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**Alliance**

Links: Futenma

The Futenma base has created a rift that will damage long-term relations if the agreement is not completed

Michael Auslin 2010, director of Japan Studies at AEI, Former Yale Professor, “The U.S.-Japn Alliance: Relic of a Bygone Era?” AEI Outlook Series, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, January

As of January 2010, however, the new Japanese and U.S. administrations find themselves in a rare, public dispute over fulfilling the 2006 agreement on realigning U.S. forces in Japan. Of particular controversy is the move of the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma, in Okinawa, to a new location on the same island at Camp Schwab. Hatoyama has repeatedly called for a renegotiation of the agreement, which would also affect the timetable for moving eight thousand U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam, as well as the consolidation and return of other areas on Okinawa used by U.S. forces to Okinawa's government. Both U.S. and Japanese diplomats have traded sharp words over the fate of the agreement, and a failure to come to an acceptable resolution would certainly cast a pall on U.S.-Japan relations during President Barack Obama's term in office. Already, senior observers on both sides of the Pacific worry that the unresolved disagreement is doing significant damage to long-term political relations. Yet, if the overall goal of the realignment process is to allow U.S. forces to maintain their presence in Northeast Asia while minimizing the burden placed on the Japanese host areas, then the agreement as a whole should be fulfilled as planned.

Links: Re-alignment Changes

National security for Japan is dependent on the current agreed location of U.S. military
Klingner 10[Bruce, “U.S. Should Stay Firm on Implementation of Okinawa Force Realignment

” Heritage Foundation. December 16, 2010. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/12/us-should-stay-firm-on-implementation-of-okinawa-force-realignment Accessed on June 23, 2010]
Abstract: Attempts by the new Japanese government to renegotiate terms of the Guam Agreement, which would realign U.S. military forces in Japan, have seriously strained U.S.-Japan relations, harming the bilateral military alliance. The situation has not yet become a crisis, but continued mishandling could make it one. Japan needs to implement the terms of the agreement. The U.S. and Japan need to work together to reduce the current tension level and refocus on addressing regional and global security challenges. A debate has raged between Washington and the newly elected Japanese government over implementing the Guam Agreement[1] on realigning U.S. military forces in Japan.[2] The most contentious issue is Japanese backtracking on the planned relocation of a Marine Corps air station on Okinawa. The movement of the air station from one part of Okinawa to another is no small matter. It is an integral, critical part of a broader agreement to restructure the American military presence in Japan in a manner that can sustain the military alliance deep into the new century. President Barack Obama and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates have pressed Tokyo to fulfill its treaty commitments. The imbroglio has strained bilateral relations and established an adversarial relationship between Washington and Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's administration. Although the situation has not yet become a crisis, continued Japanese ambivalence threatens to make it one. Many U.S. experts and media advocate that the U.S. should simply accept the new Japanese government's political rationale for altering the security accord. Some assert that the U.S. must embrace the new realities of the transformed Japanese political landscape. Doing so, however, would impair U.S. national interests by diminishing Washington's ability to defend Japan and maintain peace and stability in Asia. The strategic reasons for the U.S. and Japan to fulfill their security treaty commitments have been missing from most of the debate thus far. Alternative proposals have been devoid of military operational facts and have failed to acknowledge the long history of assessing and dismissing other possible options. Statements such as those asserting that the "only reason the U.S. won't consolidate the air bases on Okinawa is because the U.S. Marines and Air Force can't or won't talk to each other" are simplistic, insulting to the men and women of the U.S. military, and wrong. A 13-year review of alternative sites concluded that the existing bilateral agreement provides the best solution to fulfilling the security requirements of both the U.S. and Japan. As such, Japan should support the planned relocation of the Futenma U.S. Marine Corps Air Station to Camp Schwab on Okinawa. Further delays in resolving the issue threaten to poison negotiations on other bilateral military operational issues, such as nuclear transparency and revising the Status of Forces Agreement.
Not completing base realignment as-is will create a significant rift in US/Japan relations, creating instability

NBAR 2010, National Bureau of Asian Research, “Updating the U.S.-Japan Alliance: An interview with Mike Finnegan, Richard Lawless, and Jim Thomas,” Senior Research Associate at the NBAR, former Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs (2002-2007), former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans and Resources (2004-06); Apr 2, http://www.nbr.org/research/activity.aspx?id=77
Finnegan: Crisis is too strong a word at this time. However, Japan’s inability to carry out the realignment will likely cause a significant and perhaps fundamental shift in the U.S. approach to Japan and the alliance relationship. Japan should bear in mind the important reality that the alliance—particularly the role played by U.S. forces stationed in Japan and in the region—deters aggression against Japan. Japan’s failure to meet its basing commitments will naturally have a detrimental effect on the relationship, hurting the interests of both nations.

Links: Re-alignment Changes
Not following through on the 2006 realignment agreement spills over to all other relocation issues regarding US bases in Japan

NBAR 2010, National Bureau of Asian Research, “Updating the U.S.-Japan Alliance: An interview with Mike Finnegan, Richard Lawless, and Jim Thomas,” Senior Research Associate at the NBAR, former Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs (2002-2007), former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans and Resources (2004-06); Apr 2, http://www.nbr.org/research/activity.aspx?id=77
Mike Finnegan: To date, little progress has been made on implementing this agreement to close Futenma and relocate the marines to Camp Schwab and Guam. Though the previous governor and the mayor of the city near Camp Schwab were both in favor of the plan, there has been significant public opposition in Okinawa to the stationing of any U.S. forces on the island. This resistance is in part due to the fact that the Japanese government, first under the LDP and now under the DPJ, has failed to make the case for the realignment plan and has not appropriated the necessary funds to begin the implementation process. This unwillingness of the government of Japan to follow through on Futenma calls into question the ability of the two nations to execute the entire 2006 agreement. Thus, this failure is not just about Futenma but concerns all the realignment agreements that are in essence and in substance linked to one another.

Links: Spillover

Removing any one base impacts the entire US commitment to Japan

NBAR 2010, National Bureau of Asian Research, “Updating the U.S.-Japan Alliance: An interview with Mike Finnegan, Richard Lawless, and Jim Thomas,” Senior Research Associate at the NBAR, former Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs (2002-2007), former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans and Resources (2004-06); Apr 2, http://www.nbr.org/research/activity.aspx?id=77
Lawless: I’d like to expand on this critical point. There is a certain level of capabilities that Washington feels it must maintain in Japan to be able to deliver on U.S. commitments to the alliance. These individual agreements taken together provide this baseline capability. All of these basing arrangements are thus interdependent, and only as a complete package do they allow Washington to preserve and enhance the overall credibility of the alliance.

Alliance: Stable Now

Relations high - current conflicts are irrelevant compared to 50 year relationship

Lisa Daniel, 3/18/10, Writer for the American Forces Press Service, DOD Press Release, 

“U.S.-Japan Relations Remain Strong, Official Says”, accessed 7/15/10, http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=58392

  U.S. military relations with Japan remain strong despite disagreements over basing and other aspects of the bilateral security agreement, the Pentagon’s head of East Asian relations said here yesterday. The strength of U.S.-Japan security relations can be seen in the totality of its 50-year relationship and progress moving forward, Michael Schiffer, deputy assistant defense secretary for East Asia, told the House Foreign Affairs Committee.   Japan’s desire to relocate U.S. Marines on Okinawa, the government’s recent halt of refueling operations in the Indian Ocean and other disagreements do not match deeper challenges the alliance faced in years past and have not prevented the two countries from moving forward, Schiffer said in prepared testimony to the committee.   Public support for the alliance is high in both countries, and bilateral relations are strong on nuclear nonproliferation and missile defense, reconstruction in Afghanistan and stability in Pakistan, counter-piracy efforts and preserving open sea lines of communication, Schiffer said.   The Japanese government “has made clear its commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance, as well as to principles of transparency and accountability in a vibrant democracy,” he said. “By working patiently and persistently through areas of disagreement, we will ensure the continued expansion and strengthening of our relationship, even as core commitments remain unshaken.”   Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who was elected in September, has said he will resolve by May the years-long debate about relocating Marine Corps Air Station Futenma, Schiffer said. He reiterated the U.S. position that the base should stay on Okinawa.   “The only readily deployable U.S. ground forces between Hawaii and India are the U.S. Marines located on Okinawa,” Schiffer said. The 3rd Marine Expeditionary Unit has a broader role than responding to military contingencies in the area, he said, noting that they led the U.S. effort to respond to natural disasters in Indonesia, Bangladesh and Burma.   At the same time, existing U.S.-Japanese agreements call for more joint training between the two militaries on Okinawa and Guam, and for co-location of air and missile defense commands at Yokota Air Base and the Ground Self-Defense Force’s Central Readiness Force with a transformed U.S. Army command and control structure, Schiffer said.   “Forces who have established ingrained patterns of cooperation, deep friendships, and a better understanding of each other’s plans and decision-making processes will be better equipped to respond with speed and efficiency in a crisis situation,” he said.   Schiffer noted other progress, most importantly strengthened ties in the trilateral relationship among the United States, Japan and South Korea. He also cited Japan’s contribution of four Aegis destroyers for ballistic-missile defense for the region, its collaboration with the United States on the land-based missile-defense system planned for Europe, and its assistance with humanitarian relief to Haiti and other areas.

