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1AC – JAPAN – INHERENCY 
CONTENTION ONE – INHERENCY – A RELIC OF THE COLD WAR 

THE UNITED STATES ADMINISTRATION HAS REFUSED TO SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE MILITARY PRESENCE IN JAPAN DESPITE MULTIPLE REQUESTS

BANDOW 9-2-2009 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO

DEALING WITH THE NEW JAPAN, HUFFINGTON POST

Some Obama administration officials privately acknowledge that adjustments will be necessary. Others, however, appear to be operating more as throwbacks to the Bush administration during its most unilateralist phase. On Monday the State Department spokesman, Ian Kelly, said that there would be no renegotiation of the Okinawa accord. An unnamed official said that the administration hoped the new government would "moderate" its position.

This might seem like a good negotiating tactic, but it didn't go over well in Tokyo. The Asahi Shinbunheadlined one article "U.S. on Futenma Revisit: Forget It." Washington might have the law on its side, but the LDP had to use its overwhelming majority to ram the unpopular accord through the Diet. And elections inevitably have consequences.

Unfortunately, publicly telling the new government "up yours" is more likely to infuriate than conciliate both incoming ministers and the public. There are reasons some Japanese want to escape dependence on America. Washington's dismissive response gives them one more reason.

DESPITE CURRENT RELUCTANCE TO REMOVE MILITARY PRESENCE, OBAMA AND HIS ADMINISTRATION SHOULD STEP INTO THE 21ST CENTURY AND STOP THE UNSUSTAINABLE POLICY OF MAINTAINING BASES IN JAPAN

BANDOW 9-2-2009 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO

DEALING WITH THE NEW JAPAN, HUFFINGTON POST

The tremors of Tokyo's political earthquake are being felt in Washington, where officials are rounding the wagons to protect the status quo. But America's alliance with Japan--like most of its defense relationships--is outdated. The Obama administration should take the lead in modernizing a security pact originally designed for a world which disappeared years ago. Both America and Japan would benefit from ending Tokyo's unnatural defense dependence on the U.S.
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OVERWHELMING JAPANESE CONSENSUS THAT THE UNITED STATES SHOULD WITHDRAW MILITARY FORCES – OUR CURRENT PRESENCE IS A RELIC OF THE COLD WAR

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

U.S. military bases on Okinawa, home to some 27,000

service personnel and nearly as many family members, occupy

one-fifth of the island. Although being stationed in an

attractive western Pacific locale may be pleasant for U.S.

soldiers, the pervasive American military presence harms

most Okinawans. Barbed-wire-topped fences line major roads

and cut across towns; prime commercial sites and beaches

are unavailable for civilian use; accidents, crowding, and

crime are constant annoyances; live-fire military exercises

and aircraft flights disrupt what would otherwise be a

peaceful environment. Okinawan demands for a reduction in

the number and size of U.S. bases have been growing, especially

since the election of Masahide Ota as governor in

1990.

The pervasive U.S. presence, made possible by

America's conquest of the island during World War II, is a

relic of the Cold War. The end of the Cold War and the

transformation of the strategic environment of East Asia

have eliminated the need to deploy the Third Marine

Expeditionary Force and other military units stationed on

the island--as well as elsewhere in Japan. Proposals for

new missions--such as providing support for humanitarian

interventions--are merely pretexts to preserve bases that

have outlived their usefulness.

After more than half a century of U.S. occupation, the

majority of Okinawans want the American troops to start

going home. It is time for Washington to oblige by phasing

out its troop presence, not only in Okinawa but in the rest

of Japan as well, as recently recommended by former

Japanese prime minister Morihiro Hosokawa.
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PLAN: 

THE UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD SUBSTANTIALLY REDUCE ITS MILITARY PRESENCE IN JAPAN BY WITHDRAWING ALL CURRENTLY STATIONED MILITARY FORCES.
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CONTENTION 2 – HARMS – REGIONAL INSTABILITY 

UNITED STATES BASING IN JAPAN EXACERBATES REGIONAL CONFLICT AND CREATES INEVITABLE CONFRONTATION FOR THE JAPAN-US ALLIANCE. MILITARY WITHDRAWAL LEADS TO SUSTAINABLE SECURITY POLICY FROM JAPAN AND WILL FOSTER REGIONAL STABILITY AND GREATER COOPERATION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND JAPAN
BANDOW 3-25-2010 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO INSTITUTE

OKINAWA AND THE PROBLEM OF EMPIRE, HUFFINGTON POST
A bloody military battlefield in 1945, Okinawa is the subject of an equally bitter political fight today. A majority of the prefecture's residents want the American military to go elsewhere.

The U.S.-Japan alliance is almost 50 years old. Like most of Washington's military relationships, the security treaty really isn't an alliance. The treaty's terms are simple. The U.S. agrees to defend Japan. In return, Tokyo agrees to be defended. Japan long has enjoyed the benefits of the world's second largest economy while devoting a far smaller proportion of its resources than America to defense.

Tokyo's international role has been circumscribed by Article 9 of the post-war Japanese constitution which formally bans creation of a military and use of force; domestic pacifism growing out of World War II; and regional fears of revived Japanese imperialism. Public concern over China's rising military expenditures and North Korea's ongoing nuclear program is growing, but the pace of policy change remains glacial.

In elections last August the Democratic Party of Japan ousted the long-ruling Liberal Democratic Party. Five years ago the DPJ promised to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes." But Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama quickly moderated his party's position; the most recent platform called for a "close and equal Japan-U.S. alliance."

Nevertheless, the new government is proving less receptive to Washington's desires. For instance, the DPJ let expire authority to refuel U.S. and other allied ships in the Indian Ocean. Tokyo also has talked of renegotiating the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), cutting host nation support, and reconsidering the "don't ask, don't tell" policy as applied to U.S. nuclear weapons passing through Japanese territory.

Finally, there is the prefecture of Okinawa (the largest island of which also is named Okinawa).

