Japan AFF & NEG
 Michigan 2010

1/1
GVW Lab 



Japan 1AC

Observation One: Inherency

The United States has recently decided to expand their influence in Japan by building new military bases.  The Japanese government has just approved the switch to Nago.  

Johnson, 2010.  Chamblers is an author and Professor at the University of California, San Diego.  (Chamblers, May 6th, “Another Battle of Okinawa” http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/06/opinion/la-oe-johnson-20100506)

The United States is on the verge of permanently damaging its alliance with Japan in a dispute over a military 

base in Okinawa. This island prefecture hosts three-quarters of all U.S. military facilities in Japan. Washington wants to build one more base there, in an ecologically sensitive area. The Okinawans vehemently oppose it, and tens of thousands gathered last month to protest the base. Tokyo is caught in the middle, and it looks as if Japan's prime minister has just caved in to the U.S. demands. In the globe-girdling array of overseas military bases that the United States has acquired since World War II — more than 700 in 130 countries — few have a sadder history than those we planted in Okinawa. In 1945, Japan was of course a defeated enemy and therefore given no say in where and how these bases would be distributed. On the main islands of Japan, we simply took over their military bases. But Okinawa was an independent kingdom until Japan annexed it in 1879, and the Japanese continue to regard it somewhat as the U.S. does Puerto Rico. The island was devastated in the last major battle in the Pacific, and the U.S. simply bulldozed the land it wanted, expropriated villagers or forcibly relocated them to Bolivia. From 1950 to 1953, the American bases in Okinawa were used to fight the Korean War, and from the 1960s until 1973, they were used during the Vietnam War. Not only did they serve as supply depots and airfields, but the bases were where soldiers went for rest and recreation, creating a subculture of bars, prostitutes and racism. Around several bases fights between black and white American soldiers were so frequent and deadly that separate areas were developed to cater to the two groups. The U.S. occupation of Japan ended with the peace treaty of 1952, but Okinawa remained a U.S. military colony until 1972. For 20 years, Okinawans were essentially stateless people, not entitled to either Japanese or U.S. passports or civil rights. Even after Japan regained sovereignty over Okinawa, the American military retained control over what occurs on its numerous bases and over Okinawan airspace. Since 1972, the Japanese government and the American military have colluded in denying Okinawans much say over their future, but this has been slowly changing. In 1995, for example, there were huge demonstrations against the bases after two Marines and a sailor were charged with abducting and raping a 12-year-old girl. In 1996, the U.S. agreed that it would be willing to give back Futenma, which is entirely surrounded by the town of Ginowan, but only if the Japanese would build another base to replace it elsewhere on the island. So was born the Nago option in 1996 (not formalized until 2006, in a U.S.-Japan agreement). Nago is a small fishing village in the northeastern part of Okinawa's main island and the site of a coral reef that is home to the dugong, an endangered marine mammal similar to Florida's manatee. In order to build a large U.S. Marine base there, a runway would have to be constructed on either pilings or landfill, killing the coral reef. Environmentalists have been protesting ever since, and in early 2010, Nago elected a mayor who ran on a platform of resisting any American base in his town. Yukio Hatoyama, the Japanese prime minister who came to power in 2009, won partly on a platform that he would ask the United States to relinquish the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station and move its Marines entirely off the island. But on Tuesday, he visited Okinawa, bowed deeply and essentially asked its residents to suck it up. I find Hatoyama's behavior craven and despicable, but I deplore even more the U.S. government's arrogance in forcing the Japanese to this deeply humiliating impasse. The U.S. has become obsessed with maintaining our empire of military bases, which we cannot afford and which an increasing number of so-called host countries no longer want. I would strongly suggest that the United States climb off its high horse, move the Futenma Marines back to a base in the United States (such as Camp Pendleton, near where I live) and thank the Okinawans for their 65 years of forbearance.
Observation Two: Advantages

First, Debt Build Up

Keeping troops in Japan bankrupts the United States.  

Bandow 6-18.  Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute (“Get out of Japan.” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)

None of this means that the Japanese and American peoples should not be linked economically and culturally, or that the two governments should not cooperate on security issues. But there no longer is any reason for America to guarantee Japan’s security or permanently station forces on Japanese soil. The Obama administration’s foreign policy looks an awful lot like the Bush administration’s foreign policy. The U.S. insists on dominating the globe and imposing its will on its allies. This approach is likely to prove self-defeating in the long-term. U.S. arrogance will only advance the point when increasingly wealthy and influential friends insist on taking policy into their own hands. Before that, however, Washington’s insistence on defending prosperous and populous allies risks bankrupting America.Washington must begin scaling back foreign commitments and deployments. Japan would be a good place to start.

Removing United States troops from Japan would save billions. 

Cogan, June 25th.  (Doloris is the writer/editor of the Guam Echo.  “Move Okinawa Marines to the U.S.” http://www.guampdn.com/article/20100625/OPINION02/6250316)
I attended the Hiti I Marianas Conference on America's Future in Asia, held in San Diego May 24-25. Military speakers there assured the entrepreneurs present that objections to the draft Environmental Impact Statement would be "mitigated" by July so the federal government could "speak with one voice" and the necessary papers signed, enabling construction to start in September. A few skeptics wondered if the problems would be glossed over so the appearance of resolution would be perceived. It was obvious that the Guamanians who had asked the most questions, including leaders of the Guam Legislature, and the U.S. EPA were not in attendance.While the conference referred to a $20 billion buildup of the Marianas, the move of troops away from Futenma has been estimated to cost about $26 billion, $10 billion of which would come from U.S. taxpayers and $16 billion through a loan from Japan. Sources of funding do not yet seem clear.The U.S. has already borrowed billions of dollars from China and Japan to keep our federal government afloat. I would hate to see us borrowing more that we would have to pay back with interest in order to make this move. I have recommended transporting the 8,600 troops, and their dependents, back to the mainland, where there are plenty of empty barracks and unemployed workers to build whatever else is necessary. That would save billions of dollars and be a win-win situation.

If U.S. debt increases investors will dump the dollar, which causes stagflation.  

Bayh, 2009.  Evan is a Democratic senator from Indiana and a former two-term governor of that state. (“Why Democrats Must Restrain Spending.” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204518504574416843940486508.html)
Last month the Office of Management and Budget predicted that the national debt will increase by $9 trillion over the next decade—$2 trillion more than forecast just four months earlier. Government net interest payments exceed $1 trillion in 2019, up from $382 billion this year. Because projected deficits exceed projected economic growth, the gap will be self-perpetuating.

The consequences of all this will not be benign. A world saturated with U.S. currency will eventually look elsewhere to invest, causing the dollar's value to drop; foreign creditors, their confidence shaken by our fiscal profligacy, will demand higher payments to keep holding our debt. The net effect will be "stagflation," that pernicious combination of slower growth, higher inflation and interest rates, and lower living standards Americans suffered through in the 1970s. 

These events will diminish our global influence, because fiscal strength is essential to diplomatic leverage, military might and national significance. No great nation can rely upon the generosity of strangers or the forbearance of potential adversaries to meet its security needs. America is doing both. China uses its monetary reserves to curry favor in developing countries once in the U.S. sphere of influence; we must borrow to pay for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.

And, uncontrolled U.S. debt tanks the economy – we’re on the brink

Credit Writedowns, 4-9-09, Liquidity, L/N

The Credit Crisis has clearly entered a new phase. This is the most critical phase of the crisis to date because it hinges, not on solvency, but on liquidity. How well policy makers lead us through this period will decide whether the United States enters a deflationary spiral akin to the Great Depression. The crux of the matter is that our financial system has been so shredded by the leverage that was allowed to be created and the bad debts that resulted that lending has slowed to a halt. We are experiencing credit deflation. And it is no longer a case of companies fear of lending to other companies. It is now a case of fear for ones own solvency. Credit liquidity must return. Early last month I wrote a post warning that credit crises are dangerous because of the debt weight loss that results from a lack of credit. One problem with financial crises is that perfectly healthy companies, perfectly healthy financial institutions can go bankrupt just because they temporarily lack the funds to pay their creditors. This is what the lack of liquidity in our financial system can do. The real problem of crisis is that healthy institutions are often dragged down with unhealthy ones, leading to a dead weight loss and a negative feedback loop in the real economy. Thats clearly where we are now. And I am not just talking about financial institutions here. I am talking about every company and every person that relies on credit to fund operations. Anyone could potentially be dragged down into bankruptcy because of the lack of credit availability. And this is a vicious cycle because companies realize that credit is unavailable. They do not want to get caught out. Therefore, they refuse to part with their own cash, making less cash available to lend. This is called deflation. This is exactly what happened in the Great Depression, this is why Greenspan lowered interest rates to 1%, and this is what Ben Bernanke is desperately trying to avoid. Unless Bernanke can do something creative to stop this train wreck, companies are going to fall victim to this. Lehman Brothers chairman claims this is what happened to his firm. Northern Rock claims this is what happened to them. While those claims are debatable, it is clear that Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke understands this threat. This is one reason the Federal Reserve has intervened in the Commercial Paper market.

The terminal impact is global nuclear war.
Mead 2009. Walter is a Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2009 (“Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, February 4th, Available Online at http://www.tnr.com/story_print.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8)

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. 

And this collapse will draw in all other nations.  

Warbiany 2007.  Brad is a writer for the Unrepentant Individual and a contributor at The FairTax Blog.  (Liberty Papers, “America---The End of an Empire” http://www.thelibertypapers.org/2007/03/05/america-the-end-of-an-empire/)

Wait, though, it gets worse. America isn’t an empire in the conventional sense of the word, but we are an economic empire. The dollar is the currency of the world, from middle eastern oil to the reserve currencies of countless nations. During the Great Depression, or during the stagflation of the 1970’s, other nations were stuck with the dollar, because nothing else was suitable. But if the dollar starts dropping in a major inflation, they now have options. And if they drop the dollar, it’s all over. All of a sudden, America won’t draw on the world for our own stability. Considering the actions of our politicians, that’s a bad, bad thing.  We may be witnessing the end of America as the world’s superpower. It may be the end of our status as the economic empire of the world. Some across the globe, of course, will cheer. After all, they feel like America is the premier force of evil in the world. For all the bad that we’ve done, though, we’ve been a pretty stable force, and worked to prevent the spread of fascism and communism, across the globe. America’s economic system has been the safe-haven for the world. When a position of power is vacated, what typically fills it is rarely positive. The end of the American empire will likely result in more instability worldwide.  What sort of instability? Well, the political will to police nuclear proliferation will likely disappear. The ability to call on America to send peacekeepers to Darfur, or mediate between Israel and the Palestinians. In fact, you can likely expect Israel and the Palestinians to reach full-scale war, as the lack of American support will embolden Iran and the Arab world to start hostilities, and Israel to fight for survival. China moves on Taiwan, obviously, and starts rattling sabers with Russia for lands in Eastern Siberia. Militant Islam secures its foothold in South Asia and Africa. More of South America succumbs to socialism. In short, a lot of bad things.

Advantage Two: Environment

The creation of new military bases in Japan will destroy one of the most unique ecosystems in the world.  Not only will it kill off endangered species but new species they are finding every year.  

Center for Biological Diversity, 2009. Is a nonprofit membership organization with approximately 220,000 members and online activsts, known for its work protecting endangered species through legal action and scientific petitions. (Dec. 3rd, “RE: PROPOSED U.S. MILITARY AIR BASE EXPANSION NEAR HENOKO, OKINAWA . http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/mammals/Okinawa_dugong/pdfs/dugongletter.pdf)
The island of Okinawa has been called the “Galápagos of the East” because of the incredible variety of marine and terrestrial life it supports. Unfortunately, a joint military project proposed by the U.S. and Japanese governments threatens to destroy one of the last healthy coral-reef ecosystems in Okinawa, pushing many magnificent species to the brink of extinction. You have the power to protect these unique and priceless creatures. Under a 2006 bilateral agreement, U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to relocate the contentious U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to Camp Schwab and Henoko Bay. This shortsighted plan does not take into consideration that therelocation will destroy a valued ecosystem, including the nearly 400 types of coral that form Okinawa’s reefs and support more than 1,000 species of fish. It will also hurt imperiled sea turtles and marine mammals. Current plans call for construction of the new military base near Henoko and Oura bays in Okinawa. But the habitat this project would destroy supports numerous endangered species — animals protected by American, Japanese, and international lainclude: Okinawa dugong: The critically endangered and culturally treasured dugong, a manatee-like creature, relies on this habitat for its very survival in Okinawa. Japan’s Mammalogical Society placed the dugong on its “Red List of Mammals,” estimating the population in Okinawa to be critically endangered. The U.S. government’s Marine Mammal Commission and the United Nations Environmental Program fear the project would pose a serious threat to this mammal’s survival. The World Conservation Union’s dugong specialists have expressed similar concerns and have placed the dugong on its Red List of threatened species. The Okinawa dugong is also a federally listed endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The Okinawa dugong has extreme cultural significance to the Okinawan people, and only about 50 dugongs are thought to remain in these waters. The base construction will crush the last remaining critical habitat for the Okinawa dugong, destroying feeding trails and seagrass beds essential for dugong survival. Sea turtles: Three types of endangered sea turtle — the hawksbill, loggerhead, and green — also depend on this ecosystem. These turtles are listed under the U.S. Endangered Species Act and the global Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species. The turtles use nearby beaches to feed and lay their eggs. The construction and operation of the new base will cause water and air pollution, create artificial light pollution, and increase human activity — all of which are harmful to sea turtle survival. Many plant and animal species are still being discovered in Henoko Bay. Since the base plan was announced, new types of seagrass — a vital staple food for the dugong — and mollusks have been discovered on the project site. New wonders of nature are found here each year. The base plan would devastate dugong habitat in Henoko Bay and nearby Oura Bay, and would be extremely harmful to turtles, fish, coral, and other marine life. The recently elected Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama and the Democratic Party of Japan have expressed the desire to renegotiate the 2006 agreement and cancel plans to relocate the base. You have the ability and duty to alter the course of this devastating plan, but time is of the essence. We urge you to direct the U.S. secretaries of defense and state to cancel this project immediately.  By canceling the plan to expand an airbase near Henoko and Oura bays, you will protect a globally important ocean ecosystem and some of the best remaining 

habitat for the Okinawa dugong. IUCN has designated the 2010 Year for Biodiversity as the year of the dugong. Please cancel this destructive project and ensure that the Okinawa dugong has a fighting chance at celebrating its importance in 2010 and years to come.  

And, each species loss gets us one step closer to extinction.  

Diner 94.  David was a Major in JAG Corps, Military Law Review.  “The Army and the Endangered Species Act: Who’s Endangering Whom? 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, L/N)

By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems.  As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure.  The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues.  Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction.  Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster.   Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, n80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.

Not only are species key but coral reefs are key to human survival. 
Philippine Daily Inquirer 02. (“REEFS UNDER STRESS”, 12-10, L/N)

The artificial replacement of corals is a good start. Coral reefs are the marine equivalent of rainforests that are also being destroyed at an alarming rate not only in the Philippines but all over the world. The World Conservation Union says reefs are one of the "essential life support systems" necessary for human survival, homes to huge numbers of animals and plants.  Dr. Helen T. Yap of the Marine Science Institute of the University of the Philippines said that the country's coral reefs, together with those of Indonesia and Papua New Guinea, contain the biggest number of species of plants and animals. "They lie at the center of biodiversity in our planet," she said.

Without healthy oceans all human life will end.  

Craig, 2003 [Robin Kundis, Associate Prof Law, Indiana U School Law, Lexis] 

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

The United States current position in Japan makes conflicts inevitable.  The only way solve U.S.-Japanese relations and regional stability is to pull U.S. troops out.  

Bandow 5/22. Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute.  (Doug. “Japan Can Defend Itself.” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
With Tokyo retreating from its commitment to chart a more independent course, it is up to the United States to reorder the relationship. Washington policy makers long have enjoyed America's quasi-imperial role. But U.S. citizens are paying for and dying in Washington's quasi-imperial wars. An expansive American role made sense during the Cold War in the aftermath of World War II. That world disappeared two decades ago. Promiscuous intervention in today's world inflates the power of Washington policy makers but harms the interests of U.S. citizens. American forces and personnel are expected to be at perpetual risk guaranteeing the interests of other states, including Japan. Thus the U.S. reliance on Okinawa. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Marine Corps Pacific commander, said the island deployment is "the perfect model" for the alliance's objectives of "deterring, defending and defeating potential adversaries." For years the most obvious target of the American forces was North Korea, with the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) expected to reinforce the Republic of Korea in the event of war. Yet the ROK is both financially and manpower rich. More recently some Americans have talked about deploying the MEF to seize Pyongyang's nuclear weapons in the event of a North Korean collapse. Alas, so far the North has proved to be surprisingly resilient, so the Marines might wait a long time to undertake this mission. Checking China is next on the potential Okinawa mission list. However, no one expects the United States to launch a ground invasion of the People's Republic of China irrespective of the future course of events. Thus, the MEF wouldn't be very useful in any conflict. In any case, a stronger Japanese military — which already possesses potent capabilities — would be a far better mechanism for encouraging responsible Chinese development. There's also the kitchen sink argument: the Marines are to maintain regional "stability." Pentagon officials draw expanding circles around Okinawa to illustrate potential areas of operation. The mind boggles, however. Should U.S. troops be sent to resolve, say, the long-running Burmese guerrilla war in that nation's east, a flare-up of secessionist sentiment in Indonesia, violent opposition to Fiji's military dictator, or border skirmishes between Cambodia and Thailand? It hard to imagine any reason for Washington to jump into any local conflict. America's presumption should be noninvolvement rather than intervention in other nations' wars. Making fewer promises to intervene would allow the United States to reduce the number of military personnel and overseas bases. A good place to start in cutting international installations would be Okinawa. America's post-Cold War dominance is coming to an end. Michael Schuman argued in Time: "Anyone who thinks the balance of power in Asia is not changing — and with it, the strength of the U.S., even among its old allies — hasn't been there lately." Many analysts nevertheless want the United States to attempt to maintain its unnatural dominance. Rather than accommodate a more powerful China, they want America to contain a wealthier and more influential Beijing. Rather than expect its allies to defend themselves and promote regional stability, they want Washington to keep its friends dependent. To coin a phrase, it's time for a change. U.S. intransigence over Okinawa has badly roiled the bilateral relationship. But even a more flexible basing policy would not be enough. Washington is risking the lives and wasting the money of the American people to defend other populous and prosperous states.  Washington should close Futenma — as a start to refashioning the alliance with Japan. Rather than a unilateral promise by the United States to defend Japan, the relationship should become one of equals working together on issues of mutual interest. Responsibility for protecting Japan should become that of Japan. Both Okinawans and Americans deserve justice. It's time for Washington to deliver.
Keeping the U.S. military in Japan inevitably draws the U.S. into conflicts with North Korea.  

Bandow- 2010.  Senior Fellow at the CATO Institute.  (Doug, “Okinawa and the Problem of the Empire.” 3/25. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/doug-bandow/okinawa-and-the-problems_b_512610.html)

In fact, Tokyo is capable of defending itself. Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada recently expressed doubt that "Japan on its own can face up to such risks" as China, but Tokyo needs a deterrent capability, not superiority. That is well within Japan's means. Certainly the U.S. would be far more secure if its allies and friends created forces to discourage aggression and worked together to encourage regional stability, rather than depended on Washington. If the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force located on Okinawa is not needed to defend Japan, then what is it for? South Korea vastly outranges the North on virtually every measure of power and can do whatever is necessary to deter North Korean adventurism. There also is much talk, offered unceasingly and uncritically, about maintaining regional stability. But what invasions, border fights, naval clashes, missile threats, and full-scale wars are the Marines preventing? And if conflict broke out, what would the Marines do? Launch a surprise landing in Beijing's Tiananmen Square during a war over Taiwan? Aid Indonesia, really the Javan Empire, in suppressing one or another group of secessionists? Help Thailand in a scrape with Burma triggered by the latter's guerrilla conflict spilling over the border? America has no reason to enter conflicts which threaten neither the U.S. nor a critical ally.

A conflict with North Korea risks global nuclear war. 

Hayes & Hamel-Green, 2009 

[Peter, Professor of International Relations, RMIT University, Melbourne; and Director, Nautilus Institute, San Francisco, and Michael, Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development, Victoria University, Melbourne, “The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,” The Asia-Pacific Journal, 50-1-09, December 14, http://japanfocus.org/articles/print_article/3267] 

The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious, not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community.  At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions.  But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs 2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view:  That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone. 4  These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions.   The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes.  There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community.  North Korea is currently believed to have sufficient plutonium stocks to produce up to 12 nuclear weapons.6 If and when it is successful in implementing a uranium enrichment program - having announced publicly that it is experimenting with enrichment technology on September 4, 20097 in a communication with the UN Security Council - it would likely acquire the capacity to produce over 100 such weapons. Although some may dismiss Korean Peninsula proliferation risks on the assumption that the North Korean regime will implode as a result of its own economic problems, food problems, and treatment of its own populace, there is little to suggest that this is imminent. If this were to happen, there would be the risk of nuclear weapons falling into hands of non-state actors in the disorder and chaos that would ensue. Even without the outbreak of nuclear hostilities on the Korean Peninsula in either the near or longer term, North Korea has every financial incentive under current economic sanctions and the needs of its military command economy to export its nuclear and missile technologies to other states. Indeed, it has already been doing this for some time. The Proliferation Security Initiative may conceivably prove effective in intercepting ship-borne nuclear exports, but it is by no means clear how air-transported materials could similarly be intercepted.  