U.S. officials are increasing restrictions on military personnel to decrease probability of incidents with Okinawan citizens 

The Japan Times 10 [The Japan Times. “No drinking off Okinawa bases after midnight” The Japan Times. Saturday, June 12, 2010. http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100612a6.html accessed June 24, 2010]

NAHA, Okinawa Pref. (Kyodo) U.S. forces in Okinawa on Friday banned their service members from patronizing off-base establishments that sell alcohol after midnight in response to a series of alcohol-related incidents and accidents involving them earlier this year. The military will also consider expanding the area it patrols for unruly behavior by its personnel. Okinawa police filed a request with the military in March that it take countermeasures, after a U.S. military vehicle hit a car in the Henoko district in Nago and injured three local people in it. In a press release, Okinawa Area Coordinator Lt. Gen. Terry Robling said the latest ban is aimed at improving order and discipline among service members and reducing misconduct outside bases. "This change will ultimately serve our interest in reaffirming the trust, confidence and rapport with our local community," he said. The measure, which affects men and women in all U.S. branches of service in Okinawa, including the Marine Corps, prohibits them from patronizing after midnight off-base bars and clubs selling alcoholic beverages.
Alliance: US Key

US forces are key to the alliance

Auslin 10 [Michael, resident scholar at AEI, American Enterprise Institute, “The Real Futenma Fallout”, Jun. 16 (http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929) 6.24.10]
Ultimately, however, the credibility of the alliance will rest on the combination of military capability and willingness to maintain stability in Asia that each partner possesses. In this regard, then, the Obama administration's moves to cut advanced weapons systems such as the F-22 and to scale back missile-defense plans naturally raise questions about long-term U.S. military capabilities in the Pacific. Will the Obama administration maintain U.S. force levels in Asia at their current strength? Moreover, what are the Hatoyama administration's defense-spending plans? Japan must make decisions regarding its fighter-experimental (F-X) fighter program, but will Japan commit to building more surface ships and the surveillance systems needed to maintain its own capabilities?

The Obama and Hatoyama administrations must decide if they view the alliance as a key element in their security strategies or as an outdated relic of a bygone era.

In this regard, the alliance must continue to rest on a basis of traditional "hard power."Clearly, the two allies should continue to research, develop, and deploy missile-defense systems on land and sea. Moreover, they must keep up their conventional forces, including advanced fighter aircraft, submarines, surface vessels, and intelligence and surveillance systems. This is, and will continue to be, expensive, especially in a time of reduced budgets, but the goal of preserving peace requires a formidable military deterrent to any country that may be thinking of employing force to obtain its objectives or to obtain asymmetric advantages that can negate U.S. and Japanese military superiority.

Alliance: US key to Economy

US presence is key to the alliance and entire Asian and global economy

Auslin 10 [Michael, resident scholar at AEI, American Enterprise Institute, “The Real Futenma Fallout”, Jun. 16 (http://www.aei.org/outlook/100929) 6.24.10]
The alliance has served as the cornerstone of Japanese defense and East Asian stability for fifty years. It has done so because of the willingness of both Japan and the United States to bear heavy burdens. Without Japanese support and bases, there would be no credible U.S. military presence in Asia. Without the alliance, there is no assurance that the peace among the major powers in the past fifty years would have continued, nor that they would have been able to develop their economies to the degree they have. For this reason, the alliance should continue and maintain its core focus on defending Japan and maintaining stability in East Asia.

That said, the alliance has always required delicate political management by Tokyo and Washington. The two countries have often disagreed on issues of host nation support, SOFA, base location, and joint training. That is natural, and the efforts of thousands of bureaucrats over the past five decades have maintained a positive working relationship. Perhaps the most worrisome trend today is the slow erosion of trust between alliance managers on both sides of the Pacific and a growing sense of frustration with each other. Today, as East Asia changes dramatically--with the rise of China, the continuation of economic integration, and the potential spread of weapons of mass destruction--the Obama and Hatoyama administrations must decide if they view the alliance as a key element in their security strategies or as an outdated relic of a bygone era.

There are great benefits to be had throughout Asia from closer economic integration, but greater dangers if old territorial or historical disputes are not resolved peacefully. If Asia is to continue to be the engine of global economic growth, then Japan's role is indispensable as the leading liberal democratic nation with a civil society based on individual freedom and the rule of law. In playing both a regional and global role, it is natural for Japan to work with the United States to promote the values and policies that have most benefited both countries. The same holds true for the United States, which will continue to be the underwriter of global and regional security for the foreseeable future. The costs and difficulties of maintaining the alliance are far outweighed by the benefits the alliance continues to bring to Japan, the United States, and Asia as a whole.

US withdrawal from Japan shatters the alliance and global economic stability

Sakaguchi ‘9, (Daisuke, The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S., in NIDS Security Report #10 (December 2009), http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/e2009.html date accessed 6/23/10)
For the U.S., whose national strength is thought to be in relative decline, the cooperation and support of allied nations is becoming increasingly vital, and even if Japan’s provision of things decreased, for the time being it would not be likely to bring major changes to the Japan-U.S. relationship. As long as the U.S. needs bases offshore and Japan provides bases and stationing support the balance in the interdependent relationship between Japan and the U.S. will be maintained. Even if military technology that renders offshore bases unnecessary is achieved in the future, as long as Japan continues to support the U.S. it would not be in the U.S.’ best interests financially or strategically to rashly relinquish that support, and the U.S. must not forget that interdependence in global security through the continued existence of offshore bases is closely connected to stability in the financial system and trust in the alliance.62 Meanwhile, if the U.S. itself chose to withdraw completely from offshore bases in the future due to a lack of finances, a change in foreign strategy, or progress in military technology, and if Japan continued to be dependent on the U.S. for security as before, unless Japan possessed a method for contributing to the U.S. in place of bases and stationing support, Japan’s status to the U.S. would undoubtedly decline. At that point Japan would probably be forced to make a choice: concede to the U.S.’ demands in order to obtain security, or dissolve the Japan-U.S. Alliance and take the plunge with autonomous national defense, or build a new alliance structure. Whether or not it would be wise for Japan to try to possess a defense capability that ranked with the U.S.’ and would be an alternative to the U.S.’ nuclear umbrella is an issue that will have to be examined more and more from here on. At the same time, Japan must be vigilant in its efforts to make the U.S. aware that this would not be the optimum choice for the U.S., either. Regardless, ensuring security without incurring a burden is not possible. 

Alliance: US key to Japan Economy

US presence key to Japan’s economy

Associated Press 10

[ “US-Japan security alliance strained by base decision, other pressures on its 50th anniversary” Published June 22, 2010 http://www.foxnews.com/world/2010/06/22/japan-security-alliance-strained-base-decision-pressures-th-anniversary/ Date Accessed: 6/28/10]

The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy.

Alliance: Withdrawal Bad

Withdrawal would damage the alliance and extended deterrence credibility
Yoshiaki 9 [Yano, retired Senior Officer of Self Defense Forces of Japan, Japan Forum on International Relations, “Japan-U.S. Alliance Should Not be Turned Adrift”, Nov. 30 (http://www.jfir.or.jp/e/commentary/091130.pdf) 6.22.10]
If the U.S. forces should gradually withdraw from Japan’s soil to the Continental U.S. and adopt above policies, the Japan-U.S. relations would be increasingly estranged especially on the security and diplomatic front. The U.S. forces in Japan, especially its ground forces, i.e. the Marine Corps in Okinawa, are essential to secure a guarantee of provision of contingency support in the event of military attacks from outside Japan. Therefore, if they would accelerate withdrawal from Japan, the credibility of the contingency support of the U.S. will accordingly decline. Moreover, such policies advocated by Foreign Minister OKADA Katsuya as realization of "North-East Asia Nuclear-Weapon-Free Zone" and investigation into Japan’s secret agreement with the U.S. on moving U.S. nuclear weapons through Japanese territory would risk undermining unilaterally the efficacy of extended nuclear deterrence provided by the U.S., unless denuclearization of North Korea has been realized.
Alliance: Withdrawal NOT Inevitable

There is no pressure to completely remove the US from Japan – Futenma is an isolated issue

Feffer 10 [John, Writing Fellow at Provisions Library in Washington, DC and a PanTech fellow in Korean Studies at Stanford University, former associate editor of World Policy Journal June 14th, http://www.fpif.org/blog/right-wing_loonies_support_okinawa_base_relocation"]
This was a curious string of half-truths and misrepresentations. Only the first sentence is correct. There is indeed a heated debate. But it’s not about expelling the U.S. military from Japan. It’s very specifically about the building of a new U.S. base in Okinawa to replace the Futenma facility. The campaign focused very narrowly on preventing this new base – not on closing other U.S. bases on Okinawa much less U.S. bases elsewhere in Japan. The Japanese media has actively reported on this narrow campaign, not on the imaginary campaign to expel the U.S. military from Japan.

Alliance: Withdrawal NOT Inevitable
Negotiations concerning Futenma will take place in August to focus on the citizens’ interest, but Kan will not remove them knowing the bases are key to security 