Okinawa's saga is long and sad. Once independent, the territory was absorbed by Imperial Japan and treated like an untrustworthy stepchild. In April and May 1945 the island suffered through one of the most brutal battles of World War II, during which roughly 100,000 Japanese soldiers and perhaps even more civilians died (estimates vary wildly). After the war the occupying U.S. military loaded the main island with bases. Okinawa was not turned back to Japan until 1972, but with only a modest U.S. military drawdown.

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

The rape of a 12-year-old girl by three U.S. personnel in 1995 led to mass protests against both the SOFA (which left the accused in American custody) and the bases. A decade later the U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to move the Marines Corps Air Station at Futenma out of Ginowan to a less heavily populated area on Okinawa, and relocate 8,000 Marines (plus dependents) to Guam. Tokyo pledged to cover about $6 billion of the relocation cost.
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However, Okinawa residents want to remove, not relocate the base, and Japanese taxpayers aren't thrilled about picking up part of the moving tab. The DPJ government announced plans to revisit the 2006 agreement. The Obama administration responded by demanding that Tokyo live up to its responsibilities. More recently, U.S. officials suggested that Washington would not agree to any change that lacked local approval -- which would conveniently leave Futenma unmoved. Now the Hatoyama government is holding consultations, with a decision promised for May.

Okinawa activists have brought their case to Washington and joined with interested Americans to set up a website and undertake educational activities. It's a worthwhile effort. But the primary problem remains in Tokyo.

Today both U.S. and Japanese government officials cheerfully conspire against Okinawans. When the latter complain, Washington points to Tokyo. Tokyo points back at Washington.

But, in fact, the ultimate decision lies in Tokyo. The American military is not organized to follow the will of Okinawa residents. That is the responsibility of their own national government. If Washington is going to both defend Japan and use Japanese territory as a launch pad for intervention elsewhere, troops must be stationed somewhere, and Okinawa is centrally located.

In fact, there's no reason for the U.S. to do either. Allies are a means to an end; the defense of America, not allies, is America's vital interest. Sometimes protecting other nations is necessary for U.S. security, as during the Cold War. But that world disappeared long ago. Enemy threats are far fewer and allied capabilities are far greater.

True, politicians and analysts alike routinely term America's alliances "cornerstones" and "linchpins" of U.S. security, regional stability, and world peace. In reality, today's alliance are unnecessary at best and dangerous transmission belts of conflict and war at worst.
Consider Japan. President Barack Obama says that "America's commitment to Japan's security is unshakable," but does that mean the U.S. forever must defend that nation? The 1951 military treaty committed Japan to "increasingly assume responsibility for its own defense against direct and indirect aggression."
In fact, Tokyo is capable of defending itself. Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada recently expressed doubt that "Japan on its own can face up to such risks" as China, but Tokyo needs a deterrent capability, not superiority. That is well within Japan's means. Certainly the U.S. would be far more secure if its allies and friends created forces to discourage aggression and worked together to encourage regional stability, rather than depended on Washington.

If the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force located on Okinawa is not needed to defend Japan, then what is it for? South Korea vastly outranges the North on virtually every measure of power and can do whatever is necessary to deter North Korean adventurism. There also is much talk, offered unceasingly and uncritically, about maintaining regional stability. But what invasions, border fights, naval clashes, missile threats, and full-scale wars are the Marines preventing?
And if conflict broke out, what would the Marines do? Launch a surprise landing in Beijing's Tiananmen Square during a war over Taiwan? Aid Indonesia, really the Javan Empire, in suppressing one or another group of secessionists? Help Thailand in a scrape with Burma triggered by the latter's guerrilla conflict spilling over the border? America has no reason to enter conflicts which threaten neither the U.S. nor a critical ally.
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Still, if the U.S. government desires to defend Japan and Japan wants to be defended, Washington inevitably must deal with the national government in Tokyo and ask for the best possible lodgings for its forces. Okinawa's travails will always be irrelevant from the U.S. government's standpoint. It's up to Japan to decide on where to place foreign bases and then to work with its prefectures and towns accordingly. Kurt Campbell, Assistant Secretary of State for East Asian and Pacific Affairs, stated the brutal truth: "local conditions come to play, but these big decisions are at the level of our central governments."

The Japanese government prefers to blame the U.S., since most Japanese don't want to change the status quo. Okinawans -- from the smallest, poorest, and most distant prefecture -- pay to host U.S. forces, leaving the rest of Japan free to enjoy the benefits while suffering little of the inconvenience. Okinawan opposition is undercut through subsidies from the central government and overridden by raw political power, since the prefecture has just a handful of seats in the national Diet. Explained Chief Cabinet Secretary Hirofumi Hirano: "It's not necessary to have the understanding and agreement from the local people."

Thus, the issue of fairness to Okinawa is tied to the more basic question of Japan's foreign policy and military posture. If Tokyo demands alliance equality, it must behave in a way that justifies being treated as an equal. Which means Japan must take over responsibility for its own defense, as well as contribute to regional and global security.

The Japanese people may decide that the threats they face are small -- as, indeed, they are today. However, the future might not be so safe. Brad Glosserman of the Pacific Forum CSIS argues that "Northeast Asia, from a Japanese perspective, is a scary place." A threatening North Korea and aggressive China are much bigger potential threats to Tokyo than to Washington.

The Japanese government needs to assess future dangers and decide on appropriate responses -- without assuming that the U.S. Marines will show up to the rescue. It is Japan's decision, but it should not be based on the presumption of American intervention. Having made its decision, then Tokyo should reconfigure its forces. Fairness suggests a major drawdown from Okinawa irrespective of whose military is protecting Japan. If the U.S. disengaged militarily, these decisions could be made without pressure from Washington.

The two countries would still have much to cooperate about, including security. Leaving responsibility for Japan's defense with Tokyo would simply eliminate the unrealistic expectations engendered by the alliance on both sides. The governments could focus on issues of mutual interest, sharing intelligence, preparing emergency base access, and otherwise cooperating to meet international challenges.
The best way for Americans to help residents of Okinawa is to press Washington to reshape U.S. foreign policy, making it more appropriate for a republic than a pseudo-empire. With the rise of numerous prosperous allied and friendly states -- most notably Japan, but also South Korea, Australia, India, and others -- the U.S. should step back, prepared to deal with an aggressive hegemon should one arise but determined to avoid being dragged into routine geopolitical squabbles.

