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1NC Hegemony Bad Advantage 1/4
U.S. presence in Okinawa is key to Asian stability
Hayes ’01 (Declan-, Prof of International Business at Sophia University (Tokyo, Japan), Japan: The Toothless Tiger, P. 7-11)

Currently, only the American bases in Okinawa maintain the political tranquility of the South China Sea, and even they are no panacea. Roughly 20,000 of the 29,000 troops on Okinawa are Marines attached to the Seventh Fleet, and they are routinely deployed anywhere in the Seventh Fleet's sprawling operating areas of the Western Pacific and Indian Oceans. Okinawa is, in other words, merely a convenient parking lot; the fact that it is on Japanese soil is secondary to its main policing mission. These U S. Marines have nothing to do with the defense of Okinawa-- or the rest of Japan for that matter. Recent revelations of U.S. plans to blast the island and its inhabitants to smithereens in the event of a Soviet attack have not endeared U.S. forces to the locals who remember how the Japanese Imperial Army wantonly sacrificed them as literal cannon fodder in their battles against the Americans in 1945. On the positive side, the bases do show Okinawa's continuing strategic importance, the United States did not want the island falling into enemy hands. Cold consolation to the Okinawans, but consolation nonetheless. The fact is that Okinawa’s strategic position gives it immense value to the United States and her allies, a value that the opponents of the American alliance downplay, when they don't dismiss it out of hand. Okinawa remains the linchpin of American military power in the Asian arena.
Okinawa is America’s front line in the South China Sea. The joint American and Japanese forces stationed there prevent China's navy from asserting itself in the South China Sea. Okinawa is the fallback position if America and her allies are ever again pushed off the Kuwait peninsula. Okinawa is the base from which American reinforcements will be rushed to Taiwan in a doomsday situation.

Okinawa keeps the sea lanes open; it preserves the status quo the Pax Americana that has been so good to Japan. And therein lies the rub. It keeps a non-Asian power, the United Sates, at the helm of Asia and therefore keeps a major Asian nation, China, down.

… Author continues …

Although this makes good housekeeping sense in Washington, it spells strategic disaster Tokyo. Just as America's withdrawal from Subic Bay created a vacuum that China quickly filled, so also will the abandonment of Okinawa create another, bigger vacuum that China will also fill. China's leaders are using nationalistic rhetoric to keep their vast regime together, and any diminution of the American forces in Okinawa will only encourage China to increase its war of words.

Because Japan has been as quiet as a mouse for the last fifty years, it is ill equipped to engage in the propaganda wars that will ensue when the Seventh Fleet weighs anchor- Japan will wake up to find Uncle Sam's  navy gone back to Hawaii and her own neighbor descending into anarchy. And Japan will be helpless to remedy the situation. China is not the only source of concern. Far from it! Asia is awash with flash points that the United States, Japan, and their allies must continue to monitor. These include the four Kurile Islands, occupied by Russia since 1945 and claimed by Japan; North Korea, still isolated, still armed, and still extremely dangerous; the Diaoyo/Senkaku Islands, subject to rival claims by Japan, China, and Taiwan; Taiwan itself, under almost continuous military threat from China; Myanmar, controlled by an oppressive military junta Cambodia, emerging from decades of strife and mayhem and always facing the prospect of war with Vietnam; the Spratly Islands, variously claimed by China, the Philippines, Vietnam,  Malaysia, Taiwan, and Brunei; Mindanao, where Muslim insurgents continue to undermine the government of the Philippines; East Timor, the former  Portuguese territory annexed by Indonesia in 1975 and only now emerging from an Indonesian-inspired genocide campaign; Indonesia itself, Asia's Yugoslavia, the world's must populous Muslim nation, awash with ethnic and sectarian strife; Kashmir, the epicenter of a nuclear roulette game between India and Pakistan; and Bougainville, fighting for independence from Papua New Guinea. And then, of course, there is the chaos of Russia, the former "evil empire" that continues to spiral out of control. This is a long and incendiary list, needing only a spark to create mayhem.

These flash points will, sooner or later, blow tip into more hot wars. This is all the more true because Asia is strikingly underinstitutionalized. Unlike Europe, which is rife with flash points of its own, Asia has no real working equivalents of NATO and the European Union to iron out the area's many differences. Quite the contrary, in fact. The 

end of the Cold War has ignited an arms race in Asia and witnessed the diffusion of high-tech military capabilities throughout the region. Therefore, future wars in Asia will be very bloody and very costly to all involved. A more hard-line regime in Vietnam could, for example, decide to formally colonize much of Cambodia. Already, large numbers of Vietnamese civilians are encroaching into Cambodia in much the same way that Chinese civilians are colonizing the sparsely populated Russian Far East. Because the Cambodian government is currently friendly with Hanoi, this has not yet caused much bloodshed. However, conflicts between these two old adversaries will almost certainly call a third player into the game. That third player China, which sees Vietnam as a major threat and which desperately wants to break the growing working alliance between Taipei and Hanoi. If India or any of Chinas other potential enemies decided to join in, the conflict would quickly spread. The same would be true China were to be drawn into a major war between India and Pakistan.

Russia, India, China, Pakistan, Indonesia, and most of Asia’s other key players are held together as national entities only by the slimmest of threads. It would not take much to unravel those threads. Indonesia, East Timor, Kashmir, and Chechnya have shown the violence the region is capable of. It is easy to dismiss such scenarios out of hand, but we ignore these undercurrents at our peril.