Thus the plan: 

The United States federal government should implement a total withdrawal of the United States Marine Corps from Japan.

Observation Three: Solvency

The U.S. must remove troops from Japan-numerous reasons. 

Bandow 2009.  Doug is a Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute.  (10/20/2009 “Transforming Japan-US Alliance. http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/05/198_53872.html)

Since Japan and Asia have changed, so should America's defense strategy. There should be no more troops based on Japanese soil. No more military units tasked for Japan's defense. No more security guarantee for Japan. The U.S. should adopt a strategy of offshore balancer, expecting friendly states to defend themselves, while being ready to act if an overwhelming, hegemonic threat eventually arises. China is the most, but still unlikely, plausible candidate for such a role — and even then not for many years. Washington's job is not to tell Japan — which devotes about one-fourth the U.S level to the military — to do more. Washington's job is to do less.Tokyo should spend whatever it believes to be necessary on its so-called "Self-Defense Force." Better relations with China and reform in North Korea would lower that number. Japan should assess the risks and act accordingly. In any case, the U.S. should indicate its willingness to accommodate Tokyo's changing priorities. It's the same strategy that Washington should adopt elsewhere around the globe. The Marine Expeditionary Force stationed on Okinawa is primarily intended to back up America's commitment to South Korea. Yet, the South has some 40 times the GDP of North Korea. Seoul should take over responsibility for its own defense.

Even more so the Europeans, who possess more than 10 times Russia's GDP. If they don't feel at risk, there's no reason for an American defense guarantee. If they do feel at risk, there's no reason for them not to do more — a lot more.Defending populous and prosperous allies made little sense in good economic times. But with Uncle Sam's 2009 deficit at $1.6 trillion and another $10 trillion in red ink likely over the next decade — without counting the impact of any additional financial disasters — current policy is unsustainable. The U.S. essentially is borrowing money from China for use to defend Japan from China.In Washington, officials are rounding the wagons to protect the status quo. But America's alliance with Japan — like most U.S. defense relationships — is outdated. Both America and Japan would benefit from ending Tokyo's unnatural defense dependence on the U.S.
Current relocations are costly and don’t solve conflict. Only removal of troops alleviates current problems.

Meyer 09 Former Marine Corp Officer (Last Edited 2009, Carlton, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm)AN
The USA and Japan agreed to close this base by 2014 because of noise complaints by local residents. Atsugi is located in a crowded urban area near Tokyo with little room between the runway and local homes. The Navy is looking at options to move its 70 aircraft to another airbase in Japan. This will be extremely expensive and residents at potential sites are strongly opposed. The simple solution is to move those 70 aircraft back to the USA, along with their assigned aircraft carrier, the USS George Washington. A carrier is based in Japan only because the U.S. Navy established bases there after World War II to contain communism. That threat ended, except for the small, weak state of North Korea. Japan has a first class military equal to China’s and doesn’t need American protection. South Korea has become a key trading partner with China. It has twice the population of North Korea and 50 times its economic power. Its mobilized army is twice as big and all its equipment is modern, compared to North Korea’s untrained and ill equipped peasant force. In the rare chance that war breaks out, the airbase at Atsugi is a prime target for missile attack, which is another reason local residents want the Americans to leave. The Navy claims an aircraft carrier is needed for regional security, yet it routinely deploys the USS George Washington to the Persian Gulf region for six months. There are almost a hundred modern airfields in Japan and Korea where American aircraft can operate in time of war, so an aircraft carrier and the Atsugi airbase are unneeded. Finally, the old Taiwan-China conflict has mostly disappeared. China never had the naval resources to even consider invading Taiwan. 

Reducing presence in Japan will benefit the economy, relieve tensions, and be a wiser strategic move than our current stationing. 

Meyer 09 Former Marine Corp Officer (Last Edited 2009, Carlton, “Outdated U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm)AN
After his election, President Obama proclaimed: "We cannot sustain a system that bleeds billions of taxpayer dollars on programs that have outlived their usefulness, or exist solely because of the power of a politicians, lobbyists, or interest groups. We simply cannot afford it." Downsizing the U.S. military presence in Japan is overdue. It would lessen political tensions, save the U.S. military millions of dollars a year, and shift a billion dollars in annual military spending and several thousand support jobs into the U.S. economy. Moreover, moving ships, aircraft, and military families out of the range of North Korean, Russian, and Chinese tactical missiles and aircraft would protect them from surprise attack. Unfortunately, Generals and Admirals instinctively dislike change, especially if it will close "their" bases. They will characterize this proposed downsizing as drastic, even though it would remove only around 10,000 of the 50,000 U.S. military personnel from Japan, close only two of six airbases, and leave two major naval bases and a dozen bases for ground forces. They will insist a detailed study is required, followed by years of negotiations. Meanwhile, Japanese and American corporations that benefit from the current arrangement will use their influence to sabotage the effort. This is how they have evaded demands to close Futenma and Atsugi. If they can stall for a couple of years, President Obama may lose interest, or possibly the 2012 election. If the President persists, the solution they devise will cost billions of dollars and a decade for new construction, environmental studies, and base clean ups. In reality, the U.S. military can implement this plan within two years because excess base capacity already exists. Since personnel are rotated every three years, it costs nothing to divert them elsewhere. The Japanese government would happily pay for any relocation and clean-up costs. Meanwhile, Americans are waiting to see if President Obama will show the courage to eliminate government waste by closing military bases "that have outlived their usefulness." 
**Debt Extensions**

Debt Extensions: Troops Increase Debt

Maintaining troops in Japan piles on U.S. national debt. 

Bandow 6-18.  Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute (“Get out of Japan.” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)

Washington officials naturally want to believe that their role is essential. Countries which prefer to rely on America are happy to maintain the pretense. However, keeping the United States as guarantor of the security of Japan—and virtually every other populous, prosperous industrial state in the world—is not in the interest of the American people. The days when Uncle Sam could afford to maintain a quasi-empire are over. The national debt already exceeds $13 trillion. America is running a $1.6 trillion deficit this year. Red ink is likely to run another $10 trillion over the next decade—assuming Washington doesn’t have to bail out more failed banks, pension funds and whatever else. Social Security and Medicare have a total unfunded liability in excess of $100 trillion. In short, the U.S. government is piling debt on top of debt in order to defend a country well able to protect itself.

Some Japanese see little danger and correspondingly little need for much defense. Others are not so certain. It’s a decision for the Japanese people.

Moving troops out of Japan would save millions. 

Meyer, 09- Carlton is Former Marine Corp Officer (Last Edited 2009, Carlton, “Outdates U.S. Military Bases in Japan,” http://www.g2mil.com/Japan-bases.htm)

The irony is that closing or downsizing some of these bases would save the USA millions of dollars a year and shift thousands of jobs to the U.S. economy. However, many powerful Japanese and American corporations support the status quo from which they profit. They work with American Generals and Admirals to argue that Japan helps defray the cost of U.S. bases in Japan by paying for some utilities and the salaries of some Japanese workers. In reality, Japan never pays one cent to the U.S. military, and most of the claimed contributions are artificial. For example, goods imported for sale at U.S. military stores are not taxed by the Japanese government, so this is counted as a financial contribution. Another major "contribution" is rent paid to Japanese landowners. Cost sharing contributions have been reduced in recent years, and further cuts have been promised to prod the American military to reduce its presence.

Maintaining 50,000 U.S. troops in Japan requires millions of dollars each year to rotate GIs for three-year tours, which includes shipping their children, pets, and household goods. In addition, mainland Japan is an unpopular duty station because of cold weather, high costs, and polite yet unfriendly locals. Since housing costs for military families and American civilian employees are twice that of the USA, the U.S. military also spends millions of dollars for additional housing costs and "locality" pay.

Keeping military families, aircraft, and ships permanently based in Japan is not only extremely expensive, it is strategically unwise. The USA maintained dozens of aircraft at Clark Field in the Philippines in 1941 to deter a Japanese attack. They provided an easy target for a surprise attack and all aircraft were destroyed on the ground. The defense of the Philippines was poorly organized as a key concern for American officers was the evacuation of military families.

The best way for regional cooperation in Asia is to have the United States leave  Japan. 

Bandow 6-18.  Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute (“Get out of Japan.” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)

Moreover, China’s power is growing. So far Beijing has been assertive rather than aggressive, but increasingly seems willing to contest islands claimed by both nations. The best way to keep the competition peaceful is for Tokyo to be able to protect itself.

Of course, several of Japan’s neighbors, along with some Americans, remain nervous about any Japanese military activity given the Tokyo’s wartime depredations. However, the Japanese people do not have a double dose of original sin. Everyone who planned and most everyone who carried out those aggressions are dead. A country which goes through political convulsions before it will send unarmed peacekeepers abroad is not likely to engage in a new round of conquest.

Anyway, the best way to assuage regional concerns is to construct cooperative agreements and structures between Japan and its neighbors. Democratic countries from South Korea to Australia to India have an interest in working with Tokyo to ensure that the Asia-Pacific remains peaceful and prosperous. Japan has much at stake and could contribute much. Tokyo could still choose to do little. But it shouldn’t expect America to fill any defense gap.

Debt Advantage: Impact Extensions
Increased U.S. debt kills U.S. Hegemony. 

Flint Journal 08  (Patrick G. Urbin, “Economic crisis shows Greenspan wasn't as effective as we thought”, 4-21, L/N)

The lowered interest rates led to a housing boom and a false rise in home value. As more people were able to afford a home, because of the lowered interest rate, along with opening the market to minorities (sub-prime lending), the demand for homes went up, along with prices. As people paying mortgages refinanced to take advantage of lowered interest rates, they spent the savings, and thus misled the government of the true nature of the economy.  Our government statistics, explains Paul Craig Roberts, former economist during the Reagan administration, on GDP and jobs include everything offshore by U.S. businesses. They are Asian products, and are part of the Asian GDP.  But what is going on with our economy today pales in comparison to what will happen if the American dollar loses its standing as the world's reserve currency.  According to Mr. Roberts, the dollar is the world's reserve currency only because there is none other qualified to take its place. He says China alone has over one trillion U.S. dollars, and Japan holds slightly under one trillion. If other countries decided to no longer accept dollars, that would be the end of the only superpower on Earth. We would become a third-world country overnight.

Debt Advantage: Impact Extensions

Dollar hegemony key to US hegemony.

Robert Looney, November 2003. Professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School. “From Petrodollars to Petroeuros: Are the Dollar's Days as an International Reserve Currency Drawing to an End?” Strategic Insights, 2.11, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/nov03/middleEast.asp.

Political power and prestige. The benefits of "power and prestige" are nebulous. Nevertheless, the loss of key currency status and the loss of international creditor status have sometimes been associated, along with such non-economic factors as the loss of colonies and military power, in discussions of the historical decline of great powers. Causality may well flow from key currency status to power and prestige and in the opposite direction as well.[8] On a broader scale, Niall Ferguson[9] notes that one pillar of American dominance can be found in the way successive U.S. government sought to take advantage of the dollar's role as a key currency. Quoting several noted authorities, he notes that   [the role of the dollar] enabled the United States to be "far less restrained…than all other states by normal fiscal and foreign exchange constraints when it came to funding whatever foreign or strategic policies it decided to implement." As Robert Gilpin notes, quoting Charles de Gaulle, such policies led to a 'hegemony of the dollar" that gave the U.S. "extravagant privileges." In David Calleo's words, the U.S. government had access to a "gold mine of paper" and could therefore collect a subsidy form foreigners in the form of seignorage (the profits that flow to those who mint or print a depreciating currency). The web contains many more radical interactions of the dollar's role. Usually something along the following lines:   World trade is now a game in which the U.S. produces dollars and the rest of the world produces things that dollars can buy. The world's interlinked economies no longer trade to capture a comparative advantage; they compete in exports to capture needed dollars to service dollar-denominated foreign debts and to accumulate dollar reserves to sustain the exchange value of their domestic currencies…. This phenomenon is known as dollar hegemony, which is created by the geopolitically constructed peculiarity that critical commodities, most notably oil, are denominated in dollars. Everyone accepts dollars because dollars can buy oil. The recycling of petro-dollars is the price the U.S. has extracted from oil-producing countries for U.S. tolerance of the oil-exporting cartel since 1973.[10]   America's coercive power in the world is based as much on the dollar's status as the global reserve currency as on U.S. military muscle. Everyone needs oil, and to pay for it, they must have dollars. To secure dollars, they must sell their goods to the U.S., under terms acceptable to the people who rule America. The dollar is way overpriced, but it's the only world currency. Under the current dollars-only arrangement, U.S. money is in effect backed by the oil reserves of every other nation.[11] While it is tempting to dismiss passages of this sort as uninformed rants, they do contain some elements of truth. There are tangible benefits that accrue to the country whose currency is a reserve currency. The real question is: if this situation is so intolerable and unfair, why hasn't the world ganged up on the United States and changed the system? Why haven't countries like Libya and Iran required something like euros or gold dinars in payment for oil? After all, with the collapse of the Bretton Woods system in 1971 the International Monitary Fund's Standard Drawing Rights (unit of account) was certainly an available alternative to the dollar.[12

**Environment Extensions**

Environment Extensions: Generic Bio-D

Current plans for moving the base would destroy coral reefs and sea-grass beds, devastating the marine ecosystem.
Kambayashi 04 (3/26/04, Takehiko Kambayshi, The Washington Times, “US base’s transfer on hold; Okinawa sets time limit on use; environmentalists fear risks to reef”, lexis nexis, EG) 

Now, other objections are being raised against an offshore military air base. Because the proposed 1.5-mile-long base would be built into tropical sea surrounded by leafy woodland, nearby residents, environmentalists and scientists are complaining. They say the construction will destroy coral reefs and sea-grass beds, and threaten the survival of rare species, including dugongs, sea mammals thought to have inspired sailors' tales of mermaids. Although these concerns of locals are rarely echoed in the rest of Japan, relocation of the Futenma air facility has seized the attention of the International Union for the Conservation of Nature to "save the dugongs." U.S. and Japanese environmental groups sued the Pentagon in September at the U.S. District Court in Oakland, Calif. Mr. Miyagi, who also is director of the Save the Dugong Campaign Center, said the group never thought that environmental-impact assessments would support construction of an offshore Marine airfield. "It's absolutely impossible," he said. "It's the worst place" to build a military base.Mr. Inamine told The Washington Times that consideration of Okinawa's environment is one of the conditions for accepting the project. "I believe it's important to conduct the assessments correctly, although it takes time," he said.The Cabinet Office official said the Japanese government will "conduct a sufficient environmental study and, if necessary, the area's environment will be protected." According to polls conducted in November by Kyodo news agency and the daily Ryukyu Shimpo, published in Naha, 9.6 percent of Okinawans agree with the government's plan to build an alternative facility near the east coast of Nago City, while 48.6 percent said Futenma should be relocated outside Japan. The Asahi Shimbun, Japan's No. 1 daily, reported yesterday that Washington had asked Japan informally to reconsider the plan to replace the Futenma air station with an alternative facility in Nago City. The front-page story said Tokyo is reluctant to do so. During his visit to Okinawa in November, Defense Secretary Donald H. Rumsfeld reportedly expressed concerns about safety aspects of the Futenma station, apparently because of its densely populated location, and about the delays of building a replacement facility. Okinawa, the main island of Okinawa prefecture and the Ryukyu Islands chain, has a rich natural environment in the north and densely populated areas in the south, Mr. Miyagi noted. "Wherever an alternative facility goes, it will run into problems. The government should not undertake to relocate it within Okinawa."Twenty percent of Okinawa Island is reserved for use by U.S. military forces. Reports surfaced in Washington yesterday that the Pentagon has completed plans for a post-Cold War realignment of U.S. military forces worldwide. Mr. Rumsfeld has been sketching out such plans since before the war in Iraq. The accounts yesterday said that as many as 15,000 troops of the 100,000 in East Asia could be pulled back, but Agence France-Presse reported that a Pentagon spokesmen would neither confirm nor deny the scope of the cuts, because the redeployment was under review and no decision had been taken.Hiroshi Hosaka, a professor of sociology and communications at the University of the Ryukyus, said military bases are treated as NIMBY ["not in my back yard"] hazards, such as waste incinerators and nuclear facilities. 

Environment Extensions: Dugong

Current base plans would destroy the already endangered dugong
Rowley 09 (12/14/09, Anthony Rowley, The Business Times Singapore, “Rare mammal may save Okinawa coastline; Airbase plans violate a US preservation act as Henoko is the natural habitat of the endangered dugong”, lexis nexis, EG) 
 

This was the first case of the US law being applied 'extra-territorially', one of the principal lawyers involved in the suit, Takaaki Kagohashi, told the Foreign Correspondents Club of Japan last week. The ruling in effect acknowledges the 'illegality' of the plan to build a US Marine air base at Henoko and means that the Japanese government, which is responsible for building the new facility under the 2006 agreement, 'cannot begin construction because the US military cannot issue permission'. 'Even if such permission is issued, there is a strong possibility that an application for permission to be suspended will be granted by the US Federal court,' Mr Kagohashi added. The decision is subject to a final ruling by the Federal court, however, and it is possible that the US Defense Department could lodge an appeal before the Supreme Court. The humble dugong arouses strong passions in Okinawa which is known as the 'Galapagos of the East' because of its rich and unique biological diversity. Okinawan tradition holds that spirits - human and otherwise - can inhabit the dugong, and even that the mammal is a god itself. It can bring great blessings or disasters, according to the way it is treated. Worldwide, there are said to be only some 50 dugong surviving, with the only ones in Asia outside of Okinawa (where there are said to be only 10) being found at Australia's Great Barrier Reef and in the Philippines. In a letter to Mr Obama earlier this month from the Centre for Biological Diversity calling for cancellation of the military base expansion at Henoko, the centre's conservation director, Peter Galvin, said that the project would 'destroy some of the best remaining habitat for the highly endangered Okinawa dugong, one of the rarest mammal populations in the world'. 

US military activities on Okinawa threaten the extinction of the dugong

Schoenbaum 08- JD from the University of Texas School of Law (2008, Lauren Jensen Schoenbaum, Texas International Law Journal, “The Okinawa Dugong and the Creative Application of US Extraterritorial Environmental Law”, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?page=457&handle=hein.journals%2Ftilj44&collection=journals#463, EG) 

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) has recorded incidental sightings off the northeast coast of Okinawa Island from 1979 to the present day. It also reports that areas off the coast of Okinawa Island, particularly off the east coast between Katsuren Peninsula and Ibu beach, potentially support significant numbers of dugongs. Because “up to 75% of all US military bases in Japan are locate within Okinawa”, the US military poses a particular risk to the dugong. UNEP reportst that potential “damage to the marine environment resulting from US military activities includes pollution resulting from noise cause by ammunition drills and military practice, hazardous chemicals, soil erosion and the disposal of deplete uranium weapons. Any construction on Henoko Bay, a known feeding ground of the Okinawa dugong, threatens to destroy some of the most critical remaining dugoing habitats in Japan. The latest threat to the Okinawa dugong is the planned relocation of the US military base on Okinawa Island, known as the Futenma Replacement Facility. The US has maintained some kind of military presence on Okinawa Island since the end of World War II. In 1972, the United States and Japan agreed the US would relinquish all administrative rights and interests over the Okinawa Islands to Japan. Article III of the Agreement “granted the US exclusive use of facilities and areas in the Islands in accordance with the ‘Treaty of Mutual Cooperation’ and ‘Security and Status of Forces Agreement.’” The result of these agreements is that while Japan fully controls its own territory, the US was granted use of Okinawa’s land, air, and facilities for the purpose of Japanese security and international peace. The key US security issue today in the region is the threat from North Korea; US military presence in the area is focused on monitoring North Korean provocations, including missile launches, and nuclear tests.  
 