Japan Times 10 [The Japan Times Online. “Kan apologizes for U.S. base burden: Prime minister also stresses importance of bilateral ties” Thursday, June 24, 2010. http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100624a2.html Accessed June 24, 2010]
NAHA, Okinawa Pref. (Kyodo) Prime Minister Naoto Kan said Wednesday the government will seek to ease the burden on Okinawa of hosting U.S. military bases, but suggested he will at the same time take care not to harm the Japan-U.S. relationship. "I would like to make every effort to ease the burden while conforming with the Japan-U.S. agreement," Kan said in a meeting with Okinawa Gov. Hirokazu Nakaima, referring to the bilateral accord reached last month to relocate U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma within Okinawa despite calls from locals to move it out of the prefecture. Nakaima told Kan that the "situation in Okinawa is tough," apparently pointing to growing frustration among people in the prefecture with the central government's policy over the relocation of the Futenma base. Kan, on his first visit to Okinawa since assuming office earlier this month, attended a ceremony to mark the 65th anniversary of the end of the Battle of Okinawa, during which over 200,000 soldiers and civilians died in the closing days of World War II. Kan's predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, stepped down to take responsibility for the political turmoil caused by the Futenma relocation issue. Hatoyama had pledged to move the base outside Okinawa or Japan but later admitted it was a difficult goal to achieve, in a move that led to the departure of the Social Democratic Party from the ruling coalition led by his Democratic Party of Japan. When Hatoyama led the Democratic Party of Japan to its Lower House election victory last summer, he pledged to move the base out of Okinawa, and even out of Japan if possible. The total removal of Futenma had been a key goal of the SDP. Speaking to around 5,500 people attending the ceremony at Peace Memorial Park in the city of Itoman, Kan said he was sorry the people of Okinawa have had to bear the burden of hosting the bulk of the U.S. military presence in Japan. "I offer an apology as a representative of all Japanese people," Kan said. The government "will make a further serious commitment to easing the burden of hosting the bases and removing dangers" linked to their presence, Kan said. He also expressed his "appreciation," saying Okinawa's contribution has helped secure peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region. Okinawa, which accounts for only a tiny percentage of Japan's territory, hosts around three-quarters of the land used exclusively by the U.S. military in the country. Okinawa has called for reducing the heavy U.S. military presence, saying local people have been suffering from noise at military bases and crimes involving U.S. service members. At the ceremony, Nakaima said the obligation of hosting the U.S. bases in Japan must be equally shared among the Japanese people. "I would like the burden (on Okinawa) to be visibly reduced," he said. Kan said he will respect the Japan-U.S. accord announced May 28 to move U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from a crowded residential area to a less populated coastal area in Okinawa, despite calls from local residents to move the base outside the prefecture. Japan and the United States announced a new agreement on May 28 for the relocation of the Futenma base from crowded Ginowan to the Henoko coast of Camp Schwab in Nago. The two countries are scheduled to decide by late August on the details of the relocation plan, including a specific location and construction methods for the replacement facility. Kan denied that the government would implement the plan after bilateral studies without seeking acceptance from the people in Okinawa. "I would like to sincerely talk" with them, he told reporters after attending the ceremony. Wednesday also marked the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty entering into force. This year, 80 more names were engraved on the park's cenotaph, bringing the list of people who perished during the battle to 240,931. Some 94,000 civilians died during the three-month battle between Japanese and U.S. troops in 1945. Okinawa remained under U.S. control until 1972. U.S. thanks Okinawa WASHINGTON (Kyodo) Lawmakers submitted a resolution Tuesday to the U.S. House of Representatives to express gratitude to the Japanese people, especially to the people of Okinawa, for hosting the U.S. military. The House could take a vote on the resolution Wednesday, the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty entering into force, legislative sources said. The resolution said the "robust forward presence" of the U.S. forces in Japan "provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of Asia-Pacific peace, prosperity and regional stability." The resolution "recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing" of the U.S. military in Japan and "expresses its appreciation to the people of Japan, and especially on Okinawa, for their continued hosting" of the U.S. forces. The text also touched on a joint statement released by the Japanese and U.S. governments in May that reconfirmed their commitment to a 2006 bilateral accord on the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan, which includes a plan to relocate U.S. Marines Corps Air Station Futenma within Okinawa.

Economy: Okinawa

The already weak economy in Okinawa would be devastated by U.S. troop withdrawal

Johnston 6 [Eric, staff writer for the Japan Times.“Okinawa base issue not cut and dried with locals” Tuesday, March 28, 2006. The Japan Times. http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20060328a4.html accessed June 25, 2010]

Those who argue that Tokyo and Washington treat the prefecture as a colony point to the economic impact of the bases to support their case. A January 2005 report by the U.S. Forces Japan Okinawa Area Field Office, using data compiled from official Japanese and U.S. government sources between 2001 and 2003, estimates the U.S. military presence in Okinawa accounts for at least 6 percent of the prefecture's economic output. The report estimates that in 2003, the U.S. military presence in Okinawa was worth about $ 1.9 billion in total direct spending by both Japan and the U.S. to the local economy. Of this, the Japanese government spent about $ 1.33 billion in Okinawa, or 70 percent of the total, while the U.S. share was about $ 582 million. Lease payments for land used by bases to about 32,000 Okinawa residents, which are paid for by Japan, accounted for $ 603.5 million, or 31.5 of total spending. Base-related contracts for goods and services, paid for by the U.S., were worth $ 398.4 million, or 20.8 percent of the total. The U.S. spent another $ 183 million, or 9.5 percent, for off-base housing, vehicles and other expenses. But despite the economic boost the bases provide, unemployment, especially among younger Okinawans, remains severe. The report notes that in fiscal 2002, unemployment in the prefecture was about 8.7 percent, compared with a national average of 4.6 percent and more than double the 3.9 percent recorded in 1990. Per capita income was 2.125 million yen annually, or about 71 percent of the national average, although this is up from only 60 percent of the national average in 1972, the report says. In March 2002, U.S. bases in Okinawa employed 8,703 local residents, making the U.S. military the second-largest employer behind the prefecture, which had about 26,000 employees. The average monthly salary for Okinawans working on the bases was 293,656 yen. During 2002, the report says, local labor offices received over 22,000 applications to work on the bases.
SDF: US Key

Tensions from Japanese military increases are offset by US presence

Norimitsu Onishi 2007, “Bomb by Bomb, Japan Sheds Military Restraints,” New York Times, July 23

“The restrictions that Japan has lived under, which I would say Japan has maintained on its own or imposed on itself, are quite unique,” said a Pentagon official who requested anonymity so that he could speak candidly. “The changes that you’re seeing in Japan are very unique changes in the context of those restrictions. In the context of everything else that is going on around the world, or in the context of Japan’s potential to contribute to the region and the world in security areas, the changes are fairly small.”

Small or not, they are causing anxieties in a region where distrust of Japan has deepened in direct proportion to Japanese tendencies to revise the past. South Korea reacted sharply to Japan’s desire to buy the F-22 Raptor. Also, in a recent ceremony unveiling South Korea’s first destroyer equipped with the advanced Aegis weapons system, President Roh Moo-hyun said, “Northeast Asia is still in an arms race, and we cannot just sit back and watch.”

Mr. Ishiba, the former defense chief, said the region’s distrust was softened by Japan’s alliance with the United States. But he acknowledged that Japan’s inability to come to terms with its wartime past restricted its ability to project power positively.

American influence in Japan’s SDF necessary for peace and anti-terrorism

Hideaki Kaneda 2004, “How Military Should Japan Be,” Project Syndicate, June 2

But America, in its global war on terror, has justifiably lost interest in bearing Asia's many military burdens alone. Hence, Japan must be seen to be doing more to support its inseparable ally, as well as international peacekeeping efforts in general. A rich and powerful Japan in a region as dangerous as East Asia cannot go on playing military bit parts forever. The question is whether Japan's Self-Defense Forces work alongside America and the world in defense of world peace now, or eventually do so alone in defense of Japan.

SDF: Weak

Japan is soft: they will never substantially or appropriately invest in their own defense capability and their adversaries know it

NBAR 2010, National Bureau of Asian Research, “Updating the U.S.-Japan Alliance: An interview with Mike Finnegan, Richard Lawless, and Jim Thomas,” Senior Research Associate at the NBAR, former Deputy Undersecretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Security Affairs (2002-2007), former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Plans and Resources (2004-06); Apr 2, http://www.nbr.org/research/activity.aspx?id=77
Lawless: The reality of the current situation is that Japan is not inclined to increase its own defense capability, a step that would improve the integration and therefore the deterrence capacity of the alliance. Nor is Japan willing to undertake meaningful security obligations regionally or globally. Rather, the government conveys uncertainty and indecision and exhibits a near-total lack of urgency to craft a viable national security strategy. Japan has shelved all mechanisms and processes designed to allow Japanese policymakers, policy “wisemen,” to craft such a strategy. The preoccupation with the past—dissecting Japan’s protected agreements with its national security partner, the United States—is a fool’s journey and a distraction that the alliance cannot afford. As ostensible “misdeeds” of previous governments and senior career officials are uncovered, those countries that would challenge Japan’s security position watch with amusement and disbelief. These observers perceive a Japan that is seemingly content to marginalize itself, a Japan that appears to almost intentionally ignore the increasingly complex and dangerous neighborhood in which it is located. This situation could potentially continue through the full term of the DJP government.

Japan’s economic performance hinder their ability to defend themselves, U.S. presence is 

necessary 
Klinger and Scissors 09 [Bruce Klingner and Derek Scissors, Ph.D. Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia, and Derek Scissors, Ph.D., is Research Fellow in Asia Economic Policy, in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation.  “Japan's Economic Weakness: A Security Problem for America” Heritage Foundation. May 22, 2009. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/05/Japans-Economic-Weakness-A-Security-Problem-for-America Date accessed: June 22, 2010]
Japan's dismal economic performance further constrains American efforts to induce Tokyo to adopt a larger security role. Although it would benefit the U.S.-Japanese alliance if Japan assumed a greater voice and more responsibilities, Tokyo seeks to maximize security and economic benefits while taking minimal action. Tokyo has reduced its defense spending for seven consecutive years and polls indicate there is little support within the Japanese electorate to alter a comfortable status quo. Japan's growing military capabilities should make it a significant alliance partner and a force capable of pursuing global objectives. Instead, Japan has chosen not to translate this capacity into international influence, and now its economic power may be diminishing as well.  The U.S. should encourage economic reform in Japan, continue to press Japan to do more in pursuit of mutual security interests, and hedge toward South Korea in creating a more equitable distribution of responsibilities as America's principal allies in the Pacific. 

