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Strat Sheet

MO: 

1. Condition CP

2.  Kan Politics (Read as a case turn)
3. Security
3. East Asia War Frontline

4. Japan-U.S. Alliance Frontline
5. Environment Frontline 

SS: 

1. T-Substantial 

2. A CP-Condition Cp
3. Kan Politics
4. Security

5. East Asia War Frontline

6. Hegemony Frontline

7. Environment Frontline (Global Warming)
8. Kan Politics Frontline 

9. U.S-Japan Alliance Frontline 

RT:

1. A Cp-Condition Cp
2. Kan Politics

3. Security
2. Democracy Frontline 
3. Environment Frontline

4. China Frontline 
5. Japan-U.S. Frontline 

KL: 

1. China Hegemony Bad

2. Security

3. Politics

4. CP
*Topicality 1NC Shells*

Topicality-Substantial-SS

1) Interpretation: Substantially means large in size or importance
Cambridge Dictionary of American English 2000
“substantial/adj large in size, value or importance. He took a substantial amount of money. They do a substantial portion of their business by phone
2) Violation: the affirmative only withdraws from futenma, an unimportant base-their own tags say that Futenma is unimportant to US military presence

3) Standards

a) Ground-The aff crushes negative ground by withdrawing from an insubstantial amount, being able to spike out of core generics based on military withdrawal.

b) limits- allowing the aff justifies swarmy affirmatives that can spike out of any disads and would explode the topic to being able to read affirmatives that might only withdraw troops commiting acts of violence against women.

c) predictability- our interpretation is most predicatble because it judges based on the importance-the affirmative is unpredictable because of Futenma not being substantial

d) in round abuse-the affirmative will claim advantages off of greater portions of the Okinawa base, and spike out of disads by saying that Futenma is unimportant- the evidence is in the pudding.

4) Topicality is a voter for fairness and education
*Case Front Lines*

Japan-U.S. Alliance Frontline

1. Despite Any Problems Japan-U.S. Alliance will remain strong

Guardian, Simon Tisdall, 3/8/10, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/mar/08/china-us-alliance-under-pressure

Despite such dramatic huffing and puffing, the bottom-line reality, say senior foreign ministry officials, former and serving ministers, and leading commentators, is there is not the remotest chance that the security alliance will be "lost". It may be adapted or modified. It may evolve. And for its part, says former deputy foreign minister Hitoshi Tanaka, Japan "needs to think seriously about how it can better contribute to international security" and "to consider if it is still right to stick to the existing interpretation of the constitutional prohibition on the use of force".  But the official consensus is firm that the US relationship will continue to form the "cornerstone" of Japan's defences, as foreign minister Katsuya Okada put it – a position shared by Hatoyama.The main reason behind this confidence that, despite all the stresses and strains, the alliance will endure is not hard to discern: growing mutual fear of China. If Obama has mismanaged ties with Japan, his problems with China are infinitely greater by comparison, ranging from security issues such as Iran, Taiwan, North Korea and Tibet to fair trade, currency valuations, human rights and climate change. Obama wants to befriend China and work with it. But if China chooses a diverging path, as it often appears inclined to do, the help and assistance of Japan in containing it will be indispensable to the US – and vice versa. 

2. U.S.-Japan alliance has empirically proven their strength-no chance that one disagreement will ruin it
3. U.S.- Japanese Alliance is emerging stronger than ever despite setbacks 

Michille Flournoy, U.S. undersecretary of defense for policy, 7/16/10, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201007150534.html

There have been many challenges over the last 50 years, and there are bound to be more in the future. But the alliance has shown that it is mature, strong and enduring.  The American and the Japanese people have never lost sight of the shared values, democratic ideals and common interest in peace, stability and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region that make for an unshakable alliance.  As President Barack Obama and Prime Minister Naoto Kan recently affirmed at the Group of 20 summit in Toronto, the U.S.-Japan alliance continues to be indispensable not only for the defense of Japan, but also for the peace and prosperity of the entire Asia-Pacific region.  The positive value of the U.S.-Japan alliance is not lost on other countries in the region; the enduring presence of U.S. forces in Japan is the bedrock for prosperity in the region.  The continued U.S. presence provides deterrence against acts of aggression and reassures other nations in the region. This presence, and the benefits it provides, is supported by significant Japanese financial contributions. This financial support is essential to the ability of the United States to maintain some of the most advanced military capabilities in the world in Japan. Japan's contribution also supports the U.S. service members prepared to risk their lives in defense of Japan and peace and security in the Asia-Pacific region.  In addition to providing deterrence in a still uncertain region, the presence of U.S. forces allows the United States and Japan to respond to humanitarian and natural disasters and to save lives. It is often said that the strength of any relationship can be measured by how well it manages challenges, conflicts and crises. Over the past 50 years, the U.S.-Japan alliance has endured all three and emerged stronger and ready to address the challenges of the 21st century. Whether it is working to secure the sea lanes of maritime trade, addressing the challenges posed by the potential spread of weapons of mass destruction, or responding to an increasing array of humanitarian and disaster relief crises around the globe, the U.S.-Japan alliance remains a security cornerstone in a complex world.
Japan-U.S. Alliance Frontline

4. Obama does not want to look weak-will not remove bases now

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

Timothy Stone, office of military commissions chief prosecutor, 2006, 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.

6. Japan would not want to have bases gone-makes them defenseless 

Japan-U.S. Alliance Frontline

7. Your own author (Bandow) states that an U.S.-Japan Alliance is not necessary to deter any conflict (MO Lab)

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

 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? 

8. Cannot fully solve for Sino-Russian ties and checking aggression against the U.S. alt ways-once again your author and same article       (mo)

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

What to do? First, the Pentagon must make sure the forthcoming Quadrennial Defense Review balances U.S. forces to address both the unconventional terrorist threat and the big-power challenge represented by a Russia-China strategic partnership. Second, the United States must continue to strengthen its relationship with its ally Japan to ensure a balance of power in Northeast Asia — and also encourage Tokyo to improve relations with Moscow in an effort to loosen Sino-Russian ties. Third, Washington must persevere in advancing its new relationship with (New) Delhi in order to balance Beijing's growing power in Asia and take advantage of India's longstanding, positive relationship with Russia. And be ready to deal. Russia has historically been wary of China. America must not ignore the possibilities of developing a long-term, favorable relationship with Russia — despite the challenges posed by Russian President Vladimir Putin's heavy-handed rule. These unprecedented military exercises don't make a formal Beijing-Moscow alliance inevitable. But they represent a new, more intimate phase in the Sino-Russian relationship. And China's growing political/economic clout mated with Russia's military would make for a potentially potent anti-American bloc. For the moment, Beijing and Moscow are committed to building a political order in Asia that doesn't include America atop the power pyramid. With issues from Islamic terrorism to North Korean nukes to a conflict in the Taiwan Strait, the stakes in Asia are huge. Washington and its friends must not waste any time in addressing the burgeoning Sino-Russian entente.

9. Waldron card is from 97-have not seen impact yet and will not happen, low probability of China-Russia aggression against U.S. 

Japan-U.S. Alliance Frontline

10. A strong US Japan alliance threatens china.

William E. Rapp, Brigadier General William E. Rapp graduated from the United States Military Academy (USMA) in 1984 and was commissioned a Second Lieutenant in the Corps of Engineers, Ph.D. in international relations Stanford University. “Paths Diverging? The Next Decade in the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance” 1-04
In particular, China, for a number of reasons (both historical and political) is deeply wary of an enhanced role of Japan in a military alliance with the United States.169 Not the least of these reasons concern the potential role of the alliance in the resolution of the Taiwan situation. The geographical ambiguity of the Revised Guidelines (whether or not Taiwan falls within the “Areas Surrounding Japan”) already provokes Chinese ire. A revitalized alliance poses a perceived security threat to China and, unless managed very carefully and openly, might force that nation into a new cold war of confrontation in Asia.170 Fears about the decreased utility of its strategic missiles, if theater missile defense systems come online, fears about increased support to Taiwan independence, and fears about the strangulation of sea lines of communication at a time when energy needs are multiplying could drive China to actively counter the alliance. The Japanese public is increasingly suspicious of China as well, and this may lead to a more confrontational posture. An August 2002 poll by the Yomiuri Shimbun found that over 55 percent of respondents distrusted China, over twice the number who felt the same in 1988.171

11. Your Steward 7/15 card says a “debt crisis” will happen in 3-4 years NOT that a nuclear war will result form Japan’s economic collapse in 3-4 years   (mo)

12. Competing claims of public opinion flow neg – even strong opposition and division historically allows politicians to favorably reposition.

Robert Scales Jr. Major General in the US Army, history PhD from Duke and Larry M. Wortzel, US colonel and Asian Security expert,  “The Future U.S. Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment” 4-99 WBTA
While executive-legislative conflict is an important element of domestic politics, an exclusive focus on this kind of conflict misses a great deal of what is interesting about internal politics by using the median legislator to represent what that body is willing to approve. A legislature polarized between almost equal numbers of extreme hawks and doves can nevertheless produce a median legislator who is quite close to the position of the chief executive. To get a more complete understanding of how domestic conflict relates to international cooperation, therefore the distribution of preferences within the domestic arena needs to be examined. Robert Putnam, the architect of the two-level game approach, proposed that there are essentially two ways in which domestic preferences can be distributed. 4 The distribution is homogeneous if all or most domestic actors agree that the best deal for their country lies at one end of a continuum, disagreeing only about how much to compromise away from this ideal. This would be the appropriate characterization, for example, if all Israelis agreed that an ideal peace settlement would be one under which the Palestinians agreed to end their violence without asking Israel to cede any control over Jerusalem. In many cases, however, domestic actors cannot agree on any single ideal set of terms. In trade negotiations, for example, producers threatened by low-cost foreign competition often fight for deals that preserve high tariffs even as exporters and consumers argue for deals that provide for substantial trade liberalization. Putnam calls this second type of preference distribution heterogeneous. In earlier work, I picked up this distinction and argued that domestic conflict generated by heterogeneous preferences is often quite compatible with high levels of international cooperation. Pointing to the pattern of results from a series of U.S.-Japan economic negotiations during the late 1980s and early 1990s, I argued that domestic divisions sometimes increase opportunities for cooperation. Domestic divisions in Japan that have involved a substantial segment of opinion supportive of the U.S. government’s position have created opportunities for the United States to strike cooperative deals with an initially resistant Japanese government. At the same time, I argued, divisions of this kind have actually helped shift the terms of bilateral deals in favor of the United States. While my earlier work focused exclusively on economic bargaining, I argue in this paper that heterogeneous preferences have also shaped the level and terms of U.S-Japan security cooperation. 

Japan-U.S. Alliance Frontline
13. Specifically true for Okinawa.

Robert Scales Jr. Major General in the US Army, history PhD from Duke and Larry M. Wortzel, US colonel and Asian Security expert,  “The Future U.S. Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostrategy of American Commitment” 4-99 WBTA
However, the question of explaining the alliance to the public in both countries was not yet resolved. In September 1995 that fundamental over- sight became critical after three U.S. servicemen abducted and raped a young girl in Okinawa. Protests in Okinawa quickly turned national opinion in Japan against the desirability of U.S. forces in Japan and threw both governments into crisis mode. Private efforts at reaffirmation were no longer sufficient to sustain the alliance. The governments now had to signal their intention to at least partially redefine the alliance and adjust the U.S. military presence. They did so by establishing the Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) in late 1995 to consolidate, realign and reduce U.S. bases, while maintaining current capabilities. That process did not prove easy, hut it moved the alliance out of the crisis caused by the rape. 
14. China views the US-Japanese relationship as hostile

Rosalie Chen, (quals here), “journal of contemporary China”

Beijing’s predilection to attribute to the US a highly coherent, largely malign global strategy bent on power expansion defines how Beijing perceives American China policy. Such a perception breeds a conspiratorial view, which in turn predisposes China to see ill intentions and sinister motives in every US act. For instance, conspiratorial views explain why Chinese analysts believe the US human rights concerns and humanitarianism in its foreign policy are nothing but camouflage for hegemony and brute power politics.14 As the US seeks to maintain its superior power position, it logically wants to contain a rising power like China. Seen in this light, the revitalization of the US–Japan security alliance is evidently targeted primarily against China. 
15. Alt causes to US – Japan Relations – 7 of them: Iran, Burma, trade, history, agricultural protectionism, economic reform, currency manipulation.

Congressional Research Service  Emma Chanlett-Avery, an Analyst in Asian Affairs in the Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade division of CRS and Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs, CRS. “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” 7-23-09
Other potential differences remain as well. Iran, upon which Japan depends heavily to meet its energy needs, and Burma, with which Japan has normalized relations, are examples of states that the United States has worked to ostracize; public differences on these and other foreign policy issues could at some point degrade the strong relations between Tokyo and Washington. In the 1980s and 1990s, differences over trade policies frayed bilateral ties; echoes of the old disputes were heard in Japan’s ban on importing U.S. beef because of mad cow disease fears from December 2003-July 2006. Some members of Congress have indicated concern with Japan’s treatment of World War II history issues, particularly the comfort women controversy and the depiction of the conflict in the Yushukan museum adjacent to the Yasukuni Shrine.28 Others have at various times voiced frustration with Japan’s agricultural protectionism, stalled economic reform efforts, and alleged currency manipulation.  

16. China will freak over any change to the Alliance. 

Christopher Preble, the director of foreign policy studies, Cato Institute In addition to his books, Preble has published over 100 articles in major publications including USA Today, the Financial Times, the Wall Street Journal, the Foreign Service Journal, and the Harvard International Review.. “Two Normal Countries Rethinking the U.S.-Japan Strategic Relationship” 4-18-06
Matthews’s comments do not appear to reflect widespread sentiment within the United States, judging from some of the responses that the article elicited,47 but it is clear that many people in Asian nations that were occupied by the Japanese Imperial Army in the 1930s and 1940s remain deeply concerned about the possible resurgence of Japanese nationalism. Those fears contribute to objections to any alteration of the current U.S.-Japanese relationship, especially if such a change would make it easier for the Japanese to deploy their forces abroad. The Chinese, in particular, worry that any revision, either to the Japanese constitution or to the U.S.-Japan alliance, would automatically constitute a renunciation of the peaceful foreign policy currently enshrined within Article 9 and would inevitably lead to Japanese rearmament. 48 That argument essentially ignores that Japanese rearmament has been going on for many years. Indeed, the very term “rearmament” is inappropriate, given that Japan is already well armed. 
17.  Japanese complacency, not US presence is the cause for rifts in the partnership
Bruce Kligner, Senior Research Fellow, Northeast Asia, Heritage Foundation, August 26, 2009, Research Reports (The Heritage Foundation, How To Save the US-Japan Alliance, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance) 

Japan's economic capacity and growing military capabilities enable it to be a strong alliance partner and a significant force to pursue global objectives. Yet, Japan is a powerful nation that punches below its weight and exerts little international influence. Rather than implementing a strategic policy, Japan has followed a minimalist, cost-effective, and reactive approach designed to derive maximum security and economic benefits from its alliance with the U.S. while providing the minimal necessary reciprocal gestures. Tokyo seeks to fly under the radar of world attention by carving out a less contentious economic lane in the road to avoid confrontation and potential pushback overseas. The 2005 agreement on Common Strategic Objectives between the U.S. and Japan delineated roles, missions, missile defense objectives, and U.S. force realignment. However, "this level of organization, integration, and volume of agreements not withstanding, implementation has been incomplete and often grudging."[2] In the absence of bold and effective political leadership, the Japanese public has shown little enthusiasm for assuming a larger role and there are few incentives for disturbing the comfortable status quo. The combination of "constitutionally imposed constraints, interpreted restrictions on collective self-defense, and self-imposed limitations has also provided the Japanese with a self-serving rationale to arbitrarily limit defense spending to 1% of GDP [which] has become a seemingly unshakeable article of faith with the broader Japanese body politic."[3] There has been an enduring Japanese inability or unwillingness to push the envelope on redefining the role of SDF to achieve national objectives, to budget sufficient resources, or to energetically convince the public and Japan's neighbors of the need for a changed paradigm. At a time when the U.S. is looking for its allies to assume a larger security role overseas, Japan has ended its ground and air missions in Iraq. Japan has even walked away from earlier efforts to reinterpret the theory of collective self-defense to allow a more expansive role for Japanese defense forces.

East Asia War Frontline
1. No Impact-China does not have the capabilities for an East Asian war
Ivan Eland, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, 4/11/09, http://original.antiwar.com/eland/2009/04/10/chinas-threat-to-the-us-is-exaggerated/

Furthermore, the U.S. military deploys far forward around China; China’s general military forces do not deploy in the Western Hemisphere and do not threaten the United States.  The most important finding in the Pentagon’s report was that China could not deploy and sustain even small military units far away from its borders before 2015.  The report continued that China would not be able to deploy and sustain large units in combat far away from China until well into the decade after that. Instead, the Pentagon concluded that China is modernizing its military for short conflicts around its borders.  In other words, China’s capability to project conventional power is and will remain pathetic far into the future — thus making most of China’s neighbors relatively safe, and the faraway U.S. very safe, against a Chinese attack. But what about Taiwan?  Right now it is doubtful that China could conduct a successful amphibious invasion against Taiwan, which is an island.  Island nations are easier to defend than other countries, because amphibious landings are one of the most difficult military operations to undertake.  In Taiwan’s case, it has a very good air force that could probably sink any Chinese amphibious force, because Chinese ships are deficient in good air defenses.  The greatest threat to Taiwan would be Chinese intimidation or actual attack with a growing number of short-range ballistic missiles.  But the real question is whether Taiwan is strategic militarily to the United States.  The small island nation is not, and the United States shouldn’t risk escalation with a nuclear-armed China to defend it.  Even as the Chinese military gets stronger, the rich Taiwanese can use a porcupine strategy.  They don’t have to be able to win a war with China; they just need to be able to inflict enough damage to dissuade China from invading or attacking.

2.  Military Presence in East Asia key to regional stability and Japanese Security

Elena Atanassova, 4/1/10, http://www.psa.ac.uk/journals/pdf/5/2010/30_467.pdf

America’s military presence in East Asia and role as a provider for regional stability has been a crucial determinant of Japanese and Chinese respective security policies. For Tokyo, its alliance with the US is the bedrock of Japan’s national security; for Beijing, the US (and its strengthened security partnership with Japan) poses the greatest potential threat to Beijing’s internal stability and leadership ambitions in East Asia. Despite the criticism of Japan’s alleged remilitarization, most Chinese elite and observers do not seem to worry that, at least in the foreseeable future, Japan might become an independent (of the US) security actor in East Asia or turn into a national security threat to the PRC. China continues to recognize the US security umbrella as putting a cap on Japan’s rearmament. What mostly concerns Beijing is the perceived US hegemony in East Asia, of which Tokyo is seen as a mainpillar, and its impact on the Taiwan issue (Roy, 2006). Especially during Koizumi’s term, Beijing regarded Japan’s normalization being channeled through a strengthened US-Japan alliance and encouraged by Washington, hence came to view Tokyo as a major tool in America’s strategy of balancing the PRC’s rising power and maintaining the US regional security dominance (Wu, 2005).

