about Japan pursuing its own nuclear weapons. Japanese memory of World War II experiences ensured strong antinuclear sentiments in Japanese society, and the Japanese elite was very aware of the enormous military, political, and economic costs associated with the development of a nuclear arsenal.  Today, no one should assume that the U.S.-Japanese alliance serves as the “cap in the bottle,” without which Japan would easily go nuclear. Japan’s non-nuclear policy is much stronger than that characterization would imply. It is more legitimate, however, to claim that Japan will be even less likely to reconsider its non-nuclear policy as long as it maintains a strong partnership with the United States. In his February 2002 speech to the Diet, President George W. Bush declared that the alliance between the two countries “has never been stronger” as a result of Japan’s active cooperation in the U.S. war on terrorism. For a variety of reasons, particularly under such favorable circumstances today, international observers should be even less concerned about Japanese nuclear intentions. 

1AR—A2: Gov’t Doesn’t Care About Public Opinion

Government policy is unwaveringly opposed to nuclearization—no risk of the link.

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 64-65)

The development of the Japanese government’s nonnuclear policy has consistently reflected this profound hatred for nuclear weapons. Since Japan launched its nuclear energy development program in the mid-1950s, government officials have repeatedly declared that this effort did not indicate that Japan would ever consider acquiring nuclear weapons. In 1955 the Diet adopted the Atomic Energy Basic Law, which strictly limits nuclear energy use to peaceful purposes. During deliberations on the law, one of the bill’s sponsors, Yasuhiro Nakasone—at the time, a young member of the lower house—stated that “weapons that utilize atomic energy to kill and wound people” would be excluded from Japan’s atomic energy research and utilization program.5  In April 1958, Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi told the upper house that Japan would choose not to possess any nuclear weapons, even though its postwar “Peace Constitution” (Heiwa Kenpo) did not prohibit their possession for strictly defensive purposes.6 During a lower house session in April 1960, Kishi stated that “Japan will not arm itself with nuclear weapons, nor will it allow the introduction of nuclear weapons [into its territory].”7 At the time, both Nakasone and Kishi were generally considered among the most hawkish nationalists within Japan’s political circles. In May 1967, the director- general of Japan’s Defense Agency, Kanehichi Masuda, told the upper house that “the government has maintained the principles of not manufacturing, possessing, or allowing the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan since the Kishi cabinet.”8  Introduced as the “Three Nonnuclear Principles” (Hikaku San-Gensoku) in Prime Minister Eisaku Sato’s remarks to the lower house in December 1967 and January 1968 and formalized in a resolution by the Diet in November 1971, these standards have been considered national principles (kokuze) by the Japanese government as well as the public. Each subsequent administration has repeatedly reaffirmed unwavering support for these principles as part of the government’s national policy. Sato was even awarded the 1974 Nobel Peace Prize for his activities against nuclear proliferation, including his advocacy of the Three Nonnuclear Principles.
1AR—A2: NPT Opposition Proves Japan Wants Nukes

Japan’s opposition to NPT renewal didn’t signal a desire to nuclearize.

Matake Kamiya, Associate Professor of International Relations at the National Defense Academy of Japan, 2002/2003 (“Nuclear Japan: Oxymoron or Coming Soon?,” The Washington Quarterly, Volume 26, Issue 1, Winter, Available Online at http://www.twq.com/03winter/docs/03winter_kamiya.pdf, Accessed 07-22-2010, p. 71-72)

Even during the NPT controversy, when the Japanese people feared the treaty might eternally lock Japan into an inferior position, few Japanese advocated the immediate development of a nuclear arsenal.27 Since 1976, the mere argument for maintaining a nuclear option has rapidly waned.28 In fact, Japan has been among the most enthusiastic supporters of the NPT regime since then. Tokyo’s initial unwillingness to accept an unconditional and indefinite extension of the treaty in the early 1990s was not grounded in any latent desires to keep Japanese options open. Instead, the concern, shared by Japan and other nonnuclear states, involved an unconditional, indefinite extension of the NPT that could enshrine permanent retention of nuclear weapons by the five nuclear powers.
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