**Biodiversity**

Dugong Defense

No impact, Dugong already protected by law

Galvin 2003 (Peter, Conservation director for Center for Biological Diversity. “Saving the Okinawa Dugong.” July 16, 2010)  http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/news/press_releases/2008/dugong-01-24-2008.html  

SAN FRANCISCO— Judge Marilyn Hall Patel today issued a final ruling in Okinawa Dugong v. Gates, N.D.Cal., C-03-4350, finding the Department of Defense in violation of the National Historic Preservation Act and requiring it to consider impacts of a new airbase on the endangered Okinawa dugong in order to avoid or mitigate any harm.  Local communities and conservationists are concerned that a 1.5-mile-long runway, proposed to be built over seagrass beds, would destroy the remaining habitat of the endangered Okinawa dugong, a cultural icon of the Okinawan people.  The lawsuit sought to compel the U.S. Department of Defense to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act by conducting a complete public assessment of the impacts of the proposed project on the dugong — a relative of the manatee sometimes known as “sea cows” — so that actions could be taken to avoid or mitigate any adverse affects. The National Historic Preservation Act requires agencies of the U.S. government to consider the impacts on cultural and historic resources in other nations when undertaking activities outside the United States.  The legal wrangling began in September 2003 when members of the local Okinawan community joined with an international coalition of conservation groups to file suit in U.S. district court on behalf of the dugong. In March 2005, Judge Patel denied a motion by the Department of Defense to dismiss the lawsuit and rejected the government's argument that Japanese cultural properties like the dugong do not merit protection under the law.  In today’s ruling, Judge Patel said:  “The current record contains no evidence that a single official from the DOD with responsibility for the FRF [Futenma Replacement Facility] has considered or assessed the available information on the dugong or the effects of the FRF.” (p. 37)  “The court is troubled that the 2006 Roadmap embodying final plans for the construction of the FRF has received the highest levels of approvals from the U.S. Secretaries of Defense and State. Yet, the impacts of the FRF on the dugong are currently not well-understood....Satisfaction of defendants’ obligations under section 402 [(extraterritorial provision of the) National Historic Preservation Act], therefore, cannot be postponed until the eve of construction when defendants have made irreversible commitments making additional review futile or consideration of alternatives impossible.” (p.43)  In her 46-page decision, Judge Patel reaffirmed her 2005 decision that the endangered dugong, listed on Japan's register of protected cultural properties, is entitled to protection under the U.S.’s National Historic Preservation Act. She also found that the Department of Defense’s involvement in the plan to construct a new military base is a “federal undertaking” that may directly harm the dugong, and so is subject to the requirements of the statute. She held that the department’s failure to produce, gather, and consider information about the effects of the new base on the Okinawa dugong, for the purpose of determining whether protective measures are necessary, constitutes a violation of the law.   “This is a significant victory for the people of Okinawa concerned with the preservation of their cultural heritage," commented Sarah Burt of Earthjustice, who is representing plaintiffs in the lawsuit. "With this ruling, Judge Patel has made clear that the Department of Defense has an obligation to take a serious look at the impacts of its actions overseas to avoid causing irrevocable harm to the cultural heritage of another nation. This ruling will ensure that the DOD affords the dugong the protection it deserves.”  Peter Galvin, conservation director at the Center for Biological Diversity, said: “The U.S. airbase expansion at Henoko Bay would involve filling in large areas of critical ocean habitat. It would destroy some of the last remaining habitat for the Okinawa dugong. We are hopeful that the court-ordered review and public airing of the impacts of the project will cause the U.S. and Japanese governments to halt the base expansion plans and avoid driving the Okinawa dugong further toward extinction.”  Okinawa Dugong: A Japanese “ Natural Monument”   The dugong is a large sea mammal related to the manatee and the extinct Steller's sea cow. Its northernmost range is among the coral reefs off Okinawa, Japan. The Okinawa dugong has been listed by the government of Japan since 1955 as a “ Natural Monument” under Japan's Cultural Properties Protection Law. On August 6, 2007, the Japanese Ministry of Environment listed the Okinawa dugong as “critically endangered” — the most severely threatened category before “extinct.” The animal has long been revered by native Okinawans as a significant part of their culture and history, celebrated as “sirens” or “mermaids” who bring friendly warnings of tsunamis.   U.S. plaintiffs in this case were the Center for Biological Diversity and the Turtle Island Restoration Network. They were joined by Japanese groups Save the Dugong Foundation, Committee Against Heliport Construction, and Japan Environmental Lawyers Federation. Earthjustice represented all the plaintiffs. 

Species Loss Defense
Species loss is exaggerated for political reasons and statistics don’t match most extinction claims

Foster 07; (Peter, journalist, author, winner of the National Business Book Award, “Exaggerated extinctions,” 9.13.07, The Financial Post, http://www.financialpost.com/scripts/story.html?id=d52e2756-4cb9-4122-bf24-2cd1fd9e1ab2&k=26101&p=2)
But there are less attractive aspects of human nature, and one of them is the tendency to exploit humanity's finer instincts in pursuit of power, pelf and status. Hence "biodiversity" has been turned into a political issue, which has been taken up by the United Nations -- that fount of repressed and/or reflexive socialism -- and used as an excuse for bureaucratic empire building, cheered on by many well-meaning, and sometimes well-funded, professional naturalists. There is always one clear sign of those seeking to exploit any "problem" for political purposes: They will grossly exaggerate it. This is frequently seen as morally justifiable. After all, action needs to be taken. So what's wrong with amping the facts? Plenty. Biodiversity is firmly and deliberately linked to alleged man-made climate change. It is the twin, and related, alleged "crisis" seized upon by the radical environmental movement and its power-and place-seeking promoters to justify radically curtailing economic activity. As such, an alleged ongoing "biotic holocaust" has become a central, unquestionable, tenet of radical environmentalism. But is it true? For a start, let's take a look at one glaring "fact:" the enormous discrepancy in the extinction numbers between the Field Museum and the IUCN. According to the IUCN, and despite its apocalyptic language, the total number of species that has gone extinct (since 1500) "has reached 785 and a further 65 are only found in captivity or cultivation." That's about 1.5 species a year. How can that figure possibly fit with the Field Museum's claims that the earth is losing 30,000 a year, and what does that tell us about the biodiversity "crisis"?

Biodiversity is resilient - models are based on islands and not true for larger land areas

Lomborg 01; (Bjørn, director of the Copenhagen Consensus Center, Danish author, academic, “The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the World,” Cambridge University Press, originally published in Danish in 1998)
The correlation between the number of species and area was formulated by the biologist E.O. Wilson in the late 1960s. The model seem appealingly intuitive. Its logic is that the more space there is the more species can exist. The theory was launched in order to explain the number of species on islands, and it works well in this context. Wilson formulated a rule of thumb: if the area is reduced by 90 percent, then the number of species will be halved. But the question is, of course, whether the theory for islands can be used on large and forested areas such as rainforests. If islands get smaller, there is nowhere to escape. If, on the other hand, one tract of rainforest is cut down, many animals and plants can go on living in the surrounding areas.One obvious thing to do would be to look at our own experiment, the one carried out in Europe and North America. In both places, primary forest was reduced by approximately 98-99 percent. In the US, the eastern forests were reduced over two centuries to fragments totaling just 1-2 percent of their original area, but nonetheless this resulted in the extinction of only one forest bird. The largest tropical study of the correlation between rainforest and the extinction of species was carried out in Puerto Rico by Ariel Lugo of the United States Department of Agriculture. He found that the primary forest had been reduced by 99 percent of a species of 400 years. “Only” seven out of 60 species of birds had become extinct although the island today is home to 97 species of birds. This indicates a serious problem with Wilson’s rule of thumb. And what is perhaps more astonishing is that even though the area of primary forest on Puerto Rico was reduced by 99 percent they ended up with more species of birds?

No solvency – plan can’t solve for all causes

Pynn 07; (Larry, staff writer at The Vancouver Sun, “Global warming not biggest threat: expert,” The Vancouver Sun, http://www2.canada.com/vancouversun/news/story.html?id=6e2988da-31ab-4697-810d-7a008306d571&p=1)
"We all worry about climate change, as we should, but it doesn't mean we shouldn't worry about protecting habitat," says James Grant, a biology professor at Concordia University in Montreal and co-author of a new report on threats to endangered species in Canada. "Thereally immediate causes right now for many species are things like farming, urbanization and habitat loss caused by the direct things we do." Research by Grant and his pupils shows the biggest threat is habitat loss at 84 per cent, overexploitation 32 per cent, native species interactions 31 per cent, natural causes 27 per cent, pollution 26 per cent, and introduced species 22 per cent. On average, species are threatened by at least two of the six categories. Human activities representing the biggest source of habitat loss and pollution are not industrial resource extraction, but agriculture at 46 per cent and urbanization at 44 per cent. "Farming is huge," Grant said in an interview. "The Prairies are one of the most affected habitats in the world. We've turned them into wheat fields." The southern Okanagan-Similkameen is another example, home to about one-third of species at risk in B.C. as well as a thriving agricultural industry, including vineyards, and increased urban development.
**East Asia**

Generic: Deterrence/Stability

US Marines in Okinawa are integral to a range of cooperative efforts in East Asia – removing them crushes deterrence and increases instability across the board

Robert Eldridge  2005, (Ph.D. Director, U.S.-Japan Alliance Affairs Division

Center for International Security Studies and Policy (CISSP), School of International Public Policy, Osaka University (OSIPP)) 05 (9/24, Toward a Viable, Comprehensive, Long-term Approach to the Okinawa Basing Issue and the True Strengthening of the Alliance, OSIPP, http://www2.osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp/~eldridge/)

Second, the role of the U.S. military in the region and in the alliance is more important than ever. The U.S. presence is not a “product of the Cold War,” that with the end of the Cold War, the presence was no longer needed. It is more universal than that—addressing the dangers of instability than any specific country threat. It had its roots before the Cold War and continues today due precisely to the lack of a functioning multilateral security structure and commitment by the region to shared values of democracy, peace, and human rights. The same is true for the U.S.-Japan Alliance. While it was born of the Cold War, the values that have brought the two countries together in the postwar have served as the glue to bind us. As a result, the U.S. military, especially the Marines, are busier than ever, contributing not only to deterrence in the region and around the world, and responding when necessary to the challenges of aggression and natural or man-made disasters, but also actively involved in forging cooperation with the militaries of other countries in a program known as Theater Security Cooperation, which helps countries in the region build habits of cooperation, transparency in defense policies and militaries, increased capabilities, and mutual trust and respect. This cooperative relationship helps to breakdown mutual suspicion and creates a more stable region. It is a U.S.-led initiative, and the Marines are the key players in this. (Importantly, the Japanese Self Defense Force is increasingly becoming a partner in this and assuming a larger role, but it is only the U.S. that has the legitimacy, influence, and capability to pursue it on a full-time scale.) Remove them, and participating in this program becomes more costly, less frequent, and less effective. The result could be an unstable region. For this reason, plus its traditional missions of deterrence and defense of alliance interests, I strongly believe that the continued forward deployment of the U.S. military, and especially the U.S. Marines, is necessary in Japan and especially Okinawa prefecture, the latter due to its geo-strategic location and outstanding facilities. (One could even argue that in light of the multi-dimensional missions the Marines have, their number should actually be increased.) . The call for a major reduction in the Marine presence is based therefore on a lack of understanding of military issues, strategy (diplomacy and military power go hand-in-hand), and the role of the Marine Corps, if not ideological reasons. This is not to say that the Marine Corps is resistant to change in their force posture—the Marines are an incredibly flexible organization that embraces change (a fact not well known to most people). But they are just one organization among many and in bureaucratic discussions are often (curiously) at the bottom of the totem pole, even when it is their interests that are most directly concerned. For this reason, they are often made out as the “bad guy” in the Okinawa situation when in fact they are sometimes quite powerless to change anything, even if they want to. In addition, they and other service personnel face many personal hardships, being away from friends and family at home. But they believe in their mission strongly enough to work on behalf of the U.S.-Japan security relationship in a distant land.