East Asia War Frontline 

3. U.S. Presence is East Asia (especially Japan) critical to stability and growth

Joseph S. Nye, Jr., Ph. D in political science from Harvard, deputy to the undersecretary of state for security assistance, science, and tech and chaired for the nat’l security council group on nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, 8/1955, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/51210/joseph-s-nye-jr/east-asian-security-the-case-for-deep-engagement

It has become fashionable to say that the world after the Cold War has moved beyond the age of power politics to the age of geoeconomics. Such clichés reflect narrow analysis. Politics and economics are connected. International economic systems rest upon international political order.  Consider East Asia 20 years ago. The United States was withdrawing from Vietnam, and many observers predicted that widespread instability would follow a broader American withdrawal from the region. Compare those gloomy predictions with the stable and prosperous East Asia of today.  There are a number of reasons for East Asian prosperity, including high savings rates and successful macroeconomic policies. But among the important and often neglected reasons for East Asia's success are American alliances in the region and the continued presence of substantial U.S. forces. Our national interests demand our deep engagement in the region. We back up that engagement with our steadfast commitment to sustain a forward military presence of about 100,000 American troops in East Asia, of whom 36,000 stand by our ally the Republic of Korea, while 47,000 demonstrate our commitment to regional security and the defense of Japan. The U.S. presence is a force for stability, reducing the need for arms buildups and deterring the rise of hegemonic forces. Political order is not sufficient to explain economic prosperity, but it is necessary. Analysts who ignore the importance of this political order are like people who forget the importance of the oxygen they breathe. Security is like oxygen--you tend not to notice it until you begin to lose it, but once that occurs there is nothing else that you will think about.  East Asia is currently the world's most dynamic economic region. Asia and the Pacific (excluding the United States) are expected to account for about one-third of the world's economic activity at the start of the next century. Instead of looking back 20 years to 1975, we should look forward 20 years. Will there be a political order and security framework that will sustain this impressive economic growth, or will the stable expectations of entrepreneurs and investors be subverted first by costly arms races and then by armed conflicts?

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

Scott Snyder, 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, 1996, 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.
5. This is especially true in the case of China. 

James E Auer , Director of U.S.-J. Studies and Cooperation @ Vanderbilt Institute for Public Polict Studies, August 8 1998, 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.

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

Nikkei Weekly, July 3 1995, “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.
Okinawa Key

The base Okinawa is vital to maintaining an air power advantage over China

David Axe, published author and independent military correspondent based in South Carolina who has reported extensively from many combat zones, 6/28/2010, The Diplomat (Why Allies Need US Base, http://the-diplomat.com/2010/06/28/why-allies-need-okinawa-base/)
Without its 2 Okinawan air bases and their 3 roughly 10,000-foot runways, the US military—and by extension, US allies—would depend almost entirely on a handful of US aircraft carriers for bringing to bear aerial firepower in East Asia. That might be a realistic option, except that China has lately deployed several new classes of anti-ship weaponry specifically meant for sinking US carriers, including the widely-feared DF-21 ballistic missile and a flotilla of stealthy fast-attack vessels. In recognition of Okinawa’s growing importance, the Pentagon has spent billions of dollars in the past decade modernizing forces and facilities on the island. The US Army deployed Patriot air-defence missiles capable of shooting down enemy aircraft as well as ballistic missiles, a favourite weapon of both China and North Korea. Kadena got extensive new storage bunkers for bombs, missiles and spare parts, allowing the base to support potentially hundreds of aircraft flown in from the United States during an emergency. In 2007, the US Air Force began stationing Global Hawk long-range spy drones and F-22 Raptor stealth fighters at Kadena. The Raptors represent perhaps the greatest improvement. Indeed, in the minds of US planners, in many ways Okinawa’s most important function is to support the F-22s. In a 2009 study examining a simulated air war pitting the United States and Taiwan against China, the California-based think-tank RAND concluded that a wing of F-22s could shoot down 27 Chinese fighters for every Raptor lost in the air. F-22s flying from Okinawa could also clear the way for air strikes on ground targets in China or North Korea, according to Lieutenant Colonel Wade Tolliver, commander of the 27th Fighter Squadron, an F-22 unit based in Virginia that routinely sends Raptors to Kadena. ‘There are a lot of countries out there that have developed highly integrated air-defence systems,’ Tolliver says. ‘What we need to do is take some of our assets that have special capabilities…and we need to roll back those integrated air defence systems so we can bring in our joint forces.’The base’s ability to host F-22s and follow-on aircraft is ‘probably the most important thing about Kadena,’ Monroe says. ‘Because of our capability to stage forces out of here—this is a huge runway—we do believe we have unmatched air power.’All this planning for air wars with China and North Korea doesn’t mean that planners in the United States, Japan or anywhere else believe such conflict is inevitable. Pyongyang remains predictable only in its volatility, but Washington, Tokyo and Beijing are all working hard to forge peaceful and lasting ties. The strategic uncertainty is in the margins. ‘There’s no question you want to engage China, but (we should) hedge against an uncertain future,’ Nicholas Szechenyi of the Center for Strategic and International Studies says. It’s as a hedge that Okinawa remains indispensable to the US and its allies—so much so that the shared international need for the island’s bases must trump any Japanese domestic political calculations. Hatoyama ignored that truth at the expense of his job. The question now is will Kan?

Airpower critical to deter China from attacking Taiwan
Charles Dunlap Jr., Major General, Deputy Judge Advocate General of the Air Force, September 2006,  (“America’s asymmetric advantage,”, http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/09/2009013)

This illustrates another salient feature of air power: its ability to temper the malevolent tendencies of societies accustomed to the rewards of modernity. Given air power’s ability to strike war-supporting infrastructure, the powerful impulse of economic self-interest complicates the ability of despots to pursue malicious agendas. American air power can rapidly educate cultured and sophisticated societies about the costs of war and the futility of pursuing it. This is much the reason why air power alone delivered victory in Operation Allied Force in Kosovo in 1999, without the need to put a single U.S. soldier at risk on the ground.   At the same time, America’s pre-eminence in air power is also the best hope we have to dissuade China — or any other future peer competitor — from aggression. There is zero possibility that the U.S. can build land forces of the size that would be of real concern to a China. No number of troops or up-armored Humvees, new radios or advanced sniper rifles worries the Chinese. What dominating air power precludes is the ability to concentrate and project forces necessary elements to applying combat power in hostile areas. As but one illustration, think China and Taiwan.   Saddam might have underestimated air power, but don’t count on the Chinese to make the same mistake. China is a powerful, vast country with an exploding, many-faceted economy with strong scientific capabilities. It will take focused and determined efforts for the U.S. to maintain the air dominance that it currently enjoys over China and that, for the 
moment, deters them. Miscalculating here will be disastrous becasue, unlike with any counterinsurgency situation (Iraq included), the very existence of the U.S. is at risk.  

This leads to nuclear war
Bill Gertz, Writer for the Washington Times,  (, "Chinese Activist Warns of Nuclear War; Says U.S. underestimates threat", The Washington Times, Lexis Nexis,)

China is preparing for nuclear war with the United States over Taiwan, and a conflict is likely in the near future because of divisions among Beijing's leaders, a Chinese democracy activist says. Wi Jingsheng, a leading international advocate for political reform in China, said in an interview with The Washington Times that President Bush and other U.S. leaders do not fully understand the chance of a conflict breaking out and must do more to avert it. "Sino-U.S. relations are reaching a crucial point and most of the American public does not know about," said Mr. Wei, who spent almost 18 years in Chinese prisons before his release in 1997. "The United States needs to pay more attention to the possibility of nuclear war with China." Mr. Wei said he has heard from, said Mr. Wei, who has an office in Washington. "In the past, China may have felt that it was not time for them to confront the U.S.," Mr. Wei said. "Now, things are different. Now the Chinese feel that they need to use these kind of nuclear threats. China is very serious about that. The nuclear threat from China is a substantial threat, not theoretical."

Okinawa base critical to the US goals
Richard L. Armitage Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. 2k, fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)

OKINAWA A large concentration of U.S. forces in Japan—approximately 75 percent— are stationed on Okinawa. They are situated there because in matters of security, distance matters. Okinawa is positioned at the intersection of the East China Sea and the Pacific Ocean—only about one hour’s flying time from Korea, Taiwan, and the South China Sea. The U.S. Air Force base at Kadena provides a critical link to American power projection throughout the region. It is also crucial to the defense of Japan. The III Marine Expeditionary Force on Okinawa provides a self-sustaining, joint forward echelon for rapid response to problems in the region, ranging from evacuation of noncombatant personnel to serving as cutting edge combat elements to enable large formations to defeat aggression. But the heavy concentration of U.S. forces on Okinawa also creates an obvious burden for Japan and a less obvious one for the United States, arising, for example, from restrictions, such as those on training. Because of their intense operational tempo and younger demographic profile, the Marines have drawn particular scrutiny from a Japanese public ready for some changes in the U.S. military presence in the southernmost prefecture of the country. For their part, the Marines have striven to be better neighbors, but readiness and training have suffered with the growing constraints imposed on them by encroachment around the bases. And while statistics on incidents of misconduct by American service personnel are sharply down, in the current political climate, attention to episodes of deeply unfortunate behavior that do occur is sharply magnified. In 1996, the U.S.–Japan Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) agreement called for a realignment, consolidation, and reduction of U.S. bases on Okinawa. The United States and Japan must complete implementation of that accord, which will reduce U.S. assets by about 5,000 hectares and 11 facilities, including the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma. We believe the SACO agreement should have had an important fourth goal— diversification throughout the Asia-Pacific region. From a military perspective, it is important for U.S. forces to have broad and flexible access across the region. But from a political perspective, it is essential to ease the burden borne by the Okinawans so that our presence is sustainable and credible. American thinking about force structure in Japan must not stop with the SACO accord. The United States should consider broader and more flexible deployment and training options for the Marines throughout the region.

Okinawa Key

The U.S. Futenma base is key to checking any military advances by China and North Korea, and supporting the F22s. 

David Axe, staff writer for the Diplomat, 6/28/10, http://the-diplomat.com/2010/06/28/why-allies-need-okinawa-base/2/ 

So, will the Futenma dispute also prove the undoing of Hatoyama’s successor, Naoto Kan, who has so far stayed quiet on the base issue? If anything, the crisis over Futenma underscored the lasting, even growing, importance of US military facilities in Okinawa—not only for the United States, but also for Japan and other US allies. As China’s economic and military rise continues and tensions mount over North Korea’s nuclear programme and its alleged sinking of a South Korean warship, the US and its Asian allies need Okinawa more than ever.
‘The US, South Korea and Australia have been very vocal to Japan, saying, “Hey, be careful what you’re doing,”’ Sheila Smith, an analyst with the Council on Foreign Relations, says. ‘This isn’t a good moment to be taking large numbers of US forces out of Japan.’

Aside from US forces in South Korea (which are exclusively focused on the North Korean land threat) there are just two significant concentrations of US troops in East Asia: in Okinawa and on the Pacific island of Guam. Okinawa lies just an hour’s flight time from both the Korean Peninsula and Taiwan; Guam, by contrast, is 1000 miles from any potential theatre of war.

‘It may be easier for us to be there [in Guam], as far as the diplomatic issue is concerned,’ says Air Force spokesman John Monroe. ‘But if we’re in Guam, we’re out of the fight’ due to the distance. For combat forces to be capable of reacting quickly to the most likely crises, Okinawa is the only realistic option.
Without its 2 Okinawan air bases and their 3 roughly 10,000-foot runways, the US military—and by extension, US allies—would depend almost entirely on a handful of US aircraft carriers for bringing to bear aerial firepower in East Asia. That might be a realistic option, except that China has lately deployed several new classes of anti-ship weaponry specifically meant for sinking US carriers, including the widely-feared DF-21 ballistic missile and a flotilla of stealthy fast-attack vessels.

In recognition of Okinawa’s growing importance, the Pentagon has spent billions of dollars in the past decade modernizing forces and facilities on the island. The US Army deployed Patriot air-defence missiles capable of shooting down enemy aircraft as well as ballistic missiles, a favourite weapon of both China and North Korea. Kadena got extensive new storage bunkers for bombs, missiles and spare parts, allowing the base to support potentially hundreds of aircraft flown in from the United States during an emergency. In 2007, the US Air Force began stationing Global Hawk long-range spy drones and F-22 Raptor stealth fighters at Kadena.

The Raptors represent perhaps the greatest improvement. Indeed, in the minds of US planners, in many ways Okinawa’s most important function is to support the F-22s. In a 2009 study examining a simulated air war pitting the United States and Taiwan against China, the California-based think-tank RAND concluded that a wing of F-22s could shoot down 27 Chinese fighters for every Raptor lost in the air.

F-22s flying from Okinawa could also clear the way for air strikes on ground targets in China or North Korea, according to Lieutenant Colonel Wade Tolliver, commander of the 27th Fighter Squadron, an F-22 unit based in Virginia that routinely sends Raptors to Kadena. ‘There are a lot of countries out there that have developed highly integrated air-defence systems,’ Tolliver says. ‘What we need to do is take some of our assets that have special capabilities…and we need to roll back those integrated air defence systems so we can bring in our joint forces.’

The base’s ability to host F-22s and follow-on aircraft is ‘probably the most important thing about Kadena,’ Monroe says. ‘Because of our capability to stage forces out of here—this is a huge runway—we do believe we have unmatched air power.’

All this planning for air wars with China and North Korea doesn’t mean that planners in the United States, Japan or anywhere else believe such conflict is inevitable. Pyongyang remains predictable only in its volatility, but Washington, Tokyo and Beijing are all working hard to forge peaceful and lasting ties. The strategic uncertainty is in the margins. ‘There’s no question you want to engage China, but (we should) hedge against an uncertain future,’ Nicholas Szechenyi of the Center for Strategic and International Studies says.

It’s as a hedge that Okinawa remains indispensable to the US and its allies—so much so that the shared international need for the island’s bases must trump any Japanese domestic political calculations. Hatoyama ignored that truth at the expense of his job. The question now is will Kan?


Environment

1) This advantage is the stupidest sounding thing since the dugong song:

2) There is no spillover from Dugongs to Ocean stability. Their Craig evidence only suggests that 3) Okinanaw may  make the Japanese have oceans that have fewer animals. It has no impact except maybe the sadness of people going snorkeling. 

4) there is no way they can access ocean biodiversiry- a few dead Dugongs do not lead to the collapse of the ecosystem.

5) There are alt scenarios for collapse of ocean biodiversity 

A.  The current oil spill  is the biggest event that has happened in biodiversity

B.  Bottom trawling

John D. Reynolds et al., Prof. and BC Leadership Chair @ Simon Frasier U, Nicholas K. Dulvy, Canadian Research Chair in Marine Biodiversity and Conservation @ Simon Frasier U, Yvonne Sadovy, Prof. of Ecology and Biodiversity @ U of Hong Kong, 2003 (“Extinction Vulnerability in Marine Populations”, Fish and Fisheries, Vol. 4, Iss. 1, p. 25-64) 
Habitat loss and degradation may also be caused by fishing, particularly by bottom trawling, which is estimated to cover half of the global continental shelf area (Dayton et al. 1995; Watling and Norse 1998). This trawled area is estimated to be 150-fold greater than the land area clear felled by forestry each year (Watling and Norse 1998). Benthic fishing gears such as trawls and mollusc dredges have altered benthic species composition, structural complexity, trophic structure, size structure and productivity of benthic communities (Jennings and Kaiser 1998; Watling and Norse 1998; Hall 1999; Turner et al. 1999; Collie et al. 2000; Kaiser and de Groot 2000; Jennings et al. 2001a,c; Dulvy et al. 2002). Fishing activities are very patchy on a small scale; areas can be fished up to eight times a year in the North Sea or 25–141 times a year in the Clyde estuary (Rijnsdorp et al. 1998; S. J. Marrs pers. comm.). While trawling and dredging have clear local impacts on benthic habitats and populations, it is difficult to know whether this has resulted in larger scale extinctions.

C) Overfishing also crushes biodiversity 

UN 2006 (“Overfishing: a threat to marine biodiversity” http://www.un.org/events/tenstories/06/story.asp?storyID=800)
 Fishing is central to the livelihood and food security of 200 million people, especially in the developing world, while one of five people on this planet depends on fish as the primary source of protein. According to UN agencies, aquaculture - the farming and stocking of aquatic organisms including fish, molluscs, crustaceans and aquatic plants - is growing more rapidly than all other animal food producing sectors. But amid facts and figures about aquaculture's soaring worldwide production rates, other, more sobering, statistics reveal that global main marine fish stocks are in jeopardy, increasingly pressured by overfishing and environmental degradation.“Overfishing cannot continue,” warned Nitin Desai, Secretary General of the 2002 World Summit on Sustainable Development, which took place in Johannesburg. “The depletion of fisheries poses a major threat to the food supply of millions of people.” The Johannesburg Plan of Implementation calls for the establishment of Marine Protected Areas (MPAs), which many experts believe may hold the key to conserving and boosting fish stocks. Yet, according to the UN Environment Programme’s (UNEP) World Conservation Monitoring Centre, in Cambridge, UK, less than one per cent of the world’s oceans and seas are currently in MPAs. The magnitude of the problem of overfishing is often overlooked, given the competing claims of deforestation, desertification, energy resource exploitation and other biodiversity depletion dilemmas. The rapid growth in demand for fish and fish products is leading to fish prices increasing faster than prices of meat. As a result, fisheries investments have become more attractive to both entrepreneurs and governments, much to the detriment of small-scale fishing and fishing communities all over the world. In the last decade, in the north Atlantic region, commercial fish populations of cod, hake, haddock and flounder have fallen by as much as 95%, prompting calls for urgent measures. Some are even recommending zero catches to allow for regeneration of stocks, much to the ire of the fishing industry. According to a Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) estimate, over 70% of the world’s fish species are either fully exploited or depleted. The dramatic increase of destructive fishing techniques worldwide destroys marine mammals and entire ecosystems. FAO reports that illegal, unreported and unregulated fishing worldwide appears to be increasing as fishermen seek to avoid stricter rules in many places in response to shrinking catches and declining fish stocks. Few, if any, developing countries and only a limited number of developed ones are on track to put into effect by this year the International Plan of Action to Prevent, Deter and Eliminate Unreported and Unregulated Fishing. Despite that fact that each region has its Regional Sea Conventions, and some 108 governments and the European Commission have adopted the UNEP Global Programme of Action for the Protection of the Marine Environment from Land based Activities, oceans are cleared at twice the rate of forests.
Democracy Front Line-RT Aff

1) They have no internal link between their evidence about Chinese democracy and global democracy. 

2) Not one line of their evidence says anything about US withdrawal and democracy. The evidence lists several alternative causes include other Southeast Asian countries, the global economy, and internal anger as reasons why China may or may not become democratic.