Then Tokyo could chart its own destiny, including deciding what forces to raise and where to base them. The Japanese government could no longer use American pressure as an excuse for inaction in Okinawa. Then Okinawans finally might gain justice -- after 65 long years.
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UNITED STATES PRESENCE UNDERMINES REGIONAL CONFIDENCE BUILDING MEASURES AND SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

More fundamentally, reliance on the host-nation support

argument reinforces what former Marine Corps officer

Robert Hamilton calls "a widespread belief in Japan that

its partial financing of the U.S. military in Japan does

in fact constitute an alliance."60 A real alliance depends

on shared interest and effort, unlike the unbalanced

"mutual" defense treaty between Tokyo and Washington. We

should send American soldiers abroad only if doing so

advances U.S. interests, not because a foreign country is

willing to pay to be protected.

Marine briefers rightly worry that East Asia today

has no cooperative defense system analogous to NATO. But

America's dominant role makes such a system unlikely to

evolve. Necessity is a powerful inducement; today, countries

need not unite to deal with regional security problems.

Indeed, America's attempt to smother any independent

action by its allies, particularly Japan, ensures that

they will never develop a collaborative system that could

respond to regional threats. As Ted Galen Carpenter of

the Cato Institute points out, U.S. security guarantees

enable governments in the region "to adopt apathetic policies

and engage in domestic political posturing rather

than forge ties of mutually beneficial military cooperation.”
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JAPAN IS A GARRISON STATE. UNITED STATES PRESENCE IN JAPAN MAKES VIOLENCE, CRIME, AND ENVIRONMENTAL DESTRUCTION A DAILY FACT OF LIFE FOR OKINAWANS. WE HAVE AN OBLIGATION TO REMOVE OUR PRESENCE

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

After conquering Okinawa in one of the bloodiest battles

of World War II, the United States turned the island

into a garrison state. Even today, more than a half century

after the end of that conflict, Okinawa hosts some

27,000 American soldiers, 24,000 dependents, and 40 U.S.

military installations. The Marines account for roughly

60 percent of the forces and most of the facilities.

Futenma Air Station, Kadena Air Base, Camp Hansen, Camp

Schwab, Henoko Ordnance Ammunition Depot, Torii

Communication Station, and two score other facilities dot

the island, occupying 43,400 acres of land. The bases are

surrounded by seemingly endless fences adorned with signs

barring entry by Japanese citizens.

U.S. facilities occupy 20 percent of the island and

an even larger portion of Okinawa's heavily populated central

region. In fact, the American military controls more

than 40 percent of the land area of six communities: 82.8

percent of Kadena town, 59.8 percent of Kin town, 56.4

percent of Chatan town, 51.5 percent of Ginoza village,

46.9 percent of Yomitan village, and 41.5 percent of

Higashi village. Roads, homes, schools, and businesses

abut bases sporting golf courses, tennis courts, and plenty

of green open space as well as land dedicated to overtly

military uses. Moreover, the United States controls 29

sea zones and 15 air zones; two of the three airports are

run by the United States.

It is not just the extraordinary outrages--the 1995

rape of a 12-year-old school girl, for instance, and the

other "111 rapes, 23 murders, 357 robberies, and 2,479

burglaries" committed by U.S. military personnel since

1972, according to Governor Masahide Ota--that bother

Okinawans.1 It is also the daily accidents, noise, congestion,

and crowding. As the island's official petition,

submitted to the U.S. government in April 1997, observes,

Okinawa is beset by many other serious problems

arising from the heavy concentration of U.S. facilities:

(1) chronic aircraft noise plagues residents

near the bases, (2) live firing exercises

destroy the natural environment, (3) leakage of

oil from base facilities cause soil and water

pollution, and (4) military aircraft accidents
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occur from time to time. As a result, these

problems disrupt the daily lives of the prefectural

residents and instill great fear in them.2
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That is a situation Americans would be unwilling to

tolerate in their own country. But through it all the

Okinawans remain extraordinarily friendly to Americans.

Most soldiers try to be good neighbors and many participate

in the community, through charities, sports competitions,

and cultural events. But even a lot of tree planting,

to which Col. Gary Anderson, commander of Camp

Hansen, the largest Marine Corps facility on the island,

proudly points, offers only minor compensation.3 After

all, Okinawans can plant their own trees. However friendly

and pleasant the U.S. soldiers and their families may

be, most island residents would prefer to have the land

back for themselves and their families.

Washington should give it back. That requires redeploying

the Third Marine Expeditionary Force (3rd MEF),

preferably to Guam or Hawaii, or demobilizing the unit.

Of course, some analysts view Okinawa as an internal

Japanese problem. Tokyo could, if it wished, offer alternative

facilities in mainland Japan. Japanese leaders

will not do so, however, because there is no public support

for increasing the U.S. military burden there.

In any case, America's unique relationship to

Okinawa--as occupying power that imposed the bases on a

defeated and powerless people--gives the United States a

special responsibility to address Okinawan desires.