Removing Marines from Japan drastically increases logistical problems with conflict response

Sakaguchi ‘9, (Daisuke, The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S., in NIDS Security Report #10 (December 2009), http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/e2009.html date accessed 6/23/10)
On the other hand, some believe the downsizing of the Marines will reduce the ability to respond to threats for the following reason: Japan’s leaders need to ask themselves whether or not the withdrawal or significant downsizing of the Marines is really a sensible choice. If the Marines are decentralized their efficiency will decline. If they are removed from a conflict spot it creates a “tyranny of distance.” In other words, the time or number of days taken to respond increases, the number of transport and other flights needed increases by several thousand times, other logistical problems increase and furthermore, confusion develops in command and control.9 
Generic: Deterrence/Stability
US troops in Japan are key to regional stability – even if they are useless, they send a credible signal

Sakaguchi ‘9, (Daisuke, The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S., in NIDS Security Report #10 (December 2009), http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/e2009.html date accessed 6/23/10)
The fifth reason is that regardless of how much the U.S. progresses with military reform and boosts its forward-deployment projection capabilities, withdrawing its offshore bases and forwarddeployed troops completely would not be in its best interests. James L. Jones, USMC Commander, United States European Command, points out that the advantage of forward deployment is not only that it makes it possible to project military force immediately, but also that it signifies the U.S.’ commitment and deters potential challengers, as well as promoting regional stability via security cooperation within regions.53 In addition to these reasons, those people adhering to the so-called gradualist approach to offshore bases, beginning with O’Hanlon, support the continued existence of offshore bases for reasons such as maintaining air superiority, stationing ground forces offshore and securing safe ports.54 

In the December 2006 public opinion poll, 6.2 percent of American respondents said U.S. military forces in Japan should be beefed up, while 61 percent said they should be kept as they are.55 Although priority is being placed on military power deployment that is mobile rather than static, even now it is not possible to disregard forward-deployed military force. Even if it were possible to have air and sea forces with high readiness and remote operational capability, the value of the Marines and the Army as static forces is high, as is obvious if one examines the period after the Iraq War. Furthermore, as a statement from Major General Henry C. Stackpole, who previously served as commander of the Marines stationed in Okinawa, shows,56 it may be that the U.S. believes U.S. forces in Japan also perform a role as a “bottle cap” preventing the militarization of Japan. Viewpoints such as this suggest that the U.S.’ strategy after World War II was the double containment of not only the Soviet Union but (West) Germany and Japan as well.57 If that is the case, it is difficult to imagine the U.S. military going so far as to sacrifice that advantage to withdraw completely from Japan. 

North Korea: Coop High

Japan-US relations high – North Korea cooperation is overshadowing troops issue 

Hayashi & Koh 10 

[Yuka & Yoree, writers for WSJ, WSJ, “Tokyo Toughens Its Stance on North Korea”, May 28 (http://online.wsj.com/article/SB20001424052748704269204575270332917774878.html) 6.22.10)]

Japanese lawmakers moved Thursday to tighten restrictions on North Korea, signaling Tokyo's desire to remain a strong and reliable U.S. partner following months of acrimony over U.S. troop deployments. Japanese officials are also considering other steps that could affect a group of about 600,000 North Koreans in Japan—a legacy of Japan's domination of Korea more than 60 years ago. A parliamentary committee passed a bill Thursday to authorize Japan's coast guard to inspect North Korean cargo ships in international waters. The bill is expected to pass the main chamber of Japan's upper house of parliament Friday. Japanese government officials are also considering other measures such as tightening reporting requirements for fund remittance and physical shipments of funds from Japan to North Korea. The Public Security Intelligence Agency, Japan's main government intelligence agency, ordered its officials stationed across Japan to strengthen information gathering related to North Korea.

North Korea: US interoperability key

Large US presence in Japan creates an unrivaled integrated military that’s necessary to deter North Korea

Klingner 9 [Bruce, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation “How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance” Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance August 26, 2009. Accessed on June 22, 2010]
Despite its shortcomings, the alliance is critical to fulfilling current U.S. strategic objectives, including maintaining peace in the region. The forward deployment of a large U.S. military force in Japan deters military aggression by North Korea, signals Washington's resolve in defending U.S. allies, and provides an irreplaceable staging area should military action be necessary. Japan hosts the largest contingent of U.S. forces in Asia, including the only aircraft carrier home-ported outside the United States and one of three Marine Expeditionary Forces, as well as paying for a major portion of the cost of stationing U.S. forces there. Japan is America's principal missile defense partner in the world.

Washington and Tokyo have made significant progress in recent years in evolving the role of Japan's Self-Defense Forces (SDF). Alliance managers and military personnel should be commended for achieving considerable accomplishments despite often seemingly insurmountable political obstacles. The two militaries now have enhanced and integrated their joint training, intelligence sharing, and interoperability.

US Presence Key

Transformation of U.S. presence is key to solving instability in Northeast Asia, not withdrawal
Romberg 9[Alan D., Distinguished Fellow at The Henry L. Stimson Center and Director of the East Asia Program. “Rethinking Northeast Asia” Henry L. Stimson Center. 2009. p. http://www.stimson.org/pub.cfm?ID=715 Date accessed: June 22, 2010]

 Perhaps a meaningful regional peace and security mechanism can eventually be created to deal not only with military-related issues but also with the other issues of vital importance. That is likely only going to come, however, as a follow-on to success in the Six-Party Talks, which means it is a relatively distant prospect. In the meantime, troubled as US relations sometimes are, most if not all of America’s regional partners want the United States to continue to play an active role, acting not only as the balance wheel that helps maintain regional stability but also the provider of public goods that ensures there is no strategic vacuum that anyone else might feel tempted—or compelled—to fill. Maintaining a visible US military presence signals to all concerned a continuing American commitment to the region. At the same time, however, the level of non-military American engagement and the style of US leadership will need to be more respectful of the achievements of counterparts and the differences between their views and American views. “Because I said so”—the message often received in the past even if not the one intended—must be replaced with the reality and perception of genuine give-and-take. The United States needs to listen better, to understand how Asians see their own role—and America’s—in order to forge successful policies.
Deterrence- Okinawa solves wars before they start

Shuster 6/21/10, (Mike, NPR, Japan's PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa, http://www.scpr.org/news/2010/06/21/japans-pm-faces-test-over-us-base-on-okinawa/, date accessed 6/23/10)
In a recent interview with the BBC, the current Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, speaking through an interpreter, pointed out that Japan's constitution limits how its self-defense forces can be used, and how the continued presence of U.S. forces acts as a deterrent to potential conflicts with North Korea or China. "For Japan's own security and to maintain peace and stability in Asia as well, we do need U.S. forces in Japan, and that position is not going to change, even with the change in government," Okada said.

Squo realignment increases readiness and force stability- closer force management and command functions

Sakaguchi ‘9, (Daisuke, The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S., in NIDS Security Report #10 (December 2009), http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/e2009.html date accessed 6/23/10)
However, as a result of the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan there is no question that the two  nations’ situational response will become stronger and more ready due to the strengthening in the  U.S. forces’ and the SDF’s command functions, and the establishment of closely-linked management. Okinawa’s Marines will be downsized but with them being stationed in Guam the U.S. forces’  presence in the Asia-Pacific region will be maintained, and the U.S. forces’ military support for Japan  is likely to remain stable as well.  