3) Their own author concedes that it is impossible to predict whether or not china will become a demoracy

Edward Friedman, Professor of Political Science at. U. Wisconsin, Dissent, (“China: A Threat to or Threatened by Democracy?” Winter 2009, http://www.dissentmagazine.org/article/?article=1318)
Although we may be seeing through a glass darkly to try to locate forces of regime instability or democratization in China, what is clear is how to analyze the forces at work that will decide whether it is more or less likely that China will democratize. An analyst should try to understand how the forces of region, of groups and interests fostered by the economic moment globally and at home, and of the state, comprehended in terms of the strength and weakness of its diverse and con- flicting elements, interact. My own reading of this interaction is that democracy is not impos- sible, but that a far more likely outcome is ei- ther continuity, that is, evolutionary change toward a dominant-party populist presidential- ism imagining itself as becoming more like au- thoritarian Singapore, or a transition in a more chauvinistic and militaristic direction. China is not likely to democratize in any immediate future, but it is not inconceivable.
4 ) Chinese integration in the global economy also ensures that it will become democratic

Aaron L. Friedberg, Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, Fall 2005, International security (The Future of U.S. China Relations, http://belfercenter.ksg.harvard.edu/publication/701/future_of_uschina_relations.html, volume 30, issue 2, pages 7-45)
Liberal optimists believe that, although it is still far from anished, the process of democratization is already well under way in China.20 This process is being driven largely by economic development, which, in turn, is being accel- erated by China’s increasing openness to trade. Rising per capita incomes are creating a growing Chinese middle class. In Europe and North America, and more recently in Asia, those whose rising incomes allow them to do more than attend to the struggle for daily existence have been the prime movers behind progress toward democracy, and there is every reason to hope that they will play a similar role in China.21

Liberals also believe that, in addition to stirring the desire for political rights, economic development creates an objective, functional need for politi- cal liberalization. Without courts, contracts, and a reliable rule of law, eco- nomic progress will surely falter. Moreover, in an era in which sustained growth depends increasingly on free oows of information, regimes that seek to restrict speech and control communications will be at a fatal disadvantage. Over time, if it wishes even to approach the levels of well-being already at- tained by its advanced industrial counterparts (all of which are democracies),

19. The literature on this subject is vast. For useful overviews, see Miriam Fendius Elman, “The Need for a Qualitative Test of the Democratic Peace Theory,” in Elman, ed., Paths to Peace: Is De- mocracy the Answer? (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1997), pp. 1–57; and Russett and Oneal, Trian- gulating Peace, pp. 81–124. 20. See, for example, Minxin Pei, “Creeping Democratization in China,” Journal of Democracy, Vol. 6, No. 4 (October 1995), pp. 64–79; and Minxin Pei, “China’s Evolution toward Soft Authoritarian- ism,” in Edward Friedman and Barrett L. McCormick, eds., What If China Doesn’t Democratize? Im- plications for War and Peace (Armonk, N.Y.: M.E. Sharpe, 2000), pp. 74–98. 21. For the most clear-cut statement of this argument, see Henry S. Rowen, “The Short March: China’s Road to Democracy,” National Interest, No. 45 (Fall 1996), pp. 61–70. For a somewhat more cautious, but still basically optimistic assessment of likely near-term developments, see George Gilboy and Eric Heginbotham, “China’s Coming Transformation,” Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, No. 4 (July/August 2001), pp. 26–39. See also Elizabeth Economy, “Don’t Break the Engagement,” For- eign Affairs, Vol. 83, No. 3 (May/June 2004), pp. 96–109.International Security 30:2
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China too must become democratic.22 As it does, the liberal optimists expect that its relations with the United States will stabilize and that, ultimately, it will enter into the democratic “zone of peace.” Although the process may take time fully to unfold, before too long open conflict between the United States and a democratic China will be as improbable as war among the members of the European Union appears to be today.

5) Diamond evidence is outdated an unwarranted. It says that proliferation is more likely in a world of fewer democracies-no specific evidence indicates that one, Chinese democracy is key and the impacts are empirically denied-it  15 years since the card was published.

6)Their Bandow evidence only says that  the US and China need to keep good relations and suggests that a withdrawal might be helpful but that the bigger issue is China: “The issue of Taiwan requires Chinese forbearance rather than action”-Bandow from their 1ac. Also, Bandow is a hack.

 
China


1. US forward deployment key to maintain US primacy and deter China.  
Emma Chanlett-Avery - Specialist in Asian Affairs and Weston S. Konishi – Analyst in Asian Affairs. July 23, 2009. Congressional Research Service.  http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA504451
Although the U.S.-Japan security partnership grew out of a need to contain the Soviet Union and has endured in large part because of North Korea’s threat, many analysts see countering China as the primary driver of the campaign to enhance cooperation today. The U.S. approach to rising China is often characterized by observers as having two prongs that roughly correspond to the “engagement” and “containment” camps. The “engagement” approach includes the “responsible stakeholder” concept outlined most prominently by former Deputy Secretary of State Robert Zoellick, which aims to convince Beijing to contribute peacefully to the international system that has allowed its economic and political rise. The “containment” aspect of U.S. policy seeks to counter a China that could develop in ways inimical to U.S. interests. The U.S.-Japan alliance plays a role in both approaches. In the former, Japan could serve as a model of responsible multilateral engagement as well as a key economic partner for China in the region. In the latter, enhanced joint defense capabilities from neighboring Japan could deter any aggressive behavior by China’s military. U.S. forward deployment in Japan plays a particularly important role in contingency strategies for a conflict with China over Taiwan. 

2. US forward deployment in Japan key to maintain its military primacy over China. 
Dr. Elena Atanassova-Cornelis- PhD researcher at the Japanology Section of K.U.Leuven. 05-06/2010. http://www.fusl.ac.be/fr/pdf/IEE/Brochures/atanassova_paper.pdf
Strategic mistrust also underpins US-China relations, with the two powers wary of one another’s strategic intentions in East Asia and divided by conflicting regional visions. As in Japan, the “China threat” view in the US has gradually gained ground since the 1990s. Uncertainties concerning Beijing’s both short-term and long-term goals have led to worries in Washington that China, as it becomes stronger, might seek to alter the structure of the regional order, and hence challenge US leadership position, as well as interests, in East Asia.21 In particular, US official documents have stressed that the PRC has the “greatest potential to compete militarily with the US”, expressed concerns (in a similar way as Japan) that China’s military modernisation has implications going beyond Beijing’s “immediate territorial interests” (i.e., the Taiwan issue) and repeatedly pointed out at the limited transparency in Beijing’s defence policy, which is viewed as increasing “the potential for misunderstanding and miscalculation”.22 America’s post-Cold War security strategy in East Asia, especially seen in George W. Bush’s reinforcement of the “hub and spoke” system of US bilateral alliances (notably with Japan), clearly shows that Washington has remained committed to sustaining its military primacy. To be sure, the US has increasingly come to recognise China’s growing regional influence and the need for Beijing’s cooperation in tackling regional challenges (e.g., North Korea’s nuclear ambitions). Nevertheless, America has not shown willingness to share its leadership in East Asia with China, i.e. establish a kind of condominium of power, but has rather expected Beijing to be “fully cognizant”23 of US intention to preserve its regional primacy and hence a Pax Americana.
Tax Reform Bad-SS-

Tax reform causes a Japanese economic depression.

Chikafumi Hodo, Chief Correspondent for Reuters, 6/28/2010, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65R1XF20100628
Japan's benchmark 10-year bond yield could sink below 1 percent if the country doubled its sales tax to around 10 percent, the head of Western Asset Management's Japan unit said on Monday. New Prime Minister Naoto Kan has pitched such a hike as a necessary step to rein in Japan's massive public debt but this could significantly depress the economy, Naoya Orime told the Reuters Japan Investment Summit. "The level of the 10-year JGB yield could quickly fall to around 0.75-0.8 percent if the sales tax was raised to 10 percent," Orime said. While a sales tax hike could push up the consumer price index in the short run, the move could intensify deflation concerns and trigger heavy JGB purchases, he added. The 10-year yield declined to a seven-year low of 1.125 percent last week on the view that Kan is more serious about fiscal reform than many of his predecessors. It was 1.150 percent on Monday.

Tax reform causes a Japanese economic recession – history proves.

Paul J. Scalise, research fellow at Temple University Japan, guest columnist at Newsweek, 6/12/2010; http://www.newsweek.com/2010/06/12/kan-s-megaproblem.html
Japan’s former finance minister, Naoto Kan, has become the nation’s fifth prime minister in just four years—and the predictable cycle of high expectations followed by mild cynicism has begun anew. How long he will remain in office is anyone’s guess, but one thing is certain: trying to solve government finances could be for this premier the same kind of career killer that the Futenma base-relocation issue was for the last one. The inescapable math of an aging society that has been promised huge retirement and welfare benefits, which are not fully covered by taxes, could make Kan’s tenure a true test of government and party leadership. Japan’s gross debt-to-GDP ratio is second only to Zimbabwe, at almost 200 percent. Even if double counting the debt (what government agencies owe each other) were deducted, net debt is still 113 percent of GDP. That’s about the same ratio as Greece, which ignited a continent-wide financial meltdown earlier this year. No one can predict if or when the Japanese bond market will collapse, of course, but rating agencies, the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, and the International Monetary Fund have all publicly expressed concern. Aging populations exacerbate pension costs and pay fewer taxes. In Greece, the 65-and-over population is projected to increase from 18 percent of the total in 2005 to 25 percent in 2030. For Japan, the swell is worse, from 19.9 percent to 30 percent. Until recently, Japan’s debt—the total of all annual budget deficits—was allowed to build thanks to the country’s unique market conditions. With 95 percent of the national debt held by Japanese, increased government borrowing from its own citizens was arguably nothing more than a domestic transfer—a shift of funds from the right hand (taxes to pay off the debt) to the left hand (interest income for bond holders). As long as interest rates remained artificially low and competing investment opportunities in the private sector limited, the government could manage the bond market without depending on the kindness of foreign lenders. It could tap into the country’s savings surplus until the economy recovered. Except for one unforeseen glitch: the economy never recovered. Throughout two “lost decades,” Japan applied small Band-Aids to festering fiscal wounds that drained the country of its dynamism and prolonged the recession. In lieu of major tax cuts or aggressive spending that could have stimulated economic growth, the Japanese government and the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) opted for incremental tax hikes, increases on insurance premiums on social welfare, and minor cuts in benefits. Today, the government has maneuvered itself into a cul-de-sac. The three largest expenditures—social security, debt servicing, and tax transfers to local governments—have grown from 30 percent of the national budget and 1 percent of GDP in 1960, to staggering heights: 70 percent of the national budget, and 13 percent of GDP. Any attempt now to cut welfare benefits drastically, raise taxes sharply, or reduce its legal obligations to financially strained local economies like Osaka and Akita would, at least in the short term, throw the economy deeper into recession. Ironically, that would make delivering these promised benefits all the more difficult.

Tax reform causes deflation without increasing tax revenue, jacking Japan’s economic recovery.

Yuka Hayashi, 3/1/2010, Wall Street Journal, “Japan takes hard look at massive debt”, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/news/japan-takes-hard-look-at-massive-debt/story-e6frg90x-1225835451996
Raising the tax could hurt Mr Hatoyama's party in future elections, including elections for the upper house of parliament set for July. The idea is unpopular with voters, especially Japan's large bloc of senior citizens. But advocates say a tax increase is probably the most effective way to reduce the deficit and secure funds to cover the nation's ballooning pension and medical costs. Experts generally agree an increase in the sales tax is inevitable, but differ on how it should be implemented. Some argue any increase should be phased in slowly and not started until it's clear it won't kill Japan's economic recovery. Japan has gone down this road before. A 1997 sales-tax increase triggered a sharp drop in consumption and was blamed for pushing the economy back into a slump and sparking a broad decline of prices for goods and services in the economy. The tax idea faces opponents inside the government too. International Affairs Minister Kazuhiro Haraguchi, said: "I'd like to point out boosting tax burdens when (Japan's) regions and economy are fatigued like this would only result in lower tax revenues."
Raising the consumption tax empirically derails Japanese growth.

Economist, 6/24/2010, "Enter the prudent Mr Kan", http://www.economist.com/world/asia/displaystory.cfm?story_id=16438735

Promising higher taxes to deflation-coshed voters just ahead of an important election would be a strange calculation in any country. In Japan it has additional political and economic poignancy. The consumption tax reaped devastating results for its supporters in upper-house elections shortly after it was introduced in 1989. After it was raised to 5% in 1997, it once more harmed its sponsors and helped derail Japan’s economic recovery, plunging the country into a second lost decade of economic growth.

Raising taxes ends growth, causing deflation.

Robert Gavin, economics reporter-Boston Globe 7/21/2010, Eric Rosengren = president of the Federal Reserve Bank of Boston, http://www.boston.com/business/articles/2010/07/21/rosengren_says_keep_stimulus_rolling/

Rosengren pointed to Japan's experience, which he studied as an economic researcher. Japan experienced a similar real estate bust and banking crisis in the 1990s, which policy makers battled by cutting interest rates and boosting government spending. As the economy began to rebound and concerns about budget deficits grew, Japanese policy makers raised taxes and cut spending too soon, stalling the recovery and setting off deflation: a debilitating cycle of falling prices. Deflation, a mark of the Great Depression, occurs when weak demand drives businesses to slash prices to attract buyers, who remain on the sidelines waiting for prices to fall further. Inventories build, businesses cut production, and more workers lose jobs. Consumers cut spending, and the cycle repeats. Once deflation sets in, Rosengren said, it is very difficult for policy makers to revive the economy. “In Japan,'' he said, “it's been a 15-year battle that they have yet to win.''

Japan’s economy is stable – the consumption tax will crush growth.

(Andy Hoffman, Barrie McKenna, Globe and Mail, 7/12/10, " Setback at polls casts doubt on Japan's economic reforms    ", http://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/economy/setback-at-polls-casts-doubt-on-japans-economic-reforms/article1636586/)

Despite its debt issues and troubling inflation, Japan's economy has performed well lately, with GDP increasing 4.6 per cent in the first quarter, the second-fastest among the Group of Eight countries behind Canada. As well, Japan's debt troubles are less problematic than many countries because the vast majority of government debt is held by domestic investors. The election losses will make it more difficult for Mr. Kan to push fiscal austerity. But Drummond Brodeur, vice-president and portfolio manager at Signature Global Advisors in Toronto, noted that it was always going to be a hard sell for Mr. Kan because there's no sense of urgency among the Japanese to put the country's fiscal house in order. “;Japan has been in a deflationary, stagnant economy for two decades now. So there's no sense of crisis,” he said. Nor is there a sense of crisis in financial markets: Interest rates are near zero and the yen is near its all-time high versus the U.S. dollar. Mr. Brodeur also pointed out that Mr. Kan was facing dissent within his party on the consumption-tax hike, even before the Upper House election. There's a legitimate concern that raising the consumption tax could hurt Japan's fragile consumer economy, just as it did in the mid-1990s, the last time the rate was hiked, he said. 

Kan’s tax reform proposal won’t generate additional revenue – there’s only a risk it hurts growth.

The Yomiuri Shimbun, 7/14/2010, Daily Yomiuri Online, http://www.yomiuri.co.jp/dy/editorial/20100715TDY02T05.htm
During the election campaign, Kan suggested strengthening the progressive taxation system, under which high-income earners and others bear heavier tax burdens. However, the maximum income tax rate already stands at 40 percent, which is high by international standards. Because this rate is applied to only a few taxpayers, no visible tax revenue increase can be expected from Kan's plan. Rather, the prime minister seemed to be trying to fend off public criticism that the proposed consumption tax hike would hurt the pockets of the wider general public. Raising the maximum income tax rate will discourage people from working hard and undermine efforts to energize the country's businesses.




Tax Reform Bad-SS-Impacts

Japan’s economy is key to the global economy.

Kimberley Amadeo, President of World Money Watch, 12/29/2009, “Japan's Recession - What Caused Recession in Japan, and How It Affects the U.S.” http://useconomy.about.com/od/grossdomesticproduct/a/Japan_Recession.htm)

Japan is the world's fourth largest economy (after the EU, U.S. and China), so its decline would drag down the global economy, as well. Japan also hires temporary workers from nearby South Asian countries, who are now being laid off in droves.  To combat recession in the 1990's, the Bank of Japan had lowered interest rates to 0% and bought U.S. Treasuries, keeping the yen low which made exports competitively priced.  The low yen caused investors to borrow money in yen at a low interest rate and invest it in higher-paying currencies, such as the dollar. This was known as the yen carry trade, and created much liquidity in the global marketplace. Last year, the yen carry trade collapsed, and the yen skyrocketed. The stronger yen made Japanese exports less competitive at a time when demand had fallen in the U.S.  The Bank of Japan has traditionally been the largest holder of U.S. Treasuries. It did this to keep the yen low relative to the dollar, which kept Japan's exports competitive. This strategy caused Japan's debt to be 182% of total GDP output, weakening its economy. (Source: CIA World Factbook) A low yen made Japan's auto industry very competitive. This was one reason that Toyota became the number #1 auto maker in the world in 2007.  A recession in Japan could cause it to purchase less Treasury bonds at a time when the U.S. is issuing more bonds to finance the economic stimulus bill and bailouts. Lower demand and greater supply of Treasury bonds will cause yields to rise, thus raising interest rates, further depressing the housing market.   

Economic collapse causes World War III.

Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 1/22/2009, The New Republic, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/2169866/posts

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.  Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 
Hegemony-Forward Deployment Key

1. US forward deployment key to US Heg, Eas Asian Security, and to deter China. 

Takashi Inoguchi - Japanese academic researcher of foreign affairs and international and global relationships of states. and Paul Bacon - Associate Professor of International Politics, School of International Liberal Studies, Waseda University, Japan. September 2005. International Relations of the Asia-Pacific. http://irap.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/content/short/5/2/117?rss=1&ssource=mfc

After the cold war, the United States clearly sought to reinforce its hegemonic strategy in East Asia, seeking a special role for itself as the principal guarantor of regional order. The United States could have withdrawn in order to let a local balance of power emerge and undertaken the role of offshore balancer. It could also have promoted multilateral regional security organizations, or sought to construct a regional balance of power that contained China. However, it did none of these things. Mastanduno argues that the United States will retain its preponderant power status in the coming years but that the task of maintaining and completing US regional hegemony will become more difficult. The two biggest challenges that the United States faces are the global war on terror and the management of the rise of China, as a result of which the longer-term prospects for East Asian order are uncertain and problematic. There are two key features of US hegemonic strategy in the region. First, the United States has cultivated a set of bilateral relationships with other key states in the region, the most important and enduring of which have been the ties with Japan and South Korea. Furthermore, the United States has reaffirmed its close partnership with Australia and sought to engage rather than contain China. This preference for a primary set of bilateral relationships is referred to as the ‘hub and spokes’ approach. The second institutional feature of US hegemony has been the US forward presence in the region, and the US intention to maintain a substantial political and military commitment to the region for an ‘indefinite duration’. US hegemonic strategy in the region has contributed to order in several ways. For China, the US presence effectively ‘contains’ Japan, and, similarly, for Japan, the US presence deters China from a bid for regional dominance. The US presence has helped to deter major powers from intensifying dangerous rivalries, and it has, in so doing, reassured smaller states whose security and autonomy would otherwise be threatened by these large states. East Asia is a dangerous neighborhood, in which smaller states must coexist with larger states that have geopolitical ambitions, territorial claims, and a history of enmity. The United States has also worked hard to manage and stabilize regional conflicts that have the potential to develop into local and possibly even systemic wars. In the 1990s, for example, the United States took initiatives in security crises between China and Taiwan, in North Korea, and in the Kashmir conflict. Finally, the United States has striven to discourage nationalist economic competition. It has pushed Japan over domestic economic reform, sought to integrate China into a globalizing world economy, and maintained access to sources of global liquidity and US markets in the wake of the Asian financial crisis. US hegemonic strategy has, therefore, made a substantial contribution to regional order in East Asia, but it also has its limitations. The United States has not sought to definitively resolve the numerous long-standing conflicts in the region, such as those between China and Taiwan, North and South Korea, Japan and China, or Japan and Korea. Rather, the United States has sought to manage relationships and crises and avoid systemic conflict. US hegemony is also incomplete, in the sense that by no means all states accept or approve of US hegemony in the region. Japan does regard the dominant regional role of the United States as constructive and legitimate, but it is also the case that Japan gains more by cooperating with rather than challenging US hegemony. The most important issue, of course, is China's long-term reaction to the US attempt to dominate the region. At present, China is grateful for the benefits of integration, but in the long run it is likely to develop its own aspirations towards and strategies for the construction of regional order.