Moreover, reshuffling forces around Japan would not address

the deeper issue: why is a continued U.S. forward military

presence needed? Since the primary justification for

America's forward deployments, the Cold War, has disappeared,

so should the deployments. That means phasing out

the U.S. military guarantee to Japan and withdrawing U.S.

forces--most of which are based on Okinawa.
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WE ARE TRAPPED IN THE TYRANNY OF STATUS QUO THINKING. THERE IS NO SALIENT  JUSTIFICATION FOR UNITED STATES MILITARY PRESENCE IN JAPAN 

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

The Tyranny of Status Quo Thinking

In fact, both nations' defense establishments have

been busy for years concocting new justifications for old

deployments. The most notorious is the United States

Security Strategy for the East Asia-Pacific Region. The

report's conclusion was simple: whatever has been must

always be. Every American military deployment, installation,

and treaty is needed now more than ever before. Yet

that is an obviously unsatisfactory response. The Cold

War is over, Japan faces no credible threats, and South

Korea--where U.S. forces on Okinawa would be sent in a

crisis--is capable of defending itself. Indeed, despite

the April U.S.-Japan agreement to expand bilateral military

cooperation, so complacent is Tokyo that it is cutting its

already modest defense budget in 1998. Japan is also

reducing troop levels and weapons procurement.42 And

Japanese political analysts warn that the fall of the

Hashimoto government in July may cause Tokyo to renege on

even the modest promises it made a few months ago.43

The end of the Cold War should logically have led to

the end of America's Cold War deployments. Says Miki,

"Before 1989, the U.S. said that due to the threat of the

Soviet Union and China the U.S. must stay. Since 1989 it

has emphasized the Korean issue. If Korea reunifies, what

reason will the U.S. give next" for keeping everything as

it has been since World War II?44

That is a good question, one Okinawans now regularly

ask of Washington. Even the Marines admit, "Not a day

goes by when we are not asked the question . . . 'With the

end of the Cold War, why does the United States continue

to base such a large number of military here on

Okinawa?'"45 The services, naturally, have an answer--in

fact, many of them. The military graciously gives tours

of their facilities even to skeptics of the U.S. presence.

The Air Force and Marine Corps conduct formal briefings to

justify their presence on Okinawa.
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Page 11

The Air Force defends its installations, most notably

Kadena Air Base, primarily by citing the potential for

conflict in Korea and elsewhere in East Asia. Okinawa is

the "keystone of the Pacific," explained one senior Air

Force officer.46 That U.S. troops need to be close to

potential conflicts is only part of the justification;

another concern is "presence is influence."47 Nevertheless,

my briefer acknowledged that continued changes in the regional

threat environment would warrant reconsideration of

the U.S. military presence: "it is only logical to assume

that major strategic changes would result in similar

changes in deployments."48 He seemed to recognize that a

diminishing threat of war, especially on the Korean

peninsula, would automatically reduce the need for bases

in Okinawa.
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UNITED STATES MILITARY PRESENCE IN JAPAN FOSTERS REGIONAL INSTABILITY, UNDERMINES ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, AND RADICALIZES JAPANESE POLITICS

ZHU 2000 – PROF POLY SCI BUCKNELL

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

Those who argue against continued U.S. military presence in Japan and South Korea usually cite economic cost, lack of a clear post-Cold War strategy, perpetuation of Japan's political underdevelopment, and prolongation of unfinished civil wars to make their cases.

For its critics, the U.S. military presence, especially the U.S.-Japan military alliance does not make much sense. Why should Japan, a rich and populous country, have to depend on 47,000 foreign military personnel to defend itself when it faces no obvious threats? And on the Korean peninsula, the South's GNP is at least 20 times that of the North. It is North Korea that often feels threatened by the power imbalance.

Chalmers Johnson, a leading Japan scholar, argues that there is no reason for the United States to continue to spend more than $35 billion a year to maintain American troops in Japan and South Korea, both of which have the economic resources to support sufficient forces for their own defense.12) He believes that America's "outdated security policy does not encourage a healthier liberal democracy in Japan but instead strengthens reactionary, narrow-minded political leadership." Thus "only an end to Japan's protectorate status will create the necessary domestic political conditions for Japan to assume a balanced security role in regional and global affairs." To counter the argument that America's military withdrawal will create an arms race and instability in the region, Johnson urges the American people not to forget that the 1992 closing of America's two largest overseas bases, Clark Air Base and Subic Bay in the Philippines, "produced not even a shiver of instability." While some argue that American military protection makes the East Asian economic miracle possible, Johnson claims that East Asia's own invention of state-guided capitalism did more to overcome the communist threat than any military role played by the United States.
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Even before the fall of the Berlin Wall, some scholars argued that the fundamental challenge facing the United States was not Soviet military might, but the danger of economic insolvency, an eroding industrial base, and the growing American inability to compete with the newly formidable economic rivals, especially Japan, South Korea and Taiwan-the very allies that the U.S. had spent so much to protect. So the end of the Cold War has become the catalyst for a new American global role keyed to emerging economic and political realities rather than a declining military threat. The United States should focus on the economic dimensions of its security. They also contend that the U.S. military presence encourages a regional arms race and is perpetuating the division of unfinished civil wars between the two Koreas and between the PRC and Taiwan.13)

As evidence of America's lack of a well-defined post-Cold War strategy, many government officials and scholars would or could not clearly name the source of threat. Though some scholars point to North Korea, very few would be willing to clearly identify China as a more dangerous threat, as Richard Bernstein and Ross Munro did in their controversial book.14) In fact, to avoid directly confronting China, the 1998 New Guidelines for Japan-U.S. Defense Cooperation refrains from clearly defining "situations in areas surrounding Japan" which the U.S.-Japan security system would cover if conflicts were to occur.

To counter the argument that the massive American military presence must remain in East Asia because-among other reasons-it ensures the stability of the region, strengthens alliances and friendships, and even serves America's economic interests by opening foreign markets to U.S. products, one analyst argues out that these are all misleading. First, East Asia is better stabilized by economic interdependencies than by military forces. Second, the claim that huge concentrations of troops in small areas such as Okinawa strengthen friendships is absurd, as the 1995 rape case shows. And third, the American military presence does nothing to open Japanese or any other regional markets.15) Indeed, the United States has trade disputes with almost all the countries in the region and suffers from an unfavorable trade imbalance with almost all of them. 
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MULTIPLE FACTORS MAKE ASIAN CONFLICT HIGHLY LIKELY
IKENBERRY AND MASTANDUNO 2003 – PROF GEOPOLITICS @ GEORGETOWN AND PROF GOVERNMENT @ DARTMOUTH
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS THEORY AND THE ASIA PACIFIC, PAGE 25-26

Many scholars and analysts argue that in the twenty-first century international instability is more likely in East Asia than in Western Europe. Whether one looks at variables favored by realists or liberals, East Asia appears more danger​ous. The region is characterized by major shifts in the balance of power, skewed distributions of economic and political power within and between countries, political and cultural heterogeneity, growing but still relatively low levels of intraregional economic interdependence, anemic security institutionalization, and widespread territorial disputes that combine natural resource issues with postcolonial nationalism.'