Off-Shore Bad: China & Prolif

Complete withdraw from Japan and off-shore balancing is too extreme; it would embolden terrorists and potential US enemies such as China and cause nuclear proliferation
NIDS 9 [National Institute for Defense Studies Japan, Ministry of Defense’s core policy research arm, 2007-2008 Report on Defense and Strategic Studies, “The Role of Japan and Future of the Japan-US Alliance, Dec. (http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/studyreport/pdf/study_e2007_12.pdf) 6.22.10]
How is the prospect of the US in terms of its major or national strategy? One possibility for the US is to become an overwhelming hegemonic state, in which case it would form its policy aims to this end. An opposite possibility for the US is to become isolationist, or to adopt the notion of “the US is the first.” In between these two possibilities, but nearer to isolationism, lies the idea of offshore balancing. If the idea of selective engagement is also positioned between hegemony and offshore balancing, each of these scenarios would have US alliances move differently. In the case of global hegemony, the US would establish overwhelming hegemony, regain trust and promote its foreign policy. It would be of course possible to use its alliances through this process. As for the scenario of offshore balancing, the US would commit itself only when necessary to do so and only in highly important regions in Europe, East Asia and the Middle East, for instance. Some argue that the emergence of China should be balanced among Japan, India and Russia. Others, of course, criticize such a view. There are many scholars who emphasize selective engagement. Robert J. Art, for example, argues that the largest difference between offshore balancing and selective engagement is seen in the way to address nuclear issues. Based on this view, the US would not offer a nuclear umbrella if it opted for offshore balancing, which would likely step up nuclear proliferation rapidly. This would deal the hardest blow to the Middle East or South Asia, according to Art’s argument. In the question of actions against terrorism, it is argued that a possible set back of the US would help terrorism expand further. There is also argument that the US’ withdrawal from Europe would have significant damage done to its security. He says forward deployment is necessary in various regions, including Europe, Asia and East Asia, suggesting significant differences in arguments between selective engagement and offshore balancing. Probably, the policy actually taken by the US will likely be a combination of the two, which would effectively keep the US from being driven into extreme positions. 
Off-Shore Bad: Guam

Readiness- Guam basing and geographic barriers kill response abilities

Sakaguchi ‘9, (Daisuke, The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S., in NIDS Security Report #10 (December 2009), http://www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/e2009.html date accessed 6/23/10)
On the other hand, some believe the downsizing of the Marines will reduce the ability to respond  to threats for the following reason:  Japan’s leaders need to ask themselves whether or not the withdrawal or significant downsizing of the Marines is really a sensible choice. If the Marines are decentralized their efficiency  will decline. If they are removed from a conflict spot it creates a “tyranny of distance.” In other  words, the time or number of days taken to respond increases, the number of transport and  other flights needed increases by several thousand times, other logistical problems increase  and furthermore, confusion develops in command and control.9  In addition, one cannot deny the argument that “The U.S. is placing too much trust in its military technological prowess. Even if transportation capacity and power projection capability have  improved, it takes time to transport a large number of troops. The relevance of the static deployment  of ground forces has not changed.”10 In regard to this point, John J. Mearsheimer also cites “the  stopping power of water” – the ocean limits the capacity for bringing in the military force of the  army – and argues that the army as a land power and the mobility to transport it are important even  in the nuclear age.11 Alternativists such as Michael O’Hanlon, who support the limited reduction of  offshore bases, also emphasize that achieving U.S. forces’ strategic objectives without foreign bases  would be difficult because technological problems remain unresolved.12 O’Hanlon is skeptical about  the concept of redeploying capabilities rather than military strength, such as the realignment of U.S.  military forces in South Korea, and indicates that troop strength remains important.13  

Off-Shore Bad: Redeployment Later

Withdrawing troops would be more destabilizing – the US would just redeploy later, escalating crisis.  Current troops act as a deterrent.

East Asian Strategic Review 2010, an annual publication that analyzes and describes the East Asian security environment in terms of trends and events that took place during the past year based on researchers at the NIDS, “Chapter 8 Japan – Security Policy Under a New Government,” The National Institute for Defense Studies, published by The Japan Times, Ltd.

Moreover, the question of when the United States would decide to redeploy the troops is a crucial issue. If some sort of crisis broke out in East Asia, the correct timing for a decision to redeploy US troops to Japan would prove to be difficult. If the decision were taken too soon, this might of itself escalate the situation. Alternatively, if the United States were to hesitate out of fear that a miscalculation could cause an escalation, it might then be too late. In this sense, the crucial question is how to realize what is known in deterrence theory as “crisis stability.” In addition, as the number of countries possessing anti-access capabilities is growing, it is possible that there will be an increased risk of US forces being physically prevented from redeploying. Taking all these factors into consideration, it would seem more sensible to maintain a certain level of US forces permanently in the region as a deterrent. 

Withdrawal Bad: Japan Rearm Links
Decrease in military presence in Japan leads to instability across Asia and Japan prolif

Toshi Yoshihara & James R. Holmes 2009, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo’s nuclear option,” Naval War College Review, Summer

Seen in realist terms, then, China's maritime rise threatens to degrade Japan's strategic position in the region. Tokyo may ultimately conclude that self-help represents the only way to shore up its position. Skyrocketing costs of developing and procuring weaponry are driving the force structure of the American military inexorably downward in numbers. Just one example: the Pentagon's estimates of future U.S. Navy fleet size now run as low as 150 ships, a fraction of the nearly six-hundred-ship navy of the 1980s. (6) Even the 313-ship fleet espoused by the Navy leadership now appears fanciful, with 283 ships currently in active service and little prospect of accelerating shipbuilding rates enough to increase the inventory by thirty vessels. (7) Allies like Japan monitor such trends closely. A precipitous decline in conventional U.S. military capacity in the theater could have major diplomatic ramifications, undercutting American staying power in the western Pacific, giving rise to Japanese fears of abandonment, and unsettling the entire Asian security architecture. More to the point, Tokyo would likely interpret such a decline as foreshadowing an end to the American nuclear guarantee.

US credibility key to maintain nuclear umbrella and prevent Japan prolif

Toshi Yoshihara & James R. Holmes 2009, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo’s nuclear option,” Naval War College Review, Summer

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

Cirincione 2000 (Cirincione, Joseph. "The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain." Foreign Policy (Spring 2000): 120. Expanded Academic ASAP.)  

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.

Japan rearm causes nuclear war

Ratner 2003, Ellen. White House correspondent and bureau chief for the Talk Radio News service. 1/17/3. http://www.wnd.com/news/article.asp?article_id=30541. 

That is now threatened by North Korea's brazen stupidity. By rattling the nuclear saber, withdrawing from non-proliferation treaties and tossing out U.N. inspectors, the North Koreans are on the verge of making one of the colossal blunders of world history. If North Korea is not reined in, then it is likely that Tokyo will rearm – and experts predict that with Japan's high-tech, industrial economy, they could assemble a full nuclear arsenal and bomb delivery systems within three years. This would be a disaster. Not only would it trigger a new, intra-Asian arms race – for who could doubt that if Japan goes nuclear, China and North Korea would be joined by South Korea and even Taiwan in building new and more weapons? Likewise, given the memories, who could doubt that such a scenario increases the risks of a nuclear war somewhere in the region? By comparison, the old Cold War world, where there were only two armed camps, would look like kid stuff.
A2: Won’t Rearm

Antimilitarist sentiment won’t block Japan renuclearization

Jennifer M. Lind 2004, postdoctoral Research Fellow at the John Sloan Dickey Center for International Understanding and Nelson A. Rockefeller Center, and a Visiting Assistant Professor in the Government Department at Dartmouth College, “Pacifism or Passing the Buck? Testing Theories of Japanese Security Policy,” International Security 29.1 (2004) 92-121

Although antimilitarist norms are widespread in Japan, they have not constrained Japanese security policy. They have not prevented it from building one of the most powerful military forces in the world, with potent offensive and defensive capabilities. And, as Japan's leaders have said repeatedly, if Japan felt threatened, these norms would not even prevent Japan from building nuclear weapons. Since World War II, Japan has followed a highly restrained foreign policy, but this restraint is explained by a strategy of buck-passing rather than by antimilitarist norms.

Japan’s Prime Minister has the power to authorize the nuclear option

Toshi Yoshihara & James R. Holmes 2009, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo’s nuclear option,” Naval War College Review, Summer

A gradual, transparent, and deliberate analytical process thus would aim to move the nuclear issue inside the bounds of routine political discourse for the Japanese state and society. Llewelyn Hughes astutely observes that recent institutional reforms have centralized power in the prime minister's office, bolstering that body's ability to set and impose Japan's national security agenda. This and other reforms, Hughes concludes, have "ensured that the formal barriers to nuclearization are surmountable." (29) It is therefore conceivable that future efforts to strengthen executive authority further would signal the will and expected capability to overturn constraints on pursuing an independent nuclear option.
**Japan Politics

Consumption Tax: Bad
Prime Minister Kan’s new fiscal policies will not fix the economy and leave no room for military expansions
Schuman  10 [Michael, “Japan's economy: Nowhere to hide” Time. Wednesday, June 23, 2010.  http://curiouscapitalist.blogs.time.com/2010/06/23/japan%E2%80%99s -economy-nowhere-to-hide/?xid=rss-topstories Accessed June 23, 2010]