Environment Advantage Extensions: Coral Reefs

Current plans to replace Futenma would destroy the coral reefs

Allen 10 (6/8/10, David Allen, Stars and Stripes, “Group says offshore base to replace Futenma would endanger coral reefs”, http://www.stripes.com/news/group-says-offshore-base-to-replace-futenma-would-endanger-coral-reefs-1.21672  http://www.stripes.com/news/group-says-offshore-base-to-replace-futenma-would-endanger-coral-reefs-1.21672, EG) 

Environmentalists concerned about the steady deterioration of the world’s coral reefs met on Okinawa last week and called for Japan to abandon plans to build an offshore base to replace Marine Corps Air Station Futenma. Some 889 people from 83 countries signed a resolution calling for halting the project, to be built on reclaimed land and the coral reef about two miles offshore from the village of Henoko. A causeway is to connect it to the Marines’ Camp Schwab. The resolution is to be sent to U.S. and Japanese officials. It was passed at the end of the 10th International Coral Reef Symposium in Ginowan. MCAS Futenma sits in the heart of urban Ginowan; the United States and Japan agreed in 1996 that a facility elsewhere on Okinawa should replace it. In July 2002, the Futenma Relocation Council — national, prefectural and local Japanese officials — picked the Henoko site for the air station; plans were approved to build the base on 455 acres of reclaimed land. The base is to be used jointly by civilian aircraft and would cost about $2.9 billion. The project is part of a plan to reduce the land area on Okinawa occupied by U.S. military bases by 21 percent. The bases now cover about 20 percent of the island. Signers of last week’s resolution included 300 researchers from the United States and Japan, according to a statement from the Center for Biological Diversity, which hosted the meeting. “Construction of the sea-based facility, which if built would be 2.5 kilometers (about 1½ miles) wide, involves a massive landfill project in the waters surrounding the Henoko reef,” stated a center news release. “The proposed site is known to be particularly rich in biological diversity and the primary remaining habitat of the critically endangered Okinawa dugong (saltwater manatee) and numerous threatened species.” The resolution also opposed other landfill projects taking place in Okinawa waters that are not related to the U.S. bases. However, the Henoko base issue was a focal point. The Environmental Assessment Watch Group for the Okinawa Dugong, the petition’s sponsor, hosted several events during the weeklong symposium, including visits to the Henoko area and to an encampment of anti-base activists. Since April, the activists have blocked Tokyo’s attempts to conduct an environmental survey of the area. The surveyors, contracted by the Defense Facilities Administration’s Naha bureau, have been stopped from boring 63 holes in the seabed around the reef.

“The widespread condemnation of the project by experts at the coral reef symposium lends a critical voice to the already strong national and international opposition to the air base project,” the center stated, citing a lawsuit filed by six U.S. and Japanese environmental groups in U.S. district court last September against the Department of Defense and Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld.

Current plans to replace Futenma would destroy the coral reefs

Allen 10 (6/8/10, David Allen, Stars and Stripes, “Group says offshore base to replace Futenma would endanger coral reefs”, http://www.stripes.com/news/group-says-offshore-base-to-replace-futenma-would-endanger-coral-reefs-1.21672  http://www.stripes.com/news/group-says-offshore-base-to-replace-futenma-would-endanger-coral-reefs-1.21672, EG)  
Environmentalists concerned about the steady deterioration of the world’s coral reefs met on Okinawa last week and called for Japan to abandon plans to build an offshore base to replace Marine Corps Air Station Futenma. Some 889 people from 83 countries signed a resolution calling for halting the project, to be built on reclaimed land and the coral reef about two miles offshore from the village of Henoko. A causeway is to connect it to the Marines’ Camp Schwab. The resolution is to be sent to U.S. and Japanese officials. It was passed at the end of the 10th International Coral Reef Symposium in Ginowan. MCAS Futenma sits in the heart of urban Ginowan; the United States and Japan agreed in 1996 that a facility elsewhere on Okinawa should replace it. In July 2002, the Futenma Relocation Council — national, prefectural and local Japanese officials — picked the Henoko site for the air station; plans were approved to build the base on 455 acres of reclaimed land. The base is to be used jointly by civilian aircraft and would cost about $2.9 billion. The project is part of a plan to reduce the land area on Okinawa occupied by U.S. military bases by 21 percent. The bases now cover about 20 percent of the island. Signers of last week’s resolution included 300 researchers from the United States and Japan, according to a statement from the Center for Biological Diversity, which hosted the meeting. “Construction of the sea-based facility, which if built would be 2.5 kilometers (about 1½ miles) wide, involves a massive landfill project in the waters surrounding the Henoko reef,” stated a center news release. “The proposed site is known to be particularly rich in biological diversity and the primary remaining habitat of the critically endangered Okinawa dugong (saltwater manatee) and numerous threatened species.” The resolution also opposed other landfill projects taking place in Okinawa waters that are not related to the U.S. bases. However, the Henoko base issue was a focal point. The Environmental Assessment Watch Group for the Okinawa Dugong, the petition’s sponsor, hosted several events during the weeklong symposium, including visits to the Henoko area and to an encampment of anti-base activists. Since April, the activists have blocked Tokyo’s attempts to conduct an environmental survey of the area. The surveyors, contracted by the Defense Facilities Administration’s Naha bureau, have been stopped from boring 63 holes in the seabed around the reef.“The widespread condemnation of the project by experts at the coral reef symposium lends a critical voice to the already strong national and international opposition to the air base project,” the center stated, citing a lawsuit filed by six U.S. and Japanese environmental groups in U.S. district court last September against the Department of Defense and Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld.
Environment Advantage Extensions: Sea Grass
US military activities on Okinawa threaten the extinction of the dugong

Schoenbaum 08- JD from the University of Texas School of Law (2008, Lauren Jensen Schoenbaum, Texas International Law Journal, “The Okinawa Dugong and the Creative Application of US Extraterritorial Environmental Law”, http://www.heinonline.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/HOL/Page?page=457&handle=hein.journals%2Ftilj44&collection=journals#463, EG)

The United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) has recorded incidental sightings off the northeast coast of Okinawa Island from 1979 to the present day. It also reports that areas off the coast of Okinawa Island, particularly off the east coast between Katsuren Peninsula and Ibu beach, potentially support significant numbers of dugongs. Because “up to 75% of all US military bases in Japan are locate within Okinawa”, the US military poses a particular risk to the dugong. UNEP reportst that potential “damage to the marine environment resulting from US military activities includes pollution resulting from noise cause by ammunition drills and military practice, hazardous chemicals, soil erosion and the disposal of deplete uranium weapons. Any construction on Henoko Bay, a known feeding ground of the Okinawa dugong, threatens to destroy some of the most critical remaining dugoing habitats in Japan. The latest threat to the Okinawa dugong is the planned relocation of the US military base on Okinawa Island, known as the Futenma Replacement Facility. The US has maintained some kind of military presence on Okinawa Island since the end of World War II. In 1972, the United States and Japan agreed the US would relinquish all administrative rights and interests over the Okinawa Islands to Japan. Article III of the Agreement “granted the US exclusive use of facilities and areas in the Islands in accordance with the ‘Treaty of Mutual Cooperation’ and ‘Security and Status of Forces Agreement.’” The result of these agreements is that while Japan fully controls its own territory, the US was granted use of Okinawa’s land, air, and facilities for the purpose of Japanese security and international peace. The key US security issue today in the region is the threat from North Korea; US military presence in the area is focused on monitoring North Korean provocations, including missile launches, and nuclear tests. 

The seagrass which the new base would destroy is crucial to marine ecosystems

Duarte 00- Research professor and Scientific Director of the International Laboratory for Global Change at the Spanish Council for Scientific Research. (7/3/00, Carlos M. Duarte, Journal of Experimental Marine Biology and Ecology, “Marine biodiversity and ecosystem services: an elusive link”, 

http://www.sciencedirect.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/science?_ob=ArticleURL&_udi=B6T8F-412RP6N-7&_user=99318&_coverDate=07%2F30%2F2000&_rdoc=1&_fmt=high&_orig=search&_sort=d&_docanchor=&view=c&_searchStrId=1382557948&_rerunOrigin=scholar.google&_acct=C000007678&_version=1&_urlVersion=0&_userid=99318&md5=b07602be21fdcebe74d03c73ba947998, EG)

The ecosystem-relevant functions seagrasses perform are consequences of their physiological functions, such as primary production and nutrient recycling, by which they provide food to consumers and trap carbon and nutrients, but are also dependent on their structural role (Table 1). Seagrasses form dense communities with a high biomass (mean biomass 460 g dw m−2, Duarte and Chiscano, 1999), which offer habitat and refuge for a wide diversity of organisms. Hundreds of species are found living epiphytic on the leaves at any one meadow, and there is a large number of species that live in the refuge offered by the plant’s canopies. Hence, seagrass communities harbour complex food webs maintaining high marine biodiversity through the combined trophic and structural roles they serve. Seagrasses are the main food sources of the dugong (Dugong dugon), the most threatened marine mammal. Indeed, seagrass meadows are habitats for many endangered species, such as the large Mediterranean bivalve Pinna nobilis, inhabiting Posidonia oceanica meadows. Many of the animals associated with seagrass meadows are of commercial importance, including prawns and other crustaceans, and fish. Hence seagrass meadows are important habitats for other species, thereby contributing to maintain marine biodiversity and the production of potential food for humans. Although local use of seagrass for food is of relatively small importance, much of their high primary production is exported to adjacent ecosystems (Duarte and Cebrián, 1996) where it may be an important carbon source. In addition, much of the primary production of seagrasses is buried in the sediments ( Duarte and Cebrián, 1996) as leaf material and, largely, as roots and rhizomes. All seagrass tissues, particularly belowground ones, decompose slowly (e.g. Harrison and Enr), such that some of the carbon and nutrients in the tissues are buried for time scales of at least centuries. Hence, seagrass meadows tend to be autotrophic ecosystems (i.e. they produce more organic carbon than that used in the ecosystem), which are areas of net oxygen release and CO2 and nutrient sinks (Hemminga and Duarte, 2000). For instance, carbon burial rates of 58 g C m−2 year−1 have been reported for the Mediterranean species Posidonia oceanica (Mateo et al., 1997), and the colonisation of sediments by the Mediterranean species Cymodocea nodosa has been reported to result in an accumulation of about 3.6 g N m−2 year−1 (Pedersen et al., 1997). Indeed, seagrass communities store, on average, 16% of their production in the sediments, representing a carbon storage of about 8·1013 g C annually globally, such that seagrass meadows, although representing only 1% of the primary production of the global ocean, are responsible for 12% of the net CO2 uptake by oceanic biota (Duarte and Cebrián, 1996).

Seagrasses alter the environment they colonise in different ways. Their roots and rhizomes penetrate into the sediments releasing oxygen therein, which stimulates bacterial activity and attenuates the reduced condition of the sediments, thereby avoiding the accumulation of toxic compounds, such as sulfide (Terrados et al., 1999a). In addition, their canopies attenuate waves and dissipate turbulence, thereby reducing sediment resuspension and increasing the retention of sediments within the meadows ( Gacia and Terrados). In addition, part of the leaf litter they produce is washed ashore (e.g. 20 and 25% of the production of a Kenyan and an Australian seagrass meadows, Robertson and Ochieng, respectively). This leaf litter protects the shoreline from erosion during storms and serves as seed material for the formation of dunes ( Hemminga and Nieuwenhuize, 1990). Hence, seagrasses are ‘engineering species’, which modify the physical and geochemical conditions in their environment, facilitating the life of other organisms in the community and protect both the beach and submarine sediments from erosion ( Table 1).

Environment Advantage: Impact Extensions

Bio-diversity loss causes extinction.

Coyne and Hoekstra, 07 (Jerry, Prof. Ecology @ U. Chicago, and Hopi, Associate Prof. Organismic and Evolutionary Biology @ Harvard, Weekend Australian, “Diversity lost as we head towards a lonely planet”, 11-10, L/N)

But we biologists know in our hearts that there are deeper and equally compelling reasons to worry about the loss of biodiversity: namely, morality and intellectual values that transcend pecuniary interests.  What, for example, gives us the right to destroy other creatures? And what could be more thrilling than looking around us, seeing that we are surrounded by our evolutionary cousins and realising that we all got here by the same simple process of natural selection? To biologists, and potentially everyone else, apprehending the genetic kinship and common origin of all species is a spiritual experience, not necessarily religious but spiritual nonetheless, for it stirs the soul.  But whether or not one is moved by such concerns, it is certain that our future is bleak if we do nothing to stem this sixth extinction. We are creating a world in which exotic diseases flourish but natural medicinal cures are lost; a world in which carbon waste accumulates while food sources dwindle; a world of sweltering heat, failing crops and impure water.  In the end, we must accept the possibility that we are not immune to extinction. Or, if we survive, perhaps only a few of us will remain, scratching out a grubby existence on a devastated planet. Global warming will seem like a secondary problem when humanity finally faces the consequences of what we have done to nature; not just another Great Dying, but perhaps the greatest dying of them all.

Environment Advantage: Brink Extensions

There’s a hidden biodiversity threshold to the point of no return 

Watson 2000 [Founder Sea Shepherd conservation Society [Paul Watson (Founding Director Greenpeace, MA Environmentalist), “The Politics of Extinction,” http://www.eco-action.org/dt/beerswil.html] 

Individual humans are for the most part insulated from the reality of species loss. Alienated from the natural world, wrapped in a cocoon of material pleasures, guided by anthropocentric attitudes, the average human being is unaware and non-caring about the biological holocaust that is transpiring each and every day.  The facts are clear. More plant and animal species will go through extinction within our generation than have been lost thorough natural causes over the past two hundred million years. Our single human generation, that is, all people born between 1930 and 2010 will witness the complete obliteration of one third to one half of all the Earth's life forms, each and every one of them the product of more than two billion years of evolution. This is biological meltdown, and what this really means is the end to vertebrate evolution on planet Earth. Nature is under siege on a global scale. Biotopes, i.e., environmentally distinct regions, from tropical and temperate rain forests to coral reefs and coastal estuaries, are disintegrating in the wake of human onslaught. The destruction of forests and the proliferation of human activity will remove more than 20 percent of all terrestrial plant species over the next fifty years. Because plants form the foundation for entire biotic communities, their demise will carry with it the extinction of an exponentially greater number of animal species -- perhaps ten times as many faunal species for each type of plant eliminated.  Sixty-five million years ago, a natural cataclysmic event resulted in extinction of the dinosaurs. Even with a plant foundation intact, it took more than 100,000 years for faunal biological diversity to re-establish itself. More importantly, the resurrection of biological diversity assumes an intact zone of tropical forests to provide for new speciation after extinction.  Today, the tropical rain forests are disappearing more rapidly than any other bio-region, ensuring that after the age of humans, the Earth will remain a biological, if not a literal desert for eons to come.  The present course of civilization points to ecocide -- the death of nature. Like a run-a-way train, civilization is speeding along tracks of our own manufacture towards the stonewall of extinction. The human passengers sitting comfortably in their seats, laughing, partying, and choosing to not look out the window. Environmentalists are those perceptive few who have their faces pressed against the glass, watching the hurling bodies of plants and animals go screaming by. Environmental activists are those even fewer people who are trying desperately to break into the fortified engine of greed that propels this destructive specicidal juggernaut. Others are desperately throwing out anchors in an attempt to slow the monster down while all the while, the authorities, blind to their own impending destruction, are clubbing, shooting and jailing those who would save us all.  SHORT MEMORIES Civilized humans have for ten thousand years been marching across the face of the Earth leaving deserts in their footprints. Because we have such short memories, we forgot the wonder and splendor of a virgin nature. We revise history and make it fit into our present perceptions.  For instance, are you aware that only two thousand years ago, the coast of North Africa was a mighty forest? The Phoenicians and the Carthaginians built powerful ships from the strong timbers of the region. Rome was a major exporter of timber to Europe. The temple of Jerusalem was built with titanic cedar logs, one image of which adorns the flag of Lebanon today. Jesus Christ did not live in a desert, he was a man of the forest. The Sumerians were renowned for clearing the forests of Mesopotamia for agriculture. But the destruction of the coastal swath of the North African forest stopped the rain from advancing into the interior. Without the rain, the trees died and thus was born the mighty Sahara, sired by man and continued to grow southward at a rate of ten miles per year, advancing down the length of the continent of Africa.  And so will go Brazil. The precipitation off the Atlantic strikes the coastal rain forest and is absorbed and sent skyward again by the trees, falling further into the interior. Twelve times the moisture falls and twelve times it is returned to the sky -- all the way to the Andes mountains. Destroy the coastal swath and desertify Amazonia -- it is as simple as that. Create a swath anywhere between the coast and the mountains and the rains will be stopped. We did it before while relatively primitive. We learned nothing. We forgot.  So too, have we forgotten that walrus once mated and bred along the coast of Nova Scotia, that sixty million bison once roamed the North American plains. One hundred years ago, the white bear once roamed the forests of New England and the Canadian Maritime provinces. Now it is called the polar bear because that is where it now makes its last stand.  EXTINCTION DIFFICULT TO APPRECIATE Gone forever are the European elephant, lion and tiger. The Labrador duck, giant auk, Carolina parakeet will never again grace this planet of ours. Lost for all time are the Atlantic grey whales, the Biscayan right whales and the Stellar sea cow. our children will never look upon the California condor in the wild or watch the Palos Verde blue butterfly dart from flower to flower. Extinction is a difficult concept to fully appreciate. What has been is no more and never shall be again. It would take another creation and billions of years to recreate the passenger pigeon. It is the loss of billions of years of evolutionary programming. It is the destruction of beauty, the obliteration of truth, the removal of uniqueness, the scarring of the sacred web of life.  To be responsible for an extinction is to commit blasphemy against the divine. It is the greatest of all possible crimes, more evil than murder, more appalling than genocide, more monstrous than even the apparent unlimited perversities of the human mind. To be responsible for the complete and utter destruction of a unique and sacred life form is arrogance that seethes with evil, for the very opposite of evil is live. It is no accident that these two words spell out each other in reverse.  And yet, a reporter in California recently told me that "all the redwoods in California are not worth the life on one human being." What incredible arrogance. The rights a species, any species, must take precedence over the life of an individual or another species. This is a basic ecological law. It is not to be tampered with by primates who have molded themselves into divine legends in their own mind.  For each and every one of the thirty million plus species that grace this beautiful planet are essential for the continued well-being of which we are all a part, the planet Earth -- the divine entity which brought us forth from the fertility of her sacred womb.  As a sea-captain I like to compare the structural integrity of the biosphere to that of a ship's hull. Each species is a rivet that keeps the hull intact. If I were to go into my engine room and find my engineers busily popping rivets from the hull, I would be upset and naturally I would ask them what they were doing.  If they told me that they discovered that they could make a dollar each from the rivets, I could do one of three things. I could ignore them. I could ask them to cut me in for a share of the profits, or I could kick their asses out of the engine room and off my ship. If I was a responsible captain, I would do the latter. If I did not, I would soon find the ocean pouring through the holes left by the stolen rivets and very shortly after, my ship, my crew and myself would disappear beneath the waves.  And that is the state of the world today. The political leaders, i.e., the captains at the helms of their nation states, are ignoring the rivet poppers or they are cutting themselves in for the profits. There are very few asses being kicked out of the engine room of spaceship Earth.  With the rivet poppers in command, it will not be long until the biospheric integrity of the Earth collapses under the weight of ecological strain and tides of death come pouring in. And that will be the price of progress -- ecological collapse, the death of nature, and with it the horrendous and mind numbing specter of massive human destruction.  

**Asian Stability Extensions**

Asian Stability Extensions: Japan Must Increase Military

The only way that East Asia can be stabilized is by Japan decreasing their dependency on the U.S. military. 

Bandow 5/22. Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute.  (Doug. “Japan Can Defend Itself.” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
Who should protect Japan? Japan. Tokyo's neighbors remain uneasy in varying degrees about the prospect of a more active Japan, but World War II is over. A revived Japanese empire is about as likely as a revived Mongol empire. Both Japan and India could play a much larger role in preserving regional security.

Many Japanese citizens are equally opposed to a larger Japanese military and more expansive foreign policy. Their feelings are understandable, given the horrors of World War II. However, the most fundamental duty of any national government is defense. If the Japanese people want a minimal (or no) military, that is their right. But they should not expect other nations to fill the defense gap.

Moreover, with an expected $1.6 trillion deficit this year alone, the United States can no longer afford to protect countries which are able to protect themselves. Washington has more than enough on its military plate elsewhere in the world.

Raymond Greene, America's consul general in Okinawa, says: "Asia is going though a period of historic strategic change in the balance of power." True enough, which is why East Asian security and stability require greater national efforts from Japan and its neighbors. Regional defense also warrants improved multilateral cooperation — something which should minimize concerns over an increased Japanese role.
The best way for regional cooperation in Asia is to have the United States leave  Japan. 

Bandow 6-18.  Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute (“Get out of Japan.” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
Moreover, China’s power is growing. So far Beijing has been assertive rather than aggressive, but increasingly seems willing to contest islands claimed by both nations. The best way to keep the competition peaceful is for Tokyo to be able to protect itself. Of course, several of Japan’s neighbors, along with some Americans, remain nervous about any Japanese military activity given the Tokyo’s wartime depredations. However, the Japanese people do not have a double dose of original sin. Everyone who planned and most everyone who carried out those aggressions are dead. A country which goes through political convulsions before it will send unarmed peacekeepers abroad is not likely to engage in a new round of conquest. Anyway, the best way to assuage regional concerns is to construct cooperative agreements and structures between Japan and its neighbors. Democratic countries from South Korea to Australia to India have an interest in working with Tokyo to ensure that the Asia-Pacific remains peaceful and prosperous. Japan has much at stake and could contribute much. Tokyo could still choose to do little. But it shouldn’t expect America to fill any defense gap.