Military presence in Japan key to hegemony and counterbalancing China

Xinbo, IR Professor at the Center for American Studies, ‘6 (Wu, Winter, “The End of the Silver Lining: A Chinese View of the U.S.-Japanese Alliance” Washington Quarterly, Vol 29 No 1, p 119-130)

POLARIZING THE REGIONAL SECURITY STRUCTURE Chinese analysts believe that it has been a key U.S. policy objective to main- tain primacy in regional security since the Cold War years. To that end, Washington not only retains a strong forward deployment but also a vibrant “hub-and-spoke” alliance system, of which the U.S.-Japanese alliance is the core. In the post–Cold War era, Japan has become an even more valuable piece of the U.S. regional security strategy: it helps consolidate U.S. preponderance and balance China’s growing power. As Japan becomes more actively involved in the U.S. regional security strategy, enhanced U.S.-Japanese security ties will contribute to the primary U.S. strategic position in East Asia and the western Pacific region, amplifying U.S. clout on regional political, economic, and security affairs. As the alliance also intends to serve as the backbone of a regional security structure, the emphasis placed on it reflects an attempt to enhance the U.S.-Japanese condominium of regional security, a development that will both undermine China’s influence in the region and run the risk of returning the region to a bipolar structure characterized by strategic competition, antagonism, and even confrontation. A bi- polar regional order would be a nightmare scenario, at least for China and presumably for the entire region, including the United States and Japan.
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Hegemony is key to prevent multiple scenarios for nuclear war

Kagan, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, ‘7 (Robert, July 19, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_ return_of_histor.html)

The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world 's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

1NC Hegemony Bad Advantage 4/4

Withdraw backfires magnifing all their impacts

Thayer, Associate Professor of Defense and Strategic Studies at Missouri State University, ‘6 (Bradley, November/December, “In Defense of Primacy” The National Interest, lexis)

Those arguing for a grand strategy of retrenchment are a diverse lot. They include isolationists, who want no foreign military commitments; selective engagers, who want U.S. military commitments to centers of economic might; and offshore balancers, who want a modified form of selective engagement that would have the United States abandon its landpower presence abroad in favor of relying on airpower and seapower to defend its interests. But retrenchment, in any of its guises, must be avoided. If the United States adopted such a strategy, it would be a profound strategic mistake that would lead to far greater instability and war in the world, imperil American security and deny the United States and its allies the benefits of primacy. There are two critical issues in any discussion of America's grand strategy: Can America remain the dominant state? Should it strive to do this? America can remain dominant due to its prodigious military, economic and soft power capabilities. The totality of that equation of power answers the first issue. The United States has overwhelming military capabilities and wealth in comparison to other states or likely potential alliances. Barring some disaster or tremendous folly, that will remain the case for the foreseeable future. With few exceptions, even those who advocate retrenchment acknowledge this. So the debate revolves around the desirability of maintaining American primacy. Proponents of retrenchment focus a great deal on the costs of U.S. action--but they fail to realize what is good about American primacy. The price and risks of primacy are reported in newspapers every day; the benefits that stem from it are not. A GRAND strategy of ensuring American primacy takes as its starting point the protection of the U.S. homeland and American global interests. These interests include ensuring that critical resources like oil flow around the world, that the global trade and monetary regimes flourish and that Washington's worldwide network of allies is reassured and protected. Allies are a great asset to the United States, in part because they shoulder some of its burdens. Thus, it is no surprise to see NATO in Afghanistan or the Australians in East Timor. In contrast, a strategy based on retrenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no matter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington cannot call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terrorists, rogue states or rising powers, history shows that threats must be confronted. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvincing half-pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. 

Withdrawal Kills Hegemony

Okinawa is key to US global power projection

Kazuhisa ’99 (Ogawa, Analyst of International Ptx, Japan Quarterly, P. 22)
No country in the littorals of the Pacific and Indian Oceans even begins to approach Japan in meeting conditions for a power-projection platform. One year after Japan notifies the United States of its intention to terminate the alliance, the United States would lose leverage and with it, most of its capability to project military power over half the world.

Short of power-projection capability, the United States would be hard-pressed to remain the world’s sole superpower. Despite its colossal economy, diversified nuclear arsenal and qualitative advantage in conventional forces, the United States would be just one among several great powers, America’s power differential with respect to China, Russia, and other major powers would be much smaller. This has been generally acknowledged by U.S. governmental policy advisers in semi-official meetings. Then, by the way of reports, I convinced the Japanese government leaders of the significance of the American’s agreement.

Military presence in Japan key to counterbalance China

Xinbo, IR Professor at the Center for American Studies, ‘6 (Wu, Winter, “The End of the Silver Lining: A Chinese View of the U.S.-Japanese Alliance” Washington Quarterly, Vol 29 No 1, p 119-130)

Although the U.S. political elite generally agree on the desirability of expanding U.S.-Japanese security ties, two different schools of thought exist in the United States regarding the function of the alliance vis-à-vis China. One suggests that the alliance should play an instrumental role in develop- ing a security arrangement among the United States, Japan, and China. As former deputy assistant secretary of defense Kurt Campbell noted, “It is hard to imagine a continuing future of peace and stability in Asia unless these three powers can negotiate a kind of strategic modus operandi.” 20 Some in this camp argue that the broader goal of the alliance “is to integrate China and Russia into a regional security order with- out sacrificing the security of Japan, South Ko- rea, and the United States.”21 No matter what the ultimate formula of the security calculus looks like, this line of thinking seeks to use the alliance to engage and integrate China. The other school emphasizes constraining and containing China. Believing that a rising China is doomed to be the United States’ “strategic competitor” and the Taiwan Strait to be the place where the United States could become enmeshed in a major war in Asia, adherents of this school argue that a strengthened U.S.-Japanese alliance, including an expanded Japanese role, will best serve the purpose of containing a stronger China and deterring China on the Taiwan issue.22

A2: Hegemony Unsustainable
Hegemony is sustainable if the U.S. holds onto its allies

Kagan Sr. Assoc. Carnegie 10-30-‘8 (Robert-, Washington Post, “Still No. 1”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/story/2008/10/30/ST2008103002048 .html)