Looking at Japan's latest attempts to restore life to its moribund economy makes me think of the old Martha and the Vandellas song, with the chorus: “Got nowhere to run to, baby / Nowhere to hide….” The problems of Japan run so deep that whatever solution Tokyo's policymakers offer up, the potential downside could be more frightening than the intended benefits. But we can't blame newly installed Prime Minister Naoto Kan for not trying. Since replacing the discombobulated Yukio Hatoyama this month, Kan has proposed a host of initiatives, which have actually sparked some rare optimism in Japan. T-shirts with the Obama-inspired slogan “Yes We Kan” have been a local hit. But Kan he? It seems to me that his contradictory programs won't provide Japan with what it really needs – growth. Growth, though, is what Kan is promising, or at least a Japanese version of it. In a long-term economic strategy report approved by Kan's cabinet a few days ago, his government vowed to achieve 2% real growth annually over the next decade. That may not sound like much, but to Japan that would be scorching. The economy has reached GDP growth of 2% or more only five times since 1992, according to IMF data. To meet that target, Kan intends to support new industries, like green energy, and tighten trade links to a growing Asia. But a big part of Kan's program is to try to unlock consumer spending in Japan, thus boosting domestic demand, eradicating excess capacity and finally putting an end to deflation. Like his predecessor, Kan intends to achieve those goals by turning to turn Japan into something like a European welfare state, with improved medical and child day-care services and outright subsidies to help families with young children. Here's what Kan said in a June 11 policy speech:  If people are anxious about or distrustful of the social security system --whether it be about medical treatment or nursing care, pensions or child rearing--they will lack the confidence to allocate their money to consumption. Additionally, many aspects of social security can bring about growth by creating employment. Kan's idea is actually a good one, since Japanese continue to save too much and spend too little. But there's a big catch with this plan – he may not be able to afford it. Japan's government debt is approaching 200% of GDP – the highest in the developed world – and Kan is feeling the same pressure to rein in fiscal deficits as his counterparts in Europe. Earlier this week, Kan's government approved a plan to balance the budget over the next decade. Here's what Kan said about the country's national finances: The state of Japan's public finances is now dire, being the worst of any developed country. Fiscal policy which relies excessively on deficit bond issuance is no longer sustainable. As seen in the instability in the eurozone which originated in Greece, we risk fiscal collapse if we neglect mounting public debt and lose confidence in the bond markets. The scale of Japan's outstanding debt is enormous, and will not vanish overnight. This is why it is vital to start right away on fundamental reforms leading to fiscal health. To me, Kan's twin goals – boosting social security and curtailing deficits and debt – seem mutually exclusive. Kan thinks otherwise. He insists there is a way to repair the country's finances while maintaining his social welfare spending: The view that the economy, public finances and social security are opposed to one another needs to be turned on its head. We should rather see that they exist in a mutually beneficial, "win-win" relationship… Through the inherent function of fiscal policy, our efforts to restore fiscal health will secure stability in the social security system, providing reassurance to the people and leading to sustainable growth. Yet the fiscal pressure is so great that Kan is simultaneously proposing new taxes that completely run counter to his end goals. Kan intends to double the sales tax to 10% in coming years as a way to raise revenue to plug the deficit. But that will suppress the same consumer spending Kan intends to unleash. The state handouts Kan is giving with one hand he's immediately taking back with the other. Kan will never be able to get Japanese spending if they think their taxes are going to go up. And while increasing the tax burden on the average Japanese, Kan is also talking about giving corporations a tax cut. Again, I see the logic here. Japan's corporate tax rate, at 40%, is higher than in other major economies, and by reducing it, the government can encourage companies to invest more, thereby creating jobs and, in theory, greater tax receipts. But my worry is that Japanese firms won't invest much more anyway. In an economy with high costs, low growth and excess capacity, I'd guess that many firms have little incentive to build new factories or open new offices. So what we have here is a contradictory mix of welfare spending, deficit reduction, tax hikes, tax cuts – does any of this make sense? The heart of the problem facing Kan is that the government's finances are such a mess that his policy options are severely constrained. That doesn't bode well for the future of Kan's policy agenda. Remember what Martha was trying to run from in her pop hit: “the heartaches that I know will come.” Japan and its new leader may not be able to avoid the coming heartache either.
Consumption Tax: Bad
Empirically, increases in Japan consumption taxes have halted the economy, which would only further entrench the debt crisis

Buttonwood 10 [n/a, Economist writer, Economist, “The gamble”, Jun. 22 (http://www.economist.com/blogs/buttonwood/2010/06/fiscal_policy_economies_and_markets) 6.23.10]
JAPAN 1997. That is the awful warning for governments that attempt to tackle the deficit by raising the consumption tax. The rise is generally agreed to have killed off a promising recovery. The new British chancellor George Osborne is unabashed. He has announced a rise in VAT from 17.5% to 20% as of January next year. The shift is understandable on one level; sales taxes are very easy ways of raising revenue. In contrast, the cuts in public spending, which have impressed the markets in the scale of their ambition (departmental budgets will fall 25% in real terms) will be very hard to acheive in practice. Delaying the VAT hike may advance some spending from 2011 into 2010 but this is akin to the US housing tax break and cash-for-clunkers subsidy. The worry is that spending may slump next year and stay down; that is what happened in Japan, and in Germany in 2006 after a similar move and indeed in the UK when VAT was nearly doubled in 1980.  Of course, a shift from consumption to investment in the medium term is a good thing.  The average voter will see prices go up next year and if he or she is a public sector worker will have their pay frozen as well. The cuts in benefits will fall on those individuals who have a high marginal propensity to consume. Meanwhile "middle England" will see more of its salary taxed at 40% (higher rate tax relief is being frozen). The rich were already clobbered by Labour and they are not getting any relief.
**Counterplans**

Interoperability CP

CP: US push for more interoperability between US/Japan – key to stabilize Afghanistan 

Klinger and Scissors ‘9 [Bruce Klingner and Derek Scissors, Ph.D. Bruce Klingner is Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia, and Derek Scissors, Ph.D., is Research Fellow in Asia Economic Policy, in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation.  “Japan's Economic Weakness: A Security Problem for America” Heritage Foundation. May 22, 2009. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/05/Japans-Economic-Weakness-A-Security-Problem-for-America Date accessed: June 22, 2010]
Due to apparent Japanese success then, American demands fell on deaf ears. It is possible, however, that American pressure now would be more productive. With Japan no longer much of an economic competitor and the U.S. also grappling with the financial crisis, Tokyo could offer reciprocal proposals with some chance of seeing them accepted by Washington. In any case, the U.S. should push either informally or formally for reforms aimed at reducing Japanese dependence on exports and enhancing efficiency in the domestic economy to offset an aging population. The alternative is an ally who is increasingly enfeebled--even economically.

Japan's fiscal constraints and economic weakness, combined with its passivity and risk-avoidance on security issues, should concern U.S. policymakers beyond the offices of the United States Trade Representative and the Department of the Treasury. The current trajectory of Japan's economic future will increasingly degrade Tokyo's utility as an alliance partner. Tokyo and Washington should understand that there is a cost to Japan's economic indecision and security self-marginalization. Tokyo's unwillingness or inability to make tough decisions risks Japan losing influence and even relevance in a region increasingly dominated by an ascendant China.

The U.S. should strengthen the alliance by:

Securing greater Japanese commitment to its own defense,

Emphasizing interoperability to enhance deterrent and warfighting capabilities, and

Extending the alliance to address international security threats inimical to both the U.S. and Japan.

Yet even as it continues to press Tokyo to adopt a security posture commensurate with its economic and military capabilities, Washington should acknowledge that other allies, particularly South Korea, are more likely to be a reliable partner. Seoul does not face the same constitutional, legal, and societal constraints to military action as Tokyo does and in the past has provided more extensive and effective military support.

An Unfortunate Scenario

President Barack Obama has called for greater contributions with fewer restrictions from U.S. allies, including Japan. If American allies fail to answer this call, the U.S. will find itself either having to abandon strategic objectives--such as stabilizing Afghanistan--or again having to assume the lion's share of military responsibilities. Tokyo should be aware that, in the latter case, Congress and the American taxpayer will increasingly question the utility and cost of devoting significant military resources to defend Japan rather than diverting them to more immediate requirements. Such a result would present an unfortunate scenario for an economically struggling Japan.

Environmental Regulations

The US should agree to stricter environmental regulations on bases in Okinawa and push for Japan to have a larger security role
Klinger 9[Bruce, “U.S. Should Stay Firm on Implementation of Okinawa Force Realignment

” Heritage Foundation. December 16, 2010. http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/12/us-should-stay-firm-on-implementation-of-okinawa-force-realignment Accessed on June 23, 2010]
The U.S. should: * Continue to press Tokyo to fully implement the Guam Agreement on U.S. force realignment, including the Futenma Replacement Facility. The U.S. should reiterate that redeployments of Marine forces on Okinawa depend on Japan fully implementing the Guam Agreement, which stipulates that the new Marine air base on Okinawa must be completed before the 8,000 Marines redeploy to Guam. * Agree to a minor reconfiguration of the Camp Schwab runway location (moving the runway an additional 50 meters offshore) and accept stricter regulations on noise abatement and environmental protection to reduce tensions in the alliance. Such measures would reduce the burden on the Okinawa people, which is the primary DPJ goal.* Work closely with the DPJ government to minimize the potential for disruptive public debate during upcoming contentious negotiations over the Status of Forces Agreement, alliance burden-sharing, and other issues. The U.S. should be cognizant of the DPJ's political need to revise bilateral agreements to demonstrate that it is achieving an equal status. * Engage with all levels of the Japanese government as the DPJ initiates a comprehensive review of the alliance. As demonstrated by the FRF controversy, the strategic review, if handled poorly, could magnify strains in the bilateral relationship. * Request the DPJ to define its vision of "equal alliance" and Japan's regional and global security responsibilities. The U.S. should discuss ways in which Japan can assume a larger security role to achieve a more equal status and emphasize to Tokyo that an alliance often means shouldering responsibilities, rather than looking for ways to lose burdens. Both sides should refrain from provocative statements that incite public opinion against the alliance. Private bilateral discussions would be a more productive venue to resolve differences and achieve consensus on each country's alliance roles, missions, and required capabilities.

Environmental regulation key to gaining respect and access to oversea bases

Laporte 2010 (Marwgot, writer for Duke Environmental Law and Policy Forum. “Note: Being all it can be: a solution to improve the department of defense’s overseas environmental policy.” July 14, 2010) https://litigation-essentials.lexisnexis.com/webcd/app?action=DocumentDisplay&crawlid=1&doctype=cite&docid=20+Duke+Envtl.+L.+%26+Pol'y+F.+203&srctype=smi&srcid=3B15&key=1f324e52f8c18b828d5018fbd3cd6272 
The environmental regulation of overseas military bases and operations should be an important component of the United States' foreign and national security policies. The Department of Defense (DoD) recognized over ten years ago that "America's national interests are inextricably linked with the quality of the earth's environment, and that threats to the environmental quality affect broad national economic and security interests ... ." 1 Environmental degradation, for instance, has been linked to forces around the world, including ""poverty, disease, and suffering.'" 2 Global environmental issues, including deforestation, oceanic degradation, biodiversity loss, and chemical pollutants threaten the health and security of U.S. citizens and interests abroad. 3 Implementing environmental regulations overseas would thus further national security and foreign policy interests by promoting stabilizing policies, international cooperation, and goodwill.  These considerations have important practical consequences for the DoD's development and implementation of overseas environmental policies. First, environmental regulations at overseas military bases and during operations protect the national security interests of all U.S. citizens. Of particular importance, regulations protect U.S. soldiers stationed overseas from environmental harms. Not only do these soldiers deserve the same level of environmental protection afforded soldiers on domestic bases, but those whose health is adversely affected destabilizing by environmental conditions overseas may have diminished capacity to protect national security interests. Second, foreign nations, in response to U.S. policies that aim to respect and protect their natural resources, may provide the United States increased access to overseas bases.  
**Disad Links**

CMR Links

Top military officials cling to US presence in Japan – they will stall on the plan

Meyer ‘9 [Carlton, former Marine Corps officer, G2mil, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan, 2009, Accessed:6-25-10, http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm]However, American Generals and Admirals resist change because they enjoy the imperial flavor of "their" bases in Japan. They stall political efforts to close outdated bases by insisting on years to study proposed changes, and then years to implement them. A recent example occurred when U.S. Army Generals quietly defeated Donald Rumsfeld’s attempt to downsize Army bases in Germany. If President Obama expects results, he must dictate changes and insist on rapid action. Closing and downsizing foreign military bases requires no congressional approval. The first steps are to close the American airbases at Futenma and Atsugi, and transfer the aircraft carrier battle group based near Tokyo to the USA.