If security dilemma theory is applied to East Asia, the chance for spirals of tension in the area seems great, particularly in the absence of a U.S. military presence in the region. The theory states that, in an uncertain and anarchic in​ternational system, mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can lead each side to take precautionary and defensively motivated measures that are perceived as offensive threats. This can lead to countermeasures in kind, thus ratcheting up regional tensions, reducing security, and creating self-fulfilling prophecies about the danger of one's security environment.' If we look at the variables that might fuel security dilemma dynamics, East Asia appears quite dangerous. From a standard realist perspective, not only could dramatic and un​predictable changes in the distribution of capabilities in East Asia increase un-certainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea-lanes and secure energy sup​plies to almost all regional actors could also encourage a destabilizing competi​tion to develop power-projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Be​cause they are perceived as offensive threats, power-projection forces are more likely to spark spirals of tension than weapons that can defend only a nation's homeland.' Perhaps even more important in East Asia than these more com​monly considered variables are psychological factors (such as the historically based mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography is​sues relating to the Taiwan question, which make even defensive weapons in the region appear threatening for Chinese security.
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INCREASINGLY EXPOSED FAULT LINES AROUND JAPAN IN ASIA

KIM 2004 – PROF POLY SCI @ COLUMBIA

THE INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS OF NORTHEAST ASIA, PAGE 6-7

Following the reunification of both Vietnam and Germany, NEA now contains the world's largest concentration of divided polities: divided China and divided Korea, the two most prominent potential flashpoints. And yet, whereas the ninety-mile-wide Taiwan Strait provides a significant geostrate​gic barrier-the cooling power of water, so to speak-the same cannot be said for the so-called demilitarized zone (DMZ) of the divided Korean penin​sula. Even today, almost half a century after the Korean War "ended" with an armistice accord, the DMZ remains the most heavily fortified and sensi​tive conflict zone in the post-Cold War world, where more than 1.8 million military personnel, including thirty-seven thousand U.S. military personnel, confront each other, armed to the teeth with the latest weapons systems. Furthermore, in the latter half of the 1990s the volcano of potential implo​sion or explosion in the North seemed to have become more active than ever before. An unstable or collapsing North Korea with proximity to Seoul (in rocket sights within three minutes), inordinate asymmetrical military capa​bilities, and the highest possible resolve for survival have extraordinary refractory ramifications for great power politics in Northeast Asia and beyond. Coping with North Korean security or insecurity behavior in multi​ple and mutating forms, aided and abetted by America's rogue-state demon​ization strategy, has become an integral part of both the NEA security problem and the NEA security solution.

Northeast Asia is not without its share of territorial and maritime disputes in varying degrees of intensity: the China-Russia border (low), the China​-North Korea border (low), the China-Tajikistan border (low), the China​-Japan maritime (the Diaoyu/Senkaku Islands; moderate), the Japan-Russia maritime (the Northern Territories; moderate), the Japan-South Korea mari​time (Tokdo/Takeshima Islands; moderate), the North Korea/South Korea maritime (the Northern Limit Line on the Yellow/West Sea; low), and the Spratley Islands, involving China versus six other East Asian states (low).4 With the entry into force of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS) in 1994, the enlarged exclusive economic zones pose a clear and present danger of a new pattern of maritime conflict in the region. Stripped of the overlay imposed by superpower rivalry, the region's old geo​political and national-identity fault lines seem to have become more exposed and sensitive. In addition, despite some cultural similarities derived from ancient times, NEA is burdened if not paralyzed by vast disparities in levels of economic and political development and by divergent preferences on the formation of a regional security regime.
Instability risks nuclear war

Kennedy 2000 – Prof History @ Yale

Daily Yomiuri, 1-10

Kennedy: Over the past two or three decades, many Asian nations have increased their defense budgets, while European countries have done otherwise. During this time, there have been many flash points in Asia, such North Korea, Taiwan and Kashmir. Some Asian countries have developed nuclear weapons, as contrasted with few Europeans who even want nuclear power stations today.

We have good reason to feel worried that Asia could become a tinderbox should there be any conflict in disputed territories like the Spratly Islands and an autistic North Korean regime that does not bother to understand the outside world. Taiwan is often rash to provoke Beijing, while the Kashmir conflict could grow into an India-Pakistan war.
There is great concern about how we should ensure that bitter rivalries in the Asian part of the globe will not bring down a system that is emerging in the world now. We do not want a repeat of 1914. I am concerned that an armed conflict might arise in South or East Asia in 2008, for example, and bring down the credit, financial flow and capital in the region
1AC – JAPAN – SOLVENCY 
CONTENTION 3 – SOLVENCY 
CURRENT ALLIANCE STRUCTURE IS UNSUSTAINABLE – THE UNITED STATES MUST REDUCE ITS MILITARY PRESENCE TO GO INLINE WITH THE NEW SECURITY DYNAMICS IN ASIA

BANDOW 9-2-2009 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO

DEALING WITH THE NEW JAPAN, HUFFINGTON POST

Actually, Americans should be as interested as Japanese in transforming the U.S.-Japan alliance. The current relationship remains trapped in a world that no longer exists. The imperial Japanese navy has been rusting away on the bottom of the Pacific for more than six decades; Douglas MacArthur departed as American regent in Tokyo nearly a half century ago; China buried Maoism with Mao Zedong more than three decades ago; the Cold War ended two decades ago; Japan retains the world's second (or third, based on purchasing power parity) largest economy despite "the lost decade."

Yet Japan remains dependent on America for its security, a minor military player despite having global economic and political interests. There are historic reasons for Tokyo's stunted international role, but it is time for East Asian countries to work together to dispel the remaining ghosts of Japanese imperialism past rather than to expect America to continue acting as the defender of last resort.