One hopes that whoever wins next week will quickly dismiss all this faddish declinism. It seems to come along every 10 years or so. In the late 1970s, the foreign policy establishment was seized with what Cyrus Vance called "the limits of our power." In the late 1980s, the scholar Paul Kennedy predicted the imminent collapse of American power due to "imperial overstretch." In the late 1990s, Samuel P. Huntington warned of American isolation as the "lonely superpower." Now we have the "post-American world." Yet the evidence of American decline is weak. Yes, as Zakaria notes, the world's largest Ferris wheel is in Singapore and the largest casino in Macau. But by more serious measures of power, the United States is not in decline, not even relative to other powers. Its share of the global economy last year was about 21 percent, compared with about 23 percent in 1990, 22 percent in 1980 and 24 percent in 1960. Although the United States is suffering through a financial crisis, so is every other major economy. If the past is any guide, the adaptable American economy will be the first to come out of recession and may actually find its position in the global economy enhanced. Meanwhile, American military power is unmatched. While the Chinese and Russian militaries are both growing, America's is growing, too, and continues to outpace them technologically. Russian and Chinese power is growing relative to their neighbors and their regions, which will pose strategic problems, but that is because American allies, especially in Europe, have systematically neglected their defenses. America's image is certainly damaged, as measured by global polls, but the practical effects of this are far from clear. Is America's image today worse than it was in the 1960s and early 1970s, with the Vietnam War; the Watts riots; the My Lai massacre; the assassinations of John F. Kennedy, Martin Luther King and Bobby Kennedy; and Watergate? Does anyone recall that millions of anti-American protesters took to the streets in Europe in those years? Today, despite the polls, President Bush has managed to restore closer relations with allies in Europe and Asia, and the next president will be able to improve them even further. Realist theorists have consistently predicted for the past two decades that the world would "balance" against the United States. But nations such as India are drawing closer to America, and if any balancing is occurring, it is against China, Russia and Iran. Sober analysts such as Richard Haass acknowledge that the United States remains "the single most powerful entity in the world." But he warns, "The United States cannot dominate, much less dictate, and expect that others will follow." That is true. But when was it not? Was there ever a time when the United States could dominate, dictate and always have its way? Many declinists imagine a mythical past when the world danced to America's tune. Nostalgia swells for the wondrous American-dominated era after World War II, but between 1945 and 1965 the United States actually suffered one calamity after another. The "loss" of China to communism; the North Korean invasion of South Korea; the Soviet testing of a hydrogen bomb; the stirrings of postcolonial nationalism in Indochina -- each proved a strategic setback of the first order. And each was beyond America's power to control or even to manage successfully. No event in the past decade, with the exception of Sept. 11, can match the scale of damage to America's position in the world. Many would say, "But what about Iraq?" Yet even in the Middle East, where America's image has suffered most as a result of that war, there has been no fundamental strategic realignment. Longtime American allies remain allies, and Iraq, which was once an adversary, is now an ally. Contrast this with the strategic setbacks the United States suffered during the Cold War. In the 1950s and 1960s, the pan-Arab nationalist movement swept out pro-American governments and opened the door to unprecedented Soviet involvement, including a quasi-alliance between Moscow and the Egypt of Gamal Abdel Nasser, as well as with Syria. In 1979, the central pillar of American strategy toppled when the pro-American Shah of Iran was overthrown by Ayatollah Khomeini's revolution. That produced a fundamental shift in the strategic balance from which the United States is still suffering. Nothing similar has occurred as a result of the Iraq war. So perhaps a little perspective is in order. The danger of today's declinism is not that it is true but that the next president will act as if it is. The good news is that I doubt either nominee really will. And I'm confident the American people would take a dim view if he tried.
A2: Hegemony Collapse Inevitable 1/2
Other nations will always resent whoever is at the top of a unipolar order- this doesn’t make multipolarity inevitable but instead only underscores the importance of maintaining U.S. leadership to prevent these rivalries from intensifying 

Kagan, Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund, ‘7 (Robert, July 19, “End of Dreams, Return of History” Real Clear Politics, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_ return_of_histor.html)

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world 's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington. The return of great powers and great games If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. 

Troop Presence Good – Conflict Escalation

This form of power projection prevents the escalation of all conflict to the nuclear level

Walt International Affairs Kennedy ‘2 (Stephen, Kennedy = Harvard’s School of Government, Spring “American Primacy: Its Prospects and Pitfalls.” Naval War College Review, Vol. 55, Iss. 2. pg. 9, Proquest)
8  The second reason is that the continued deployment of roughly two hundred thousand troops in Europe and in Asia provides a further barrier to conflict in each region. So long as U.S. troops are committed abroad, regional powers know that launching a war is likely to lead to a confrontation with the United States. Thus, states within these regions do not worry as much about each other, because the U.S. presence effectively prevents regional conflicts from breaking out. What Joseph Joffe has termed the “American pacifier” is not the only barrier to conflict in Europe and Asia, but it is an important one. This tranquilizing effect is not lost on America’s allies in Europe and Asia. They resent U.S. dominance and dislike playing host to American troops, but they also do not want “Uncle Sam” to leave.9 Thus, U.S. primacy is of benefit to the United States, and to other countries as well, because it dampens the overall level of international insecurity. World politics might be more interesting if the United States were weaker and if other states were forced to compete with each other more actively, but a more exciting world is not necessarily a better one. A comparatively boring era may provide few opportunities for genuine heroism, but it is probably a good deal more pleasant to live in than “interesting” decades like the 1930s or 1940s.

Hegemony Good – Asian Stability

American security backing cornerstone of Asian stability

ALAGAPPA ‘3 – Director East-West Center Washington “Asian Security Order” p 598-599

And, finally, relative peace and stability in Asia have been aided by the pre​dominant position of the United States and the public goods it provides. Through its alliance network and forward deployment, the United States deters war on the Korean peninsula and across the Taiwan Strait, provides security for its allies and friends, keeps the sea lines of communication open, moderates the security dilemma, and generally contributes to stability in the region. American leadership and backing have been crucial to defusing crises and initiating confidence-building and conflict-settlement measures in key regional disputes. The security and stability afforded by the United States-combined with the access it provides to its market, capital, technology, and educational facilities-have been pillars of prosperity in the region. But the United States does not want to get in​volved in managing the entire range of security affairs. It looked to Australia and the ASEAN countries, for example, to shoulder the responsibility in East Timor. Further, Washington is not in a position to write and enforce the rules of the game alone. Recognizing this, the United States seeks to improve its position by reinvigorating its alliance network in the region, by engaging and socializing the major countries (China, Russia, India) outside this network and steering them toward a framework based on its global and regional vision, by supporting friendly regional and subregional multilateral institutions (but only as a supple​ment to its alliance network) while opposing those it deems hostile, and by rely​ing on the threat of force against countries that challenge its interests and those of its allies and friends.