The only way that East Asia can be stabilized is by Japan decreasing their dependency on the U.S. military. 

Bandow 5/22. Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute.  (Doug. “Japan Can Defend Itself.” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
Who should protect Japan? Japan. Tokyo's neighbors remain uneasy in varying degrees about the prospect of a more active Japan, but World War II is over. A revived Japanese empire is about as likely as a revived Mongol empire. Both Japan and India could play a much larger role in preserving regional security. Many Japanese citizens are equally opposed to a larger Japanese military and more expansive foreign policy. Their feelings are understandable, given the horrors of World War II. However, the most fundamental duty of any national government is defense. If the Japanese people want a minimal (or no) military, that is their right. But they should not expect other nations to fill the defense gap. Moreover, with an expected $1.6 trillion deficit this year alone, the United States can no longer afford to protect countries which are able to protect themselves. Washington has more than enough on its military plate elsewhere in the world. Raymond Greene, America's consul general in Okinawa, says: "Asia is going though a period of historic strategic change in the balance of power." True enough, which is why East Asian security and stability require greater national efforts from Japan and its neighbors. Regional defense also warrants improved multilateral cooperation — something which should minimize concerns over an increased Japanese role.
The only way for Japan to protect its own self interests is to create its own military.  

Bandow 5/22. Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute.  (Doug. “Japan Can Defend Itself.” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)

The other important question is, defend Japan from what? Today Tokyo faces few obvious security threats. For this reason, many Japanese see little cause for an enlarged Japanese military. However, North Korea's uncertain future and China's ongoing growth should give the Japanese people pause for concern. East Asia might not look so friendly in coming decades. Richard Lawless, assistant secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs in the Bush administration, claimed: "observers perceive a Japan that is seemingly content to marginalize itself, a Japan that appears to almost intentionally ignore the increasingly complex and dangerous neighborhood in which it is located." Nevertheless, only the Japanese can assess the threats which concern them rather than Washington. And only the Japanese can decide how best to respond to any perceived threats. Moreover, so long as Japan goes hat-in-hand to the United States for protection, Washington is entitled to request — or, more accurately, insist on — bases that serve its interests. And Tokyo cannot easily say no.

Asian Stability: Impact Extensions

Extinction. 

Chol, 2002. executive director at Center for Korean-American Peace, 

[Kim, “Agreed Framework is Brain Dead Shotgun Wedding is the Only Option To Defuse Crisis, 

HTTP://NAUTILUS.ORG/FORA/SECURITY/0212A_CHOL.HTML] 

The second choice is for the Americans to initiate military action to knock out the nuclear facilities in North Korea. Without precise knowledge of the location of those target facilities, the American policy planners face the real risk of North Korea launching a full-scale war against South Korea, Japan and the U.S. The North Korean retaliation will most likely leave South Korea and Japan totally devastated with the Metropolitan U.S. being consumed in nuclear conflagration. Looking down on the demolished American homeland, American policy planners aboard a special Boeing jets will have good cause to claim, "We are winners, although our homeland is in ashes. We are safely alive on this jet." The third and last option is to agree to a shotgun wedding with the North Koreans. It means entering into package solution negotiations with the North Koreans, offering to sign a peace treaty to terminate the relations of hostility, establish full diplomatic relations between the two enemy states, withdraw the American forces from South Korea, remove North Korea from the list of axis of evil states and terrorist sponsoring states, and give North Korea most favored nation treatment. The first two options should be sobering nightmare scenarios for a wise Bush and his policy planners. If they should opt for either of the scenarios, that would be their decision, which the North Koreans are in no position to take issue with. The Americans would realize too late that the North Korean mean what they say. The North Koreans will use all their resources in their arsenal to fight a full-scale nuclear exchange with the Americans in the last war of mankind. A nuclear-armed North Korea would be most destabilizing in the region and the rest of the world in the eyes of the Americans. They would end up finding themselves reduced to a second-class nuclear power. 

We don’t endorse gendered language. 

Asian Stability: AT: North Korea will Attack Japan

Japanese prepared to respond to threats from North Korea

Preble, 06  - director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute (Christopher, The Cato Institute, “Japan's Next Move,” Lexis http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6738, WSC)

North Korea's announcement that it had successfully tested a nuclear device has renewed concerns that other countries in the region will follow suit. These are not idle concerns. Given Japan's existing nuclear power program, and its advanced technical and industrial base, it could likely develop nuclear weapons in a matter of months. But it is far from certain that Japan will go that route, and Prime Minister Shinzo Abe was quick to dampen speculation about an ensuing arms race. "Possession of nuclear arms is not an option at all for our country," Mr. Abe said after the North Korean test. If Mr. Abe – or a successor – reneges on this pledge, however, and Japan decides to develop its own nuclear deterrent, it will be only the last in a series of steps in which the Japanese have enhanced their defensive posture. This rearmament has been driven primarily by fears of North Korea. While China and South Korea worry about the ramifications of a collapse of Mr. Kim's regime, they are even more fearful of a nuclear-armed Japan. Accordingly, the best way to forestall such an eventuality is to cooperate with Tokyo in eliminating the North Korean threat. Since at least the early 1990s, the United States has attempted to prevent North Korea from developing offensive military capabilities, including both nuclear weapons and the ballistic missiles that could some day deliver them. The North Korean nuclear test is merely the latest in a string of embarrassing incidents revealing the utter failure of U.S. policy. Simply put, the Japanese don't trust the United States to defend their country from North Korea. These sentiments have been building for some time. In March of last year, an editorial in the Asahi Shimbun worried that the Bush administration "does not seem in any hurry to strike a bargain as long as Pyongyang does not export nuclear arms to a third party or pose a direct threat to the United States itself." President Bush reiterated this position following Pyongyang's nuclear test, but such a posture does not sit well with Mr. Abe and the Japanese: the North's nuclear program does pose a direct threat to Japan. What, then, is Japan likely to do? Continued strong opposition within Japan to the use of the military for offensive ends suggests that unilateral preemptive action against North Korea is highly unlikely, but not beyond the realm of possibility. Following the North Korean missile test in July, then-chief cabinet secretary Abe hinted that the constitutional restrictions on the use of force would not prevent Japan from waging preemptive attacks against North Korean missile sites. "If we accept that there is no other option to prevent a missile attack," he told reporters, "there is an argument that attacking the missile bases would be within the legal right of self-defense. I think we need to examine this from the perspective of defending the Japanese people and nation." Then, in his first speech as prime minister, Mr. Abe elaborated on this point. Japan's responsibilities now extended beyond self-defense, he explained. Given "the rising expectations" that Japan must contribute to international security, Mr. Abe pledged to "thoroughly study individual, specific cases to identify what kind of case falls under the exercise of the right of collective self-defense which is forbidden under the Constitution." In other words, future military ventures, similar to the deployment of Japanese troops to Iraq, could be deemed legitimate even if the current Constitution remains unchanged. Despite the popular conception of Japan as a "pacifist" country, the Japanese boast one of the most capable militaries on the planet. Japan's defense expenditures trail those of the United States, China and the United Kingdom, but are nearly equivalent to France's military budget. Japan spends more than Russia and more than twice as much as India, the country often seen as a rising power (and a prospective U.S. strategic ally) in the region. Nor do Japanese defense expenditures pose an abnormal burden. Japan's defense spending per capita is comparable to that of Germany and South Korea. Citizens of the United Kingdom pay more than twice as much per person, as do the French. In other words, Japan's defense spending could be expanded if changing strategic circumstances so dictated. That time may be nigh.

Japanese military action against North Korea, even if it were found to be a legitimate exercise of the right of self-defense, would nonetheless inflame regional tension. Although U.S. policymakers should rightly be concerned about how China and South Korea would react, such concerns must be understood in the context of the current crisis, when an impoverished and increasingly desperate North Korea might be tempted to sell nuclear materials to terrorists. For now, military action has effectively been ruled off the table. North Korea warns that economic sanctions would be regarded as a "declaration of war," but support for such sanctions has been building in Japan for some time. Some of Japan's most famous and respected citizens participated in a three-day "sit-in" in June 2005 in front of the prime minister's office, demanding that then-leader Junichiro Koizumi impose economic sanctions against North Korea. Mr. Koizumi resisted these pressures, but Mr. Abe and his government seem open to the idea. Indeed, immediately following the test, Japan announced its own set of sanctions – including a total ban on all imports from North Korea, and prohibiting North Korean ships from entering Japanese ports – that go beyond any multilateral measures that may eventually be approved by the Security Council. We cannot be sanguine about the potential dangers represented by the North's nuclear weapons program. The potential for nuclear proliferation in the region exists, and while the United States is eminently capable of deterring any state foolish enough to launch a direct attack against it, one dares not make any predictions about the behavior of someone as erratic and unpredictable as Kim Jong-Il. This much is clear, however: Japanese fears of North Korea have provided the catalyst for a fundamental shift in strategy, and North Korea's nuclear testing is likely to accelerate their efforts to defend their homeland.

**Rape Add-On**

Rape Add-On

Troops stationed in Japan commit horrible crimes including rape.  

CNN Wire Staff,’10 ( 5/4/10, Cable News Network, “ Japan PM: Moving U.S. base ‘difficult’ ” , http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/asiapcf/05/04/japan.okinawa.base.protest/index.html?iref=allsearch)

Okinawans say the U.S. military has been responsible for a number of blights in the city, from serious crimes like rape and drunken driving, to environmental and noise pollution. Nearly 100,000 residents protested last week demanding that the base be moved off the island. And a recent poll said two out of three Japanese say they disapprove of the prime minister's performance and 59 percent said Hatoyama should resign if he can't resolve the fight over the future of the Futenma Air Base in Okinawa. One of the issues that sparked a backlash against the U.S. base recently was the 2008 charges against a Marine for the rape of a 14-year-old Japanese girl in Okinawa. The case revived simmering anger in the local community, some of whom remembered the 2006 case of the sailor who was convicted of fatally beating a 56-year-old Japanese woman and the 1995 case of three American servicemen who were found guilty of kidnapping and raping a 12-year-old Okinawan schoolgirl.
Rape is dehumanizing.  

Halley, 2008.  (Janet is Royall Professor of Law, Harvard Law School. Fall 2008. “ARTICLE: RAPE AT ROME: FEMINIST INTERVENTIONS IN THE CRIMINALIZATION OF SEX-RELATED VIOLENCE IN POSITIVE INTERNATIONAL CRIMINAL LAW”  Michigan Journal of International Law. 30 Mich. J. Int'l L. 1)
Emphasis on the gender dimension of rape in war is critical not only to surfacing women as full subjects of sexual violence in war, but also to recognizing the atrocity of rape in the time called peace ... .From a feminist human rights perspective, gender violence has escaped sanction because it has not been viewed as violence and because the public/private dichotomy has shielded such violence in its most common forms. The recognition of rape as a war crime is thus a critical step toward understanding rape as violence. The next is to recognize that rape that acquires the  [*64]  imprimatur of the state is not necessarily more brutal, relentless, or dehumanizing than the private rapes of everyday life ... .Every rape is a grave violation of physical and mental integrity. Every rape has the potential to profoundly debilitate ... Every rape is an expression of male domination and misogyny, a vehicle of terrorizing and subordinating women

Dehumanization outweighs and causes all other impacts. 

Berube, 1997  [David M., Professor of Communication Studies and Associate Director of NanoScience and Technology Studies at University of South Carolina, “NANOTECHNOLOGICAL PROLONGEVITY: The Down Side,” http://www.cas.sc.edu/engl/faculty/berube/prolong.htm]

We don’t endorse gendered language. 

This means-ends dispute is at the core of Montagu and Matson's treatise on the dehumanization of humanity. They warn[s]: "its destructive toll is already greater than that of any war, plague, famine, or natural calamity on record -- and its potential danger to the quality of life and the fabric of civilized society is beyond calculation. For that reason this sickness of the soul might well be called the Fifth Horseman of the Apocalypse.... Behind the genocide of the holocaust lay a dehumanized thought; beneath the menticide of deviants and dissidents... in the cuckoo's next of America, lies a dehumanized image of man... (Montagu & Matson, 1983, p. xi-xii). While it may never be possible to quantify the impact dehumanizing ethics may have had on humanity, it is safe to conclude the foundations of humanness offer great opportunities which would be foregone. When we calculate the actual losses and the virtual benefits, we approach a nearly inestimable value greater than any tools which we can currently use to measure it. Dehumanization is nuclear war, environmental apocalypse, and international genocide. When people become things, they become dispensable. When people are dispensable, any and every atrocity can be justified. Once justified, they seem to be inevitable for every epoch has evil and dehumanization is evil's most powerful weapon.

Rape Extensions: Military Presence => Rape

Military presence leads to sexual violence against women. 

Unity of Women for the Motherland, 02 – The Unity of Women for the Motherland is an organization of women who work to prevent the discrimination and abuse of women. (3/8/02, Unity of Women for the Motherland (Kaisa-Ka), “Women and US Military Presence Briefing Paper”, http://www.yonip.com/main/articles/womenmilitary.html, EG)
Negative effects of U.S. militarism on women and children in East Asia include sexual exploitation, physical and sexual violence, and the dire situation of many Amerasian children. Violence against women often goes unreported due to the victim's shame and fear along with their belief that perpetrators will remain beyond the reach of the law. Women who work in bars, massage parlors, and brothels near U.S. bases are particularly vulnerable to physical and sexual violence.  The sexual activity of foreign-based U.S. military personnel, including (but not exclusively) prostitution, has had very serious effects on women's health, precipitating HIV/AIDS, sexually transmitted diseases, unwanted pregnancies and unsafe abortions, drug and alcohol dependency, and mental illness. Military personnel are also trained to demanize "others" as part of their preparation for war. Their pent-up frustration, aggression, and fear are absorbed by East Asian communities, especially women and children, through reckless driving, assaults, and military prostitution. Sexism is central to a militarized masculinity, which involves physical strength, emotional detachment, the capacity for violence and killing, and an appearance of invulnerability.  Male sexuality is assumed to be uncontrollable and in need of regular release, so prostitution is built into military operations, directly or indirectly, with the agreement of host governments.
Militarism stemming from military presence in East Asia leads to sexism and violence against women

Kirk & Francis, 00- Gwyn Kirk has a PhD in sociology from the University of Londen. Carolyn Bowen Francis is one of the founders of the Okinawa Women Against Military Violence. (Gwyn Kirk and Carolyn Bowen Francis, 15 Berkeley Women’s Law Journal 229, “Redefining Security: Women challenge US military policy and Practice in East Asia”, lexis nexis, EG)
Many of the problems created by U.S. military presence in East Asia stem from the sexist attitudes and hyper-masculine culture that pervade the military. Different branches of the U.S. Armed Forces have developed this hyper-masculine culture to varying degrees, with the Air Force at the lower end of the spectrum and the Marines at the higher end. n74 This phenomenon has had far reaching effects in places such as  [*240]  Okinawa, where Marines account for sixty percent of the U.S. troops. n75 Young boys in the United States, as in many parts of the world, develop their masculine identity during early childhood through a combination of adventure stories, comics, cartoons, competitive team sports, war toys, computer games, news reporting, ads, television shows, and films. n76 This routine gender socialization is taken further in basic military training where new recruits are pushed to the limits of their strength and stamina and are trained to follow orders without question, no matter how nonsensical or humiliating. n77 As part of military training, servicemen learn how to use highly sophisticated weaponry and equipment; they are socialized as warriors. A key aspect of this training and socialization process is the way recruits are insulted and reviled by drill sergeants as "women" and "queers" as part of the military promise "to make a man" of them. n78 According to feminist scholars of military systems and international relations, militarism depends on a clearly gendered division of labor and the maintenance of hierarchy, including sexism and violence against women. n79 Military socialization involves the construction of a militarized masculinity that emphasizes heroism, physical strength, emotional detachment,  [*241]  the capacity for violence and killing, and an appearance of invulnerability. n80 This view of masculinity involves the construction of male sexuality as assertive and controlling, n81 and results in three consequences: the need for the institutionalization of military prostitution, U.S. military abuse of women in host communities, and sexual abuse of women in the military.
High profile sexual crimes anger the Japanese public

Chanlett-Avery, et al, 09- Emma Chanlett-Avery is a specialist in Asia affairs, William H. Cooper is a specialist in international trade and finance, Mark E. Manyin is a specialist in Asian affairs, and Weston S. Konishi is an analyst in Asian affairs. (9/25/09, Emma Chanlett-Avery, Coordinator, William H. Cooper, Mark E. Manyin, Weston S. Konishi, Congressional Research Service, “Japan-U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA511942, EG)

A series of high-profile alleged crimes committed by U.S. military personnel in 2007-2008 sparked public anger about the troops’ presence in Japan. Four marines were accused of gang- raping a 19-year old in Hiroshima, another marine was accused of sexually abusing a 14-year old in Okinawa, and a sailor was charged with murdering a taxi driver in Yokosuka. U.S. officials, mindful of fall-out from a similar incident in 1995, in which three U.S. servicemen were convicted of raping a 12-year-old, cooperated with local Japanese authorities by handing over the suspects and, in the first two cases, decided to court-martial the marines when Japanese prosecutors dropped charges.

Rape Advantage: Impact Extensions- Patriarchy

The impact is extinction.

Kelly ’97  (Petra, Grassroots Activist and Green Party Member of the German Parliament and Author of Several Books, in “Ecofeminism: women, culture, nature” Edited by Karen J. Warren”, p. 112-114)

Men's domination of women is deep and systemic, and it is accepted around the world by most men and many women as "natural," as something that somehow cannot be changed. But norms of human behavior do change. Because the oppression of women is so deeply embedded in our societies and our psyches, it continues to be invisible, even to those who are working to overcome other forms of injustice. Feminism is considered by many people to be one aspect of social justice, but to me it is a principle in and of itself. To rid the world of nuclear weapons and poverty, we must end racism and sexism. As long as white males hold all of the social and economic power, women and people of color will continue to be discriminated against, and poverty and the military mentality will continue unabated.   We cannot just analyze structures of domination and oppression. We must also practice disobedience in our own lives, starting by disobeying all systems of male domination.   The system in which men have more value and more social and economic power than women is found throughout the world—East and West, North and South. Women suffer both from structural oppression and from individual men. Too many movements for social justice accept the assumptions of male dominance and ignore the oppression of women, but patriarchy pervades both our political and our personal lives. Feminism rejects all forms of male dominance and affirms the value of women's lives and experiences. It recognizes that no pattern of domination is necessary and seeks to liberate women and men from the structures of dominance that characterize patriarchy.     Many women are beginning to reject the existing systems and styles of male politics. Whether at Greenham Common, Comiso, Australia, Belau, protecting the Himalayan forests, or working for peace in Eastern Europe, women have been stirred to action. Motivated to act on our own, not only as mothers and nurturers but also as leaders in a changing world, we must stand up as women and become elected to political and economic offices throughout the world, so we can change the policies and structures from those of death to those of life. We do not need to abrogate our positive, feminist principles of loving, caring, showing emotions, and nurturing. Every individual has both feminine and masculine qualities. We should not relieve men of their responsibility to transform themselves, to develop caring human qualities and become responsible for child care, housework, and all other essential support work. We will never be able to reclaim the earth if men do not give up their privileges and share these basic tasks with women. Children are not just the responsibility of their mothers.     The scientific revolution of the seventeenth century contained in it the seeds of today's oppressive technologies. If we trace the myths and metaphors associated with the conquest of nature, we will realize how much we are under the sway of masculine institutions and ideologies. Masculine technology and patriarchal values have prevailed in Auschwitz, Dresden, Hiroshima, Nagasaki, Vietnam, Iran, Iraq, Afghanistan, and many other parts of the world. The ultimate result of unchecked, terminal patriarchy will be ecological catastrophe or nuclear holocaust.     Feminism is about alleviating women's powerlessness. Women must share half the earth and half the sky, on our own terms and with our own self-determined values. Feminism seeks to redefine our very modes of existence and to transform nonviolently the structures of male dominance. I am not saying that women are inherently better than men. Overturning patriarchy does not mean replacing men's dominance with women's dominance. That would merely maintain the patriarchal pattern of dominance.    We need to transform the pattern itself. The work of feminist women and profeminist men is to liberate everyone from a system that is oppressive to women and restrictive to men, and to restore balance and harmony between women and men and between masculine and feminine values in society and within each of us. Feminists working in the peace and ecology movements are sometimes viewed as kind, nurturing earth mothers, but that is too comfortable a stereotype. We are not meek and we are not weak. We are angry—on our own behalf, for our sisters and children who suffer, and for the entire planet—and we are determined to protect life on Earth.     Green women work together with men on issues like ecology and disarmament. But we must also assert women's oppression as a central concern, for our experience is that men do not take women's oppression as seriously as other causes. There is a clear and profound relationship between militarism, environmental degradation, and sexism. Any commitment to social justice and nonviolence that does not address the structures of male domination of women is incomplete. We will work with our Green brothers, but we will not be subservient to them. They must demonstrate their willingness to give up the privileges of membership in the male caste.     There is a saying: where power is, women are not. Women must be willing to be powerful. Because we bear scars from the ways men have used their power over us, women often want no part of power. To a certain extent, this is good sense. Patriarchal power has brought us acid rain, global warming, military states, and countless cases of private suffering. We have all seen men whose power has caused them to lose all sense of reality, decency, and imagination, and we are right to fear such power. But playing an active part in society, on an equal footing with men, does not mean adopting the old thought patterns and strategies of the patriarchal world. It means putting our own ideas of an emancipatory society into practice. Rather than emulating Margaret Thatcher and others who loyally adapt themselves to male values of hierarchy, we must find our own definitions of power that reflect women's values and women's experience. Jean Baker Miller points out how women, though closed out of male dominions of power, experience great power in the daily work of nurturing others. 2 This is not power over others, but power with others, the kind of shared power that has to replace patriarchal power.