Since Japan and Asia have changed, so should America's defense strategy. There should be no more troops based on Japanese soil. No more military units tasked for Japan's defense. No more security guarantee for Japan. The U.S. should adopt a strategy of off-shore balancer, expecting friendly states to defend themselves, while being ready to act if an overwhelming, hegemonic threat eventually arises. China is the most, but still not very, plausible candidate for such a role--and even then not for many years.

Washington's job is not to tell Japan, which devotes about one percent of its GDP, one-fourth the U.S level, to the military, to do more. Washington's job is to do less. Tokyo should spend whatever it believes to be necessary on its so-called "Self-Defense Force." Better relations with China would lower that number. So would reform in North Korea. Of course, the former isn't certain while the latter isn't likely: let Japan assess the risks and act accordingly.

In any case, the U.S. should indicate its respect for Japanese democracy and willingness to accommodate itself to Tokyo's changing priorities. Reverse the situation and Americans would expect the Japanese to do likewise.

It's the same strategy that Washington should adopt elsewhere around the globe. The Marine Expeditionary Force stationed on Okinawa is primarily intended to back up America's commitment to South Korea. Yet the South has some 40 times the GDP of North Korea. Seoul should take over responsibility for its own defense. Even more so the Europeans, who possess more than ten times Russia's GDP. If they don't feel at risk, there's no reason for an American defense guarantee. If they do feel at risk, there's no reason for them not to do more--a lot more.

Defending populous and prosperous allies made little sense in good economic times. But with Uncle Sam's current year deficit $1.6 trillion and another $10 trillion in red ink likely over the next decade--without counting the impact of any additional financial disasters--current policy is foolish and unsustainable. The U.S. essentially is borrowing money from China to spend defending Japan from China. America does not need to spend roughly as much on the military as the rest of the world combined.

1AC – JAPAN – SOLVENCY 
SOLVENCY – UNITED STATES MEASURED WITHDRAWAL WILL STRENGTHN MILITARY COOPERATION AND REGIONAL SECURITY MEASURES 

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

An Alternative to U.S. Hegemony

Instead of being meddler of first resort, the United

States should act as balancer of last resort, intervening

only if a hegemonic threat develops that allied states are

incapable of containing. For that purpose, port access is

more important than having ground forces on station. And,

given the economic growth and political development of

states throughout the region, disengagement would not leave

Washington's friends militarily naked and helpless.

Indeed, America's original deployments were not intended to

be permanent. The Mutual Defense Treaty between the

United States and South Korea, for example, explicitly

envisioned replacement of the bilateral alliance with "a

more comprehensive and effective system of regional security

in the Pacific Area."76 The United States should work

to turn those words into reality.

Washington should start by adjusting its military commitments

throughout East Asia. The hegemonic threat posed

by the Soviet Union appeared to tightly link the security

of America with that of such allies as Japan and South

Korea. But today, observes Edward Olsen of the Naval

Postgraduate School, "That linkage has completely dissipated.

America's current alliances with other countries are

intended totally to deter attacks on them or to fight

their wars should deterrence fail."77 During the Cold War,
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at least, Washington's alliances were theoretically built

on mutual interest. Today the benefits run almost solely

in the direction of the allies. Thus, jettisoning

treaties and deployments that commit Washington to fight

on behalf of allies would increase America's security by

reducing the likelihood of entangling this country in war.

Transforming America's role in that way would allow

the United States to phase out its forces in Japan, while

maintaining military cooperation--joint naval exercises,

shared intelligence gathering, and base access rights in

an emergency. Hosokawa points out that even after the

return of the naval bases of Sasebo and Yokosuka, the

United States "should still be able to use Japanese parts

and maintain its sea power in the western Pacific."78

(South Korea's overwhelming comparative advantages over

North Korea would likewise allow disengagement from the

Korean peninsula, which would further reduce any justification

for stationing American forces in Japan.) Some units

should be demobilized as the security guarantees they

undergird are reduced; others could be redeployed back to

Hawaii or Guam. Such a mid-Pacific presence would allow

the United States to intervene in serious crises if necessary.

79

At the same time, America should encourage greater

regional cooperation where its security interests may be

impinged, particularly in maintaining open sea-lanes,80 and

continue to play an active role in nonconfrontational

areas--cultural, economic, diplomatic, and political relationships.

However, while the United States should mediate,

encourage, facilitate, and observe, it should not see

itself as the residual problem solver and enforcer for

East Asia.
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SOLVENCY – UNITED STATES WITHDRAWAL WILL PREVENT DESTABILIZATION OF THE REGION

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

The "Destabilization" Scare Tactic

Would an American military withdrawal nevertheless

unsettle countries in East Asia? Yes, but not as much as

it would have 10 or more years ago. Not only has the

threat environment changed dramatically, but the affected

states are more able to care for themselves. There is "a

growing confidence among the nations of Asia," says

William Clark.81 Indeed, they have had to begin contemplating

life without American troops. It may have taken a

volcano to force the issue, but Washington finally relinquished

its bases in the Philippines. And everyone concerned--

America, the Philippines, and East Asia as a

whole--survived the experience unscathed.82 Concern was

undoubtedly greater 20 years ago when President Carter
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proposed withdrawing U.S. ground forces from South Korea,

but even then, in a palpably more dangerous time, our

allies ultimately accepted the decision with some equanimity.

83

Could unforeseen circumstances arise? Of course, and

then Washington should act as a distant balancer,

cooperating with friendly states if necessary to protect

important interests that would otherwise go undefended.

But the daisy chain necessary to connect most local and

regional complications to vital U.S. interests is a long

one. And the daisy chain no longer leads back to a ruthless

global hegemonic threat. China, Russia, North Korea,

and that all-purpose bogeyman "instability" just aren't

adequate substitutes. As Gertrude Stein said of Oakland,

"There is no there there."

The price of having won World War II should not be a

commitment to forever patrol East Asia, guarding nations

that prefer to devote their resources to economic development

rather than military protection and avoid dealing

with emotions still raw from past Japanese aggression.