Hegemony Good – China Modernization

Hegemony curbs Chinese military modernization

Nathan And Ross ‘97 – Prof’s Poly Sci @ Columbia And Boston College The Great Wall And The Empty Fortress, Page 99

Any uncertainty in U.S. policy would be highly destabilizing. Chinese perceive the U.S. naval presence in the western Pacific, the pan alliance, and U.S. troops in South Korea as positive factors in the East Asian balance of power. They understand that the Ameri​can presence reassures Japanese leaders that they do not have to take uni​lateral military measures to achieve security. Current U.S. policy contributes to Chinese and Japanese security simultaneously. If America's ability as an Asian power were to diminish, Japan would be likely to expand its military power in order to protect its interests throughout Asia. This would prompt China to augment its military power, contributing to a Sino-Japanese arms race. This scenario could be triggered by American hesitation during a cri​sis on the Korean peninsula or in the Taiwan Strait. U.S. military with​drawal following the unification of Korea by South Korea could create perception that the United States was making a strategic retrenchment Northeast Asia. A crisis in U.S.-Japanese relations, arising from politicize​d economic conflicts or popular resentment in either country at the costs of cooperation, could be the catalyst leading to American military withdrawal from Japan. A significant decline in the U.S. defense budget in its naval presence in the western Pacific would call into question America's commitment to the regional balance of power. All of these de​velopments would cast doubt on the future of the U.S.-Japan alliance and thus affect foreign policies throughout Asia.


Nuclear war

Fuerth, Shapiro Visiting Fellow at the Elliot School of International Affairs at George Washington University, ‘1 (Leon, Autumn, “Return of the Nuclear Debate” Washington Quarterly, p 97)

As for China, its resources may limit it only to modernization in forms it was already pursuing. In that case, China may deploy road-mobile ICBMs that are harder to target, and push forward until it has the technology to MIRV these, to maximize the chance of overwhelming a U.S. defensive shield. China is, however, a country whose gross domestic product (GDP) grows at about 8 percent a year and will not lack for means for much longer. Thus, one should not ignore the possibility of a major expansion of Chinese ballistic missile forces. Meanwhile, the United States will have built into the Chinese political system a deepening conviction that the United States is an implacable enemy. The United States will therefore be building momentum toward confrontation that could unleash the nuclear war it was fortunate enough to avoid with the Soviet Union. A final word about our allies. In the end, faced with an atmosphere of inevitability, and the choice of resisting the United States to the point of severely damaging alliances, U.S. friends may swallow their objections and acquiesce. If this happens, however, it will be yet another galling example for the allies of their dependence on the United States and of a style of U.S. leadership they consider both arrogant and reckless. If a new arms race does materialize, the consequences for relations between the United States and its allies will be disastrous. 

Hegemony Good – Taiwan War

U.S. force presence prevents a Chinese invasion of Taiwan

Nicsch, Asian Affairs Specialist for the Congressional Research Service, 5-25-‘0 (Larry, Washington Times)

The limitations of the debate will not be altered so long as it pays no attention to the issue of the adequacy of the U.S.  force structure in the Western Pacific to influence the situation in the Taiwan Strait.  No future decisions on arms sales to Taiwan will replace two fundamental roles that only U.S.  forces in the Western Pacific can play.  Only U.S.  forces would have the capabilities to respond immediately to a Chinese attack by striking at bases and missiles launch sites that would be the sources of the attack, thus limiting the damage to Taiwan.  Equally, and perhaps most important, only U.S.  forces would constitute an effective deterrence against a Chinese decision to use military force.  If China continues to escalate its threats and military buildup, Beijing will examine closely the indicators of U.S.  intent and military capabilities. Chinese analysts and policy-makers increasingly will link U.S.  intent with U.S. military capabilities in the region, especially if, as expected, the United States continues its policy of maintaining ambiguity regarding its commitment to Taiwan's defense.

The impact is nuclear war

Chicago Tribune 2-6-96
The document, circulated among officers, concludes that even if the U.S. intervened, Washington could only retard--but not reverse--the defeat of Taiwan, and a Sino-U.S. conflict might lead to a global nuclear holocaust.

And, The impact outweighs their’s – It’s the end of civilization

Straits Times 6-25- 2K
THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.  Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -horror of horrors -raise the possibility of a nuclear war.  Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation.   In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore.   If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire.   And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order.   With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq.   In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.   Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war?  According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat.   In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons.  If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons.  The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option.  A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons.  Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it.  He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation.