AT: Rape Only Occurs in Times of War

Even in times of interwar members of the military commit rape.

Kirk , 05. Gwyn has taught women's studies and sociology courses at a range of U.S. academic institutions. “Symposium: Women and War: A Critical Discourse: Panel One - Tools Of War. 20 Berkeley J. Gender L. & Just. 322.  Lexis Nexis)

Violence against women in military families. The U.S. military is also in this bundle for me. Sexual violence against women in prostitution near military bases forces them to absorb the aggression, frustration, and fear of men returning from training or from battle. The U.S. inherited some of the old Japanese comfort stations when they took over post-war Japan in 1945. So, you see this kind of historical continuation going on there - the rape of women and girls who live near military bases. For example, that 12-year-old girl who lived near Okinawa, who was abducted and raped by U.S. troops in 1995. This example is significant for me precisely because it illustrates the everyday workings of the military in peacetime. Indeed, peacetime has become what has been called the interwar - the time between wars that is really part of the wars because in peacetime the preparation for war is always going on. This example also shows you how gender, race, class, and nation really intercept. So you have got young men from the United States; in this particular example, African Americans, coming from poor communities, in the military really as a poverty draft. But overseas as representatives of the richest, strongest, most militarily accomplished, et cetera, nation in the world and having all kinds of power as a result of that. So you can see how this kind of intersection here is particularly complex and has a way of seeing the ways in which those young men who are in the military are victimized by the policies of our current and past administrations that really treat them often, I think, as expendable people. Disposable. Who either are in the military, in jail, or in some various kind of informal economy. There's great disinvestment in their communities.

**Chemical Weapons Add-On**

Chemical Weapons Add On

Keeping U.S. troops in Japans makes them susceptible to a chemical weapon attack. 

Heilbrunn, 00  Jacob an American writer who has written for Commentary, the Atlantic Monthly, and World Affairs, among other publications. He is a senior editor at The National Interest. (7/21/00, New York Times, “Take the Marines Off Okinawa”, lexis nexis, EG) 

Supporters of the status quo argue that the marines on Okinawa could help move supplies in the event of a war in Korea or Taiwan and that they provide ready reinforcements for possible rapid deployment to other regions, like the Persian Gulf. The Clinton administration codified this consensus in the 1995 Nye report, when it declared that America would keep a minimum of 100,000 troops in Asia until at least 2015, explicitly including the 20,000 on Okinawa in that total. The truth is that the United States can not only retain but improve upon these goals by removing its forces from Okinawa. Over the past decade the Pentagon has been moving toward a new strategy based on getting American troops to global hot spots by sea and air, a strategy known as maritime pre-positioning force. International seas offer complete and expeditious freedom of movement, and the Marines already have the equivalent of a division stationed on ships around the globe. The Navy is also working to improve the replenishment of ships already at sea with missiles, cannon rounds, bullets and fuel. The marines in Okinawa might be redeployed to bolster this strategy. There are disadvantages, after all, in keeping them where they are. Okinawa is what is known as an unaccompanied tour, which means the marines cannot bring their wives. The small Okinawa base also has no room for large-scale battle training. More fundamentally, as the military expert Paul Bracken points out in his recent book, "Fire in the East," maintaining a string of bases in Asia has rendered the American military dangerously vulnerable to chemical and ballistic missile attacks. The United States, he says, needs to restructure the military to allow it to operate at greater distances from home and become "less reliant on vulnerable forward bases." One step would be to shift the basing of fleets so that destroyers can remain permanently stationed in the Pacific rather than trundling to and from the West Coast. Facilities in Japan are already being built up, Guam could be expanded, and most intriguingly, Vietnam might be willing to consider leasing Cam Ranh Bay back to the United States, especially as it fears growing Chinese military strength. In an era of tight military budgets and limited manpower, such measures would improve the speed with which American firepower can reach Asia, and they would have none of Okinawa's drawbacks
Just one chemical attack can leave thousands dead, and even more injured.

BBC ’88 (3/16/88, “1988: Thousands die in Halabja gas attack,” http://news.bbc.co.uk/onthisday/hi/dates/stories/march/16/newsid_4304000/4304853.stm)

Thousands of people are reported to have been killed and many others injured in a poison gas attack on a Kurdish city in northern Iraq. Up to 20 aircraft, said to include Iraqi Migs and Mirages, were seen overhead at around 1100 local time in Halabja. According to experts, the chemicals dropped by the planes may have included mustard gas, the nerve agents sarin, tabun and VX and possibly cyanide. The attack on Halabja, which is about 150 miles (241km) north-east of the Iraqi capital Baghdad, is the latest in the Iran-Iraq war and follows its occupation by Iranian forces. Iraq was said to be keen to avenge the fall of Halabja, which is seen as an important centre for Kurdish resistance in their struggle for autonomy. The assault came after two days of conventional mortars, artillery and rockets from nearby mountains. According to pro-Iranian Kurdish commanders in Halabja, there were up to 14 aircraft sorties, with seven to eight planes in each group. The planes were believed to have concentrated their attacks on the city and all the roads leading out of it. Eyewitnesses have told of clouds of smoke billowing upward "white, black and then yellow"', rising as a column about 150 feet (46 metres)in the air. Most of the wounded, who were taken to hospital in the Iranian capital Tehran, were suffering from mustard gas exposure. Those who escaped death have developed respiratory or visual problems from the cocktail of chemicals dropped on the city. According to some reports, up to 75% of the victims were women and children. The injured survivors seen by reporters showed the classic symptoms of mustard gas poisoning - ugly skin lesions and breathing difficulties. Some residents survived by covering their faces with damp cloths and taking to the mountains around Halabja. One resident, Abdul Rahman, 60, an employee at the city's mosque, said: "I do not know where my children are." 

Chemical Weapon Impact Extensions
Chemical weapons are cheap and easy to produce, meaning multiple attacks are possible.

Croddy ’02 -Writer for the Nuclear Threat Initiative (October 2002, Eric,"Dusty Agents and the Iraqi Chemical Weapons Arsenal,” http://www.nti.org/e_research/e3_20a.html)
Even today, mustard remains one of the top CW agent threats, not just because of its versatility as a weapon, but because it is relatively cheap and easy to make. It is therefore not surprising that Iraq made extensive use of mustard against both Iranian forces and Kurdish elements during the Iran-Iraq War, from about 1983 to 1988. Although Western countries (led by the United States) cut off exports of mustard precursors to Iraq and Iran in 1984, by adapting its own petroleum distillation capabilities, Iraq was able to indigenously produce sulfur mustard.

For all of its strengths, however, mustard is not as toxic as the nerve agents developed in Germany during the 1930s, nor is it as fast-acting (hours in the case of mustard versus minutes for nerve agents).

Chemical weapons are very transmissible, they can last a long time, and many have no cures.

CDC 03 (3/12/03, Center for Disease Control, “Facts about Sulfur Mustard,” http://www.bt.cdc.gov/agent/sulfurmustard/basics/facts.asp)

If sulfur mustard is released into the air as a vapor, people can be exposed through skin contact, eye contact, or breathing. Sulfur mustard vapor can be carried long distances by wind. If sulfur mustard is released into water, people can be exposed by drinking the contaminated water or getting it on their skin. People can be exposed by coming in contact with liquid sulfur mustard. Sulfur mustard can last from 1 to 2 days in the environment under average weather conditions and from weeks to months under very cold conditions. Sulfur mustard breaks down slowly in the body, so repeated exposure may have a cumulative effect (that is, it can build up in the body). How sulfur mustard works Adverse health effects caused by sulfur mustard depend on the amount people are exposed to, the route of exposure, and the length of time that people are exposed. Sulfur mustard is a powerful irritant and blistering agent that damages the skin, eyes, and respiratory (breathing) tract. It damages DNA, a vital component of cells in the body. Sulfur mustard vapor is heavier than air, so it will settle in low-lying areas. Immediate signs and symptoms of sulfur mustard exposure Exposure to sulfur mustard is usually not fatal. When sulfur mustard was used during World War I, it killed fewer than 5% of the people who were exposed and got medical care. People may not know right away that they have been exposed, because sulfur mustard often has no smell or has a smell that might not cause alarm. Typically, signs and symptoms do not occur immediately. Depending on the severity of the exposure, symptoms may not occur for 2 to 24 hours. Some people are more sensitive to sulfur mustard than are other people, and may have symptoms sooner. Sulfur mustard can have the following effects on specific parts of the body: Skin: redness and itching of the skin may occur 2 to 48 hours after exposure and change eventually to yellow blistering of the skin. Eyes: irritation, pain, swelling, and tearing may occur within 3 to12 hours of a mild to moderate exposure. A severe exposure may cause symptoms within 1 to 2 hours and may include the symptoms of a mild or moderate exposure plus light sensitivity, severe pain, or blindness (lasting up to 10 days). Respiratory tract: runny nose, sneezing, hoarseness, bloody nose, sinus pain, shortness of breath, and cough within 12 to 24 hours of a mild exposure and within 2 to 4 hours of a severe exposure. Digestive tract: abdominal pain, diarrhea, fever, nausea, and vomiting. Showing these signs and symptoms does not necessarily mean that a person has been exposed to sulfur mustard. What the long-term health effects may be Exposure to sulfur mustard liquid is more likely to produce second- and third- degree burns and later scarring than is exposure to sulfur mustard vapor. Extensive skin burning can be fatal. Extensive breathing in of the vapors can cause chronic respiratory disease, repeated respiratory infections, or death. Extensive eye exposure can cause permanent blindness. Exposure to sulfur mustard may increase a person’s risk for lung and respiratory cancer. How people can protect themselves and what they should do if they are exposed to sulfur mustard Because no antidote exists for sulfur mustard exposure, the best thing to do is avoid it. Immediately leave the area where the sulfur mustard was released. Try to find higher ground, because sulfur mustard is heavier than air and will settle in low-lying areas. If avoiding sulfur mustard exposure is not possible, rapidly remove the sulfur mustard from the body. Getting the sulfur mustard off as soon as possible after exposure is the only effective way to prevent or decrease tissue damage to the body. Quickly remove any clothing that has liquid sulfur mustard on it. If possible, seal the clothing in a plastic bag, and then seal that bag inside a second plastic bag. Immediately wash any exposed part of the body (eyes, skin, etc.) thoroughly with plain, clean water. Eyes need to be flushed with water for 5 to 10 minutes. Do NOT cover eyes with bandages, but do protect them with dark glasses or goggles. If someone has ingested sulfur mustard, do NOT induce vomiting. Give the person milk to drink. Seek medical attention right away. Dial 911 and explain what has happened.
**Hegemony Add-On**

Hegemony Add On

US overseas military bases create opposition in host and neighboring countries, provoking wars and undermining security. Only the plan can boost U.S. Hegemony. 

Pfaff, 10 - columnist for The International Herald Tribune, political commentator and author on international relations, contemporary history and U.S. policy (January 08, 2010, William, “Have Overseas Bases Been a Mistake?”,  http://original.antiwar.com/pfaff/2010/01/07/have-overseas-bases-been-a-mistake, MB)

My question is the following. Has it been a terrible, and by now all but irreversible, error for the United States to have built a system of more than 700 military bases and stations girdling the world? Does it provoke war rather than provide security? Each of six world regions now has a separate U.S. commander with his staff and intelligence, planning and potential operational capabilities. Central Command, based in Florida, currently is responsible for America’s Middle Eastern and Central Asian wars. The other five commands — Atlantic, Pacific, Southern (for Latin America), Africa and Europe — oversee in detail what goes on in their assigned portions of the world, generating analyses, appreciations, and scenarios of possible reactions to a myriad of perceived or possible threats to the United States. Each commander also makes contact with regional government military forces, so far as possible, cultivating good relations, professional exchanges and training. Each promotes training missions to the U.S. and military aid, and supports equipment purchases. Each regional commander controls "main operating bases" abroad, which in turn support fully manned "forward operating sites," usually including permanently stationed American forces and an air base. Beyond them, "cooperative security locations" are established, shared with the forces of allies or clients. The hegemonic implications and intention of all this, which provides the military structure from which to conduct global interventions (or indeed a third world war), are readily acknowledged in Washington, and motivated by what Washington considers internationally valid and constructive reasons. The unthinkable question with which I began this article was whether all of this has been a ghastly mistake. Many Americans question or oppose this system, but ordinarily with anti-militarist motives, or because they see it as imperialist, or part of an interventionist or aggressive foreign-policy outlook that they oppose. My reason for questioning it is that it generates apprehension, hostility, and fear of the United States; frequently promotes insecurity; and has already provoked wars — unnecessary wars. It is an obstacle to peaceful long-term relations between the United States and other countries, and with the international community as a whole. Today the United States is involved in two and a half — or even more — wars provoked by this system of global American military engagement. I say "more" than two wars because in addition to the Afghanistan war there still are more than 100,000 American troops in Iraq, in circumstances in which an outbreak of further fighting involving them is perfectly possible. The United States is also taking part in the fight against the Taliban inside Pakistan, and at the same time experiences serious tensions with the Pakistan government and public. Then there is Yemen. The 9/11 attacks on the United States in 2001, according to Osama bin Laden himself, were provoked by the presence of U.S. military bases in what Muslims consider the sacred territories of Saudi Arabia. U.S. forces went there at the time of the Gulf War and were kept in place afterward by the U.S. against the objections of the Saudi Arabian government. (It is noteworthy that immediately following the invasion of Iraq, the U.S. announced closure of the Saudi bases.) In the current discussion of a negotiated U.S. disengagement from the war in Afghanistan, one of America’s best experts on the region, Selig S. Harrison, writes that this would only be possible on a regional basis supported by Russia, Iran, China, Pakistan and certain other states. He writes: "All these neighboring countries are disturbed in varying degree by the expansion of U.S bases near their borders; they recognize that no Taliban faction is likely to negotiate peace until the United States and NATO set a timetable that covers both withdrawal of their forces and closure of U.S. bases. "Secretary of State Hilary Clinton’s March 2009 proposal for a regional conference, revived recently by Henry Kissinger, has been ignored by potential participants because it assumes the indefinite continuance of a U.S. military presence." American bases in Japan, an ally for a half-century, are today the subject of tension between Washington and the new Japanese government. What set the scene for Georgia’s attack on South Ossetia and Russian troops in August 2008 was U.S. pressure to bring Georgia into NATO. In Yemen there already are protests at the possibility of U.S. operations there. This evidence is that the U.S. global base system is a system of insecurity for the U.S., and for others as well. But what president would dare dismantle it?

Hegemony solves global nuclear war. 

Khalilzad, 1995 [Zalmay, Senior Analyst at RAND, “Losing the Moment? The United States and the World After the Cold War,” Washington Quarterly, Spring, Lexis]

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.  
**2AC’s & Answers To**

2AC: DA’s are Inevitable

All of their DAs are inevitable—dependence on the U.S. is unsustainable—Japan will not tolerate being controlled over the long-term.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)

Moreover, Washington’s high-handedness may eventually convince the Japanese people that their nation

must stop being an American protectorate. It may be convenient to be defended by the world’s

superpower, but self-respect matters too. Tokyo has essentially given up control over its own territory to

satisfy dictates from Washington. That is a high price to pay for U.S. protection. Kenneth B. Pyle, 

a professor at the University of Washington, writes: “the degree of U.S. domination in the relationship has

been so extreme that a recalibration of the alliance was bound to happen, but also because autonomy and

 self mastery have always been fundamental goals of modern Japan.” 

AT: Alliance Good

Japanese public opinion wants a reduction in troops- ignoring this jeopardizes the US-Japan alliance

Hosokawa, 98- Prime Minister of Japan 1992-1993. (July 1998, Morihiro Hosokawa, Foreign Affairs, “Are U.S. troops in Japan needed? Reforming the alliance”, Academic OneFile, EG) 

The gulf separating American and Japanese perceptions of the U.S. troops stationed in Japan could jeopardize the alliance between these two important countries. Many Americans see the presence of U.S. troops in Japan as a gracious favor meant to underpin Japan's security. Most Japanese, while fond of the alliance with the United States, would like to see fewer U.S. troops on their soil. A May 1996 opinion poll in Asahi Shimbun found that 70 percent of the Japanese people supported the alliance with the United States while 67 percent favored a reduction in the number of U.S. military bases. This discriminating public preference is reasonable in today's Asia. 

The Japanese- U.S. military alliance is outdated and Japan can now protect themselves.  

Bandow 6-18.  Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute (“Get out of Japan.” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)

The one-sided alliance—the United States agrees to defend Japan, Japan agrees to be defended—made sense in the aftermath of World War II. But sixty-five years later Japan possesses the second-largest economy on earth and has the potential to defend itself and help safeguard its region. “All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan,” Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Pacific commander of the Marine Corps, observed in February. Yet “Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States.” How does that make sense for America today?

AT: U.S. Military is Key to Deter X Country

U.S. troops in Japan serve no military function and are not needed in Japan. 

Bandow 6-18.  Doug is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute (“Get out of Japan.” http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)

The claim is oft-made that the presence of American forces also help promote regional stability beyond Japan. How never seems to be explained. Bruce Klingner of the Heritage Foundation contends: “the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis.” But the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), while packing a potent military punch, actually has little to do.

The MEF isn’t necessary to support manpower-rich South Korea, which is capable of deterring a North Korean attack. The Marines wouldn’t be useful in a war against China, unless the Pentagon is planning a surprise landing in Tiananmen Square to seize Mao Zedong’s mausoleum. If conflict breaks out over Taiwan or various contested islands, America would rely on air and naval units. Where real instability might arise on the ground, only a fool would introduce U.S. troops—insurgency in Indonesia, civil strife in the Solomon Islands or Fiji, border skirmishes between Thailand and Burma or Cambodia.

General Ronald Fogleman, a former Air Force Chief of Staff, argued that the Marines “serve no military function. They don’t need to be in Okinawa to meet any time line in any war plan. I’d bring them back to California. The reason they don’t want to bring them back to California is that everyone would look at them and say, ‘Why do you need these twenty thousand?’”

AT: Plan Hurts U.S.-Japanese Relations

US military presence at Okinawa hurts US-Japan foreign relations

Masters 09 reporter for Time Magazine. (11/9/09, Coco Masters, Time Magazine, “Japan Protests US Military Ahead of Obama Visit”, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1937041,00.html, EG)

While more police officers patrol Tokyo's subway and train stations in preparation for U.S. President Barack Obama's two-day trip to Japan this week, people in other parts of the country have already sent the American President a message. On Sunday, thousands of Japanese — with estimates ranging from 6,000 to 21,000 — gathered in the Okinawan city of Nago to demand that U.S. military personnel, who have been continuously stationed on the island since 1945, find a new place to go. According to a 2006 agreement between Tokyo and Washington, Nago has been selected as the site of a new airfield to replace the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station, located further south on the island in Ginowan city. That — and an agreement to move 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam — would comprise a major restructuring of the American military presence in Japan, and the U.S. hopes that things will proceed according to the 2006 plan — the culmination of 13 years of negotiations between the U.S. and the former Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) government. But recently elected Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, in his historic win, pledged to lessen the burden for local Japanese residents caused by the presence of the U.S. military, sparking fears that Japan would no longer be a steadfast ally in the military realm. The American military presence on Okinawa has been a sore spot in U.S.-Japan relations for decades because of its perceived negative social and economic effects on local communities. Okinawa is home to about two-thirds of the total 47,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan. The 2006 agreement was pushed along following a 1996 conviction of three American servicemen in a rape case involving a 12-year-old girl, and a U.S. helicopter crash in 2004 at a Ginowan university campus. Sunday's protest followed another on Saturday, when 2,000 demonstrated in the town of Kadena, near Ginowan, to oppose the proposal made by Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada to merge Futenma with the Kadena air base.