2. U.S presence and forward deployment prevents destabilizing conflicts and promotes under-balancing which leads to peace 

Dan Twining, staff writer for Foreign Policy, November 10, 2009 “A crib sheet for President Obama's upcoming Asian summitry,”http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2009/11/10/a_crib_sheet_for_president_obamas_upcoming_asian_summitry) SM
The American alliance system, and the security guarantees and forward deployment of military forces that underpin it, remain an important stabilizing force in a region experiencing the kind of dynamic shifts in relative power that so often lead to arms racing, regional polarization, and conflict.  In this context, U.S. leadership provides a stabilizing reassurance to Asian states that might otherwise need to pursue destabilizing "self-help" policies in the face of security dilemmas American security guarantees help mitigate. American alliance commitments to Japan, South Korea, and other nations promote what political scientists call "underbalancing" -- regional states enjoying U.S. protection are able to invest more of their national resources in the pursuits of peace rather than preparations for war, which in turn helps reassure their neighbors. Asians are particularly watching to see how President Obama handles conflict with Japan, Washington's most 

Hegemony-Forward Deployment Key

important regional ally, over troop basing rights and other issues. Many Asian states fear that a Japan unshackled from its close alliance with the U.S. would be a destabilizing force in the region -- which is why so many Asian countries applauded the deft alliance management shown by Presidents Clinton and George W. Bush. The inexperience of the new Japanese government makes this a real challenge for President Obama, who may have to speak past Japan's uncertain leadership and directly to the Japanese public, which overwhelmingly supports a strong U.S. alliance, to rally public support for a stronger and more capable U.S.-Japan security partnership for the 21st century.

3. Forward deployment in Okinawa key to deter Chinese and North Korean aggression, only U.S. marine presence can ensure Asian stability  

Richard C. Bush, director at the Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies, March 10, 2010,  Brookings Institute, “Okinawa and Security in East Asia,” http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx, ) SM

The threat environment in Northeast Asia is not benign. North Korea’s WMD capabilities are a matter of concern but will hopefully be a medium-term problem. More attention, however, is focused on China which has gradually developed a full spectrum of capabilities, including nuclear weapons. Their current emphasis is on power projection and their immediate goal is to create a strategic buffer in at least the first island chain. Although Taiwan is the driver for these efforts, they affect Japan. Of course, capabilities are not intentions. However, how will Japan feel as the conventional U.S.-China balance deteriorates and a new equilibrium is reached, especially knowing that China has nuclear weapons? There are also specific points of friction within Northeast Asia such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, the East China Sea, North Korea, and Taiwan, some of which involve and concern more than one government. Although we can hope that China will not seek to dominate East Asia at the U.S. and Japan’s expense, we can’t be sure of their intentions either. Hope is not a policy. 

The most sensible strategy—for both the U.S. and Japan—is to try to shape China’s intentions over time so that they move in a benign direction; so that it has more to gain from cooperation than a challenge. This has been the U.S. and Japan’s strategy since the early 1970s. The strategy has a good foundation in economic interdependence. However, it is easier said than done and is one of the biggest challenges of this century. The strategy requires at least two elements: engaging and incorporating China as much as possible, and maintaining the strength and willingness to define limits. This combination of elements is important because engagement without strength would lead China to exploit our good will while strength without engagement would lead China to suspect that our intentions are not benign. If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, commanding general of U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, recently spoke in Japan about the importance of Okinawa for the mission of the Marines. Among other things, he said that the U.S. Marine Corps is the emergency response force in East Asia. He explained that “The fundamental Marine Corps organizational structure is the Marine Air Ground Task Force, in which war fighting elements of aviation forces, ground combat forces, and logistics forces all operate under a single commander.” The Marine ground forces must train consistently with the helicopters that support them. Lieutenant General Stalder illustrated his point by saying that the “Marine Air Ground Task Force is a lot like a baseball team. It does not do you any good to have the outfielders practicing in one town, the catcher in another, and the third baseman somewhere else. They need to practice together, as a unit.” He went on to say that Okinawa is very important because it is relatively close to mainland Japan, to Korea, to the South China Sea, and to the Strait of Malacca. This geographic location is why, he said, “There is probably nowhere better in the world from which to dispatch Marines to natural disasters” than Okinawa. This importance of Okinawa is another reason why finding a solution to the realignment issue is essential. Any solution to the Okinawa problem should meet four conditions: efficiency of operations, safety, local interests, and permanence. Resolving the situation is also important because, as Lieutenant General Stalder pointed out, other nations are “watching to see whether the United States-Japan Alliance is strong enough to find a solution to the current issues.”[1] Of course, our two countries and China are not the only ones concerned with the alliance. South Korea has important stakes involved in the presence of U.S. forces in the Western Pacific. In the event of a conventional attack by North Korea, South Korea has a very strong military, but it also depends on the ability of the United States to move forces quickly to the Korean peninsula. It depends on those U.S. forces, including Marines, to dissuade and deter North Korea from even considering an attack. South Korea is comfortable with the relocation of 8,000 marines to Guam, in part because there are already other U.S. troops on the peninsula and in Japan, and also because moving Marines from Guam by air doesn’t take long. However, South Korea would likely be concerned by signs that the U.S.-Japan alliance was slowly dissolving. If U.S. troops were to be removed from, first, Okinawa and, then, the home islands, it would likely weaken deterrence. Taiwan also has concerns. The Marines on Okinawa, plus the U.S. air force, serve to strengthen deterrence in the event of aggression by China against Taiwan. China will be less likely to mount an attack because the U.S. has both ground troops and an air base on Okinawa. If China attacked U.S. installations on Okinawa, that almost ensures a serious conflict. The bases act as a tripwire. demands. As previously mentioned, the public supports the alliance, but it has increasing doubts about DPJ leadership, in part because of Futenma. So, where the political logic of 2009 led the DPJ coalition to demand a lot on Okinawa, the political logic of 2010 appears to encourage Mr. Ozawa and Mr. Hatoyama to settle for what they can get.

U.S. military presence is key to preventing Japan from going nuclear.
Brookes, Peter. Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies. Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might. November 24, 2008. 
The presence of U.S. forces and the American nuclear deterrent has also kept Japan from exercising a nuclear option that many believe it might take, considering the rise of China, North Korea's nuclear breakout, its advanced scientific and technical capabilities, and indigenous nuclear power industry--a producer of a significant amount of fissile material from its reactors. Political and historical considerations aside, many believe that Japan could quickly join the once-exclusive nuclear weapons club if it chose to do so, result­ing in unforetold challenges to regional security.
U.S. military presence is crucial to preventing Chinese invasion of Taiwan.
Brookes, Peter. Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs and Chung Ju-Yung Fellow for Policy Studies. Why the World Still Needs America's Military Might. November 24, 2008.

We know that China is undergoing a major military buildup, especially involving its power projection forces--i.e., air force, navy, and ballistic missile forces, all aimed at Taiwan. Indeed, today Beijing has the world's third largest defense budget and the world's fastest growing peacetime defense budget, growing at over 10 percent per year for over a decade. It increased its defense budget nearly 18 percent annually over the past two years. I would daresay that military tensions across the 100-mile-wide Taiwan Strait between Taiwan and China would be much greater today if not for an implied commitment on the part of the United States to prevent a change in the political status quo via military means. China hasn't renounced the use of force against its neighbor and rival, Taiwan, a vibrant, free-market democracy. It is believed by many analysts that absent American military might, China would quickly unite Taiwan with the mainland under force of arms. In general, the system of military alliances in Asia that the United States maintains provides the basis for stability in the Pacific, since the region has failed to develop an overarching security architecture such as that found in Europe in NATO.
Offshore Balancing Frontline-KL
U.S. withdrawal from South Korea would make North Korean/South Korean conflict inevitable

Center Movement, by Patrick Flood (   7/12/10 “ Korea, China and the US — An Alternative View” http://www.centermovement.org/topics-issues/foreign-policy/korea-china-and-the-us-an-alternative-view/
The Broad Context: “Cold War anachronism” is probably not the most accurate way to describe the US presence in the Republic of Korea (hereinafter South Korea). While the main front of the Cold War ended in August 1991 with the defeat of the hard-line Communist coup in the Soviet Union, Communist totalitarianism continues to rule in China, North Korea, Laos, and to a considerable extent in Vietnam. Human rights and political and religious freedoms are as repressed in these countries as they were twenty years ago (though Vietnam has significantly relaxed its anti-religious policies). The Chinese Party-military-police regime welcomes foreign capital and the opportunity to increase its cash reserves by selling massive quantities of low-cost products abroad, but this greater economic openness has had minimal impact on how it treats its people or on its determination to maintain a system as repressive as the one in North Korea. Even apart from the nuclear issue, much is at stake in the ongoing Korean crisis: for South Korea, its independence and the rights and freedoms of its people; for the other countries of East Asia, a climate of peace with sufficient regional stability to permit normal economic, social and political development; and for the US, all of the foregoing plus continued confidence in the reliability of US commitments to our allies and friends in the Pacific Basin, and the contribution this in turn makes to US and global security. The Role of US Troops: Our military presence in South Korea is the main reason war has not broken out during the fifty-seven years since the armistice, in very much the way that our long presence, together with the UK and France, protected West Berlin. In both cases the vastly outnumbered defenders successfully deterred an attack, despite severe pressures and periodic threats of annihilation. Does anyone really think that the two million West Berliners would have remained free for a week if the Allies had removed their few brigades to West Germany? If North Korea has long had in place sufficient forces to seize Seoul and send the South Korean government fleeing, a la 1950, the physical presence of the US “tripwire” is the only credible explanation for why it has refrained from doing so. Withdrawing our forces offshore and offering instead assurances of future help would be a clear statement that our security commitment to South Korea is no longer what it was, despite our alliance. One cannot effectively defend an ally against a massive land invasion solely with ships and remote airbases. And we tried partial withdrawal a few years ago: in an effort to defuse tensions and after consultation with South Korea, we reduced troop strength by 25% and repositioned our forces within the country. This move has obviously not helped to moderate the North’s policies. And, as noted above, by staying in Korea we reassure not only South Korea but also our other allies in Asia that we will keep our commitments. Nuclear Matters: North Korea’s nuclear-weapons programs further impede the process of working toward a stable modus vivendi between the two Koreas. They add a new tension-heightening factor, lending support to those in the US who advocate air and ground military strikes to destroy the North Korean facilities. This is not the optimal solution for South Korea or for us, and it increases the incentive to explore as wide a range as possible of other pathways to the goal of a non-nuclear North Korea. In the off-and-on Six-Party Talks, we have on occasion persuaded the North Korean regime to slow down or temporarily suspend parts of its nuclear program. But it has not sustained these positive steps, ditched the program, or restored IAEA controls.

US Troops in South korea are key to US hegemony and deterring North Korea

Donald Macintyre et al, Pantech Fellow at Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center at Stanford, Daniel Sneider is the associate director for research at the Walter H. Shorenstein Asia-Pacific Research Center, Gi-Wook Shin is the director of Shorenstein APARC, August 2009, "First Drafts of Korea: The U.S. Media and Perceptions of the Last Cold War Frontier", http://aparc.stanford.edu/publications/first_drafts_of_korea_the_us_media_and_perceptions_of_the_last_cold_war_frontier/)

Few regions rival the Korean Peninsula in strategic importance to U.S. foreign policy. For half a century, America has stationed tens of thousands of troops in South Korea to defend its ally from the threat of North Korean aggression. South Korea, in turn, is critical to the defense of Japan, another ally and the linchpin of American interests in East Asia. The rise of a nuclear-armed North has upped the ante. Yet despite the stakes, the two Koreas have registered only episodically on the radar of the United States. The troubling gap between American perceptions of the peninsula and its strategic importance remained an unexplored phenomenon until now. First Drafts of Korea breaks new ground in examining how the American mass media shape U.S. perceptions of both Koreas and, as a result, influence U.S. foreign policy.


North Korean Deterrence is working now

Business Week By Patrick Harrington 5/28/10 “ U.S., South Korea Ready to Repel North as Raptors, Ships Deploy” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-05-28/u-s-south-korea-ready-to-repel-north-as-raptors-ships-deploy.html

May 28 (Bloomberg) -- U.S. and South Korean forces said they are ready to repel any threat posed by North Korea as 24 stealth fighter jets deploy to the region and a report said the military alert level has been raised. Naval vessels plan anti-submarine exercises close to the disputed maritime border between North and South Korea where one of the South’s warships sank on March 26, killing 46 sailors. An international team of experts last week concluded that a North Korean torpedo blew apart the Cheonan, prompting Kim Jong Il’s regime to cut all ties with the South and threaten “all-out war” over any punitive action. “U.S. and ROK forces are well prepared to deter aggression against the Republic of Korea and meet any threat posed by North Korean Forces,” said Lieutenant Colonel Angela Billings, a spokeswoman for U.S. forces in Korea, in a written response to questions. She declined to give any details on operational strategy, ship movements or contingency plans should the North make good on a threat to open fire on vessels invading disputed waters, citing security policy. 

The US is successfully deterring North Korean aggression now—troops deployments in South Korea are key
Associated Press, 5/24/10, MSNBC, "U.S. backs South Korea in punishing North", http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/37309788/
The Obama administration endorsed Lee's demand that "North Korea immediately apologize and punish those responsible for the attack, and, most importantly, stop its belligerent and threatening behavior." Seoul can continue to count on the full backing of the United States, it said. "U.S. support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal, and the president has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Republic of Korea counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression," the White House said. Pentagon spokesman Bryan Whitman did not give a date for the exercises but said they will be in the "near future." The U.S. has 28,500 troops in South Korea — a major sore point for the North — as well as 47,000 troops in Japan. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton was in Beijing conferring with China on a coordinated response. She would not say whether that might include new international sanctions against the North. "We are working hard to avoid an escalation of belligerence and provocation," Clinton said. "This is a highly precarious situation that the North Koreans have caused in the region."

South Korean and US efforts are deterring North Korea now

Jeff Mason, writer for Reuters, 5/24/10, Reuters, ("Obama tells military: prepare for North Korea aggression", http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE64N0ZT20100524)

The United States gave strong backing to plans by South Korean President Lee Myung-bak to punish North Korea for sinking one of its naval ships, White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement. The White House urged North Korea to apologize and change its behavior, he said. "We endorse President Lee's demand that North Korea immediately apologize and punish those responsible for the attack, and, most importantly, stop its belligerent and threatening behavior," Gibbs said. "U.S. support for South Korea's defense is unequivocal, and the president has directed his military commanders to coordinate closely with their Republic of Korea counterparts to ensure readiness and to deter future aggression," he said. Obama and Lee have agreed to meet at the G20 summit in Canada next month, he said. Late last week, a team of international investigators accused North Korea of torpedoing the Cheonan corvette in March, killing 46 sailors in one of the deadliest clashes between the two since the 1950-53 Korean War. Lee said on Monday South Korea would bring the issue before the U.N., whose past sanctions have damaged the already ruined North Korean economy. The United States still has about 28,000 troops in South Korea to provide military support. The two Koreas, still technically at war, have more than 1 million troops near their border. "We will build on an already strong foundation of excellent cooperation between our militaries and explore further enhancements to our joint posture on the Peninsula as part of our ongoing dialogue," Gibbs said. Gibbs said the United States supported Lee's plans to bring the issue to the United Nations Security Council and would work with allies to "reduce the threat that North Korea poses to regional stability."

U.S.-China nuclear slapfights result in millions of casualties- two scenarios.
Hans M. Kristensen, Robert S. Norris, Matthew G. McKinzie, members of The Federation of American Scientists & The Natural Resources Defense Council. Chinese Nuclear Forces and U.S. Nuclear War Planning. November 2006.

We conclude the report with a section that describes two nuclear strike scenarios (and several potential Chinese options) and calculates the casualties that both sides would suffer as a result. The simulations show with chilling clarity that while the nuclear capabilities of the two countries are quite different, the civilian casualties resulting from the use of just a small part of either country’s nuclear arsenal would be overwhelming. Whether the strategy is one of “countervalue” or “counterforce,” and whether the missiles are inaccurate or accurate, tens of millions of innocent people would die and more would suffer in a nuclear attack against either country. Our first scenario concludes that 1.5 million to 26 million causalities would result from a U.S. attack on Chinese ICBMs, depending upon the type and number of warheads used. Strike plans maintained by the Pentagon probably include options for significantly larger attacks. The declassified documents we examined reveal that nuclear war planning against China traditionally has involved much larger strikes against a broad range of facilities. Even so, the Pentagon has advocated – and the White House has authorized – additional nuclear planning against China. It is hard to see where deterrence ends and nuclear warfighting begins, but with U.S. planners pursuing “more discriminate capabilities for selected target types through lower yields, improved accuracy, and enhanced penetration,” the quest of the never sufficiently “credible deterrent” seems to be entering its next phase.26 Our second scenario concludes that 15 million to 40 million causalities would result from a Chinese attack on 20 populous U.S. cities. As if that is not enough, China is in the final phase of a nuclear facelift that the U.S. intelligence community has predicted will result in 75 to 100 warheads “primarily targeted” against the United States by 2015. Whether this projection will come true is not certain, but Chinese leaders apparently have decided that its antiquated long-range ballistic missile force is becoming vulnerable and a new generation of ICBMs is needed to ensure the credibility of China’s minimum deterrent. Our calculations show that the increase in warheads anticipated by the U.S. intelligence community could potentially hold as many as 75 major U.S. cities at risk and inflict more than 50 million casualties.

Beijing’s response to financial crisis destroys economic capability

Friedberg, 2010(Aaron, July 21st, professor of politics at Princeton University, Implications of a Financial Crisis for U.S. – China Rivalry, Survival, 52: 4,

33-4) 
Whether or not China can sustain its initial recovery remains to be seen. At least in the near term, Beijing responded to the crisis by doubling down on a development model that was already approaching the limits of its utility. Rather than taking aggressive steps to boost consumer spending as a share of GDP, a course that both outside experts and many Chinese officials have identified as essential to sustaining long-term growth, the regime chose initially to pump even more money into infrastructure projects and to provide both direct and indirect support for a variety of export industries.6 While this approach may have been effective in preventing an even steeper shortterm drop in output, it threatens to create massive excess capacity, fuelling asset bubbles, weighing down banks with more non-performing loans and setting the stage for another slowdown that will be even deeper and more difficult to manage. As economist Stephen Roach points out, Beijing appears to have acted on the assumption that, as in previous recessions, foreign (and especially US) demand would soon recover, leading to a rise in exports and a resumption of rapid growth. If this turns out not to be the case, however, Roach concludes that China ‘runs the real risk of facing a more pronounced shortfall in economic growth’.7 In sum, short-term expedients may end up hastening the day of reckoning for China’s investment-heavy, export-led development strategy. While the regime has recently taken steps to encourage domestic demand, permitting workers wages to rise and the renminbi to appreciate, the changes to date have been small and tentative.8

Heg is key to solving free trade, global warming, terrorism, environmental degradation and disease

Greenberg 2006, Director Emeritus and Honorary Vice Chairman of the Council on Foreign Relations and a member of the Trilateral Commission.(Maurice, “On Leadership”, The National Interest, Winter 05/06)

I am concerned that these are not the issues being discussed by our political leadership and that the United States is abdicating its role as a global leader. There are a number of problems that require the United States to step forward and exercise leadership. In matters of world trade, the Doha Round has not been a booming success. Promises of aid for Africa have turned out to be little more than promises. We have transnational threats such as terrorism, environmental degradation and the spread of disease. We have an issue of global warming. I'm not a scientist, but I am concerned that the intensity and strength of natural disasters has grown. Ocean warming has occurred by several degrees of temperature, ice flows are melting in the poles--what is going to be the impact of that on the world's climate? There are a whole host of issues that are not simply matters of American national interest, but are global, planetary interests.  And make no mistake, if the United States does not lead, who will? The future of the European Union is a question mark. The proposed constitution was not enthusiastically embraced by Europe's population. More and more Europeans are dissatisfied with the euro, which, I might add, seems less and less likely to replace the dollar as the leading currency for global trade and finance. American leadership is essential to put together the broad-based coalitions necessary to tackle these problems. Our national interest is served by continuing to build up our relations with other states, creating a network of mutual interdependence, rather than ignoring problems or isolating ourselves from the rest of the world.