Hegemony Good – Sino-Japanese War

Hegemony prevents Sino-Japanese war

MASTANDUNO ‘3 – Prof Government @ Dartmouth Asian Security Order, Page 153-154

One important contribution of the U.S. position in Asia has been to keep po​tential power rivals at bay. Japan and China are major powers, each with the ca​pacity to become a great military power. They share geographic proximity and an unfortunate history of conflict and mutual recrimination. Events such as the re​cent conference in Japan reconsidering the 1937 massacre at Nanking, ongoing disputes over the veracity of Japanese textbooks, and recent remarks by Tokyo Governor Shintaro Ishihara to the effect that Japan must be prepared to put down Korean or Chinese "uprisings" reopen old wounds and keep hostilities alive." The Japanese-Chinese relationship has the makings of a classic security dilemma, one reinforced by bad memories and ethnic conflict. As Tom Christensen noted recently: "Although Chinese analysts presently fear U.S. power much more than Japanese power, in terms of national intentions, Chinese ana​lysts view Japan with much less trust and, in many cases, with a loathing rarely found in their attitudes about the United States" (1999: 52). Chinese attitudes and suspicions obviously factor into Japan's own anxieties about the rising power and intentions of its large neighbor. In this circumstance, U.S. hegemony plays a critical role in keeping the negative aspects of the relationship from spiraling in a dangerous direction. Through its alliance and commitment to defend Japan, the United States makes it possible for Japan to avoid confronting China directly. A direct Japanese approach to China would only confirm Chinese fears of a revanchist Japan. Although Chinese officials are reluctant to admit it, they recognize that the U.S.-Japan alliance constrains as well as protects Japan. This alliance, combined with the U.S. cooperative approach to China, helps to reassure China that it need not confront Japan directly. The diplomatic game U.S. officials must play is a delicate one: too strong an alliance with Japan arouses Chinese fears of containment; too strong a partnership with China arouses Japanese fears of abandonment. The difficulty of the diplomatic task reinforces the likelihood that in the absence of a U.S. hegemonic role, Japanese-Chinese geopolitical competition would increase substantially.

Nuclear war

NATHAN AND ROSS ‘97 – Prof’s Poly Sci @ Columbia And Boston College The Great Wall And The Empty Fortress, Page 99

A common element in these scenarios is the prospect of escalated con​flict between China and Japan. Given the size of these two powers, their potential capabilities, their proximity to each other, and their historical animosity, this would be a costly conflict that could rival the Cold War. Sino-Japanese competition would polarize all of Asia, affecting great ​power alignments, developments on the Korean peninsula, and the sta​bility of Indochina and the rest of Southeast Asia.

1NC China Counterbalance Turn

Only the U.S. naval presence in East Asia can effectively deter nations from attempting to seize control South China Seas including the Spratleys.

Snyder ’96 (Scott-, Asia specialist in the U.S. Institute of Peace’s Research and Studies Program, Abe Fellow of the Social Sciences Research Council, August, Special Report, “The South China Sea Dispute: Prospects for Preventive Diplomacy”, #18, http://www.usip.org/pubs/specialreports/early/snyder/South_China_Sea2)

The U.S. naval presence in the region is essential in implementing the second aspect of U.S. policy toward the South China Sea by deterring the use of military force by any of the disputants. A regular U.S. naval presence in the South China Sea area underscores the nation's interest in stability and reinforces the prevailing interpretation that a significant part of the South China Sea outside of the immediate area of the Spratly Islands is categorized as high seas, where no party exercises territorial jurisdiction.

In the event of destabilizing unilateral actions by any party to the Spratly Islands dispute, the U.S. Navy has an interest in playing its balancing role in the Asia-Pacific area by undertaking an augmented presence in international waters proportional to the severity of any unilateral provocation. Such a response would underscore the U.S. commitment to seeing the dispute resolved nonviolently, while avoiding taking sides in or becoming a party to the conflict. The recent U.S. naval response to Chinese missile exercises in the Taiwan Straits show that a stepped-up U.S. military presence in response to aggressive unilateral actions may be important in reassuring Asian allies that the United States maintains the political will to deter aggressive or destabilizing unilateral actions that threaten the status quo in Asia.

This is especially true in the case of China. 

Auer ’98 (James E.-, Director of U.S.-J. Studies and Cooperation @ Vanderbilt Institute for Public Polict Studies, August 8, The Japan Times, “A win-win alliance for Asia”, Lexis) 
Without the U.S., Japan cannot act as a balance against China. Japanese efforts to do that would cause panic throughout Asia. Many Japanese understand that, and thus the alliance with U.S. forces based in Japan is still widely supported. Although heinous crimes have taken place in Okinawa and elsewhere, overall the conduct of U.S. forces in Japan is exemplary and many unreported acts of goodwill occur daily. Even in Okinawa, while on a visit last month, I was deeply impressed by the patriotism and pride of many local people as a result of their communities' role in supporting peace and stability by hosting U.S. forces. Both Japanese and Americans favor "reasonable" reductions in the U.S. forces in Japan as has been happening since the 1950s, but not at the expense of undermining regional stability.

As Australian scholar Robyn Lim notes, if one looks at a map, the U.S. is separated from Asia by vast reaches of ocean. China does not need to develop maritime power commensurate with that of the U.S. to dominate the South China Sea and threaten Japan's sealanes. China has nuclear weapons and, as a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council, can block any action against it under the U.N. charter. Without U.S. maritime protection, Japan has two domestically unpopular choices: 1) to go it alone and acquire long-range maritime capability and possibly nuclear weapons or 2) to submit to China.

A move by any nation to take the Spratlys will spark a nuclear exchange.

Nikkei Weekly ’95 (July 3, “Developing Asian nations should be allowed a grace period to allow their economies to grow before being subjected to trade liberalization demands, says Malaysian Prime Minister Mahathir Mohamad”, P.15, Lexis)
Mahathir sees Asia developing in three possible ways in future. In his worst-case scenario, Asian countries would go to war against each other, possibly over disputes such as their conflicting claims on the Spratly Islands. China might then declare war on the U.S., leading to full-scale, even nuclear, war.
______________________________