AT: Removing Troops Hurts Power Projection
Removing troops from Okinawa would improve the US military capabilities

Heilbrunn, 00  Senior editor at The National Interest.(7/21/00, Jacob, New York Times, “Take the Marines Off Okinawa”, lexis nexis, EG) 

Supporters of the status quo argue that the marines on Okinawa could help move supplies in the event of a war in Korea or Taiwan and that they provide ready reinforcements for possible rapid deployment to other regions, like the Persian Gulf. The Clinton administration codified this consensus in the 1995 Nye report, when it declared that America would keep a minimum of 100,000 troops in Asia until at least 2015, explicitly including the 20,000 on Okinawa in that total. The truth is that the United States can not only retain but improve upon these goals by removing its forces from Okinawa. Over the past decade the Pentagon has been moving toward a new strategy based on getting American troops to global hot spots by sea and air, a strategy known as maritime pre-positioning force. International seas offer complete and expeditious freedom of movement, and the Marines already have the equivalent of a division stationed on ships around the globe. The Navy is also working to improve the replenishment of ships already at sea with missiles, cannon rounds, bullets and fuel. The marines in Okinawa might be redeployed to bolster this strategy.

There are disadvantages, after all, in keeping them where they are. Okinawa is what is known as an unaccompanied tour, which means the marines cannot bring their wives. The small Okinawa base also has no room for large-scale battle training.

More fundamentally, as the military expert Paul Bracken points out in his recent book, "Fire in the East," maintaining a string of bases in Asia has rendered the American military dangerously vulnerable to chemical and ballistic missile attacks. The United States, he says, needs to restructure the military to allow it to operate at greater distances from home and become "less reliant on vulnerable forward bases."

One step would be to shift the basing of fleets so that destroyers can remain permanently stationed in the Pacific rather than trundling to and from the West Coast. Facilities in Japan are already being built up, Guam could be expanded, and most intriguingly, Vietnam might be willing to consider leasing Cam Ranh Bay back to the United States, especially as it fears growing Chinese military strength.

In an era of tight military budgets and limited manpower, such measures would improve the speed with which American firepower can reach Asia, and they would have none of Okinawa's drawbacks.
AT: Moving Troops is Expensive

Japan has agreed to pay 59% of all the costs involved with moving troops

BBC News 06 (4/24/06, BBC News, “US and Japan make troop cost deal”, http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/2/hi/asia-pacific/4937494.stm, EG) 

Tokyo and Washington agreed last year the broad framework of a plan to reduce the number of troops on Okinawa, where most of the American forces are based. It included the proposal to redeploy the 8,000 marines to Guam but the Japanese government felt its contribution to the moving costs should be smaller. 

After several rounds of negotiations over the last few weeks, Japan's Defense Agency agreed to pay 59% of the costs in grants, loans and investments. Japanese Chief Cabinet Secretary Shinzo Abe said Japan's contribution was needed to accelerate the transfer. "Japan needs to shoulder the necessary costs in order to achieve as early as possible our two goals of reducing the local burden and maintaining the deterrent capability," he told reporters in Tokyo. Meanwhile, talks continue in Washington and the overall relocation plan is expected to be finalized next month. 

**Relations**

Relations: Tensions High Now

The Japanese public is overwhelmingly against the Okinawa base, causing tension

Daily Mail, 10 (1/30/10, The Daily Mail, “Thousands protest in Tokyo against US military presence in Japan”, http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/worldnews/article-1247281/Thousands-protest-Tokyo-U-S-military-presence-Japan.html##ixzz0rbfSJT6r, EG)

Thousands of protesters from across Japan marched today in Tokyo to protest against U.S. military presence on Okinawa, while a Cabinet minister said she would fight to get rid of a marine base Washington considers crucial. Some 47,000 U.S. troops are stationed in Japan, with more than half on the southern island of Okinawa.  Residents have complained for years about noise, pollution and crime around the bases. Japan and the U.S. signed a pact in 2006 that called for the realignment of American troops in the country and for a Marine base on the island to be moved to a less populated area. But the new Tokyo government is re-examining the deal, caught between public opposition to American troops and its crucial military alliance with Washington. On Saturday, labor unionists, pacifists, environmentalists and students marched through central Tokyo, yelling slogans and calling for an end to the U.S. troop presence.  They gathered for a rally at a park - under a banner that read 'Change! Japan-U.S. Relations' - for speeches by civil leaders and politicians. Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has repeatedly postponed his decision on the pact, with members of his own government divided on how to proceed.  Last week he pledged to resolve the conundrum by May, just before national elections. 'The Cabinet is saying that it will announce its conclusion in May.  For this reason, over the next few months we must put all of our energy into achieving victory,' Cabinet minister Mizuho Fukushima said at the rally, to shouts of approval from the crowd. Fukushima - who has a minor post in the Cabinet and heads a small political party - wants the base moved out of Japan entirely.  Hatoyama's government must appease such political allies to maintain its majority coalition in parliament, and the public are increasingly vociferous on the U.S. military issue, even outside of Okinawa. 'I'm against having troops here. I'm not sure we can get them all out, but at least some of them should leave,' said Seiichiro Terada, 31, a government tax collector who attended the rally. Terada said he traveled from his home in the central prefecture of Shizuoka, which hosts a Marine base at the foot of Mt. Fuji.

Current plans for the military in Japan are met with resistance and lead to a rift between the US and Japan

Talmadge 10 (6/22/10, Eric Talmadge, Associated Press, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080, EG)

But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II.Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade.A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well.

US military presence at Okinawa hurts US-Japan foreign relations

Masters 09 (11/9/09, Coco Masters, Time Magazine, “Japan Protests US Military Ahead of Obama Visit”, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1937041,00.html, EG)

While more police officers patrol Tokyo's subway and train stations in preparation for U.S. President Barack Obama's two-day trip to Japan this week, people in other parts of the country have already sent the American President a message. On Sunday, thousands of Japanese — with estimates ranging from 6,000 to 21,000 — gathered in the Okinawan city of Nago to demand that U.S. military personnel, who have been continuously stationed on the island since 1945, find a new place to go. According to a 2006 agreement between Tokyo and Washington, Nago has been selected as the site of a new airfield to replace the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station, located further south on the island in Ginowan city. That — and an agreement to move 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam — would comprise a major restructuring of the American military presence in Japan, and the U.S. hopes that things will proceed according to the 2006 plan — the culmination of 13 years of negotiations between the U.S. and the former Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) government. But recently elected Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, in his historic win, pledged to lessen the burden for local Japanese residents caused by the presence of the U.S. military, sparking fears that Japan would no longer be a steadfast ally in the military realm. The American military presence on Okinawa has been a sore spot in U.S.-Japan relations for decades because of its perceived negative social and economic effects on local communities. Okinawa is home to about two-thirds of the total 47,000 U.S. military personnel stationed in Japan. The 2006 agreement was pushed along following a 1996 conviction of three American servicemen in a rape case involving a 12-year-old girl, and a U.S. helicopter crash in 2004 at a Ginowan university campus. Sunday's protest followed another on Saturday, when 2,000 demonstrated in the town of Kadena, near Ginowan, to oppose the proposal made by Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada to merge Futenma with the Kadena air base. In September, Obama called the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship the "cornerstone of the security of both nations" when he and Hatoyama met in New York City. But with the Obama Administration pressing Tokyo for a decision on military realignment by the year's end, coupled with Hatoyama's desire to wait until next year, discussions later this week could cast a shadow over the alliance. "Hatoyama is reluctant to decide by the end of the year, and [if he doesn't] that will cause a sensitive and difficult situation for the two countries," says Takao Toshikawa, editor of political newsletter Insideline.

US military presence at Okinawa strains the ties between the US and Japan

USA Today 6/2 (Calum MacLeod, 6/2/10, " Japan's PM resigns after failure to move US base ", http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2010-06-02-Japan-PM_N.htm, EG)

In a broadcast televised nationwide, Hatoyama, 63, acknowledged that his departure was spurred by the failure to keep a campaign promise to move the U.S. base on the southern island of Okinawa, home to more than half the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan. Hatoyama's failure to move Marine Corps Air Station Futenma infuriated Okinawans and characterized Hatoyama for many Japanese as a weak leader unable to stand up to the United States. Analysts expect his successor, to be chosen Friday, will strive to mend relations with Washington but will face a troubled legacy on Okinawa that will keep nagging at ties between the world's two largest economies.  Several names emerged as possible candidates to succeed Hatoyama, including Finance Minister Naoto Kan, a progressive veteran with a clean record, and Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada. Kan said he intends to run.  When Hatoyama was swept to power last August in an election that ended over half a century of conservative rule in Japan, the scion of a wealthy family who has an engineering doctorate from Stanford promised widespread change, including a "more equal" relationship with the USA. Yet public frustration at his indecisiveness on diverse issues saw his approval ratings, more than 70% last September, drop to just 17%, according to a recent poll. 

Issues surrounding Okinawa have hurt US-Japan Relations

Larison 6/17- Daniel Larison is a PhD graduate from the University of Chicago. (Daniel Larison, 6/17/10, American Conservative Magazine," Of “Resets” and Mistreated Allies ", http://www.amconmag.com/larison/2010/06/17/of-resets-and-mistreated-allies/, EG)

There are two cases of allied governments being hung out to dry, so to speak, and these are Japan and Turkey. The way that the new Japanese government was treated when it insisted on trying to re-negotiate basing on Okinawa was genuinely harmful to U.S.-Japanese relations, and it led more or less directly to the resignation of PM Hatoyama. Washington’s reaction to the new DPJ government has seemed flawed from the beginning, but it was a perfectly conventional reaction that treated the concerns of a major ally as irritating and irrelevant. Despite rhetoric about a “model partnership,” Washington has been handling Turkey even more clumsily in its dismissive treatment of the Tehran nuclear deal and its sorry response to the flotilla raid. Here are two cases of democratic allies that are attempting to pursue foreign policies slightly more independent of the U.S. and more in line with their own national interests and the wishes of their electorates, and in both cases Washington has slapped them down and made clear that it expects obedience. Instead of seeing an opportunity for burden-sharing and disentangling the U.S. from some of its responsibilities around the world, the administration has chosen to see signs of independence from major allies as problems to be eliminated.

Tensions have risen over the Futenma Marine Air Station

Chanlett-Avery, et al, 09- Emma Chanlett-Avery is a specialist in Asia affairs, William H. Cooper is a specialist in international trade and finance, Mark E. Manyin is a specialist in Asian affairs, and Weston S. Konishi is an analyst in Asian affairs. (9/25/09, Emma Chanlett-Avery, Coordinator, William H. Cooper, Mark E. Manyin, Weston S. Konishi, Congressional Research Service, “Japan-U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA511942, EG)

Since the DPJ victory, bilateral tensions have arisen over the desire of some Hatoyama 

government members to alter a 2006 U.S.-Japan agreement to relocate the controversial Futenma 

Marine Air Station to a less densely populated location in Okinawa. The move is to be the first 

part of a planned realignment of U.S. forces in Asia, designed in part to reduce the footprint of 

U.S. forces on Okinawa by redeploying 8,000 U.S. Marines and their dependents to new facilities 

in Guam. The Hatoyama government has decided to withdraw Japan’s naval deployment in the 

Indian Ocean that has been providing non-combat support to U.S. and allied forces in 

Afghanistan. Instead, Tokyo has announced a new, five-year, $5 billion aid package for 

Afghanistan. Hatoyama has raised some concerns in the United States with his call for the long- 

term formation of an “East Asian Community,” which some Japanese have indicated should not 

include the United States.    

Current plans for the military in Japan are met with resistance and lead to a rift between the US and Japan

Talmadge 10 (6/22/10, Eric Talmadge, Associated Press, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080, EG)

But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II.Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade.A widening rift between Washington and Tokyo over the future of the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station was a major factor in the resignation of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month. It could well plague Kan as well.

Tensions are strained now: Japanese citizens don’t want to build a new base on Okinawa.  

The Associated Press.  June 22nd.  (U.S.-Japan Security Pact Turns 50, faces new strains. http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080)

But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam. The move was conceived in response to opposition on Okinawa to the large U.S. military presence there — more than half of the U.S. troops in Japan are on Okinawa, which was one of the bloodiest battlefields of World War II. Though welcomed by many at first, the relocation plan has led to renewed Okinawan protests over the U.S. insistence it cannot be carried out unless a new base is built on Okinawa to replace one that has been set for closing for more than a decade.

US-Japan Relations- No tensions now

US-Japan alliance will survive because the US needs a military base in Japan

Campion, 09 (12/17/09, Giles Campion, AFP, The Telegraph, “US-Japan alliance is solid, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/expat/expatnews/6833057/US-Japan-alliance-is-solid-despite-wobble-over-Okinawa.html, EG)

Since its defeat in World War II, officially pacifist Japan has relied on a massive US military presence to guarantee its security, initially as an occupier and later as an ally.  But the dispute over Futenma has raised fears among some Japanese that this alliance might cool, at a time when a rising China is making its presence felt across Asia.  Jean-Vincent Brisset, a researcher at the Institute of International and Strategic Relations in Paris, says that Washington is unlikely to abandon its ally, despite recent irritations.  "The US needs Japan's 'unsinkable aircraft-carrier,'" he said, referring to the name sometimes given to Okinawa, which is home to more than half of the 47,000 American soldiers stationed in Japan. "They know that China one day may trigger a conflict and that most probably it will at first be a naval conflict," said Brisset, a former general. 

"For the US army, the bases in Japan are forward deployments in case of a regional conflict. They would also protect Japan if the Chinese or the North Koreans attacked the archipelago. It would mean an attack against the United States that would trigger an automatic response." 

Relations: Plan Increases 

Because of the contentiousness of the issue, the US should withdraw troops from Japan

Vaughan, 10- Michael Vaughan is a tutor of political science and international studies at the University of Queensland. (March 10, Michael Vaughan, Faculty of Social and Behaviourial Sciences- University of Queensland, “Japan’s New Government- Finding or Losing Its Way?”, http://espace.library.uq.edu.au.proxy.lib.umich.edu/view/UQ:200332, EG)

The size and impact of the US military footprint in Japan most probably will be a  contentious issue in the 

months, not to say years, ahead. There are still some 85 facilities housing 44,850 US military personnel and 

44,289 dependents. Close to 75% of the troops are based in Okinawa, an island a little less than one third the 

size of Long Island. Their presence is a continuing aggravation to local residents. In 2008, Okinawa Prefecture alone reported 28 airplane accidents, six cases of water pollution from oil waste, 18 uncontrolled land fires and 70 felonies. And this was to say nothing of the emergence and growing number of ‘red light’ districts near the 

bases. US military authorities argue that the crimes committed by US soldiers can happen anywhere and that they occur at the same rate as among comparable cohorts. The Japanese who read reports of such crimes,

however, question whether the benefits of having foreign troops in their country outweigh the costs. 11  Okinawa is Japan’s poorest Prefecture, its history and culture are distinct from those of the rest of the country 

and its inhabitants feel like second‐class citizens. They recall that Okinawa bore the brunt of the US invasion of April 1945 and many believe that at the time the Imperial Japanese Army forced its soldiers to commit mass 

suicide rather than surrender to the Americans. In a poll of Okinawan residents taken in November 2009, more than 52% favoured removing all the US bases completely. Just under 12% wished to maintain the status quo,

 perhaps because of the employment opportunities and rental payments that the US presence provides them.12 For its part, the US military has largely treated Okinawa as its own fiefdom since 1945. Some 12,500 Americans died and 37,000 were wounded in the battle for the island. Until it officially reverted to Japan in 1972, the US military ran the place with a free hand, often defying the wishes of both the Japanese Government and the US 

State Department. In one incident, in 1966, the US military secretly transported nuclear weapons from 

Okinawa to  Honshu, Japan’s main island, in flagrant violation of the 1960 Security Agreement. The US  
military also resisted Okinawa’s reversion to Japanese rule and it continues to have a proprietary attitude about what takes place there. The US Government should respect Japan’s desire to reduce the US military presence 

on its sovereign territory, as it has respected the same desire on the part of Germany, South Korea and the 

Philippines. It  should be willing to renegotiate the agreement that governs the presence of US troops in  

Japan, which to some is redolent of 19th Century assertions of extraterritoriality. It should be  

aware that, at the end of the day, Japanese voters will determine the course of the  alliance.   

Japanese public opinion wants a reduction in troops- ignoring this jeopardizes the US-Japan alliance

Hosokawa, 98- Prime Minister of Japan 1992-1993. (July 1998, Morihiro Hosokawa, Foreign Affairs, “Are U.S. troops in Japan needed? Reforming the alliance”, Academic OneFile, EG) 

The gulf separating American and Japanese perceptions of the U.S. troops stationed in Japan could jeopardize the alliance between these two important countries. Many Americans see the presence of U.S. troops in Japan as a gracious favor meant to underpin Japan's security. Most Japanese, while fond of the alliance with the United States, would like to see fewer U.S. troops on their soil. A May 1996 opinion poll in Asahi Shimbun found that 70 percent of the Japanese people supported the alliance with the United States while 67 percent favored a reduction in the number of U.S. military bases. This discriminating public preference is reasonable in today's Asia. 

Current uncertainty over Okinawa hurts US-Japan relations, which are key to East Asia stability and US-Sino Relations

Talmadge 10 (6/22/10, Eric Talmadge, Associated Press, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080, EG)

Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact.Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington."Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States."

US-Japan Relations Good- Economy

US-Japan relations key to Japan’s role in the world economy

Nye 10- Professor of International Relations at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University (1/9/10, Joseph Nye, The Daily Yomiuri, “Charting Japan’s course; Japan, U.S. must reaffirm alliance’s importance”, lexis nexis, EG)

Q: What do you think Japan should do in this multipolar world, dealing with the United States?

A: I think Japan, dealing with the security area, needs to maintain the alliance with the United States because it helps to create stability in East Asia, and without stability in East Asia, the economy is not going to prosper. In the area of what you might call the new issues of climate change and energy, Japan has to work with the U.S. and China and others in taking the lead. This is an area where Japan has often been ahead of other countries, and on stabilizing the world economy in the aftermath of the financial crisis, Japan has to stimulate its own economy and return to higher levels of economic growth and cooperate with others in terms of maintaining an open, international economy. Those are three very important ways that Japan can contribute to what you might call a global public good.

US-Japan Relations Good- Japanese diplomacy

US-Japan relations are key to Japanese diplomacy, including relations with Russia

Mainichi Daily News 09 (9/4/09, Mainichi Daily News, “Japan’s Hatoyama meets US, Russian ambassadors”, lexis nexis, EG)

Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) leader Yukio Hatoyama met with the US and Russian ambassadors to Japan on Thursday, followed by phone calls with British Prime Minister Gordon Brown and UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon. Following the 50-minute meeting with US Ambassador John Roos, Hatoyama described US-Japan relations as "the yardstick for Japanese diplomacy." Both Roos and Hatoyama said that relations should improve further in the future, as well as agreeing to step up measures on climate change and cultural exchange. Earlier on the day, Hatoyama spoke with US President Barack Obama, [image: image1.wmf]
Ewho offered his congratulations on the DPJ's win in the Lower House election. Hatoyama said he was also looking forward to a trip to the US later this month, where he will meet Obama [image: image2.wmf]
in person.

Russian Ambassador Mikhail Bely passed on a message from President Dmitriy Medvedev, expressing his hopes for a meeting at the session of the United Nations General Assembly in New York this month.

Relations Good: East Asia Stability 

 US-Japan relations are necessary to address the security challenges in East Asia

Banusiewicz 10 (6/3/10, John D. Banusiewicz, American Forces Press Service, “Gates Cites Importance of U.S.-Japanese Relationship”, EG)

Citing North Korea’s March 26 sinking of the South Korean naval frigate, Cheonan, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates today underscored the need for continuing the strong security relationship between the United States and Japan to help the two nations and their Pacific partners meet the challenges they face.

Gates spoke with reporters traveling with him shortly before arriving here to attend the “Shangri-La Dialogue” Asia security summit.

“We are in the midst of the 50th anniversary of the Mutual Security Treaty,” he said. “This is a great year for the Japanese-U.S. security relationship, and I think that the sinking of the South Korean ship by [North Korea] simply underscores for everybody that there are security challenges in Northeast Asia, and therefore, the importance of the security relationship between the United States and Japan.”

Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama announced his resignation yesterday, and Gates expressed his hope that Hatoyama’s successor would speak to the importance of that relationship early on.

Hatoyama’s resignation is widely reported to have resulted from his reversal of a campaign position that would have moved U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma off the Japanese island of Okinawa. Gates said he believes “a number of domestic issues” also were factors, but that as the security relationship between the two nations moves forward, it must remain strong.

“By the same token,” he added, “I think we have to be sensitive to some of the concerns that have been expressed by the Japanese in terms of training and noise and some of those things, and we will be working with the Japanese to see if there are ways to mitigate that.”

Current uncertainty over Okinawa hurts US-Japan relations, which are key to East Asia stability and US-Sino Relations

Talmadge 10 (6/22/10, Eric Talmadge, Associated Press, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080, EG)

Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact.Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington."Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States."