Credibility decline of U.S. hegemony leads to international arms races and general instability.
Layne, Christopher. Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security, at Texas A&M University. The Waning of U.S. Hegemony-Myth or Reality? A Review Essay. MIT Press, 2009.

Still, there are factors that could lead to a more fraught international environment, including: the declining credibility of U.S. extended deterrence security guarantees, which could fuel new regional arms races (p. 97); competition for control of natural resources—especially energy—which could drive great power competitions (pp. 63–66)21; and fallout from the financial and economic crisis, which could cause the international economic system to become more mercantilist (pp. 93–94). Finally, in a multipolar world, established international institutions may not be able to deal with the challenges posed by economic and financial turmoil, energy scarcity, and global climate change. In such a world, a nonhegemonic United States will lack the capability to revitalize them.
*Disads*
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Gridlock blocks Kan’s tax agenda now but political victories could clear the way for passage.

Bunn Nagara, Malaysia Star, 7/14/2010, " Tokyo's pendulum swings against the incumbent again ", http://thestar.com.my/columnists/story.asp?file=/2010/7/15/columnists/midweek/6670424&sec=midweek, AT

Fresh from the finance ministry, Kan thought he could mould public opinion with an authoritative scare tactic: he warned that not raising the sales tax could turn Japan into another Greece. But the tactic flopped horribly. Financial analysts knew that Japan was no Greece because the two countries' economic systems were different enough. But Kan failed both to rationalise the proposed tax hike acceptably and to deliver the electorate from more fear and uncertainty. Bad as his unnecessary scare was, the way he backtracked in the face of public disquiet was appreciably worse. If his 'bark' had been inopportune, the 'bite' he got from the electorate saw it backfiring completely. Kan's sad irony is that while he wanted to appear frank and candid to the people, he produced distrust instead. That added to the momentum of the DPJ's downswing on account of Hatoyama's premiership. The LDP lost no time in trying to make political capital out of the DPJ's setbacks. Calls continue for fresh elections for the lower house, although Kan has said he would not step down. On paper, Kan's premiership may be down but it may not be counted out. The DPJ still has a majority in the more powerful lower house. And another general election need not be called for up to three more years. However, the DPJ is neither out of the woods nor is it likely ever to emerge from it anytime soon. A divided Diet means the DPJ in government will have an even tougher time pushing any coherent policy through.
Kan has pledged to resolve the Okinawa dispute – he needs to remove the US presence to quell opposition.

AFP, 6/23/2010, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jURY1ux8w5NSwV5H7Yy-jZzIL6ww

Japan's Prime Minister Naoto Kan pledged Wednesday to reduce "the burden" of US bases on Okinawa as the island marked 65 years since the end of a major World War II battle there. Kan was on his first visit to the southern island since he took office on June 8 to attend a ceremony to remember the 83-day bloodbath which killed more than 200,000 people, half of them civilians, in 1945. His predecessor Yukio Hatoyama stepped down this month largely because he had mishandled a dispute over the relocation of an unpopular US airbase on the island, triggering local protests and souring ties with Washington. Kan noted that the US presence on Okinawa had contributed to peace in the Asia-Pacific region but added: "I promise to continue to seriously tackle the reduction of the burden in connection with US military bases." Kan said the island still hosts more than half of the 47,000 US troops in Japan. The bases have long drawn the ire of Okinawans because of aircraft noise, pollution, the risk of accidents and crime. "On behalf of all of our people, I apologise for the burden," Kan said. Futenma and other US bases were established as American forces took the island in one of the bloodiest battles of World War II. Towards the end, Japanese troops forced many residents to kill themselves "honourably" rather than face capture, according to local accounts. "I sincerely express my heartfelt sorrow for the dead," Kan told an audience of more than 5,000 Okinawans who held a minute-long prayer. After the war, Okinawa stayed under US occupation until 1972 and has since then remained the strategic US military keystone in the Pacific. The world's two largest economies have been key security partners, and Wednesday also marked the 50th anniversary of the Japanese ratification of a US-Japan security treaty which both sides had signed on January 19, 1960. Anti-base protests have flared in recent months after Hatoyama first pledged to move the contentious Futenma airbase off Okinawa, than reneged on the promise following protests from the United States.
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Wins in other areas spillover and allow Kan to get his tax reform policies.

Justin McCurry, GlobalPost correspondent for Japan, 7/17/2010, GlobalPost, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/japan/100715/global-economy-japan?page=0,1

"It is possible to say that support for a sales tax increase may rise if persuasive arguments are presented to voters, including cutting government waste,” the Asahi Shimbun newspaper said. The public’s gripe with Kan is rooted in his confused approach to the scale and purpose of his proposed tax changes, a criticism he accepted in the immediate aftermath of defeat. “I am sorry that my remarks were misunderstood," he said. "The election result shows that the country needs to have a proper debate before any decision is taken on tax." Martin Schulz, senior economist at the Fujitsu Research Institute in Tokyo, believes Kan could win the tax debate as long as he proves his credentials in other policy areas, such as social security spending and wresting power from the elite bureaucrats who have run Japan’s postwar economic policy. “There is a general acceptance that the sales tax has to be raised eventually. But people are only willing to trust a government with a proven track record of acting responsibly, and the DPJ haven’t done that yet,” Schulz said, referring to the Democratic Party by its acronym.
Tax reform causes a Japanese economic depression.

Chikafumi Hodo, Chief Correspondent for Reuters, 6/28/2010, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65R1XF20100628
Japan's benchmark 10-year bond yield could sink below 1 percent if the country doubled its sales tax to around 10 percent, the head of Western Asset Management's Japan unit said on Monday. New Prime Minister Naoto Kan has pitched such a hike as a necessary step to rein in Japan's massive public debt but this could significantly depress the economy, Naoya Orime told the Reuters Japan Investment Summit. "The level of the 10-year JGB yield could quickly fall to around 0.75-0.8 percent if the sales tax was raised to 10 percent," Orime said. While a sales tax hike could push up the consumer price index in the short run, the move could intensify deflation concerns and trigger heavy JGB purchases, he added. The 10-year yield declined to a seven-year low of 1.125 percent last week on the view that Kan is more serious about fiscal reform than many of his predecessors. It was 1.150 percent on Monday.

Japan’s economy is key to the global economy.

Kimberley Amadeo, President of World Money Watch, 12/29/2009, “Japan's Recession - What Caused Recession in Japan, and How It Affects the U.S.” http://useconomy.about.com/od/grossdomesticproduct/a/Japan_Recession.htm)

Japan is the world's fourth largest economy (after the EU, U.S. and China), so its decline would drag down the global economy, as well. Japan also hires temporary workers from nearby South Asian countries, who are now being laid off in droves.  To combat recession in the 1990's, the Bank of Japan had lowered interest rates to 0% and bought U.S. Treasuries, keeping the yen low which made exports competitively priced.  The low yen caused investors to borrow money in yen at a low interest rate and invest it in higher-paying currencies, such as the dollar. This was known as the yen carry trade, and created much liquidity in the global marketplace. Last year, the yen carry trade collapsed, and the yen skyrocketed. The stronger yen made Japanese exports less competitive at a time when demand had fallen in the U.S.  The Bank of Japan has traditionally been the largest holder of U.S. Treasuries. It did this to keep the yen low relative to the dollar, which kept Japan's exports competitive. This strategy caused Japan's debt to be 182% of total GDP output, weakening its economy. (Source: CIA World Factbook) A low yen made Japan's auto industry very competitive. This was one reason that Toyota became the number #1 auto maker in the world in 2007.  A recession in Japan could cause it to purchase less Treasury bonds at a time when the U.S. is issuing more bonds to finance the economic stimulus bill and bailouts. Lower demand and greater supply of Treasury bonds will cause yields to rise, thus raising interest rates, further depressing the housing market.   
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Economic collapse causes World War III.

Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 1/22/2009, The New Republic, http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/2169866/posts

None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises.  Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born?  The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 

Japan Compensation F22-1NC Shell 

Japan determines U.S. commitment SOLELY on the amount of military presence—reduction in troops cause Japan to feel abandoned

Brad Glosserman, executive director of the Pacific Forum CSIS in Honolulu, Hawaii, 05/2007, Pacific Forum Center for Strategic and International Studies, “U.S.-Japan-ROK Relations for the 21st Century”, http://csis.org/files/media/csis/pubs/issuesinsights_v07n05.pdf//sb
The debate in Japan and Korea over the value of alliance with the U.S. (that is, the debate among those who support the alliance) often (though not always) becomes limited or trivialized to the size of the U.S. military presence: how many troops remain, how large the bases are, etc. This happens because Japan and Korea see these as indicators of U.S. security commitment and resolve. This is an important aspect, but is very one-sided. This “What can U.S. do for us?” type of thinking lingers from the “occupied state mentality” that still exists in Japan and Korea since the end of World War II. And if U.S. forces should be reduced or redeployed elsewhere, the fear of abandonment is voiced. However, when the U.S. asks Japan or Korea, “what can you do for us?” as allies, Japan and Korea tend to shy away, for fear of entrapment. This kind of debate is unhealthy and not one of mature alliance partners. If we measure the value of an alliance by the sheer size of the U.S. military presence, then most NATO allies, and Australia in the Asia-Pacific will be at the bottom of the list. 
U.S will bow down to Japanese demand for F 22 to compensate security concerns

Emma Chanlett-Avery, specialist in Asia affairs, and Mary B. Nikitin, Analyst in Nonproliferation 2009 (, Mary B., Analyst in Nonproliferation, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests,” Congressional Research Service, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf//sb)

Perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan’s security. Since the threat of nuclear attack developed during the Cold War, Japan has been included under the U.S. “nuclear umbrella,” although some ambiguity exists about whether the United States is committed to respond with nuclear weapons in the event of a nuclear attack on Japan.21 U.S. officials have hinted that it would: following North Korea’s 2006 nuclear test, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice, in Tokyo, said, “...the United States has the will and the capability to meet the full range, and I underscore full range, of its deterrent and security commitments to Japan.”22 During the Cold War, the threat of mutually assured destruction to the United States and the Soviet Union created a sort of perverse stability in international politics; Japan, as the major Pacific front of the U.S. containment strategy, felt confident in U.S. extended deterrence. Although the United States has reiterated its commitment to defend Japan, the strategic stakes have changed, leading some in Japan to question the American pledge. Some in Japan are nervous that if the United States develops a closer relationship with China, the gap between Tokyo’s and Washington’s security perspectives will grow and further weaken the U.S. commitment.23 These critics also point to what they perceive as the soft negotiating position on North Korea’s denuclearization in the Six-Party Talks as further evidence that the United States does not share Japan’s strategic perspective.24 A weakening of the bilateral alliance may strengthen the hand of those that want to explore the possibility of Japan developing its own deterrence. Despite these concerns, many long-time observers assert that the alliance is fundamentally sound from years of cooperation and strong defense ties throughout even the rocky trade wars of the 1980s. Perhaps more importantly, China’s rising stature likely means that the United States will want to keep its military presence in the region in place, and Japan is the major readiness platform for the U.S. military in East Asia. If the United States continues to see the alliance with Japan as a fundamental component of its presence in the Pacific, U.S. leaders may need to continue to not only restate the U.S. commitment to defend Japan, but to engage in high-level consultation with Japanese leaders in order to allay concerns of alliance drift. Congressional leaders could face pressure to re-consider allowing the sale of the F-22 Raptor aircraft in order to bolster trust in the alliance.25
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F-22 exports to Japan causes a destabilizing arms race and weakens relations with China and South Korea 

Christopher Bolkcom Specialist in Military Aviation and Emma Chanlett-Avery Specialist in Asian Affairs, 03/11/09, Congressional Research Service, “Potential F-22 Raptor Export to Japan”, pg online @ http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RS22684.pdf//sb)
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.

(More extensions in the Japan Compensation DA Generic)

Japan Rearm 1NC Shell
A. Japan won’t nuclearize now but the door is open

Llewelyn Hughes, doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Spring 2007, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet); International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan”, International Security, Lexis | Suo

Japan's status as a nonnuclear weapons state remains of ongoing interest to policy analysts and scholars of international relations. For some, Japanese nuclearization is a question not of whether but of when. This article reassesses the state of the evidence on the nuclearization of Japan. It finds that support in Japan for the development of an independent nuclear deterrent remains negligible. Evidence demonstrates that ministries and agencies with responsibility for foreign and security policy have sought to consolidate Japan's existing insurance policies against nuclear threats--multilateral regimes and the extension of the U.S. nuclear deterrent to Japan--rather than seeking an indigenous nuclear deterrent. The article also finds, however, that the door to independent nuclearization remains ajar. Policymakers have ensured that constitutional and other domestic legal hurdles do not significantly constrain Japan from developing an independent nuclear deterrent. Further, recent centralization of authority in the prime minister and Cabinet Office has increased the freedom of action of leaders, enabling them to overcome political opposition to changes in security policy to a degree not possible in the past. This suggests that Japan's future position toward nuclear weapons could be more easily altered than before, should leader preferences change. 

B. Troop withdrawal causes nuclearization – undermines security credibility – Cold War proves

Toshi Yoshihara and James R. Holmes, associate professors of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College, “Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo's nuclear option”, Summer 2009, Naval War College Review, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0JIW/is_3_62/ai_n32144580 | Suo

Indeed, historical precedents in Cold War Asia provide ample evidence of the proliferation-related consequences of real or perceived American indifference to the region. In the past, perceptions of declining American credibility and of weaknesses in the nuclear umbrella have spurred concerted efforts by allies to break out. In 1971, under the Nixon Doctrine, which called on allies to bear heavier burdens, Washington withdrew a combat division from the Korean Peninsula. As a consequence, according to Seung-Young Kim, "Korean leaders were not sure about U.S. willingness to use nuclear weapons" despite the presence of tactical nuclear weapons on Korean soil. (36) Such fears compelled President Park Chung Hee to initiate a crash nuclear-weapons program. To compound matters, President Jimmy Carter's abortive attempt to withdraw all U.S. forces and nuclear weapons from the Korean Peninsula accelerated Park's pursuit of an independent deterrent. Similarly, China's nuclear test in 1964 kindled "fear that Taiwan might be wiped out in a single attack, with U.S. retaliation coming too late to prevent destruction." (37) This lack of confidence in American security guarantees impelled Chiang Kai-shek to launch a nuclear-weapons program. The Sino-U.S. rapprochement of the early 1970s further stimulated anxieties among Nationalist leaders about a potential abandonment of Taiwan. In fulfilling its pledges under the Shanghai Communique, which began the normalization process, the United States substantially reduced its troop presence on the island. As Nancy Bernkopf Tucker argues, "The withdrawal of American forces from Taiwan compelled the Nationalists to think more seriously about alternative ways of protecting themselves" including nuclear weapons. (38) Recently declassified materials document growing American alarm at the prospect of a nuclear breakout on the island throughout the decade. (39) In both cases, sustained American pressure, combined with reassurances, persuaded the two East Asian powers to forgo the nuclear option. The Taiwanese and South Korean experiences nonetheless show that states succumb to proliferation temptations as a result of a deteriorating security environment, heightened threat perceptions, and a lessening of confidence in the United States. While Japan certainly faces far different and less worrisome circumstances, these two case studies serve as a reminder to analysts not to casually wave away the possibility of a Japanese nuclear option.

C. Japanese nuclearization triggers a regional arms race causing nuclear war

Interfax, 06, “Nuclear Japan Would Trigger Terrible Arms Race in Asia,” http://lists.econ.utah.edu/pipermail/a-list/2006-November/063410.html  | Suo

The emergence of nuclear weapons in Japan would trigger an arms race in Asia and neighboring regions, Politika Foundation President Vyacheslav Nikonov said. "The situation would take a very dangerous turn should Japan take this path: the nonproliferation regime would be undermined and a terrible arms race would begin in Asia," Nikonov told Interfax on Tuesday. Nikonov made these remarks while commenting on the Japanese government's statement that Japan could legally possess nuclear weapons "however minimal the arsenal might be." "If this happens, South Korea could claim nuclear status and China would no longer put up with the small nuclear arsenal it has. The chain reaction would then entangle India, Pakistan and Iran," the Russian expert said. "This race could ultimately result in the use of such weapons," he said.

Politics Links-Withdrawal Unpopular

Congress doesn’t trust Japan – empirically fights base reductions.

Daily Yomiuri 2009 [“U.S. Senate move threat to realignment; 
Attempt to slash budget seen by some as warning to Hatoyama over Futenma,” November 8, http://archive.wn.com/2009/11/08/1400/japanpolitical/]
A U.S. Senate move concerning the fiscal 2010 budget could jeopardize the realignment of U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa Prefecture. A Senate committee has voted for a budget bill that slashes 211 million dollars, or about 70 percent, from the 300 million dollars (27.2 billion yen) sought by the U.S. administration for the planned relocation of 8,000 marines from Okinawa Prefecture to Guam. Senators are now discussing the bill in a plenary session. The move apparently reflects the Senate's mistrust of the Japanese government concerning its reluctance to make a final decision on the relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station in Ginowan. Such a huge budget cut for the plan to realign U.S. forces stationed in Okinawa Prefecture could threaten the entire proposal. The White House has submitted to the U.S. Congress a document in which it objects to the proposed budget reduction, saying such a move would hurt the Japan-U.S. agreement reached in February on the relocation of U.S. marines to Guam. It was from this document that the intended budget reduction came to light.

Congress loves bases – they want deterrence and power projection.

Japan Today 2010 [Japan News and Discussion, "U.S. House offers thanks to Okinawa for hosting U.S. forces," June 25, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-house-offers-thanks-to-okinawa-for-hosting-us-forces]

The U.S. House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host U.S. forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region. The House passed the resolution in the day’s plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960. It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key U.S. Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said. Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of U.S. military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden. Congress also hopes to enhance ties with the Japanese government of new Prime Minister Naoto Kan, who succeeded Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. The House ‘‘recognizes Japan as an indispensable security partner of the United States in providing peace, prosperity, and stability to the Asia-Pacific region,’’ the resolution says. It also ‘‘recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing of the United States Armed Forces in Japan, the core element of the United States-Japan security arrangements that protect both Japan and the Asia-Pacific region from external threats and instability.