*****A2: F-22 ADVANTAGE*****

1NC F-22 Advantage 1/3
New sales to Japan would be with the F-35 not the F-22
Japan Today 10-4-09 (http://www.japantoday.com/category/national/view/us-asks-japan-to-pay-y1-bil-for-fighter-jet-info)
The U.S. government has asked Japan to pay around 1 billion yen for information related to the capabilities of the U.S. F-35 fighter jet, a leading candidate for Japan’s next-generation mainstay fighter, sources close to Japan-U.S. relations said Saturday. The U.S. side has also told Japan that Washington will provide information on the jet’s stealth capabilities for evading radar detection once Tokyo makes a decision to purchase the fighter jet, the sources said.  Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa and U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates are likely to discuss Japan’s possible selection of the F-35 when they hold talks in Japan on Oct 20. The F-35 is being jointly developed by the United States, Britain, Australia and other countries, and the 1 billion yen would likely be redistributed depending on the ratio of development costs shouldered by each country.  Japan is not participating in the joint development as it conflicts with the country’s principles of banning weapons and arms-technology exports.  Japan initially aimed to acquire the U.S. F-22 stealth fighter to replace its aging F-4EJ fighter fleet, but U.S. law currently prohibits export of the F-22 and the United States has announced a plan to halt production of the jet.  Though other models such as the F/A-18 and F-15FX produced by the United States and the Eurofighter, produced by a consortium of European manufacturers, are still being studied, Japan is inclined to select the F-35 as it has the highest performance after the F-22.  Japan will start considering allocating purchasing costs for the F-35 in a draft budget for fiscal 2011, while accepting the payment request for the F-35 information, the sources said. One F-35 jet is expected to cost about 9 billion yen.
No Japanese support for the F-22.

Konishi and Dujarric 09 (Weston S., adjunct fellow at the Mansfield Foundation in Washington, D.C., and Robert, heads the Institute of Contemporary Japanese Studies at Temple University, Japan Campus, Hurdles to a Japanese F-22, Japan Times, May 16th http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090516a1.html)
There are also numerous hurdles on the Japanese side. Even if Washington were willing to sell the F-22 at a foreclosure price of $140 million per unit, a very small number of planes, say 40, would increase Tokyo's defense expenditures by $5.6 billion. Operating costs would bring that figure much higher.  In order for Tokyo to pay for a viable F-22 program, it would either have to cut pet projects, such as its spy satellite system, or shatter the 1-percent-of-GDP cap on defense spending, which most Japanese voters support. Either scenario requires significant political groundwork that has simply not been attempted and seems unlikely to succeed at this point.  Furthermore, for several decades, Japan has opted for the domestic manufacture of its combat aircraft under license from U.S. contractors. Such an option for the F-22 would make it even harder to go ahead with the Raptor. License manufacturing in Japan is a budgetary black hole, where billions can vanish as small production runs and other inefficiencies exponentially raise costs.  According to experts, per unit costs under these licensed production programs are twice those of the U.S.-made versions and sometimes even higher. Moreover, a made-in-Japan F-22 would create extra concerns in the U.S. Congress about technology transfers to a country that is considered an economic competitor.  In sum, Japan's acquisition of the F-22 would involve significantly increasing defense spending, rethinking the domestic production of weapons platforms and implementing a more robust legal and enforcement framework to protect classified information.  Under current circumstances, these developments are not in the cards. In the past two decades, China has invested heavily in its military and North Korea in its missile and nuclear arsenals. But Japan's defense budget has been kept flat, or sometimes slightly lowered. Despite its enormous maritime interests, it took Tokyo months to approve the deployment of a few vessels to Somalia under very restrictive rules of engagement.  Consequently, it is not realistic to expect the Japanese government and Diet to suddenly summon the willpower to boost military outlays, cut down on wasteful domestic production (which gives jobs and money to voters and campaign contributors), and pass draconian laws to safeguard classified information.

1NC F-22 Advantage 2/3

US military doesn’t want F-22 sales

Reuters, 9-15-‘9 (“UPDATE 1-US Air Force chief wary of F-22 export project” http://in.reuters.com/article/rbssIndustryMaterialsUtilitiesNews/idINN155086220090915)

NATIONAL HARBOR, Maryland, Sept 15 (Reuters) - A top U.S. Air Force official expressed doubts on Tuesday about diverting service personnel toward developing an export version of Lockheed Martin Corp's (LMT.N: Quote, Profile, Research) F-22 fighter.  An export version could keep the production line going even as the Obama administration seeks to end purchases of the advanced combat jet during fiscal 2010, that begins Oct. 1.  But Air Force Chief of Staff General Norton Schwartz said personnel were needed to focus on what he described as higher-priority programs, including a new aerial refueling tanker and a new long-range strike capability.  He termed the proposed F-22 for export as more of a commercial issue than a government issue.  "I personally don't see it as being the best use of our acquisition talent," Schwartz told reporters after a speech to the annual meeting of the Air Force Association.  Schwartz, the service's top uniformed officer, said he would talk to members of Congress and their staff to make sure the Air Force understood their intent.  Japan, Israel and Australia have shown interest in buying the supersonic, radar-evading F-22 Raptor, manufactured by Lockheed as its top dogfighter.  Foreign F-22 sales have been banned by a 1998 law aimed at protecting the "stealth" technology and other high-tech features said to make the fighter too good for money to buy.

F-22 to Japan risks leaks that collapse competitiveness.

Chanlett-Avery, Analyst in Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 3/11/09 (Emma, Potential F-22 Raptor Export to Japan, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22684.pdf)

The potential for technology transfer touches upon both military and economic concerns. Unlike some countries, Japan does not have a track record of re-exporting technology that it acquires through import. However, an inadvertent leak of U.S. technology or knowledge could also be a threat. The leak of secret data associated with the Aegis weapon system by Japanese military personnel in 2002 is an example of this potential danger.9 Japan is a military ally, but also considered by some to be an economic rival. Many of the F-22 technologies or industrial processes could have commercial application. Some may be concerned that F-22 technology or knowledge could find their way into a myriad of Japanese products, to the competitive detriment of U.S. industry.