The Cold War may have left the United States little option

except to have a significant military presence in East

Asia, but Washington won its struggle against the Sovietled

communist threat nearly a decade ago. The American

people should not be expected to surrender more dollars

and risk more lives to police East Asia for as long as

Washington's allies consider that convenient.

EXT – PRESENCE UNNECESSARY – SOLVENCY 
US PRESENCE IN JAPAN IS UNNECESSARY – CURRENT JUSTIFICATIONS ARE A PRETEXT TO PRESERVE NEEDLESS BASES

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

The pervasive U.S. presence, made possible by

America's conquest of the island during World War II, is a

relic of the Cold War. The end of the Cold War and the

transformation of the strategic environment of East Asia

have eliminated the need to deploy the Third Marine

Expeditionary Force and other military units stationed on

the island--as well as elsewhere in Japan. Proposals for

new missions--such as providing support for humanitarian

interventions--are merely pretexts to preserve bases that

have outlived their usefulness.

EXT – INSTABILITY / AT PRESENCE GOOD
UNITED STATES PRESENCE IN JAPAN IS NOT NECESSARY IN A POST-COLD WAR. ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR ARE FALSE AND REINFORCE A REGIONAL MIND-SET THAT UNDERMINES STABILITY 

BANDOW 1998 – SENIOR FELLOW CATO
OKINAWA LIBERATING WASHINGTON’S EAST ASIAN MILITARY COLONY, NO 314

The Soviet Union may be gone, but, the Marines say,

there are China and North Korea. Such desperate threat

procurement is not compelling. China has so far been

assertive rather than aggressive in East Asia. Its military

buildup has thus far been measured, as Beijing trades

quantity for quality. Moreover, Japan, with the world's

second largest economy, is capable of maintaining a military

with significant defensive potential that could deter

future Chinese aggression.51

North Korea is an even more pitiful replacement for

the threat posed by the Soviet Union. The country is

bankrupt and starving; it has lost all of its important

allies, including China, which now has closer economic
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relations with the South. South Korea, with twice the

population and 24 times the economic output of the North,

should be fully able to defend itself. Pyongyang poses no

credible threat to Japan. Washington should be phasing

out its commitment to South Korea, which would eliminate

the most obvious contingency for the Marines on Okinawa.52

Instead, Secretary of Defense William Cohen says that

"as far as Japan and Okinawa is concerned, we intend to

remain with the same essential presence there that we currently

have," even if the two Koreas reunite.53 That is

assuming the Japanese leaders allow Washington to stay.

Senior Marine Corps officers worry that "if Korea reunifies

they will kick the U.S. out" of the island.54 Former

prime minister Hashimoto refused to commit himself, saying

only that his government would discuss "troop levels in

accordance with changes in situations" in the region.55

But Governor Ota rightly worries about apparent U.S. plans

for a permanent occupation of the island: "It will be a

grave matter if Mr. Cohen means that U.S. bases in Okinawa

will be fixed as they are. I cannot help but wonder about

our status as a sovereign nation if there is no reduction

in U.S. troop levels even after the threat of North Korea

is eliminated."56
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In addition to invoking the specter of a Chinese or

North Korean menace, Marine Corps briefers also offer a

chart describing "critical oil shipping lanes."57 But no

naval force is threatening to close those lanes or has the

capability to do so. Moreover, it is not clear what the

Marines could do if someone made such an attempt. Presumably

naval and air forces would have to deal with that

problem. And those are sea-lanes to Japan, not America.

Japan could easily develop the capability to protect those

lanes with enhanced naval and air forces.

The argument that Washington should continue to defend

Japan is especially bizarre since the Hashimoto government

intended to cut military outlays and newly elected Prime

Minister Keizo Obuchi is even more likely to do so. And

while 69 percent of Japanese told the Daily Yomiuri in

November 1997 that North Korea could pose a military

threat to Japan, only 4 percent favored joining the United

States in combatting the North.58 If Tokyo doesn't perceive

its interests to be threatened, and if Japanese citizens

do not believe that their nation should defend its

security interests, the United States should not spend

billions of dollars to protect Japan.

Further, the argument that it is cheaper to station

U.S. forces in Japan, because of host-nation support, than
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on American territory is simply incorrect. The

Congressional Research Service reports that "only a relatively

small part of the Japanese contribution directly

offsets U.S. military operating costs. Moreover, when

similar military units are compared, it does not appear

cheaper to base forces in Japan than in Europe or in the

continental United States."59 Basing some units on Guam or

Hawaii might be somewhat more expensive, but not dramatically

so.

More fundamentally, reliance on the host-nation support

argument reinforces what former Marine Corps officer

Robert Hamilton calls "a widespread belief in Japan that

its partial financing of the U.S. military in Japan does

in fact constitute an alliance."60 A real alliance depends

on shared interest and effort, unlike the unbalanced

"mutual" defense treaty between Tokyo and Washington. We

should send American soldiers abroad only if doing so

advances U.S. interests, not because a foreign country is

willing to pay to be protected.

Marine briefers rightly worry that East Asia today

has no cooperative defense system analogous to NATO. But

America's dominant role makes such a system unlikely to

evolve. Necessity is a powerful inducement; today, countries
EXT – INSTABILITY / AT PRESENCE GOOD

need not unite to deal with regional security problems.

Indeed, America's attempt to smother any independent

action by its allies, particularly Japan, ensures that

they will never develop a collaborative system that could

respond to regional threats. As Ted Galen Carpenter of

the Cato Institute points out, U.S. security guarantees

enable governments in the region "to adopt apathetic policies

and engage in domestic political posturing rather

than forge ties of mutually beneficial military cooperation.”