Troops in Japan Popular-House Agrees

Japan  Today, Japan News and Discussion, 6/25/10, Japan Today, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/us-house-offers-thanks-to-okinawa-for-hosting-us-forces

WASHINGTON —  The U.S. House of Representatives on Thursday offered thanks to the people of Japan, especially in Okinawa, for continuing to host U.S. forces, which it says provide the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and the maintenance of peace, prosperity and stability in Asia-Pacific region.     The House passed the resolution in the day’s plenary session by an overwhelming majority of 412 to 2 on the occasion of the 50th anniversary of the revised Japan-U.S. security treaty, which went into force on June 23, 1960.     It apparently passed the bipartisan resolution with the intention to help restore bilateral ties between Japan and the United States, which deteriorated over plans to relocate a key U.S. Marine Corps air station in Okinawa, political sources said. Okinawa, an island prefecture in southwestern Japan, hosts much of U.S. military presence in Japan and is hoping to reduce its burden. Congress also hopes to enhance ties with the Japanese government of new Prime Minister Naoto Kan, who succeeded Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month.     The House ‘‘recognizes Japan as an indispensable security partner of the United States in providing peace, prosperity, and stability to the Asia-Pacific region,’’ the resolution says.     It also ‘‘recognizes that the broad support and understanding of the Japanese people are indispensable for the stationing of the United States Armed Forces in Japan, the core element of the United States-Japan security arrangements that protect both Japan and the Asia-Pacific region from external threats and instability.’‘ The House ‘‘encourages Japan to continue its international engagement in humanitarian, development, and environmental issues; and anticipates another 50 years of unshakable friendship and deepening cooperation under the auspices of the United States-Japan Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security.’‘The resolution notes that the United States and Japan ‘‘reconfirmed’’ a commitment to relocate the Marines Futenma base in the densely populated area in Ginowan, Okinawa Prefecture, to a less populated coastal area in Nago, also in the prefecture. 

Japanese Rearm Links

The Current US presence and nuclear umbrella is what is stopping a Southeast Asian arms race-a withdrawal would cause a conflagration that could ignite the entire region

Sidney D. Drell and James E. Goodby, professor of physics emeritus at Stanford University, and Goodby a research fellow at the Hoover Institution, October 2007 (What are nuclear weapons for?, PDF, pg. 11)

As the Nuclear Posture Review states, nuclear weapons can assure allies, and this is particularly the case with Japan, a country that has set great store by the U.S. “nuclear umbrella.” The presence of that umbrella has made it easier for the Japanese and other allies to continue their renunciation of nuclear weapons. There now are pressures coming from some quarters in Japan to amend Japan’s constitution with regard to the renunciation of war. Japan’s non- nuclear-weapon status has also been questioned. The role of the U.S. nuclear umbrella may still be useful in thwarting a nuclear arms race between China and Japan, but the form of that umbrella need not be like the one that exists today.

They can’t win their claims about the security alliance; the collapse is inevitable

Kathleen Claussen, B.A. in comparative social policy and ideology from Indiana University and Yale Journal of International Law Editor, July 18, 2007, (Up to the Bar? Designing the Hybrid Khmer Rouge Tribunal in Cambodia, Yale law review, Vol. 33: 253, pg. 269)

While Japan grows increasingly distrustful of the rest of the world, the Japanese have mixed feelings about exclusive strategic reliance on the U.S. security umbrella. In 1995, after American soldiers stationed on Okinawa raped a local schoolgirl, many Japanese demanded the withdrawal of U.S. troops from the island. Then, in 2001, a U.S. submarine collided with a Japanese training vessel, sinking the latter ship and resulting in the loss of nine Japanese, an event that prompted some Japanese to further question their country’s close military ties with the United States. By 2007, many Japanese felt that Japan had become too associated with the U.S. military.25 Upon assuming office, Fukuda acknowledged that “[t]he Japan-U.S. alliance is the cornerstone of Japan’s diplomacy,” while simultaneously promoting “the principle of self-reliance” for Japan.26 Increased threats from its neighbors and encouragement from the United States to become more independent coincide with Japan’s desire for an increased role in international affairs, including security issues. In 2004, Japan began actively campaigning for a permanent seat on the U.N. Security Council,27 an effort continued by Japan’s current administration, which has declared that “Japan will realize its responsibilities commensurate with its national strength in the international community, and become a country which is relied upon internationally.”28 Some senior U.S. officials, such as former ambassador to Japan Howard Baker, support Japan’s ambitions for a permanent, veto-wielding seat on the Security Council.
US withdrawal from Japan would lead to Japanese rearm and a destabilizing East Asian arms race

Edited By Robert Pastor, Co-Director, Center for North American Studies, American University, 1999 (A century’s Journey: how the great powers shape the world, Google Books)

If the United States closed its military bases in Japan, South Korea, and Europe, the habits learned during the past fifty years might survive the immediate tectonic shift, but the consensus among the authors of this book was that the U.S. withdrawal would eventually be profoundly destabilizing. In Europe, the relationship between France and Germany could become strained, and Eastern Europe would feel more vulnerable from both the east and west. If the United States were to withdraw its troops from Japan and South Korea, the Japanese would probably rearm, leading to an arms race with China. In brief what seems to be a stable new world of economic interdependence might look very different if one element-a security guarantee-were withdrawn and no other confidence-building, compensatory structure replaced it. It is hard to envision a post-NATO security arrangement in Europe at this time, but it would have to include a combination of disarmament and a new structure that would credibly assure the independence of central Europe. In Asia the powers would have to overcome a mountain of suspicion before discussing the parameter of quadrilateral security guarantee involving the United States, Japan, China, and a united Korea. 


Japanese worries about the umbrella are on the brink-a withdrawal would push them over the edge to go nuclear

James L. Schoff, Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, March 2009, Institute for Foreign Policy analysis (Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence, pdf)_ 
Similarly, we do not assume that the credibility of America’s security commitments to Japan will weaken overnight (if ever), but neither is it a foregone conclusion that there will be no change whatsoever in the balance of alliance and deterrence responsibilities. Depending on de- velopments in the Middle East, for example, U.S. military

forces could be redeployed for more extended periods of time, amounting to what Japan might perceive as Ameri- can distraction or retrenchment from Asia. Furthermore, a fatal accident or heinous crime in Japan in the future directly involving U.S. Forces Japan (USFJ) could seriously undermine the political sustainability of a continued U.S. military presence in Japan, leaving Japan with important deterrence holes to fill. This could occur as well if future adjustments to the U.S.-South Korea (Republic of Korea, or ROK) alliance, involving a substantial withdrawal of forward-deployed U.S. troops from Korea, were to trigger broader pressure for similar American force reductions in Japan. Presumably this would lead to a serious consider- ation by Tokyo of more potent independent Japanese de- fense capabilities to compensate for such reductions. Given that Japan’s national security strategy depends so heavily on the U.S. nuclear umbrella and its long-range strike capability, Japan will always be hyper-sensitive to the long-term implications of near-term trends regarding

America’s security commitments (especially if they suggest a possible diminution in those commitments), and such concerns, however they arise, could prompt broader con- sideration of the nuclear option in Japan. The degree of sensitivity to alliance durability is directly proportional to the extent of perceived threats or vulnerability in Japan. The greater the threat, the greater is the need to balance that threat, either externally through Japan’s alliance with the United States, or internally by means of Japanese de- fense investments. For Japan to take matters into its own hands, however, it will need to overcome significant con- stitutional, political, and financial restrictions, which is why Tokyo’s first option has always been to make more modest investments in the alliance.
Obama’s new commitment has pushed Japan to the edge; they are one step away from going nuclear

John Bolton, fmr. US amb. to the United Nations, 4/28/2010, Washington Times (BOLTON: Folding our nuclear umbrella, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/28/folding-our-nuclear-umbrella/) 
In the Pacific, concerns are equally acute, especially in Japan. Faced with the unambiguous reality of China expanding and modernizing its nuclear and conventional military capabilities, and with North Korea as a nuclear weapons state, Japan inevitably faces the question of whether it needs its own nuclear deterrent. U.S. ambivalence on missile defense only heightens Tokyo's concerns, given its proximity to ballistic missile threats from the East Asian mainland. South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, among others, also share Japan's concern, each according to its own circumstances.

Thus, while there unquestionably are variations among America's allies about the precise implications of Mr. Obama's global withdrawal from U.S. strategic nuclear dominance, the overall direction is not in doubt. U.S. decline leaves the allies feeling increasingly on their own, uncertain about Washington's commitment and steadfastness and facing difficult decisions about how to guarantee their own security. Ironically, therefore, it is America's friends that might increase nuclear proliferation, not just their mortal foes. This is the reality created by the retreat of nuclear America, the exact opposite of the Obama administration's benign optimism, namely that reducing U.S. capability would encourage others to do the same.

Rearm Links
US withdrawal prompts Japanese worries about the nuclear umbrella and would lead to nuclearization

Naval War College Review, 6/22/2009 (Thinking about the unthinkable: Tokyo’s nuclear option, http://goliath.ecnext.com/coms2/gi_0199-10940253/Thinking-about-the-unthinkable-Tokyo.html) 
What would it take to empower adherents of Sagan's security model, allowing their views to win out over domestic interests opposed to nuclear weapons and over norms of decades' standing? A central feature of Japan's security strategy is the nation's utter dependence on the American nuclear umbrella. As Yukio Satoh succinctly explains, "The U.S. extended nuclear deterrence will continue to be Japan's only strategic option to neutralize potential or conceivable nuclear and other strategic threats." (32) That is, even barely perceptible signs of weakness in the U.S. nuclear posture (either perceived or real) could trigger alarm and overreactions in Japan.
Japanese concerns over the Obama administration's recent moves to advance nonproliferation and disarmament objectives attest to such sensitivities. Specifically, Japanese policy makers fret that "extended deterrence could weaken if Washington appears too eager to placate China and Russia on these [global disarmament] issues in pursuit of the nonproliferation objective or if it permits a latent North Korean nuclear capability in exchange for safeguards against proliferation." (33) In 2006, North Korea's nuclear test compelled the Japanese government to seek public reassurances from the United States that extended deterrence remained intact. (34) Not surprisingly, even skeptics on the matter of Japanese nuclearization concede that an erosion of American credibility could fundamentally reshape the Japanese strategic calculus. The Congressional Research Service forcefully contends that "perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan's security. (35) The causes and processes by which U.S. extended deterrence could be undermined in Tokyo's eyes are beyond the scope of this article. Nevertheless, we contend that a gradual or sudden collapse of the nuclear umbrella would be among the most decisive stimuli for a Japanese nuclear breakout.

Indeed, historical precedents in Cold War Asia provide ample evidence of the proliferation-related consequences of real or perceived American indifference to the region. In the past, perceptions of declining American credibility and of weaknesses in the nuclear umbrella have spurred concerted efforts by allies to break out. In 1971, under the Nixon Doctrine, which called on allies to bear heavier burdens, Washington withdrew a combat division from the Korean Peninsula. As a consequence, according to Seung-Young Kim, "Korean leaders were not sure about U.S. willingness to use nuclear weapons" despite the presence of tactical nuclear weapons on Korean soil. (36) Such fears compelled President Park Chung Hee to initiate a crash nuclear-weapons program. To compound matters, President Jimmy Carter's abortive attempt to withdraw all U.S. forces and nuclear weapons from the Korean Peninsula accelerated Park's pursuit of an independent deterrent.

Similarly, China's nuclear test in 1964 kindled "fear that Taiwan might be wiped out in a single attack, with U.S. retaliation coming too late to prevent destruction." (37) This lack of confidence in American security guarantees impelled Chiang Kai-shek to launch a nuclear-weapons program. The Sino-U.S. rapprochement of the early 1970s further stimulated anxieties among Nationalist leaders about a potential abandonment of Taiwan. In fulfilling its pledges under the Shanghai Communique, which began the normalization process, the United States substantially reduced its troop presence on the island. As Nancy Bernkopf Tucker argues, "The withdrawal of American forces from Taiwan compelled the Nationalists to think more seriously about alternative ways of protecting themselves" including nuclear weapons. (38) Recently declassified materials document growing American alarm at the prospect of a nuclear breakout on the island throughout the decade. (39) In both cases, sustained American pressure, combined with reassurances, persuaded the two East Asian powers to forgo the nuclear option. The Taiwanese and South Korean experiences nonetheless show that states succumb to proliferation temptations as a result of a deteriorating security environment, heightened threat perceptions, and a lessening of confidence in the United States. While Japan certainly faces far different and less worrisome circumstances, these two case studies serve as a reminder to analysts not to casually wave away the possibility of a Japanese nuclear option.
As noted above, analysts and Japanese politicians evince conviction that Japan could erect a nuclear deterrent in a relatively short period of time. We are unpersuaded by this apparent optimism and conventional wisdom. It is true that Japan possesses all the trappings of a nuclear power. Yet the path to a credible nuclear status is likely to be long and winding. Above all, Japan needs the material capacity to develop a bomb. (40) With fifty-five nuclear-power plants in operation around the country and the nuclear sector's large reserves of reactor-grade plutonium, Japan enjoys a readily available supply of fissile material. According to Sankei Shimbun, Japan possesses enough plutonium on its own soil and in reprocessing plants overseas to produce 740 bombs. (41) How usable this reactor-grade material would be for weapons purposes, however, remains a matter of dispute among technical specialists. An internal government report unearthed by Sankei Shimbun reportedly concluded that Japan would need several hundred engineers, 200-300 billion yen (or $2-$3 billion), and three to five years to fabricate a serviceable nuclear warhead. (42)
*Counter Plans*
US-Japan Alliance Advantage CP

Text: The United States federal government should stop referring to Japan as the only linchpin of U.S. Security in Asia, emphasizing the parallel importance of South Korea. The United States federal government should affirm the U.S. security commitment for extended deterrence while pressuring Japan to expand conventional force capabilities. The United States federal government should pressure Japan to implement the recommendations of the Yanai Commission, enact legislation allowing dispatch of Japanese forces overseas without legislative debate, assume a greater role in combating proliferation, and implement rules of engagement similar to those used by nations in U.N. missions.

Straight talk solves for the US Japan cooperation which accesses the alliances

Bruce Kligner, Senior Research Fellow, Northeast Asia, Heritage Foundation, August 26, 2009, Research Reports (The Heritage Foundation, How To Save the US-Japan Alliance, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance) 

Straight Talk Needed. The leaders and legislatures of the U.S. and Japan must forthrightly address the needs of the alliance and Japan's contributions rather than continuing to paper over the problems with positive rhetoric. Japan has called for an end to being treated as the junior partner in the alliance, which it perceives as unfair. Yet, with a proportionate share of decision-making comes a proportionate share of the responsibilities and requirements. While the U.S. has responsibility for understanding the domestic political constraints of its allies, those allies also have a responsibility to live up to their commitments. Habitual foot-dragging leads to mistrust, fatigue, and perceptions of unreliability. Maintaining a status quo alliance in a changing security environment will leave the U.S. with increasingly larger military requirements that it may be unable to fulfill.

Counterplan pressures Japan to act – biggest internal link to solving US-Japan alliance'
Bruce Kligner, Senior Research Fellow, Northeast Asia, Heritage Foundation, August 26, 2009, Research Reports (The Heritage Foundation, How To Save the US-Japan Alliance, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance) 

The U.S. Should Urge Japan to: Implement the recommendations of the Yanai Commission[20] to adopt a less constrictive interpretation of the theory of collective self-defense. This would allow greater Japanese participation in four scenarios: (1) protection of U.S. naval forces, (2) ballistic missile defense, (3) use of force by SDF forces deployed on peacekeeping operations, and (4) providing logistical support to other nations engaged in peacekeeping operations. Enact permanent legislation to allow the dispatch of Japanese forces overseas without requiring cumbersome and divisive legislative debate before each mission. This would be an important first step toward globalizing the alliance to allow Japan to address international security threats inimical to both the U.S. and Japan. Japan should increase its regional and global security role to be commensurate with its economic power and military capabilities. Implement rules of engagement similar to those used by other nations engaged in U.N. missions. The need for other nations' troops to defend Japanese troops in Iraq undermined the utility of the Japanese contribution. Tokyo should evolve its role beyond merely providing logistical support or funding non-military initiatives. Becoming a full member of the team requires "boots on the ground."
Increase defense spending beyond the status quo of 1 percent of GDP to enable fulfilling mission objectives. Enhance public diplomacy efforts to explain the utility of an enhanced alliance to offset Japan's current acquiescence and timidity, which would lead to decreased influence in Asia. Assess the impact that buying expensive weapons systems, such as the F-22 fighter aircraft, which costs much more than the F-35, would have on Japan's ability to maintain critical defense systems, such as missile defense, if the Japanese continue to refuse to raise their defense budget. Assume a greater global role in combating proliferation. Initially extend the range of Japanese Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) operations, currently limited to the waters surrounding Japan, to assume primary responsibility for patrolling against North Korean maritime proliferation in northeast Asia.




We have comparative evidence – referring to Japan as the linchpin of security by giving them token recognition. A broader strategy of, engaging South Korea, and pressuring Japan to take a broader role in security through the counterplan bolsters the alliance and solves all of the impacts to their U.S.-Japan Advantage

Bruce Kligner, Senior Research Fellow, Northeast Asia, Heritage Foundation, August 26, 2009, Research Reports (The Heritage Foundation, How To Save the US-Japan Alliance, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/08/How-to-Save-the-US-Japan-Alliance) 

Japan is important to the United States--which makes it all the more critical to improve the alliance for mutual benefit. An Asia without the U.S.-Japanese alliance would be far worse than the status quo. The U.S. needs strong relationships with Japan and South Korea, as well as coordinated efforts among these three allies to combat current and future security challenges in Asia and around the world. Moreover, the alliances are not simply a response to threats, but are a partnership of countries that share the values of freedom and democracy. The U.S. should not shy away from emphasizing that aspect in its military partnerships with Japan, South Korea, and Australia. Leaders in Washington, Tokyo, and Seoul have inherited responsibilities that go well beyond their borders. The sacrifices of their citizens in the 20th century should never be forgotten, and these three singularly important nations must constantly review the premise of their commitments and long-term relationships in the moral dimension that "our words are our bonds."

Japanese policymakers have not defined a strategic vision to address the evolving world environment. Such a grand strategy must be accompanied by bold, effective leadership to mobilize public support for Japan's regional and global role. A national debate must take place if Japan is to reverse its present wayward course. The election of the opposition DPJ and its commensurate search for a policy could prove to be catalyst. The U.S.-Japan alliance is not a house of cards. But it is underperforming, and weaker than generally perceived. As one U.S. official said, "Getting Japan to do more is like pushing a string." The alliance needs shoring up, including wider understanding and public acknowledgement of its strengths, weaknesses, and limitations to allow a more robust U.S. discussion of its own defense needs. Endlessly repeating the bromide of "Japan as linchpin" is not a viable strategy and it ill serves the United States. A failure of America's leaders to understand, appreciate, and take necessary transformative measures puts Washington's ability to achieve its objectives at risk and raises dangers of crises in Asia and around the world.