Key to the economy

Richardson, Former Chief Scientist and current Senior Fellow at the Potamac Institute for Policy Studies, 2K4 (James, “Innovating science policy: restructuring S&T policy for the twenty-first century,” The Review of Policy Research, November 1, Number 6, Volume 21) 

New technologies have and will continue to have great impact on the size and character of the United States economy. The degree to which S&T impacts the economy is not precisely known, but one study estimates that one-third of measured economic growth in developed countries can be attributed to improvements in knowledge (Cameron, 1996). The Council on Competitiveness suggests that technological innovation and development was the force behind two-thirds of United States GDP growth in the 1990s (Porter & Opstal, 2001, p. vi). Its strong economy greatly enhances the ability of the United States to cope with security threats, and innovation is the cornerstone of the United States economy. Having industries capable of competing in an increasingly competitive global market not only increases national wealth, enabling Americans to preserve their way of life, but also provides the government with the tools to ensure safety. If S&T contributes to growth and economic security, it is critical that the United States remains at the forefront of scientific exploration and maintains technological superiority. The motivation for improving investment in S&T comes not only from within but also from abroad. The United States now sponsors less than 44% of the world's R&D. Research and development and production must be handled more skillfully now than in the days when the United States dominated the world's R&D. America cannot as easily count on its superior budget to overwhelm the competition in economic or national security. Moreover, globalization will encourage competition and create opportunities for other nations to rapidly advance and leapfrog over the United States in key, particularly niche, technologies. Innovation is critical to economic competitiveness. One of the major national goals that the United States hopes to promote through research is economic competitiveness. The link between innovation and economic growth is widely acknowledged and well documented. Innovation is particularly important to the United States economy as the United States heavily relies on competitive advantage in advanced technology products. However, this stronghold of the United States economy is under increased pressure. This is largely the result of globalization, a trend that seems likely to accelerate. If so, international competition in high-tech goods will increase in the future. International competition should be seen as an opportunity for the United States industry to become stronger and more efficient. The United States is well positioned to embrace globalization and reap the fruits of economic competition.

1NC F-22 Advantage 3/3

No timeframe – sales take a decade

Shalal-Esa, Reuters, ‘9 (Andrea, June 5, “Cost of F-22 fighter for Japan as much as $250 mln” http://www.reuters.com/article/rbssIndustryMaterialsUtilitiesNews/idUSN0530055420090605)

WASHINGTON, June 5 (Reuters) - The U.S. Air Force estimates it would cost Japan as much as $250 million per plane to buy dozens of radar-evading F-22 fighter jets, a U.S. senator told Japan's ambassador in a letter, saying he hopes to reverse a current U.S. ban on such exports. Senator Daniel Inouye, who heads the Senate Appropriations Committee, said this price included the cost of creating an export version of the most advanced U.S. fighter, built by Lockheed Martin Corp (LMT.N). This assumes production would begin in four to five years, with deliveries in seven to nine years, according to two sources familiar with the letter.

F-22 sales to Japan spark an Asian arms race.

Chanlett-Avery, Analyst in Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 3/11/09  (Emma, Potential F-22 Raptor Export to Japan, http://fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22684.pdf)

China and South Korea have voiced concern about Japan’s intention to upgrade its military capabilities, largely grounded in suspicions that Japan will inch toward returning to its pre-1945 militarism. Some analysts caution that selling the F-22s to Japan could destabilize the region, possibly even sparking an arms race, and contribute to an image of Japan becoming America’s proxy in the region. The sale could complicate the U.S. effort to manage its relationship with China. South Korea has already registered its unease at Japan acquiring F-22s, and at one point suggested that it may seek a deal to purchase the aircraft in order to match Japan’s capabilities.10 Although the Lee Myung-bak government has made moves to strengthen U.S.-South Korean alliance, the Seoul-Washington relationship has been strained at times over the past several years, and some South Koreans chafe at indications that the United States prioritizes defense ties with Japan above those with Korea. Japanese defense officials have pointed to China’s acquisition of increasingly sophisticated air capabilities to justify their request for the F-22s, asserting that China’s modern air fleet will soon dwarf Japan’s. Despite the relatively strong state of relations between Tokyo and Beijing, the two nations remain wary of each other’s intentions. Although the risk of military confrontation is considered small, there is the potential that territorial disputes over outlying islands could escalate into armed clashes, or that conflict could break out in the Taiwan Strait between the United States and China, which could involve Japan. For this reason, some U.S. and Japanese commentators have supported the sale of F-22s to Japan as necessary to maintain the “Taiwan balance.”

 Nuclear war
Cirincione 00 (Joseph, dir. Nonprolif project at CEIP, The Asian Nuclear Reaction Chain, Foreign Policy, Spring)
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.

F-35 Preferred

Gates is pushing the F-35 on Japan- and they are already considering it.

Worsley 09 (Ken, So much for the F-22 in Japan: Gates says the F-35 is good enough, May 23, http://www.japaneconomynews.com/2009/05/23/so-much-for-the-f-22-in-japan-gates-says-the-f-35-is-good-enough/)
Earlier today, the Nikkei reported that US Defense Secretary Robert Gates recommended that the F-35 fighter jet become Japan’s next generation mainstay to Japanese Defense Minister Yasukazu Hamada when the two met earlier this month at the Pentagon. It seems as though Gates is looking at ending production of the higher-end F-22, and thus wants to see the F-35 replace Japan’s aging fleet of F-4EJs. Japan is currently considering adopting the F-22, F/A-18, F-15FX, F-35, the Eurofighter Typhoon and the Rafale. Of this group, only the F-22 and F-35 are stealth fighters, and I can’t see the point in buying F-18s when Japan has no offensive carriers. Likewise, the F-15 is scheduled to go out of commission around 2025; it’s a bit late to be buying more of them. Edit: See LB’s note in the comments about the F-15. Japan is eager to upgrade from F-4s, but the F-35 is not scheduled to be fully deployed until 2014, and shipments to Japan could be later than that. It will be interesting to see how this plays out, as Japan attempts to upgrade 48 of its existing F-15s while a decision on what will be the next generation fighter is further delayed. Given the bilateral alliance, this observer sees little choice for Japan other than waiting for the F-35 to become available. It appears as though the F-22 program will be (sadly) cut short, and that the aircraft will (rightly) not become available for export.