Tensions in US-Japan relations over Okinawa risk Asian instability

Auslin 10- Senior Research Fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University (5/15/10, Michael Auslin, Congressional testimony at the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific, “US-Japan Relations, http://www.aei.org/speech/100137, EG)

This past January, Washington and Tokyo observed the 50th anniversary of the U.S.-Japan Alliance, one of the most successful bilateral agreements in recent history.  Yet the past seven months of the U.S.-Japan relationship have been consumed with a growing disagreement over whether Japan will fulfill the provisions of a 2006 agreement to relocate Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from its current crowded urban location to a more remote setting on the northern part of the island.  Given that the state of U.S.-Japan relations concerns not only the economic relations between the world's two largest economies, but directly influences the larger strategic position of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region, any substantive change in the U.S.-Japan alliance or in the political relationship that undergirds it could have unanticipated effects that might increase uncertainty and potentially engender instability in this most dynamic region.

Relations Good: China

U.S. –Japanese alliance is key to the U.S. and Japan’s relations with China. 

The Associated Press.  June 22nd.  (U.S.-Japan Security Pact Turns 50, faces new strains. http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080)

"Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States."
The U.S.-Japan alliance, formalized over violent protests in 1960, provides for the defense of Japan while assuring the U.S. has regional bases that serve as a significant deterrent to hostilities over the Korean Peninsula or Taiwan.

Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan.
Current Sino-Japan relations are strained, leading to conflict

Calder, 06- Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. (March 06, Kent E. Calder, Foreign Affairs, “China and Japan’s Simmering Rivalry”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61515/kent-e-calder/china-and-japans-simmering-rivalry, EG)

China and Japan, the giants of Asia, account for nearly three-quarters of the region’s economic activity and more than half of the region’s military spending. Despite their deep economic ties and a doubling of their bilateral trade in the past five years, their relationship is increasingly strained, with dangerous implications for the United States and the world at large. Historically, relations between Japan and China were clearly structured. One country was always more prosperous or powerful than the other. Before the nineteenth century, China was usually dominant; since the Meiji Restoration, in 1868,Japan has generally been preeminent. The prospect that China and Japan could both be powerful and affluent at the same time has only recently emerged, largely because while China’s economy and influence have grown rapidly, Japan’s have remained stagnant. China has nuclear weapons and intercontinental ballistic missiles, and its military budget has grown by double-digit rates for 17 consecutive years. Although Japan has a relatively low military profile, with its “no-war” constitution and strong alliance with the United States, its defense-relevant technology is sophisticated and it has recently become more proactive. The stage is now set for a struggle between a mature power and a rising one. Some liken current Sino-Japanese relations to the Anglo-German rivalry prior to World War I. As with the United Kingdom and Germany a century ago, the contest for regional leadership between China and Japan today is creating new security dilemmas, prompting concerns over Chinese ambitions in Japan and fears of renewed Japanese militarism in China. Both states are adopting confrontational stances, partly because of rising popular involvement in politics and resurgent nationalism exacerbated by revived memories of World War II; mutually beneficial economic dealings alone are not effectively soothing these tensions. Fluid perceptions of power and fear, Thucydides observed, are the classic causes of war. And they are increasingly present in Northeast Asia today.
US-Japan Relations Good- China

Improving US-Japan relations is key to ease the tension between Japan and China

Calder, 06- Director of the Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at SAIS, Johns Hopkins University. (March 06, Kent E. Calder, Foreign Affairs, “China and Japan’s Simmering Rivalry”, http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/61515/kent-e-calder/china-and-japans-simmering-rivalry, EG)

The United States has a crucial role to play in easing the tensions between Japan and China. Rather than prescribing speciﬁc solutions for every problem, the U.S. approach should continue to be what it has been since the mid-1980s: reaffirming the importance of the U.S.-Japanese alliance while encouraging Japan and China to develop a dialogue of their own. The United States’ long-standing alliance with Japan has been the pillar of U.S. policy in the Paciﬁc for over half a century. Much has been achieved over the past decade on the military side of the relationship, including operational planning since the late 1990s for emergencies in “areas surrounding Japan,” as opposed to Japan itself. Since the attacks of September 11,2001,the SDF has extended its area of operational responsibility to the Arabian Sea, and in January 2004 Japan sent troops to Iraq. In December 2005,Chief Cabinet Secretary Abe announced Japan’s decision to begin developing a next-generation missile interceptor with the United States. Increasingly close bilateral defense relations have not, however, generated equally strong grass-roots support. Many Japanese appear uneasy with U.S. policies on Iraq, military transformation, host-nation support, and the environment, even as they are frustrated by seemingly lukewarm U.S. support for Japan’s aspirations to become a permanent member of the Security Council. These undercurrents showed up in a revealing December 2005 Yomiuri-Gallup poll: although 76 percent of U.S. respondents said they trusted Japan, 53 percent of Japanese said they did not trust the United States,43 percent said they felt that the U.S. military presence in Japan should be reduced, and 27 percent characterized U.S.-Japanese relations as bad. Clearly, more should be done to deepen the bilateral U.S.-Japanese partnership, with special sensitivity to the complex economic and security issues raised by the rise of China. A bipartisan U.S.-Japanese task force consisting of both countries’ best specialists on trilateral relations is needed. The model could be the Japan–United States Economic Relations Group (which brought together prominent businesspeople and academics of both nations to consider long-term economic and security issues) of the late 1970s.Such a step would help consolidate support for the alliance by making it more responsive 

to broad national sentiments and less tied to parochial interests.

Ending tensions over Okinawa are key to prevent conflict with China and North Korea

Associated Press, 09 (12/29/09, Associated Press, “US, Japan wrangle over ‘most dangerous base’”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/34618216/ns/world_news-asiapacific/, EG)

The United States says that Futenma cannot be shut down until a replacement is found elsewhere on Okinawa, an idea that most Okinawans oppose. They have the ear of a new left-leaning Japanese government that took office in September and is reassessing the U.S.-Japan alliance. The standoff has clouded relations between Tokyo and Washington, delayed a plan to restructure America's military presence in Asia and divided Japan's political leadership. It comes as China's rising military strength and North Korea's nuclear program are changing the security landscape in Asia, underscoring the importance for the U.S. and Japan of keeping the issue from creating a major rift.
US-Japan relations are key to avoid conflict with China

Tisdall, 10 (3/8/10, Simon Tisdall, The Guardian, “China threat can heal US-Japan rift”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2010/mar/08/china-us-alliance-under-pressure, EG)

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. Underscoring this point, last week's exchanges over Okinawa coincided with the latest, unsettling broadside from the People's Liberation Army that, according to some Japanese analysts, calls the shots in Beijing. "China's big goal in the 21st century is to become world number one, the top power," wrote PLA senior colonel Liu Mingfu. China, he said, was determined to become the "global champion" while conflict with the US over "who rises and [who] fails to dominate the world" was inevitable. This may be bluster. But it is safer to assume it is not. With this unruly giant bellowing on the doorstep, Japan and the US need each other more than ever. What they lack is new thinking about how to make their relationship work better.

A decrease of US forces in East Asia would improve US-Sino relations

Vogel 01- Henry Ford II Research Professor at Harvard University (7/7/01, Erza F. Vogel, The Sixty-Second Morrison Lecture, “The China-Japan-US Triangle”, 7/7/01, rspas.anu.edu.au/ccc/morrison01.pdf, EG)
The visits of President Clinton to Japan in 1996 and to China in 1998 illustrate the problems of thinking only bilaterally. Clinton’s visit to Japan caused anxieties in China and his visit to China caused anxieties in Japan, making cooperation on key issues more difficult. More high-level consultations should have been held with the other nation before and after the visits. Issues concerning the Korean peninsula will require close consultation between Russia and many other regional powers but especially between these three powers. If tensions on the peninsula continue to ease, a key issue will be the decrease of US forces in Korea and Japan. If the United States can maintain good relations with China as North Korea opens up, it should be possible to continue a US force structure in Korea and Japan that China would not consider threatening. 

Decreased Relations Causes the U.S. to Align with China

Decreased relations with Japan makes the U.S. align with China. 

Reuters 09.  (Oct. 22. “Japan Says No U.S. Base Decision Before Obama Visit. http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-43367120091022)

The friction is prompting concern among some in Japan that the United States will move closer to China."If the disagreement on security continues for a long time, then the alliance will loosen. The Obama administration will start considering China as a reliable partner rather than its ally Japan," the Nikkei business daily said in an editorial.

Relations: Decreased U.S.-JPN Relts => Increased Jpn-NK Relts

US-Japan relations are key to Japan-Korea relations

Korea Times, 00 (1/28/00, Korea Times, “Japan vows to repair ties with N. Korea”, lexis nexis, EG)

 Japan's Prime Minister Keizo Obuchi vowed Friday to seek to establish diplomatic ties with North Korea in a key policy speech to the Diet. “I shall further advance the dialogue (with North Korea) that began to develop last year, sincerely discuss the normalization of diplomatic relations and humanitarian and security issues therein,'' he said. Obuchi, faced by rows of empty seats because of a boycott by opposition parties, said he would also strive to ensure that both sides can adopt a positive stance towards each other. ‘Strained ties between North Korea and its former harsh colonizer appeared to be improving after exploratory talks held in Beijing Dec. 22 towards setting up diplomatic ties. Japan also lifted all remaining North Korea sanctions, including a food aid ban, which were imposed after Pyongyang test-fired a medium-range missile over Japan in August 1998. But only a week after the Beijing talks, North Korea said it had arrested a Japanese man on spying allegations. Sixty-year-old Takashi Sugishima, a retired journalist, was detained in North Korea on December 4 for allegedly spying on November 30, said a report by Pyongyang's state-run Korean Central News Agency (KCNA). Outlining his foreign policy, Obuchi said ties with the United States were the cornerstone and I shall work to further bolster this relationship based on the unwavering trust between myself and President Bill Clinton. ''The premier vowed to work with the United States in scaling down the U.S. bases and facilities on the southern island of Okinawa, which houses 60 percent of the 47,000 U.S. troops stationed in Japan and three quarters of the U.S. facilities. Relations between Okinawans and the U.S. forces have been strained since three Marines raped a 12-year-old girl in 1995. A year later Clinton agreed to return 20 percent of the land occupied by the U.S. military.

US troop withdrawal is key to Japan-North Korean relations

BBC News, 97 (9/27/97, BBC News, “Defector says North Korea wants 10bn dollars from Japan to normalize ties”, lexis nexis, EG)

The highest-ranking North Korean to defect since the division of Korea in 1945 told Japanese officials that the closed Stalinist country wants 10bn dollars from Japan in exchange for normalization of bilateral ties, Japanese government sources said Thursday. During questioning by Japanese officials in Seoul from late July to early August, Hwang Chang-yop, 74, said North Korea is betting on normalization of diplomatic relations with Japan to weather its severe economic hardships. He also said North Korea aims to use the threat of attacking Japan with missiles as leverage, especially as a counterweight to the heavy US military presence in the area. The country is referring to the money as compensation for Japan's colonial rule of the Korean Peninsula from 1910 to 1945, the sources said. Hwang, who served three times as chairman of the Supreme People's Assembly, arrived in Seoul on 20th April via the Philippines after seeking political asylum at the South Korean embassy in Beijing on 12th February. North Korea gives top priority to normalization of diplomatic ties with Japan to obtain the money and considers progress in relations with the United States to be a key to normalizing ties with Japan, Hwang was quoted as saying.

US-Japan Relations Bad- China

Good US-Japan relations jeopardize Sino-Japan relations

Beehner & Bhattcharji 08- Lionel Beehner is a senior writer at the Council on Foreign Relations. Preeti Bhattcharji is a research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations. (3/14/08, Lionel Beehner and Preeti Bhattcharji, Council on Foreign Relations, “Strained ties between China and Japan”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/8025/strained_ties_between_china_and_japan.html, EG)

China, both economically and militarily, is outpacing Japan, reversing the historical pattern of the last several centuries. Tensions between the two countries date to the humiliation of China in the 1894-1895 Sino-Japanese War, and more recently Japan’s abusive conduct during the 1931-1945 occupation of China. These animosities surface in recurring cycles, often involving Chinese anger over Japan’s perceived lack of contrition for wartime crimes. But concrete territorial and economic issues also aggravate the relationship, including Japan’s close alliance with the United States, trade frictions, and ongoing disputes over ownership of various islands in the East China Sea.

US-Japan Relations- No tensions now

US-Japan alliance will survive because the US needs a military base in Japan

Campion, 09 (12/17/09, Giles Campion, AFP, The Telegraph, “US-Japan alliance is solid, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/expat/expatnews/6833057/US-Japan-alliance-is-solid-despite-wobble-over-Okinawa.html, EG)

Since its defeat in World War II, officially pacifist Japan has relied on a massive US military presence to guarantee its security, initially as an occupier and later as an ally.  But the dispute over Futenma has raised fears among some Japanese that this alliance might cool, at a time when a rising China is making its presence felt across Asia.  Jean-Vincent Brisset, a researcher at the Institute of International and Strategic Relations in Paris, says that Washington is unlikely to abandon its ally, despite recent irritations.  "The US needs Japan's 'unsinkable aircraft-carrier,'" he said, referring to the name sometimes given to Okinawa, which is home to more than half of the 47,000 American soldiers stationed in Japan. "They know that China one day may trigger a conflict and that most probably it will at first be a naval conflict," said Brisset, a former general. 

"For the US army, the bases in Japan are forward deployments in case of a regional conflict. They would also protect Japan if the Chinese or the North Koreans attacked the archipelago. It would mean an attack against the United States that would trigger an automatic response." 

Money problems, not tensions over Okinawa, caused Hatoyama to resign

Hatoyama 10- Ex-Prime Minister of Japan. (6/19/10, Yukio Hatoyama, Asahi Shumbun, “Hatoyama admits money flow caused his downfall”, http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201006180448.html, EG)

Question: You resigned quite suddenly. What caused you to quit? 

Answer: From the time I left the Liberal Democratic Party in 1993, I have stressed the need to be clean in terms of money in politics. That was my starting point. That is why, even after my Cabinet won high support ratings, the issues of my aide submitting false political fund reports and my mother giving me funds weighed heavily in my heart. I felt a certain sense of guilt. 

Even after the decision was made not to indict me, the public found it hard to believe that I was not aware that my mother was providing me with 15 million yen ($165,000) a month. They probably thought, "Can we leave national politics up to someone who lives in a totally different dimension from us?" 

No matter how many policies we presented that we thought were right, the public was in no mood to hear what we had to say, so I felt that sooner or later, I would have to resign. While the timing of my resignation coincided with the resolution of the Futenma issue, that was not the main reason. I decided on my own fate based on the issue of money in politics. 

US-Japan Relations Bad- China

Good US-Japan relations jeopardize Sino-Japanese relations

Beehner & Bhattcharji 08- Lionel Beehner is a senior writer at the Council on Foreign Relations. Preeti Bhattcharji is a research associate at the Council on Foreign Relations. (3/14/08, Lionel Beehner and Preeti Bhattcharji, Council on Foreign Relations, “Strained ties between China and Japan”, http://www.cfr.org/publication/8025/strained_ties_between_china_and_japan.html, EG)

China, both economically and militarily, is outpacing Japan, reversing the historical pattern of the last several centuries. Tensions between the two countries date to the humiliation of China in the 1894-1895 Sino-Japanese War, and more recently Japan’s abusive conduct during the 1931-1945 occupation of China. These animosities surface in recurring cycles, often involving Chinese anger over Japan’s perceived lack of contrition for wartime crimes. But concrete territorial and economic issues also aggravate the relationship, including Japan’s close alliance with the United States, trade frictions, and ongoing disputes over ownership of various islands in the East China Sea.

Good US-Japan relations hurt Sin0-Japanese relations

Yunling 00- Profesor of International Economics at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (1/21/00, Zhang Yunling, Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies, “Changing Sino-US-Japanese Relations”, http://iaps.cass.cn/english/articles/showcontent.asp?id=381, EG)

 Changes and readjustments in Sino-U.S.-Japanese triangular relations are increasingly interconnected. Such interactions are a reflection of increasingly tight relations between the three countries, and an embodiment of the increased containment of the strength and interests of the three on each other. We can analyze their interconnectedness through an examination of the following sets of changing relationships: (1) Sino-U.S., Sino-Japanese, and U.S.-Japanese relations. These three pairs of relationships interact. Developments in Sino-U.S. relations directly bear upon Sino-Japanese relations. Strong Sino-U.S. relations bode well for Sino-Japanese relations. China can advance Sino-Japanese relations through improving Sino-U.S. relations. In contrast, when Sino-U.S. relations worsen, China may try to improve Sino-Japanese relations to ease the pressure from bad Sino-U.S. relations. Japan would then be faced with difficult choice: it may, in deference to the U.S., maintain a tough attitude toward China, but this risks a deterioration in Sino-Japanese relations. China and Japan are close neighbors with increasingly important economic relations. Japan may instead decide to lean towards China, exerting pressure upon the U.S. Such a decision, however, would likely meet with U.S. hostility. (2) U.S.-Japanese, Sino-U.S., and Sino-Japanese relations. Changes in these three pairs of relations influence each other. Good U.S.-Japanese relations will have implications for Sino-U.S. relations. If the U.S. and Japan join hands to counter China, Sino-Japanese and Sino-U.S. relations will deteriorate. Bad U.S.-Japanese relations also bear upon Sino-U.S. relations. Both China and the U.S. may exert pressure upon Japan by developing their bilateral relations. Contradictions on specific problems, however, will not rupture U.S.-Japanese relations. It is not, therefore, very likely that the U.S. and China will join hands to confront Japan. 3) Sino-Japanese, Sino-U.S., and Japan-U.S. relations. Changes and adjustments in these three relationships are interconnected. Sino-Japanese relations are a focus of U.S. attention. When Sino-Japanese ties are close, the U.S. becomes alert and might force Japan to loosen its ties to China. Sino-Japanese relations are thus constrained by Sino-U.S. relations: the U.S. will not allow Sino-Japanese relations to influence Sino-U.S. relations. Japan will certainly heed U.S. pressure, since it will not allow relations with China to harm its ties with the U.S..It is important to note that such interrelations in Sino-U.S.-Japanese relations have an impact far exceeding the three countries themselves, exerting influence upon the Asia-Pacific and even the world as a whole. Such conditions give rise to chain reactions among a series of relationships. This reveals the importance of Sino-U.S.-Japanese relations. 
US-Japan Relations Bad- China
As US-Japan relations weaken, Sino-Japanese relations improve

NYT 10 (MARTIN FACKLER, 1/23, "In Japan, U.S. Losing Diplomatic Ground to China", http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/24/world/asia/24japan.html, EG)
When Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates visited Japan’s new leaders in October, not long after their historic election, he pressed so hard and so publicly for a military base agreement that the Japanese news media labeled him a bully. The difference between that visit and the friendly welcome that a high-level Japanese delegation received just two months later in China, Japan’s historic rival, could not have been more stark. 
A grinning President Hu Jintao of China took individual photos with more than a hundred visiting Japanese lawmakers, patiently shaking hands with each of them in an impressive display of mass diplomacy. 
The trip, organized by the powerful secretary general of Japan’s governing Democratic Party, Ichiro Ozawa, was just one sign of a noticeable warming of Japan’s once icy ties with China. It was also an indication that the United States, Japan’s closest ally, may be losing at least some ground in a diplomatic tug-of-war with Beijing. 
Political experts say Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama’s greater willingness to engage Beijing and the rest of Asia reflects a broad rethinking of Japan’s role in the region at a time when the United States is showing unmistakable signs of decline. It also reflects a growing awareness here that Japan’s economic future is increasingly tied to China, which has already surpassed the United States as its largest trading partner. 
“Hatoyama wants to use Asia to offset what he sees as the declining influence of the United States,” said Yoshihide Soeya, director of the Institute of East Asia Studies at Keio University in Tokyo. “He thinks he can play China off the United States.” 
Mr. Soeya and other analysts say warmer ties with China are not necessarily a bad thing for Washington, which has long worried about Japan’s isolation in the region. But some are concerned that the new openness toward China may also be driven by a simmering resentment within Mr. Hatoyama’s left-leaning government of what some here call the United States’ “occupation mentality.” Those feelings have been stoked by what many Japanese see as the Obama administration’s high-handed treatment in the dispute over the air base on Okinawa.

**Negative**

AT: Debt Advantage

1. Plan isn’t key to solve the deficit: many other things must be done.  This is the affirmatives own author.  

Bayh, 2009.  Evan is a Democratic senator from Indiana and a former two-term governor of that state. (“Why Democrats Must Restrain Spending.” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970204518504574416843940486508.html)
Any serious effort to control the deficit must begin with spending restraint. Efficiency and frugality, common virtues in the private sector, must be incorporated into government. Congress should enact health-care reform that actually lowers the deficit. For the next fiscal year, assuming the economy has gathered sufficient momentum, we should freeze domestic discretionary spending, limit increases in defense spending to the rate of inflation, forgo pay raises for federal workers, and institute a federal hiring freeze.