F 22 sales are blocked now but pressure can lift the amendment

Daniel Darling, international military markets analyst with Forecast International Inc; staff writer for The Financial Times, Flight Global, National Defense Magazine, 8/3/09, The Faster Times, “Shadows Lengthen for the F-22 Raptor’, http://thefastertimes.com/defensespending/2009/08/03/shadows-lengthen-for-the-f-22-raptor//sb

But Defense Secretary Robert Gates is determined to halt the program and shift the military procurement focus towards equipment needed for the wars being fought today. The Pentagon leadership is betting that a conventional air war remains a distant possibility and that the counter-insurgency efforts such as the one U.S. military is currently undertaking will be the mission-type for the near future. With this in mind they see a large fleet of pricey aerial dogfighters as an accessory that provides little added benefit to American forces facing improvised explosive devices and insurgent guerrillas with no air elements of their own. The program’s proponents argue that while this is true, the nation can ill-afford not to take into account tomorrow’s threats and note that the high unit cost of the plane is partially due to so few having been ordered. But Pentagon officials are confronting the hard truth that hanging on to one expensive program cuts into the funding for others. In other words, more F-22s means less invested towards other requirements such as unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and transport aircraft. And while production for the F-22 will be drawn to a close under Pentagon plans, large orders of F-35 Joint Strike Fighters should ease the concerns of those who fret over relinquishing control of the skies to an as-yet unseen foe. One noticeable aspect of the entire debate is the lack of protest by prime contractor Lockheed Martin at the cutting of funds for the F-22 Raptor program. The absence of a lobbying effort by the defense giant over the elimination of one of its larger programs exposes the most crucial element in the F-22 debate: politics. When the contract was first awarded Lockheed shrewdly sprinkled its subcontracts around the country, placing workshare in some 44 states. This, of course, ensured that any future vote on Capital Hill over whether to cut funding for the program would be politically delicate. For those who want to see the F-22 program kept alive there is an alternative remaining: placing the aircraft on the export market. At present such an option is negated by the Obey Amendment, a provision placed in the 1998 defense amendment prohibiting the Air Force from selling the plane to another nation. The basis for the amendment concerned the potential for the planes advanced technologies to be passed into the hands of countries potentially hostile to U.S. interests. But sufficient Congressional pressure might be able to spur a reexamination of the export restriction. U.S. allies such as Japan, Israel and Australia have each shown interest in purchasing the aircraft and asked Washington to drop the export barriers on a single-case basis to afford them the opportunity to buy the aircraft. Japan has been especially assertive in its lobbying efforts, while Israel has repeatedly expressed a desire to procure the F-22. Yet exporting the F-22 may prove more trouble than its worth. Aside from the obvious necessity of lifting the export barrier in Congress, the sheer cost of preparing the aircraft for the export market (i.e., removing aspects of its sensitive technology before transferring the plane into the hands of the recipient nation) is often estimated at $1 billion. As for the potential buyers, in the case of Japan such a sale would be seen by China as a direct threat and might result in a regional arms escalation with South Korea also requesting the opportunity to purchase the aircraft. Any acquisition by Israel would come via U.S.-provided Foreign Military Financing (FMF) - meaning out of the pockets of the American taxpayer. Meanwhile, Australia is opting for a purchase of around 70 Joint Strike Fighters making any buy of the Raptor an unlikelihood even if the option were afforded to Canberra. Many other U.S. allies with the financial strength to afford the aircraft have already moved forward with purchases of the Eurofighter Typhoon, thus reducing the scale of the F-22 export market. The F-22s proponents will likely continue arguing that exporting the aircraft to American allies means the production line stays open, jobs are preserved and the aircraft remains a viable future procurement alternative for the Air Force. However, the benefits to exporting the F-22 would only be translatable to the Pentagon should they procure more of the aircraft in the future, otherwise only the industrials involved in the program would profit. Thus the Beltway battle to keep the F-22 production line seems to have reached a conclusion - though history shows that large domestic defense programs such as the Raptor often prove difficult to kill.

 1NC Japan Condition CP

Text: the United States federal government should _________________________ on the condition that Japan enters a comprehensive bilateral Free Trade Agreement with the United States

Net benefit

Trade tensions rising between US and Japan

Micheline Maynard, staff writer for the Internation Herald Tribune, 3-2-10, “Worries rise over U.S. reaction to Toyota recall; Some Japanese believe attention paid to recall is driven by politics”, lexis

Ever since the U.S. Transportation Department stepped up pressure on Toyota Motor over its recalls several weeks ago, two sensitive questions have hung over regulators: By attacking Toyota, is the administration of President Barack Obama trying to help the Detroit carmakers it bailed out last year? And will those attacks lead to new trade tensions with Japan? Those issues, which have been debated widely in the media, were front and center last week at hearings in the U.S. House of Representatives into sudden acceleration episodes on Toyota cars. They are bound to come up again on Tuesday, when the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation holds its inquiry into Toyota's problems. Last year, the U.S. Treasury Department provided $55 billion to assist restructuring at General Motors and Chrysler, which both spent brief periods in bankruptcy protection. The U.S. Treasury holds 61 percent of General Motors, and 8 percent of Chrysler, and appointed new directors to each companies' boards, as well as the chief executive at G.M., Edward Whitacre Jr. Representative John D. Dingell Jr., Democrat of Michigan, a long-time advocate for Detroit's carmakers, placed the subject squarely in front of Toyota last week during a series of rapid-fire questions to its American sales chief, James Lentz III. Asked if he believed the stakes held by the Treasury Department in General Motors  and Chrysler were influencing the Transportation Department's actions, Mr. Lentz replied in a quiet voice, ''I don't believe that. The government is acting fairly.'' Transportation Secretary Raymond LaHood, a former Republican representative from Illinois, was more forceful. Asked by Representative Jason Chafettz, a Republican of Utah if he felt Toyota was being held to the same safety standards as G.M., Mr. LaHood replied tersely, ''Absolutely.'' Asked whether he had heard from representatives of the United Automobile Workers union about the recalls, Mr. LaHood replied, ''Absolutely not.'' In Japan, however, conspiracy theories abound that Toyota is being unfairly punished to lift the fortunes of the U.S. auto industry. In an analysis last week, the conservative Weekly Asahi magazine contended that Mr. Obama  also wanted to use the outcry against Toyota to lift his approval ratings. ''It's doubly convenient for the Obama administration  to hammer Toyota excessively,'' the magazine said. ''By picking on Toyota, Mr. Obama wants to reverse his falling popularity.'' White House officials have said there is no political motivation behind the investigations. But the question of political fairness resounds in part because of an internal presentation by Toyota's Washington staff that was provided to the committee as part of 50,000 pages of documents related to the recalls. In July 2009, a presentation prepared as part of an orientation program for Toyota's chief operating officer for North America, Yoshimi Inaba, discussed the Washington political climate. It included the phrase, ''changing political environment - massive government support for Detroit automakers.'' Asked about it last week, Mr. Inaba replied that the phrase did not reflect the philosophy of Toyota's staff. While insisting that they were being treated fairly by the American government, Mr. Lentz and Mr. Inaba did not hesitate to lay some blame at Japan's feet during their testimony, or at least Toyota's operations there. Several times, each executive explained that the final authority for decisions on Toyota's recalls and other decisions rested with company executives back home. Further, Mr. Inaba, who has been invited back for the Senate hearing, seemed to criticize his superiors in Japan when he said they did not share information about sudden acceleration issues in Europe, which took place before the problem surfaced in the United States. Any criticism of Japan, whether from Toyota executives or lawmakers, feeds into fears by some in Japan and the United States that the attacks on Toyota are a resurgence of Japan bashing. Several representatives voiced fears that trade tensions could result. ''I hope we don't see this as an excuse to beat up on foreign manufacturers and exacerbate our relationship with our neighbors,'' Paul E. Kanjorski, Democrat of Pennsylvania, said. Elijah E. Cummings, Democrat of Maryland, said that Toyota owners in the United States had spent thousands of dollars over the years on vehicles from a company they thought they could trust. That justified the government's inquiry, he said: ''They have a right to be safe.' 

1NC Japan Condition CP

Dispute over Toyota could signal international trade war

Herald 10 (CHRIS WATT chris.watt@theherald.co.uk, 2/10/10, "Toyota driven into massive recall of Prius in new scare", lexis)

Despite the assurances, the latest troubles have dealt a severe blow to the brand’s international standing. A YouGov daily poll tracking Toyota s reputation in the US, one of its biggest global markets, has seen its score fall from an average of 40-45% in the past year to just above 15% in the last few days. In the UK, where its market share is smaller, the brand s approval rating has dropped by about one-fifth. The Japanese firm only made it to the top of the global market in 2007, but since then it has had to announce the first operating loss in its 70-year history. Its nearest rival, American giant GM, has already tried to snatch a bite from its struggling rival with the offer of interest-free loans to customers who trade in a Toyota. Global sales for the two firms are almost neck-and-neck when buses and heavy goods vehicles are excluded from the equation; counting just cars and light vans, Toyota produced 8,871,135 vehicles in 2008 compared to GM s 8,245,090. Figures for last year have not yet been released. Given its controversial decision to bail out ailing US car makers last year, the American government has already been drawn into speculation of a looming international trade war. US safety authorities have criticised Toyota for car accelerator problems that have been linked to 19 deaths in the last decade, and commentators in the US have been much harsher in their judgment of the firm than most on this side of the Atlantic. .

A US – Japan Free Trade Agreement solves, but pressure is key 

William H. Cooper, Specialist in International Trade and Finance Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, Congressional Research Service. 7-9-07 “U.S.-Japan Economic Relations: Significance, Prospects, and Policy Options.”

A third option would be for the United States and Japan to form a comprehensive bilateral free trade agreement (FTA). This option might prove attractive because tariffs and other customs restrictions on U.S.-Japan bilateral trade are already low or non-existent, providing a foundation on which to build an FTA. In addition, proponents would argue that the two countries could construct the FTA to cover policies and practices that are critical to the relationship. For example, the FTAs that the United States has concluded recently go beyond trade in goods and address services, foreign investment, and intellectual property rights. A U.S.-Japan FTA would fit into current Japanese and U.S. trade strategies to use FTAs to strengthen economic ties with Asian partners. Critics of the FTA option have pointed out U.S. agricultural producers (and WTO rules) would require that Japan allow free trade to include access to its agricultural markets — a step that it has been very reluctant to take. 

(Extensions in the Japan Condition Generic)

 Marines PIC

Another CP:

The United States federal government should  remove the Marines on the Okinawa prefecture and relocate the Futenma Marine Air Station to Kadena

The counterplan solves for the distrust of US presence in Okinawa while avoiding the security threats involved from complete withdrawal 

Vincent Wei-cheng Wang, Ph.D, University of Chicago, and Associate Professor of Political Science and Coordinator of International Studies at the University of Richmond, 3/5/2005 (The Us-Japanese Alliance Redefined: Implications for East Asian Secuirty, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/1/2/3/p71236_index.html)

However, this does not mean that nothing more can be done to reduce American footprints on the island. As has been pointed out earlier, given the most probable scenarios of future contingencies, including the Taiwan Strait, the marines can be substantially reduced. First, the main challenges require a mobile, fast-response type of operations. Second, the marines have been involved in many high-profile crimes, especially sexual assault and rape – the 1995 rape of a twelve-year-old girl was only “the tip of the iceberg.” Third, the Futenma Marine Air Station should be relocated or have its functions absorbed by another comparable facility (e.g., Kadena) and more effort should be made to overcome inter-service turf war.
All these measures will result in a reduction of those troops that are unlikely to be used in a future contingency in the region and greater public relations for the U.S. military, while not substantively affecting America’s war-making capabilities in the region.

For the foreseeable future, U.S.-Japan alliance will continue to be the bedrock of peace and stability in the region and Okinawa will continue serving as the linchpin of America’s military strategy in East Asia-Pacific. During the Cold War, defense was mainly on Japanese soil from a possible Soviet attack.
In the first decade of the 21st century, the alliance
 will take on more regional issues – toward the objective of “bilateral internationalism.”73
US presence-specifically in Okinawa-is the linchpin of the US checking China attacking taiwan 
Vincent Wei-cheng Wang, Ph.D, University of Chicago, and Associate Professor of Political Science and Coordinator of International Studies at the University of Richmond, 3/5/2005 (The Us-Japanese Alliance Redefined: Implications for East Asian Secuirty, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/1/2/3/p71236_index.html)

While none of these options would be sufficient to compel Taiwan to surrender, the report argues that U.S. military assistance must be available promptly to counteract the shock of Chinese actions before Taiwan’s will to resist begin to fade.65
This would call for the U.S. to maintain a sufficient and credible deterrent force in the region.
Therefore, basing for U.S. air force is a crucial issue.
As Figure 1 shows, a 500-nm-radius drawing from the center of the Taiwan Strait encompasses vast areas of ocean but very little land (outside of mainland China).
In the near term, there would appear to be only two options: basing on Taiwan itself, which is politically impossible, or basing in Japan. That would leave the air bases on Okinawa the most logical option. It should be recalled that the EP-3 naval plane that collided with a Chinese fighter jet in April 2001 flew out of the Kadena Air Force Base in Okinawa on a mission to collect intelligence regarding Chinese missile deployment opposite Taiwan. The EP-3 mission was a response to China’s determined missile buildup, which complicated cross-strait reconciliation, despite America’s repeated warning. The asset for the mission originated in Okinawa. This is a textbook example of how Okinawa, under the new Defense Guidelines, may play an increasingly important role in U.S. military strategy in East Asia-Pacific.
The aircraft carrier that Clinton sent to cool off tensions in the Taiwan Strait was based in Yokosuka on the Honshu Island of Japan. The aircraft carrier and spy plane missions are only the most prominent examples offering a glimpse into the future of Okinawa’s and U.S.-Japanese security alliance’s roles in regional security. There are other numerous daily mundane and uneventful missions involving American troops in Okinawa, such as scheduled ship patrols and logistic supplies.
After all, Okinawa are a short distance away from Taiwan and Japan has an enormous stake in the Taiwan Strait – the channel through which most of its oil imported from the Middle East passes through and the market of two of its important trade partners.




Either solvency advocate for delay CP or

An immediate withdrawal crushes the linchpin of US presence is Southeast Asia

Vincent Wei-cheng Wang, Ph.D, University of Chicago, and Associate Professor of Political Science and Coordinator of International Studies at the University of Richmond, 3/5/2005 (The Us-Japanese Alliance Redefined: Implications for East Asian Secuirty, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/7/1/2/3/p71236_index.html)

As to Okinawa, in the short run, its importance as the staging ground for various regional threats, including the China-Taiwan contingency, is likely to rise. Its long-term future is enmeshed with the region as a whole: If peace and commerce prevails in the region, then regionalization and globalization will also benefit Okinawa, and render the island’s status of as a “cold war colony” obsolete.
If, however, mutual suspicion and hostilities become the major trends of the region, then Okinawa will play a key role in determining the outcome of such conflicts, because it is where great powers intersect. Okinawa’s gratification will be temporarily belated but ultimately more rewarding.

*Solvency*

Solvency

1. Okinawans don’t want base removal – they want policies to make sure that the native peoples can survive without the leased lands they’ve depended on. 

Linda Isako Angst, asst. prof of anthropology @ Lewis and Clark, 2001, The Sacrifice of a Schoolgirl: The 1995 Rape Case, Discourses of Power, and Women’s Lives in Okinawa

The demands made by Okinawan interest groups within the anti-base movement vary. They include demands for the return of or compensation for base lands, often contaminated by toxins; policies and programs to protect women; stronger environmental regulations against noise and other pollution generated by the U.S. military; and greater regular access to ancestral tombs located on bases. Yet at the prefectural level elected officials argue for removal of all bases, which does not address or may be at odds with many of the above issues.

Base removals do not guarantee compensation for U.S.-used lands nor do they address how families will get along whose livelihoods, until now, depended on leased lands. Women’s groups will still require policies and infrastructure to deal with the influx of foreign male tourists, and women in the military service industries, who may not be in the anti-base movement, are torn: on the one hand, concerns for personal and family safety may lead to shared sentiments against the presence of bases; on the other hand, their livelihoods have depended on the work generated by bases.

Many Okinawans feel that development projects that enhance Okinawa’s main industry, services for the military and tourists, have forced them to reconcile or compromise moral/political concerns and revealed schisms within the protest movement. The proposed construction of a heliport off the coast of Nago (for U.S. equipment transferred from MCAS Futenma in Ginowan City) is not only politically controversial, but also raises concerns about environmental issues, including the endangerment of the dugong manatee, the flightless native bird yanbaru kweena, and the habu snake, and the destruction of local coral reefs by increased construction.

2. Japan supports US presences despite Okinawan opposition.

Yumiko Mikanagi, prof of Political Science, International Christian University, Tokyo, 04 “Okinawa – Women, Bases, and US-Japan Relations” International Relations of the Asia-Pacific, vol. 4, WBTA 
However, this view is contradicted in the minds of the Japanese people. In addition to Prime Minister Hashimoto’s aforementioned belief that the US—Japan security arrangement is of crucial importance to the security of Japan. Japanese citizens seem to believe that the US—Japan Security Treaty exists to ensure peace for Japan. In a poll taken in 1997 by the Prime Minister’s Office. 30.2% of respondents supported the idea that ‘there is no danger of Japan being involved in a war’.2’ And among those who supported this idea, the second largest share of respondents (37.9%) answered that the reason to think so was ‘because of the existence of the US—Japan security treaty.’ [The largest share of respondents (43.5%) answered that it is ‘because the UN is making peace efforts.’] Thus the belief that the US – Japan Security Treat exists to ensure peace for Japan is a widely shared by both policymakers and citizens in Japan (save for a large number of Okinawan citizens). This may explain why the central government, reflecting the widely held views of the Japanese public and policymakers, pressured the Okinawa government to accept the intra-prefectural transfer of US military facilities
Solvency 

3. U.S. troops in Okinawa provides regional peace and serves as a deterrent 

Derek Mitchell, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian and Pacific Affairs, 3/9/10, thoughts of Derek Mitchell but article written by Akihiro Iwashita who is a professor at East-West Center, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/ewc-in-washington/events/previous-events-2010/march-9-regional-security-and-okinawa-in-the-us-japan-alliance

Finally, Mr. Derek Mitchell, Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Asian & Pacific Affairs, reviewed the current status of the U.S.-Japan Alliance and the prospects for the future. He pointed out that much of the positive change in Asia, including economic growth and the development of democracy, is due to the role of the Alliance in maintaining peace and stability in the region. He explained that the presence of American troops in Okinawa continues to serve as a deterrent and an important part of regional peace. The current questions over American bases in Okinawa have no easy answers, but he explained that the United States, Japan, and the people of Okinawa should continue to investigate a sustainable and mutually beneficial way to resolve the concerns.

4. US withdrawal prompts Japanese worries about the nuclear umbrella and would lead to nuclearization

What would it take to empower adherents of Sagan's security model, allowing their views to win out over domestic interests opposed to nuclear weapons and over norms of decades' standing? A central feature of Japan's security strategy is the nation's utter dependence on the American nuclear umbrella. As Yukio Satoh succinctly explains, "The U.S. extended nuclear deterrence will continue to be Japan's only strategic option to neutralize potential or conceivable nuclear and other strategic threats." (32) That is, even barely perceptible signs of weakness in the U.S. nuclear posture (either perceived or real) could trigger alarm and overreactions in Japan.
Japanese concerns over the Obama administration's recent moves to advance nonproliferation and disarmament objectives attest to such sensitivities. Specifically, Japanese policy makers fret that "extended deterrence could weaken if Washington appears too eager to placate China and Russia on these [global disarmament] issues in pursuit of the nonproliferation objective or if it permits a latent North Korean nuclear capability in exchange for safeguards against proliferation." (33) In 2006, North Korea's nuclear test compelled the Japanese government to seek public reassurances from the United States that extended deterrence remained intact. (34) Not surprisingly, even skeptics on the matter of Japanese nuclearization concede that an erosion of American credibility could fundamentally reshape the Japanese strategic calculus. The Congressional Research Service forcefully contends that "perhaps the single most important factor to date in dissuading Tokyo from developing a nuclear arsenal is the U.S. guarantee to protect Japan's security. (35) The causes and processes by which U.S. extended deterrence could be undermined in Tokyo's eyes are beyond the scope of this article. Nevertheless, we contend that a gradual or sudden collapse of the nuclear umbrella would be among the most decisive stimuli for a Japanese nuclear breakout.