They will buy the F35

Defense Industry Daily, ‘9 (June 8, “F-22 Raptors to Japan?” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/f22-raptors-to-japan-01909/)

The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter would be attractive for budgetary reasons. It offers exceptional performance in the reconnaissance role, while its set partnership model smooths technology transfer issues. Unfortunately, its single-engine design would be a concern during maritime combat air patrols, and its declared status as a strike fighter works against it in a country that’s so insistent on the purely defensive functions of its weaponry.  The F-35B’s STOVL (Short Take Off, Vertical Landing) capabilities might make it a politically salable option as a defensive aircraft that could operate from dispersed locations, rather than easily-targeted bases. Of course, Japan is also purchasing a helicopter carrier for roles like disaster response….

US Won’t Sell

Congressional opposition overwhelms.

Konishi and Dujarric 09 (Weston S., adjunct fellow at the Mansfield Foundation in Washington, D.C., and Robert, heads the Institute of Contemporary Japanese Studies at Temple University, Japan Campus, Hurdles to a Japanese F-22, Japan Times, May 16th http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090516a1.html)
There are, however, serious obstacles to such an acquisition. On the legal front, the U.S. Congress currently prohibits the sale of this highly sensitive military technology to any foreign air force. Moreover, recent leaks by Japanese personnel of classified U.S. data have hurt the country's credibility when it comes to protecting secrets.  On the diplomatic front, selling F-22s to Japan would make it harder for the Obama administration to resist pressure from other allies who may have an interest in procuring the aircraft. A selloff of F-22s to other countries could disrupt delicate balances of power in Asia and other key regions.

_____________________

*****A2: SOLVENCY*****
US-Japan Alliance Turn

Forward deployment key to US-Japan alliance – critical to Asian stability

Stone, Office of Military Commissions Chief Prosecutor, ‘6 (Timothy- LCdr, “US-Japan SOFA: A Necessary Document Worth Preserving” Naval Law Review, 53 Naval L. Rev. 229, lexis)

[*229]  I. Introduction The principles enshrined in Chapter II, Article 9 of Japan's post-war Constitution places its self-defense forces in a secondary role behind the United States military when it comes to security issues, both in Japan and the East Asian region. n1 Since the attacks of September 11, 2001, Japan has steadfastly supported the U.S. in the Global War on Terror n2 and has re-affirmed its security alliance with the U.S. n3 The U.S.-Japan alliance is at the forefront of the U.S. defense strategy in Asia, and critical to regional stability and the national security of both nations. n4 "The alliance is dedicated to preserving the status quo in the Far East, that is, deterring the use of force as a means of altering political borders." n5 The foundation of the alliance is the forward basing of American  [*230]  military personnel in Japan. "The governments share the understanding that Japan's provision of bases to the United States, allowing those forces to implement the United States' strategic plan in the region, balances the U.S. commitment to defend Japan." n6 "That exchange is the core of the agreement, and neither side considers the arrangement unfair." n7

If U.S. military presence is the foundation of the security agreement, the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) is the cornerstone of that foundation. "A SOFA is an agreement that defines the legal position of a visiting military force deployed in the territory of a friendly state." n8 "SOFAs are integral parts of an overall base agreement that allows the sending state, United States, to operate within the host country, Japan." n9 These agreements include the day to day operations of facilities as well as complicated legal arrangements involving customs and taxes, employment issues, and criminal jurisdiction of service members and civilians accompanying the force. "The provisions describe how the authorities of a visiting force (U.S.) may control members of that force n10 and the amenability of the force or its members to the local laws or to the authority of local officials (Japan)." n11

Despite the strength of the U.S.-Japan alliance, Japanese civilian resentment of the U.S. military's presence in Japan is routinely voiced by a segment of the Japanese population. n12 Further, critics assert the SOFA discriminates against Japan as it, "offends host nation dignity, is unnecessary  [*231]  because of the professional Japanese criminal justice system and thwarts investigative and prosecutorial efforts of Japanese police." n13

As Japan's primary alliance obligation is to station American military forces on its home soil, Japanese civilian repudiation of the current SOFA framework would shake the core of the alliance and a resulting U.S. withdrawal would destabilize the Asian region. Multiple predictions of calamity follow the proposition of a U.S. troop withdrawal. One chilling prediction amplifying this sentiment is from The Toothless Tiger, in which its author predicts: because Japan has been as quiet as a mouse for the last fifty years, it is ill equipped to engage in the propaganda wars that will ensue when the Seventh Fleet weighs anchor. Japan will wake up to find Uncle Sam's navy gone back to Hawaii and her own neighbors descending into anarchy. And Japan will be helpless to remedy the situation. n14

While most predictions are not as foreboding, the general consensus is that the alliance is essential to both nations and will continue n15 because both nations see its continued existence as paramount. To date, discussions have focused on repositioning U.S. forces within Japan to reduce the American footprint in Okinawa -- and not on eliminating the presence of U.S. forces. n16 As recent as October 7, 2004, Prime Minister Koizumi told reporters he planned to pursue negotiations with local municipalities to secure their cooperation to reduce Okinawa's burden in hosting U.S. forces. n17 Yet, additional criminal acts against Japanese civilians by SOFA personnel may force the U.S. into the regrettable position of SOFA revision to preserve the alliance, a proposal routinely advocated by SOFA opponents. n18 In spite of the criticism, the U.S. asserts the current SOFA framework is necessary to ensure fair treatment of service members charged with criminal acts in the Japanese criminal system. To this end, each Article XVII SOFA protection is vital for protecting the rights of  [*232]  service personnel suspected of committing crimes in Japan n19 and is worth preserving.
Withdraw Not Inevitable

No plans for the US to currently withdraw

Thompson, ’10 (Mark, June 10, “Why Japan and the U.S. Can't Live Without Okinawa” Time Magazine, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html)

The U.S. made clear shortly after Hatoyama's election that it had no intention of retreating from East Asia. Last October, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the Marines' continued presence on Okinawa the "linchpin" of Washington's East Asian strategy. "This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone," he said in Japan, "but it is the best alternative for everyone." In February, Lieut. General Keith Stalder, who commands Marines in the Pacific, put it more bluntly. "All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan," he told a Tokyo audience. "Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." That U.S. security umbrella, he pointedly added, "has brought Japan and the entire region unprecedented wealth and social advancement."
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