ADD-ON – SPECIES 

New United States military base threatens coral reef habitat for the Okinawa dugong, guaranteeing extinction of the species.  
US Newswire 9-25-2003
A coalition of conservation groups from both sides of the Pacific filed a lawsuit (Okinawa Dugong v. Rumsfeld C-03-4350) in U.S. District Court here today against the U.S. Department of Defense over plans to construct a new heliport facility on a coral reef on the east coast of Okinawa, Japan. Conservationists are concerned that the proposed 1.5-mile-long airbase to be built on reclaimed land over a coral reef would destroy the remaining habitat of the endangered Okinawa dugong, a cultural icon of the Okinawan people.

This lawsuit asks the U.S. Department of Defense to comply with the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) by conducting a complete public analysis to assess the impacts of the proposed project on the Okinawa dugong (a relative of the manatee, also known as seacow). The NHPA requires agencies of the US government to conduct a full public process before undertaking activities outside the United States that might impact the cultural and natural resources of other nations. 

At issue is the proposed relocation of the existing U.S. Futenma Air Station in Okinawa to the coastal area of Henoko. This area on the eastern coast of Okinawa is the site of sea grass beds upon which the Okinawa dugong depend for their food.

"The American military base planned on this coral reef threatens the survival of the Okinawa dugong and should be reconsidered," said Takenobu Tsuchida of the Dugong Network Okinawa. "We are glad our friends in the United States have joined our efforts to preserve an essential icon of Okinawan culture."

Peter Galvin, Pacific Director of the U.S.-based Center for Biological Diversity stated, "This population is considered the most isolated and imperiled dugong population in the world. The Okinawa dugong is so threatened that it has been classified as being nearly extinct." Galvin added "Scientists believe that only 50 dugong survive in the waters off Okinawa. This project, if constructed, would very likely drive the Okinawa dugong into extinction."

Withdrawal spurs environmental cooperation to save the Dugong
US Newswire 9-25-2003
"Given the obvious impacts on the dugong and its habitat from construction of the new base, the Department of Defense should consult with Japanese environmentalists and Japanese cultural officials in a fully public process before moving ahead with this project," said Martin Wagner of Earthjustice, who is representing the coalition in the United States.

"With a globalizing economy, environmental issues have become borderless," said Kagohashi of Japan Environmental Lawyers Foundation. "Not a few environmental problems need to be addressed by international collaboration. This cooperation between the Japan and U.S. environmental organizations and environmental lawyers illustrates this new style of international collaboration. We believe wildlife and human beings live in one big house called the Earth. 

ADD-ON – SPECIES 

The dugong is a critical cultural icon in Okinawa and we have an obligation to protect them

US Newswire 9-25-2003
"The United States must be sensitive to Japan's national treasures, as well as international obligations to protect the environment. The dugong has a rich history and holds a special place in Okinawan mythology and culture," said Takaaki Kagohashi, Japan Environmental Lawyers Foundation. "The people of Okinawa deserve respect for their cultural and natural heritage just as Americans would expect government agencies to protect their natural treasures."

The coalition bringing the lawsuit include, US Plaintiffs: Center for Biological Diversity and the Turtle Island Restoration Network and four Japanese groups: Dugong Network Okinawa, Save the Dugong Foundation, Committee Against Heliport Construction - Save Life Society, and the Japan Environmental Law Federation. Earthjustice represents all the plaintiffs.

The Dugong, an Okinawan Cultural Icon

The waters off Okinawa are the northern-most home of the dugong. The Okinawa dugong is a genetically isolated marine mammal listed by the government of Japan since 1972 as a "Natural Monument" under Japan's "Cultural Properties Protection Law." Since 1955, the dugong was protected as a cultural monument by the autonomous Ryukyu Prefecture due largely to its status as a revered and sacred animal among native Okinawans. The Okinawa dugong is also listed under the US Endangered Species Act.

"For Okinawans, the dugong compares only to the American bald eagle in terms of cultural and historical significance," said Takuma Higashionna from the Okinawa-based, Save the Dugong Foundation. "The myth of the mermaid comes from sailors who saw the dugong. Historically, Okinawans believe the dugong to be a friendly harbinger of sea disasters such as tsunamis."

"Living here in Yambaru for seventeen years," said Ms. Anna Koshiishi, an individual plaintiff in the case, "I have learned many important things from nature. All life on the Earth has close connection and plays an important role. Every life is indispensable to keep the balance of this connection. To save Okinawa dugong, which is a globally threatened species, is to save my own life."

U.S. Duty to Protect International Historic Resources

The National Historic Preservation Act is international in scope. It establishes a policy that "the Federal Government, in cooperation with other nations," will "provide leadership in the preservation of the prehistoric and historic resources of the United States and of the international community of nations." Congress added Section 402 to NHPA in 1980 to comply with U.S. obligations under the World Heritage Convention and to mitigate the adverse effects of federal undertakings abroad.

Species extinction should be rejected

Florida Journal of International Law 1994 (9 Fla. J. Int'l L. 189)

It is our responsibility, as tenants on the global commons, to prevent that which is within our power to prevent. As Senator Alan Cranston once said:
The death of a species is profound, for it means nature has lost one of its components, which played a role in the inter-relationship of life on earth.

 Here the cycle of birth and death ends. Here there is no life, no chance to begin again - simply a void. To cause the extinction of a species, whether by commission or omission, is unqualifiedly evil. The prevention of this extinction ... must be a tenet among [hu]man's moral responsibilities.   n86

show how we are all connected."

ADD-ON – TRADE DEFICIT

ADVANTAGE – TRADE DEFICIT

UNITED STATES MILITARY PRESENCE IN JAPAN LEADS TO DAMAGING TRADE DEFICITS

ZHU 2000 – PROF POLY SCI BUCKNELL

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

Japan For many years, the U.S.-Japan relations have been beset by problems, especially the huge trade imbalance. Some argue that the problems stem primarily from the fact that the existing security alliance has made Japan excessively dependent on the U.S. Because dependence began with those security ties, Japan was cut off from its natural markets and was integrated instead into the North America market, which in turn created the huge trade imbalance. The only viable solution, claims Tetsuya Kataoka of the Hoover Institute, is "devolution of military responsibislity, reduction of U.S. military budgets, greater military autonomy for Japan" and a relationship based on "greater equality."31)
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