Indeed, historical precedents in Cold War Asia provide ample evidence of the proliferation-related consequences of real or perceived American indifference to the region. In the past, perceptions of declining American credibility and of weaknesses in the nuclear umbrella have spurred concerted efforts by allies to break out. In 1971, under the Nixon Doctrine, which called on allies to bear heavier burdens, Washington withdrew a combat division from the Korean Peninsula. As a consequence, according to Seung-Young Kim, "Korean leaders were not sure about U.S. willingness to use nuclear weapons" despite the presence of tactical nuclear weapons on Korean soil. (36) Such fears compelled President Park Chung Hee to initiate a crash nuclear-weapons program. To compound matters, President Jimmy Carter's abortive attempt to withdraw all U.S. forces and nuclear weapons from the Korean Peninsula accelerated Park's pursuit of an independent deterrent.

Similarly, China's nuclear test in 1964 kindled "fear that Taiwan might be wiped out in a single attack, with U.S. retaliation coming too late to prevent destruction." (37) This lack of confidence in American security guarantees impelled Chiang Kai-shek to launch a nuclear-weapons program. The Sino-U.S. rapprochement of the early 1970s further stimulated anxieties among Nationalist leaders about a potential abandonment of Taiwan. In fulfilling its pledges under the Shanghai Communique, which began the normalization process, the United States substantially reduced its troop presence on the island. As Nancy Bernkopf Tucker argues, "The withdrawal of American forces from Taiwan compelled the Nationalists to think more seriously about alternative ways of protecting themselves" including nuclear weapons. (38) Recently declassified materials document growing American alarm at the prospect of a nuclear breakout on the island throughout the decade. (39)
In both cases, sustained American pressure, combined with reassurances, persuaded the two East Asian powers to forgo the nuclear option. The Taiwanese and South Korean experiences nonetheless show that states succumb to proliferation temptations as a result of a deteriorating security environment, heightened threat perceptions, and a lessening of confidence in the United States. While Japan certainly faces far different and less worrisome circumstances, these two case studies serve as a reminder to analysts not to casually wave away the possibility of a Japanese nuclear option.
As noted above, analysts and Japanese politicians evince conviction that Japan could erect a nuclear deterrent in a relatively short period of time. We are unpersuaded by this apparent optimism and conventional wisdom. It is true that Japan possesses all the trappings of a nuclear power. Yet the path to a credible nuclear status is likely to be long and winding. Above all, Japan needs the material capacity to develop a bomb. (40) With fifty-five nuclear-power plants in operation around the country and the nuclear sector's large reserves of reactor-grade plutonium, Japan enjoys a readily available supply of fissile material. According to Sankei Shimbun, Japan possesses enough plutonium on its own soil and in reprocessing plants overseas to produce 740 bombs. (41) How usable this reactor-grade material would be for weapons purposes, however, remains a matter of dispute among technical specialists. An internal government report unearthed by Sankei Shimbun reportedly concluded that Japan would need several hundred engineers, 200-300 billion yen (or $2-$3 billion), and three to five years to fabricate a serviceable nuclear warhead. (42)

5. Marine presence in Okinawa acts as a key deterrent against enemy attacks and maintains Japan security

Bruce, Klingner, a Senior Research Fellow for Northeast Asia in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation.

May 28, 2010, The Heritage Foundation, “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead,”http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead) SM
The DPJ policy reversal is the result of senior Japanese officials having a belated epiphany on geostrategic realities. They now realize that the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Foreign Minister Okada affirmed that “the presence of U.S. Marines on Okinawa is necessary for Japan’s national security [since they] are a powerful deterrent against possible enemy attacks and should be stationed in Japan.”

Prime Minister Hatoyama now admits that after coming to power he came to better understand the importance of the U.S.–Japan alliance in light of the northeast Asian security environment. He commented, “As I learned more about the situation, I’ve come to realize that [the Marines] are all linked up as a package to maintain deterrence.” Japanese officials also remarked that rising tensions on the Korean Peninsula—triggered by North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean naval ship[1]—made clear to Japan that it lives in a dangerous neighborhood and should not undermine U.S. deterrence and defense capabilities.
6. Withdrawal from Okinawa undermines US hegemony and supports China’s rise

Justyna Szczudlik-Tatar, The Polish Institute of International Affairs, "The Issue of the Futenma Base on Okinawa in the Japan–US Relations", 4/28/10, Google Docs)

The US treats its bases on Okinawa and elsewhere in Japan as strategic points in the Pacific. With China, North Korea, South Korea and Taiwan within their range, the presence of US forces is meant to ensure security in Asia. The reduction of US forces on Okinawa or their withdrawal from the island would amount―even if chiefly on the symbolic level―to the weakening of the US’s position as the guarantor of security in Asia, a scenario that would benefit China the most.





Japanese worries about the umbrella are on the brink-a withdrawal would push them over the edge to go nuclear

James L. Schoff, Associate Director of Asia-Pacific Studies, Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, March 2009, Institute for Foreign Policy analysis (Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence, pdf)_ 
Similarly, we do not assume that the credibility of America’s security commitments to Japan will weaken overnight (if ever), but neither is it a foregone conclusion that there will be no change whatsoever in the balance of alliance and deterrence responsibilities. Depending on de- velopments in the Middle East, for example, U.S. military

forces could be redeployed for more extended periods of time, amounting to what Japan might perceive as Ameri- can distraction or retrenchment from Asia. Furthermore, a fatal accident or heinous crime in Japan in the future directly involving U.S. Forces Japan (USFJ) could seriously undermine the political sustainability of a continued U.S. military presence in Japan, leaving Japan with important deterrence holes to fill. This could occur as well if future adjustments to the U.S.-South Korea (Republic of Korea, or ROK) alliance, involving a substantial withdrawal of forward-deployed U.S. troops from Korea, were to trigger broader pressure for similar American force reductions in Japan. Presumably this would lead to a serious consider- ation by Tokyo of more potent independent Japanese de- fense capabilities to compensate for such reductions. Given that Japan’s national security strategy depends so heavily on the U.S. nuclear umbrella and its long-range strike capability, Japan will always be hyper-sensitive to the long-term implications of near-term trends regarding

America’s security commitments (especially if they suggest a possible diminution in those commitments), and such concerns, however they arise, could prompt broader con- sideration of the nuclear option in Japan. The degree of sensitivity to alliance durability is directly proportional to the extent of perceived threats or vulnerability in Japan. The greater the threat, the greater is the need to balance that threat, either externally through Japan’s alliance with the United States, or internally by means of Japanese de- fense investments. For Japan to take matters into its own hands, however, it will need to overcome significant con- stitutional, political, and financial restrictions, which is why Tokyo’s first option has always been to make more modest investments in the alliance.
Obama’s new commitment has pushed Japan to the edge; they are one step away from going nuclear

John Bolton, fmr. US amb. to the United Nations, 4/28/2010, Washington Times (BOLTON: Folding our nuclear umbrella, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/apr/28/folding-our-nuclear-umbrella/) 
In the Pacific, concerns are equally acute, especially in Japan. Faced with the unambiguous reality of China expanding and modernizing its nuclear and conventional military capabilities, and with North Korea as a nuclear weapons state, Japan inevitably faces the question of whether it needs its own nuclear deterrent. U.S. ambivalence on missile defense only heightens Tokyo's concerns, given its proximity to ballistic missile threats from the East Asian mainland. South Korea, Taiwan and Australia, among others, also share Japan's concern, each according to its own circumstances.

Thus, while there unquestionably are variations among America's allies about the precise implications of Mr. Obama's global withdrawal from U.S. strategic nuclear dominance, the overall direction is not in doubt. U.S. decline leaves the allies feeling increasingly on their own, uncertain about Washington's commitment and steadfastness and facing difficult decisions about how to guarantee their own security. Ironically, therefore, it is America's friends that might increase nuclear proliferation, not just their mortal foes. This is the reality created by the retreat of nuclear America, the exact opposite of the Obama administration's benign optimism, namely that reducing U.S. capability would encourage others to do the same.
Security K
A. The 1ac is grounded in an orientalist discourse of middle eastern security defined according to U.S. imperial interests.   

Pinar Bilgin, @ Bilkent Univ, ‘4 [International Relations 18.1, “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Inventions and Practices of Security,” p. 28]
What I call the ‘Middle East’ perspective is usually associated with the United  States and its regional allies. It derives from a ‘western’ conception of security  which could be summed up as the unhindered flow of oil at reasonable prices, the  cessation of the Arab–Israeli conflict, the prevention of the emergence of any  regional hegemon while holding Islamism in check, and the maintenance of  ‘friendly’ regimes that are sensitive to these concerns. This was (and still is) a top-  down conception of security that privileged the security of states and military  stability.  It is top-down because threats to security have been defined largely from the  perspective of external powers rather than regional states or peoples. In the eyes of  British and US defence planners, Communist infiltration and Soviet intervention  constituted the greatest threat to security in the ‘Middle East’ during the Cold War.  The way to enhance regional security, they argued, was for regional states to enter  into alliances with the West. Two security umbrella schemes, the ill-born Middle  East Defence Organisation (1951) and the Baghdad Pact (1955), were designed  for this purpose. Although there were regional states such as Iraq (until the 1958  coup), Iran (until the 1978–9 revolution) and Turkey that shared this perception of  security to a certain extent, many Arab policy-makers begged to differ.22  Traces of this top-down thinking were prevalent in the US approach to security  in the ‘Middle East’ during the 1990s. In following a policy of dual containment,23  US policy-makers presented Iran and Iraq as the main threats to regional security  largely due to their military capabilities and the revisionist character of their  regimes that are not subservient to US interests. However, these top-down  perspectives, while revealing certain aspects of regional insecurity, at the same  time hinder others. For example the lives of women in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia  are made insecure not only by the threat caused by their Gulf neighbours’ military  capabilities, but also because of the conservative character of their own regimes  that restrict women’s rights under the cloak of religious tradition.24 For it is  women who suffer disproportionately as a result of militarism and the channelling  of valuable resources into defence budgets instead of education and health. Their  concerns rarely make it into security analyses.  This top-down approach to regional security in the ‘Middle East’ was com-  pounded by a conception of security that was directed outwards – that is threats to  security were assumed to stem from outside the state whereas inside is viewed as a  realm of peace. Although it could be argued – following R.B.J. Walker – that what  makes it possible for ‘inside’ to remain peaceful is the presentation of ‘outside’ as  a realm of danger,25the practices of Middle Eastern states indicate that this does  not always work as prescribed in theory. For many regional policy-makers justify  certain domestic security measures by way of presenting the international arena as  anarchical and stressing the need to strengthen the state to cope with external  threats. While doing this, however, they at the same time cause insecurity for  some individuals and social groups at home – the very peoples whose security  they purport to maintain. The practices of regional actors that do not match up to  the theoretical prescriptions include the Baath regime in Iraq that infringed their  own citizens’ rights often for the purposes of state security. Those who dare to  challenge their states’ security practices may be marginalized at best, and accused  of treachery and imprisoned at worst.
China threats are largely constructed by American security fears- US perceives China as the opposite to American democracy

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)

At first glance, as the "China threat" literature has told us, China seems to fall perfectly into the "threat" category, particularly given its growing power. However, China's power as such does not speak for itself in terms of an emerging threat. By any reasonable measure, China remains a largely poor country edged with only a sliver of affiuence along its coastal areas. Nor is China's sheer size a self-evident confirmation of the "China threat" thesis, as other countries like India, Brazil, and Australia are almost as big as China. Instead, China as a "threat" has much to do with the particular mode of U.S. self-imagination. As Steve Chan notes: China is an object of attention not only because of its huge size, ancient legacy, or current or projected relative national power. . . . The importance of China has to do with perceptions, especially those regarding the potential that Beijing will become an example, source, or model that contradicts Western liberalism as the reigning paradigm. In an era of supposed universalizing cosmopolitanism, China demonstrates the potency and persistence of nationalism, and embodies an alternative to Western and especially U.S. conceptions of democracy and capitalism. China is a reminder that history is not close to an Certainly, I do not deny China's potential for strategic misbehavior in the global context, nor do I claim the "essential peacefulness" of Chinese culture." For Having said that, my main point here is that there is no such thing as "Chinese reality" that can automatically speak for itself, for example, as a "threat." Rather, the "China threat" is essentially a specifically social meaning given to China by its U.S. observers, a meaning that cannot be disconnected from the dominant U.S. self-construction. Thus, to fully understand the U.S. "China threat" argument, it is essential to recognize its autobiographical nature. Indeed, the construction of other is not only a product of U.S. self-imagination, but often a necessary foil to it. For example, by taking this representation of China as Chinese reality per

se, those scholars are able to assert their self-identity as "mature," "rational" realists capable of knowing the "hard facts" of international politics, in distinction from those "idealists" whose views are said to be grounded more in "an article of faith" than in "historical experience."41 On the other hand, given that history is

apparently not "progressively" linear, the invocation of a certain other not only helps explain away such historical uncertainties or "anomalies" and maintain the credibility of the allegedly universal path trodden by the United States, but also serves to highlight U.S. "indispensability." As Samuel Huntington puts it, "If being an American means being committed to the principles of liberty, democracy, individualism, and private property, and if there is no evil empire out there threatening those principles, what indeed does it mean to be an American, and what becomes of American national interests?" In this way, it seems that the constructions of the particular U.S. self and its other are always intertwined and mutually reinforcing.

B. Orientalist forms of security guarantee genocidal conflicts -- their perspective consolidates the racist hierarchies responsible for global exploitation.  
 

Pinar Batur, PhD @ UT-Austin – Prof. of Scociology @ Vassar, ‘7 [“The Heart of Violence: Global Racism, War, and Genocide,” in Handbook of the The Soiology of Racial and Ethnic Relations, eds. Vera and Feagin, p. 446-7]

 

At the turn of the 20th century, the “Terrible Turk” was the image that summarized the enemy of Europe and the antagonism toward the hegemony of the Ottoman Empire, stretching from Europe to the Middle East, and across North Africa. Perpetuation of this imagery in American foreign policy exhibited how capitalism met with orientalist constructs in the white racial frame of the western mind (VanderLippe 1999). Orientalism is based on the conceptualization of the “Oriental” other—Eastern, Islamic societies as static, irrational, savage, fanatical, and inferior to the peaceful, rational, scientific “Occidental” Europe and the West (Said 1978). This is as an elastic construct, proving useful to describe whatever is considered as the latest threat to Western economic expansion, political and cultural hegemony, and global domination for exploitation and absorption.

Post-Enlightenment Europe and later America used this iconography to define basic racist assumptions regarding their uncontestable right to impose political and economic dominance globally. When the Soviet Union existed as an opposing power, the orientalist vision of the 20th century shifted from the image of the “Terrible Turk” to that of the “Barbaric Russian Bear.” In this context, orientalist thought then, as now, set the terms of exclusion. It racialized exclusion to define the terms of racial privilege and superiority. By focusing on ideology, orientalism recreated the superior race, even though there was no “race.” It equated the hegemony of Western civilization with the “right ideological and cultural framework.” It segued into war and annihilation and genocide and continued to foster and aid the recreation of racial hatred of others with the collapse of the Soviet “other.” Orientalism’s global racist ideology reformed in the 1990s with Muslims and Islamic culture as to the “inferior other.” Seeing Muslims as opponents of Christian civilization is not new, going back to the Crusades, but the elasticity and reframing of this exclusion is evident in recent debates regarding Islam in the West, one raised by the Pope and the other by the President of the United States.

Against the background of the latest Iraq war, attacks in the name of Islam, racist attacks on Muslims in Europe and in the United States, and detention of Muslims without trial in secret prisons, Pope Benedict XVI gave a speech in September 2006 at Regensburg University in Germany. He quoted a 14th-century Byzantine emperor who said, “show me just what Muhammad brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached.” In addition, the Pope discussed the concept of Jihad, which he defined as Islamic “holy war,” and said, “violence in the name of religion was contrary to God’s nature and to reason.” He also called for dialogue between cultures and religions (Fisher 2006b). While some Muslims found the Pope’s speech “regrettable,” it also caused a spark of angry protests against the Pope’s “ill informed and bigoted” comments, and voices raised to demand an apology (Fisher 2006a). Some argue that the Pope was ordering a new crusade, for Christian civilization to conquer terrible and savage Islam. When Benedict apologized, organizations and parliaments demanded a retraction and apology from the Pope and the Vatican (Lee 2006). Yet, when the Pope apologized, it came as a second insult, because in his apology he said, “I’m deeply sorry for the reaction in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibilities of Muslims” (Reuters 2006). In other words, he is sorry that Muslims are intolerant to the point of fanaticism. In the racialized world, the Pope’s apology came as an effort to show justification for his speech—he was not apologizing for being insulting, but rather saying that he was sorry that “Muslim” violence had proved his point.

Through orientalist and the white racial frame, those who are subject to racial hatred and exclusion themselves become agents of racist legitimization. Like Huntington, Bernard Lewis was looking for Armageddon in his Wall Street Journal article warning that August 22, 2006, was the 27th day of the month of Rajab in the Islamic calendar and is considered a holy day, when Muhammad was taken to heaven and returned. For Muslims this day is a day of rejoicing and celebration. But for Lewis, Professor Emeritus at Princeton, “this might well be deemed an appropriate date for the apocalyptic ending of Israel and, if necessary, of the world” (Lewis 2006). He cautions that “it is far from certain that [the President of Iran] Mr. Ahmadinejad plans any such cataclysmic events for August 22, but it would be wise to bear the possibility in mind.” Lewis argues that Muslims, unlike others, seek self-destruction in order to reach heaven faster. For Lewis, Muslims in this mindset don’t see the idea of Mutually Assured Destruction as a constraint but rather as “an inducement” (Lewis 2006). In 1993, Huntington pleaded that “in a world of different civilizations, each . . .will have to learn to coexist with the others” (Huntington 1993:49). Lewis, like Pope Benedict, views Islam as the apocalyptic destroyer of civilization and claims that reactions against orientalist, racist visions such as his actually prove the validity of his position.

Lewis’s assertions run parallel with George Bush’s claims. In response to the alleged plot to blow up British airliners, Bush claimed, “This nation is at war with Islamic fascists who will use any means to destroy those of us who love freedom, to hurt our nation” (TurkishPress.com. 2006; Beck 2006). Bush argued that “the fight against terrorism is the ideological struggle of the 21st century” and he compared it to the 20th century’s fight against fascism, Nazism, and communism. Even though “Islamo-fascist” has for some time been a buzzword for Bill O’Reilly, Rush Limbaugh, and Sean Hannity on the talk-show circuit, for the president of the United States it drew reactions worldwide. Muslim Americans found this phrase “contributing to the rising level of hostility to Islam and the American Muslim community” (Raum 2006). Considering that since 2001, Bush has had a tendency to equate “war on terrorism” with “crusade,” this new rhetoric equates ideology with religion and reinforces the worldview of a war of civilizations. As Bush said, “ . .

.we still aren’t completely safe, because there are people that still plot and people who want to harm us for what we believe in” (CNN 2006).

Exclusion in physical space is only matched by exclusion in the imagination, and racialized exclusion has an internal logic leading to the annihilation of the excluded. Annihilation, in this sense, is not only designed to maintain the terms of racial inequality, both ideologically and physically, but is institutionalized with the vocabulary of self-protection. Even though the terms of exclusion are never complete, genocide is the definitive point in the exclusionary racial ideology, and such is the logic of the outcome of the exclusionary process, that it can conclude only in ultimate domination. War and genocide take place with compliant efficiency to serve the global racist ideology with dizzying frequency. The 21st century opened up with genocide, in Darfur.
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