Top military officials will oppose downsizing in Japan – they will spin the plan as more drastic than it is and stall significantly
Meyer ‘9 [Carlton, former Marine Corps officer, G2mil, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan, 2009, Accessed:6-25-10, http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm]Unfortunately, Generals and Admirals instinctively dislike change, especially if it will close "their" bases. They will characterize this proposed downsizing as drastic, even though it would remove only around 10,000 of the 50,000 U.S. military personnel from Japan, close only two of six airbases, and leave two major naval bases and a dozen bases for ground forces. They will insist a detailed study is required, followed by years of negotiations. Meanwhile, Japanese and American corporations that benefit from the current arrangement will use their influence to sabotage the effort. This is how they have evaded demands to close Futenma and Atsugi.

Troop Shift: Afghanistan

Withdrawn forces from Japan likely to be used in Afghanistan

Klingner 9 [Bruce, Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation “How to Save the U.S.-Japan Alliance” Heritage Foundation. http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance August 26, 2009. Accessed on June 22, 2010]
Japan may believe that there will be less need to engage overseas since there is a perception that the Obama Administration is "certain to distance itself from the widely criticized unilateral approach to diplomacy adopted by the previous U.S. administration and embrace multilateralism as it tackles global and regional challenges."[17] That is missing the point. Even a multilateralist approach by the U.S. would require a larger Japanese contribution. Despite new U.S. efforts to reach out and engage its European and Asian allies in dialogue, the Obama Administration has found few countries willing to commit resources for coalition operations in Afghanistan. The lesson learned for Washington is that allied foot-dragging was not due to President Bush or his policies but, rather, allied reluctance to become involved or to expend resources.

In the absence of significant allied contributions, the U.S. will find itself either having to abandon strategic objectives, such as stabilizing Afghanistan, or again having to assume the lion's share of military responsibilities. Given constrained U.S. military resources, Congress and the American taxpayer will increasingly question the utility and cost of devoting significant military resources to defend Japan. They will easily see it as far less expensive to remove additional units from U.S. forces in Japan rather than having to grow units from scratch.

Troop Shift: Guam Environment

Shifting to Guam destroys the environment, too

McCormack 10 [Gavan, coordinator of The Asia-Pacific Journal – Japan Focus, and author of many previous texts on Okinawa-related matters. “Ampo’s Troubled 50th: Hatoyama’s Abortive Rebellion, Okinawa’s Mounting Resistance and the US-Japan Relationship” The Asia-Pacific Journal, May 31, 2010. http://japanfocus.org/-Gavan-McCormack/3367 Accessed June 24, 2010]
 (c) Environment: The “Non-Assessment”

The environmental aspect of the Guam and Henoko projects receives little media attention on either side of the Pacific but surely deserves it.

The US Environmental Protection Agency in February 2010 declared that the Department of Defense’s nine volume Draft Environmental Impact Statement of the build-up process planned for Guam was “environmentally unsatisfactory,” citing a range of serious problems including the risk to the coral reef, and giving it the lowest possible rating of “EU-3.”38

Guam shift unpopular with the Civilians, leads to destruction of natural habitats and resources

Scheper June 28, 2010 (Emile, doctorate in cultural anthropology. “Guam: Proposed U.S Base Expansion Seen as Threat.” July 13, 2010)
http://peoplesworld.org/guam-proposed-u-s-base-expansion-seen-as-threat/ 
As a result of the intensification of the U.S. military presence, major demographic, cultural and ecological changes have hit Guam. Today, only 37 percent of the population is indigenous Chamorro; the rest are of Filipino, United States and others. The Chamorro language is declining. The local government has very limited powers, and the people of Guam, though U.S. citizens, neither have voting representation in Congress, nor the right to vote in U.S. presidential elections. Because the U.S. military has occupied 30 percent of the land, and because of the domination of the island economy by the United States, Guam, which until World War II grew enough food to feed its own people plus the U.S. military, now imports 90 percent of its food. So it was no huge surprise when the United States government suddenly announced, without any consultation with the locals, that its military presence in Guam was going to be massively increased. But this time, the people of Guam are fighting back. The trouble started in Japan, where, since the end of World War II, the United States has maintained military bases. The U.S. bases on the island of Okinawa have been the focus of an increasingly powerful protest movement, sparked by sometimes violent behavior by U.S. soldiers, who are immune from prosecution by local authorities. In reaction to that movement, the government of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, elected in August 2009, had promised to get the United States to redeploy troops from the area of greatest friction. However, he was unsuccessful and resigned this spring because of the problem. Nevertheless, the U.S. military has announced that it will be transferring 8,500 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam. The move will involve a massive increase in support services and infrastructure. Its impact will include: 
*Bringing in as many as 80,000 more people from outside, troops and civilians, thus making the Chamorros even more of a minority in the lands they have inhabited for 4,000 years (they would drop from 37 percent to 26 percent).  

*Alienating even more farm and other land for military purposes. 

*Severe damage to neighboring coral reefs and other natural resources for the purpose of expanding Navy facilities, including a berth for an aircraft carrier at a spot which is a principle birthing are for hammerhead sharks. The Navy did a bogus “environmental impact study”. However, a review by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has had something very different to say. Among other things noted by the EPA is that the sudden increase in population will create a huge crisis of drinking water, “unprecedented” impacts on coral reefs, vastly increased noise pollution, among other things. Though the people of Guam have not massively opposed the U.S. military presence up to now, the new plans, and the arrogant way they are being imposed, have sparked an increasingly strong protest movement. Meetings around the island have denounced the plans and raised demands for increasing autonomy. The demand for a face to face meeting with Obama when he finally arrives has come out of this process.  

Troop Shift: Guam Environment
US environmental destruction in Guam is particularly insidious 

Media-News Wire July 14, 2010 (leading press release distributor covering official press releases and media alerts. “Special Committee on Decolonization Urged to Visit Guam as Petitioners Deplore Militarization of Non-Self-Governing Territory.” July 14, 2010)

http://media-newswire.com/release_1121683.html 
Speaking out against the militarization of Guam by the United States, several petitioners today called upon members of the Special Committee on Decolonization to visit the Non-Self-Governing Territory and see the situation for themselves as soon as possible.    Many called attention to the release of an 11,000-page draft environmental impact statement by the United States, which the people of Guam had been given 90 days to study and comment on.  Hope Antoinette Cristobal urged the Special Committee to study the document, which was “in direct violation of various international human rights instruments, including United Nations resolutions and declarations”.    Rima Ilarishigh Peter Miles, speaking on behalf of Women for Genuine Security, noted that United States Navy activities carried out on the island had gravely impacted the environment, human health and the welfare of the territorial government.  Considering such challenges, she stressed the position that “the United States does not care what it destroys as long as no one knows about it”.      Asserting that the United Nations must not allow negative impacts to further block the process of decolonization, many petitioners requested that the Special Committee declare the militarization of Guam to be a major impediment to Guam’s exercise of its right to self-determination.  They also requested that the Special Committee ensure that United States congressional appropriations and other United States military projects be put on hold until past injustices were remedied, current adverse impacts were negated and the potential for future adverse impacts completely removed.    The Special Committee — known also as the Special Committee of 24 or formally as the Special Committee on the Situation with Regard to the Implementation of the Declaration on the Granting of Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples — also heard petitioners on the Non-Self-Governing Territories of Western Sahara, New Caledonia, Turks and Caicos Islands and the United States Virgin Islands.    On the question of New Caledonia, Caroline Machoro-Reignier of Front de libération nationale kanak socialiste underscored major challenges that remained despite progress made in the wake of the landmark 1998 Nouméa Accord.  Those included serious economic and social imbalances between the Territory’s Northern and Southern Provinces.  Emphasizing the inevitably of New Caledonia’s independence, she called for United Nations support, particularly legal assistance in developing a constitution.    As the Special Committee turned to the question of the Turks and Caicos Islands, two petitioners voiced deep concern about the process by which a new territorial constitution was to be created.  Wendal Swann, Chairman of the All-Party Commission on the Constitution and Electoral Reform, said that the Government of the United Kingdom had appointed a constitutional consultant to catalogue the views of the Territory’s people — after deciding to suspend specific portions of the current charter.    Benjamin Roberts of the Turks and Caicos Forum said the appointment had incited fears among the Territory’s people that their interests would not truly be heard, and that the United Kingdom would impose a decree on the islands if they ratified a constitution that did not reflect the administering Power’s views.    Also taking part in today’s proceedings were representatives of Cuba, Venezuela, Bolivia, Nicaragua, Chile, Fiji and Papua New Guinea.    The Special Committee will reconvene at 10 a.m. on Wednesday, 23 June, to continue its hearing of petitioners on the question of the United States Virgin Islands. 
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