2. Empirically Denied:  We have had 8 recessions since 1950.  None of which have lead to a nuclear war.  

3. The government has spent billions stimulating the economy and accruing debt.  The plan is just a drop in the bucket. 

Enzi 4-30 - Senator, Accounting major at George washington, MBA in retail marketing at University of Colorado

["Adding to deficit is bankrupt solution" http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0410/36370.html]

It’s time to reassess our financial priorities. The federal government has spent billions taking over banks and the student loan industry, buying car companies and “stimulating” the economy. And Congress just passed a bill so the government can spend more than $1 trillion taking over the health care industry. The United States is on a slippery financial slope. When is enough enough? Our solution for every problem has been to throw more federal money at it. There is plenty of blame to go around, but the practice has to stop. The deficit and debt used to rise by a billion or a few billion dollars at a time. Now it is almost a trillion dollars at a time. The debt limit was raised to $1.6 trillion this year. The cold truth is: No one raises the debt limit unless he or she intends to use it. America used to have the world’s most stable economy. The U.S. dollar has been the world’s measure of financial strength. Now our foreign creditors are starting to question our ability to pay them back. Greece’s recent economic crisis is a preview of what could happen to the U.S. unless we make a change now. Bankruptcy can and will happen if we stay on the path of the past year. If President Barack Obama’s proposed budget is passed, it will more than double the interest we’re paying on our country’s debt. We can turn our fiscal house around. There is hope. But it won’t be easy.

4. There’s no impact to deficit spending – empirics go our way, and skeptics hype the impacts.

Paul Krugman, professor of Economics and International Affairs at Princeton University, winner of the Nobel Prize for his work in economics, 2-5-10

[“Fiscal Scare Tactics,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/05/opinion/05krugman.html]

These days it’s hard to pick up a newspaper or turn on a news program without encountering stern warnings about the federal budget deficit. The deficit threatens economic recovery, we’re told; it puts American economic stability at risk; it will undermine our influence in the world. These claims generally aren’t stated as opinions, as views held by some analysts but disputed by others. Instead, they’re reported as if they were facts, plain and simple.  Yet they aren’t facts. Many economists take a much calmer view of budget deficits than anything you’ll see on TV. Nor do investors seem unduly concerned: U.S. government bonds continue to find ready buyers, even at historically low interest rates. The long-run budget outlook is problematic, but short-term deficits aren’t — and even the long-term outlook is much less frightening than the public is being led to believe.  So why the sudden ubiquity of deficit scare stories? It isn’t being driven by any actual news. It has been obvious for at least a year that the U.S. government would face an extended period of large deficits, and projections of those deficits haven’t changed much since last summer. Yet the drumbeat of dire fiscal warnings has grown vastly louder.   To me — and I’m not alone in this — the sudden outbreak of deficit hysteria brings back memories of the groupthink that took hold during the run-up to the Iraq war. Now, as then, dubious allegations, not backed by hard evidence, are being reported as if they have been established beyond a shadow of a doubt. Now, as then, much of the political and media establishments have bought into the notion that we must take drastic action quickly, even though there hasn’t been any new information to justify this sudden urgency. Now, as then, those who challenge the prevailing narrative, no matter how strong their case and no matter how solid their background, are being marginalized.  And fear-mongering on the deficit may end up doing as much harm as the fear-mongering on weapons of mass destruction.  Let’s talk for a moment about budget reality. Contrary to what you often hear, the large deficit the federal government is running right now isn’t the result of runaway spending growth. Instead, well more than half of the deficit was caused by the ongoing economic crisis, which has led to a plunge in tax receipts, required federal bailouts of financial institutions, and been met — appropriately — with temporary measures to stimulate growth and support employment.   The point is that running big deficits in the face of the worst economic slump since the 1930s is actually the right thing to do. If anything, deficits should be bigger than they are because the government should be doing more than it is to create jobs.  True, there is a longer-term budget problem. Even a full economic recovery wouldn’t balance the budget, and it probably wouldn’t even reduce the deficit to a permanently sustainable level. So once the economic crisis is past, the U.S. government will have to increase its revenue and control its costs. And in the long run there’s no way to make the budget math work unless something is done about health care costs.  But there’s no reason to panic about budget prospects for the next few years, or even for the next decade. Consider, for example, what the latest budget proposal from the Obama administration says about interest payments on federal debt; according to the projections, a decade from now they’ll have risen to 3.5 percent of G.D.P. How scary is that? It’s about the same as interest costs under the first President Bush.  Why, then, all the hysteria? The answer is politics.  The main difference between last summer, when we were mostly (and appropriately) taking deficits in stride, and the current sense of panic is that deficit fear-mongering has become a key part of Republican political strategy, doing double duty: it damages President Obama’s image even as it cripples his policy agenda. And if the hypocrisy is breathtaking — politicians who voted for budget-busting tax cuts posing as apostles of fiscal rectitude, politicians demonizing attempts to rein in Medicare costs one day (death panels!), then denouncing excessive government spending the next — well, what else is new?  The trouble, however, is that it’s apparently hard for many people to tell the difference between cynical posturing and serious economic argument. And that is having tragic consequences.  For the fact is that thanks to deficit hysteria, Washington now has its priorities all wrong: all the talk is about how to shave a few billion dollars off government spending, while there’s hardly any willingness to tackle mass unemployment. Policy is headed in the wrong direction — and millions of Americans will pay the price. 

AT: Debt Advantage
4. Current US deficit is due to the economic downturn, the Bush tax cuts, and the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan.  It has nothing to do with Japan. 

Atlanta Journal Constitution (blog) 6/29 (6/29/10, " The truth behind the nation's massive fiscal problem ", http://blogs.ajc.com/jay-bookman-blog/2010/06/29/the-truth-behind-the-nations-massive-fiscal-problem/?cxntfid=blogs_jay_bookman_blog, EG)

Political narratives are precious things these days. They give people a story line, an explanation for why the world is as it is and why their side isn’t to blame. And at the moment, the right’s most important narrative is that the nation’s dangerous and unsustainable budget deficit is the fault of Barack Obama. Well, it isn’t, as the chart on the right demonstrates. “Together with the economic downturn, the Bush tax cuts and the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq explain virtually the entire deficit over the next ten years,” Kathy Ruffing and James R. Horney conclude in a study published by the Center for Budget and Policy Priorities. The CBPI is a liberal policy-analysis group, and those who are more interested in preserving their faith in conservative narrative than in discovering the truth can and will dismiss its findings on those grounds alone. But numbers are numbers. If the numbers driving this chart are “liberal,” if the assumptions behind those numbers are “liberal,” then it should be possible for conservatives to explain how and where they’re wrong. The center “shows its work,” as our math teachers used to say, which should make it possible for others to come along and rebut it. Take, for example, the impact of the economic downturn on the deficit. As the CBPI report notes, the Congressional Budget Office issued projections on Jan. 7, 2009 — two weeks before President Obama even took office — putting the 2009 deficit at well over $1 trillion.“The recession battered the budget, driving down tax revenues and swelling outlays for unemployment insurance, food stamps, and other safety-net programs,” the CBPI reports. “Using CBO’s August 2008 projections as a benchmark, we calculate that the changed economic outlook accounts for over $400 billion of the deficit each year in 2009 through 2011 and slightly smaller amounts in subsequent years. Those effects persist; even in 2018, the deterioration in the economy since the summer of 2008 will account for over $250 billion in added deficits, much of it in the form of additional debt-service costs.”

5. Reducing military presence in Japan wouldn’t save enough money to even make a dent in the US debt

Newsweek 6/27 (6/27/10, " How to Talk About Debt ", http://www.newsweek-interactive.com/2010/06/25/the-real-math-of-debt-reduction.html?from=rss)

Finally, we need to be clear about what we’re willing to do about the debt. If people are talking about deficits and not saying what spending they’ll cut and which taxes they’ll raise, they’re not saying anything useful. To help us get specific, I asked Maya MacGuineas, who leads the nonpartisan Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, to price out some of the policy options. We focused on the time period between 2012 (when new policies would go into effect) and 2022. The spreadsheet she sent me was vast and intimidating, but here are some of its lessons. These are very big numbers. First, we need to make some assumptions to calculate how much debt we’re likely to have. Let’s say the Bush tax cuts expire for people making more than $250,000 and discretionary spending grows very, very slowly in the coming years. By 2022, that scenario will put debt at about $21.5 trillion. From there, a lot of budget experts think that the debt will need to come down to $14.6 trillion, which is about 60 percent of (projected) GDP. That means we’ve got about $6.9 trillion to cut between now and 2022. All is lost if the economy doesn’t recover. Deficits are in large part a function of economic conditions. High unemployment means less tax revenue, and more people need social services, which means more government spending. If we don’t get our economy moving again and we remain trapped in that high-spending, low-revenue cycle, we’ll never get deficits under control. So it makes sense to do quite a bit more in stimulus over the next year or two if we think it’ll help accelerate economic growth. And, yes, we can afford it: $100 billion in additional stimulus is slightly more than one half of 1 percent of our anticipated debt. Don’t be fooled by false deficit prophets: there are a lot of policies that sound impressive when a politician says them but don’t actually save much money. Cutting foreign aid in half, for instance, will save $210 billion by 2022. That’ll get us 3 percent of the way there. Cutting earmarks in half is even less effective: it’ll get you $130 billion by 2022.

AT: Debt Advantage: Extensions #4
US deficits are due to lower tax revenues and stimulus spending

Swanson 09 (11/15/09, Ian Swanson, The Hill, “Gregg: Budget deficit is sending the US to ‘third-class status as a nation’”, http://thehill.com/homenews/senate/67825-gregg-budget-deficit-sending-us-to-third-class-status-as-a-nation, EG)

Last year’s deficit was a record $1.4 trillion, up more than $900 billion from the previous year. The budget was inflated because of much lower tax revenues, which were down because of the worst recession in generations, and government spending intended to stimulate the economy and rescue the financial industry.

That situation is not expected to improve soon given 10.2 percent unemployment that is expected to grow.

Two bills account for much of the increase in spending. Congress in 2008 approved a $700 billion bailout of the financial industry that was requested by the Bush administration. Earlier this year, the Obama administration moved a $787 billion economic stimulus package through Congress.

AT: Environment Advantage

1. Alternate causalities:

A.  Coral Bleaching 

The Daily Yomiuri 07 (8/5/01, The Daily Yomiuri, “Mass coral bleaching off Okinawa”, lexis nexis, EG)

Large swaths of coral off islands around Okinawa Prefecture have been turning white due to a phenomenon known as coral bleaching--a sign that the coral is dying. This phenomenon has been sighted for the first time in four years in locations in the prefecture such as the coast around Ishigakijima island, which boasts the country's largest coral reef, and is thought have been brought on by high water temperatures in July. Should the water temperature stay high in August, it is feared that more coral will be destroyed than ever before--surpassing the case that occurred in 1998, when about 40 percent of the coral around Ishigakijima island died. The Environment Ministry has begun investigating the situation.According to information supplied by the ministry and experts, the bleaching has been confirmed around Ishigakijima and in locations such as the sea off Sesokojima island, near Okinawa Island. Kenji Ohori, 40, an Ishigakijima coral reef tour guide, said he had confirmed Tuesday that most of a reef stretching from Yonehara beach on the north of the island to a point far out into the ocean had turned completely white. He added that part of the reef had already died and had seaweed stuck to it and some dead fish and sea cucumbers around it. Coral bleaching happens when the sea temperature stays above 30 C for days at a time. It has occurred three times in Okinawa Prefecture before--in 1998, 2001 and 2003. On these three occasions the bleaching was spotted in September, making this year the earliest it has started. Average daily air temperatures of more than 30 C were recorded for a record 32 days in June and July on the island, according to Mineo Okamoto, an associate professor at Tokyo University of Marine Science and Technology. The Okinawa Local Meteorological Observatory forecasts that the hot weather will continue throughout August. "Perhaps more than half the coral will perish if it stays this hot," Okamoto said.

B. Pirate fishing.  

NIAZ DORRY. Writer for the Fishermans Voice. September 2001.

[http://www.fishermensvoice.com/archives/sep01.html#ghana]

Pirate fishing - defined by the Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations (UNFAO) as illegal, unreported, and unregulated fishing (IUU) - is fast becoming the number one threat to marine ecosystems and coastal fishing communities around the world. Recently, Mega Pesca, a Portugal-based consulting group covering a variety of marine related issues led an aerial surveillance expedition off the coast of West Africa. During the expedition, they found that 45% of the ships they observed were fishing in nearshore waters, taking fish that would have otherwise been used for domestic consumption. The pirate ships, however, export their catch. U.S., Japan, and Europe are the leading importers of pirate-caught fish. Japan has so far led the pack for importing the most amount of pirate-caught tuna. According to Mega Pesca, "many vessels [they observed] are unmarked, deliberately cover the identification marks, or are marked in a manner inconsistent with the regulations." Some Japanese estimates put the number of tuna vessels fishing illegally at 240, 80% of which are Taiwanese-owned. Birdlife International, a non-profit organization focused on the conservation of birds, estimates that nearly a quarter of the world's catch is caught by pirate ships. The UNFAO estimates that in 1998 468,000 metric tons of fish was caught illegally. 

2. Current Japanese environmental assessment skates over the risks and is based on faulty figures

The Economist 10 (1/16/10, The Economist, “The new battle of Okinawa; American’s security treaty with Japan”, lexis nexis, EG)

To make matters worse, most Okinawans seem determined to hold Mr Hatoyama to his word about removing the base altogether. As the painting at the Sakima gallery suggests, Okinawa nurtures an historic grudge against the mother country, piqued by the second world war massacre. Many locals feel that for too long Tokyo has outsourced American bases to the island—it houses 60% of American forces and their families in Japan—and offered only grubby fiscal handouts in return.

Critics accuse the Japanese authorities of producing a cooked-up environmental assessment, which skates over the dangers the new base would pose to the dugong, a rare sea mammal that grazes on sea grasses near the site of the proposed airstrips. Even supporters of the new base admit that it is hard to judge the full ecological impact because America has given imprecise figures about how many troops and aircraft would remain.

If the Hatoyama administration does break its promise to the Okinawans, it would be "suicidal", says Yoichi Iha, mayor of Ginowan and a staunch opponent of the agreement. And even then, some fear that protesters could make it very difficult to start construction work. A mayoral election takes place on January 24th in Nago, the city where the new base is proposed. Relocation is the main campaign issue. If the incumbent who supports it is ousted, that will be a strong indication of the level of anger. An election for governor of Okinawa in November is likely to bring the same tensions to the fore island-wide. But with America sticking to its guns, the Hatoyama administration is bound to upset one side or other. Its battle of Okinawa has only just begun. 
3. Species loss won’t risk extinction – no  reason it will snowball.

Sagoff 1997 (Mark, Pew Scholar in Conservation and the Environment and past President of the International Society of Environmental Ethics “Do we consume too much?” The Atlantic Monthly, June)

There is no credible argument, moreover, that all or even most of the species we are concerned to protect are essential to the functioning of the ecological systems on which we depend. (If whales went extinct, for example, the seas would not fill up with krill.) David Ehrenfeld, a biologist at Rutgers University, makes this point in relation to the vast ecological changes we have already survived. "Even a mighty dominant like the American chestnut," Ehrenfeld has written, "extending over half a continent, all but disappeared without bringing the eastern deciduous forest down with it." Ehrenfeld points out that the species most likely to be endangered are those the biosphere is least likely to miss. "Many of these species were never common or ecologically influential; by no stretch of the imagination can we make them out to be vital cogs in the ecological machine."
AT: Environment Advantage- Coral Bleaching Extension

Alternate causality- coastal erosion

Fabricius 05- Australian Institute of Marine Science and CRC Reef (February 2005, Katharina E. Fabricius, Marine Pollution Bulletin, “Effects of terrestrial runoff on the ecology of coral and coral reefs: review and synthesis”, ScienceDirect, EG)

Enhanced levels of sedimentation from coastal erosion have severely degraded many coastal reefs around the world (Table 2d, Rogers, 1990 C.S. Rogers, Responses of coral reefs and reef organisms to sedimentation, Marine Ecology Progress Series 62 (1990), pp. 185–202. Full Text via CrossRefRogers, 1990). Most sediments are imported into coastal marine systems via rivers, with >95% of the larger sediment grain fractions being deposited within a few kilometres of the river mouth, while fine grains may be transported over longer distances. Near the source, benthic communities are easily smothered by sedimentation (e.g., Golbuu et al., 2003), as high sedimentation rates (accumulating to >100 mg dry weight cm−2 deposits) can kill exposed coral tissue within a period of a few days (Riegl and Branch, 1995). Lower (<100 mg cm−2) sedimentation levels reduce photosynthetic yields in corals (Philipp and Fabricius, 2003), and the removal of settled particles increases metabolic costs (Telesnicki and Goldberg, 1995). In coral colonies, sedimentation stress increases linearly with the duration and amount of sedimentation: for example, a certain amount of sediment deposited on the coral for one time unit exerts the same measurable photophysiological stress as twice the amount deposited for half the time (Philipp and Fabricius, 2003).

Global climate change causes coral bleaching

Hooper 01 (4/5/01, Rowan Hooper, The Japan Times, “Climate change blamed for Okinawa coral death”, lexis nexis, EG) 

Scientists at the University of the Ryukyus in Okinawa have published evidence showing that global climate changes in 1998 devastated coral reefs around Sesoko Island. The report, published in the April edition of the journal Ecology Letters, comes on the heels of George W. Bush's unilateral abandonment of the 1997 Kyoto treaty on climate change. Sea temperatures in Okinawa were warmer in 1998 than at any time in the previous 10 years. That year also recorded the strongest El Nino on record. A mass bleaching of coral in Okinawa reduced coral species richness by 61 percent and reduced coral cover by 85 percent. The scientists surveyed the reef in 1997, 1998 and 1999, and so were able to make direct comparisons between years. Coral reefs are made by invertebrate animals (class Anthozoa) in symbiosis with algae called zooxanthellae. The algae provide essential photosynthetic products to the animals, and the animals provide the algae with a safe place to live. This is the central reason why species-rich reefs can exist in the nutrient-poor waters of the tropics. Like trees in a tropical rain forest, reefs are the basic producers, and if they disappear, so does the rest of the community. Bleaching is caused when coral's symbiotic algae die. Coral tissue then loses its color, revealing the white calcite skeleton. Mass bleaching events have been reported regularly since 1979, and after 1998's El Nino, bleaching was reported from all the major tropical oceans of the world. The destruction shows (and it seems that some politicians still need telling) how global climate change can negatively impact some of the most diverse ecological communities on the planet. Knock-on effects are already apparent in Okinawa."Fish behavioral ecologists at Sesoko now struggle to find species, like damselfish, that have a close relationship with branching corals," said Kazuhiko Sakai of the Tropical Biosphere Research Center at the University of the Ryukyus.

The branching corals, popular with snorklers and scuba divers, are the species that support diverse communities, and these corals were hard-hit by the bleaching. In addition, soft coral cover was reduced by 99 percent.

1. Because of the limitations on Japan’s constitution, US troops are needed in Japan to defend and deter enemies.

Shuster 10(6/21/10, Mike, Diplomatic correspondent, "Japan’s PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa,” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127932447&ft=1&f=1001)

In Japan, the problem that led to the dissolution of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government now is vexing the new government. Earlier this month, Hatoyama resigned over the controversy about the continued presence of thousands of U.S. troops stationed on the Japanese island of Okinawa. He promised but failed to bring about their relocation. The new government in Tokyo is facing the same problem with little prospect of a solution. Many of the 18,000 U.S. Marines based in Japan are located at the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on Okinawa. Over the years, Okinawans have pressed harder and harder to move the base away from their island. After the opposition Democratic Party of Japan pulled off a historic electoral victory last year, Hatoyama got caught by promises to close the base that he couldn't keep. He resigned after only eight months in office. His successor, Naoto Kan, took office earlier this month. It is not clear how he will deal with the problem of Okinawa, says political analyst Masatoshi Honda of the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies. "He hasn't made any clear statement about Futenma before and even right now. He just said he will follow the decision of the previous prime minister. So we cannot see what he really wants to do on this issue," Honda says. It's unclear if the government of new Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan (shown here at the National Diet in Tokyo on June 16) can be any more successful than its predecessor in handling the issue of the U.S. Marine base on Okinawa. The Marine base at Futenma has been a sore point between the U.S. and Japan for years. The noise of the base's aircraft and the rowdy and drunken behavior of some Marines have made the base unpopular in Okinawa and elsewhere in Japan. Several times in recent years, the U.S. offered a proposal to solve the problem, but it would still leave much of Futenma intact, says Koichi Nakano, a political analyst at Sophia University. "The U.S. government [has] repeatedly said that [it wants] to relocate to a place where [it] will be welcome. That welcome is simply not there in Okinawa at the moment," Nakano says. The U.S. says it will transfer 8,000 Marines to Guam and move a portion of the base to another part of Okinawa. Kan, the new prime minister, has pledged to seek a solution that is in line with this offer, but he still faces overwhelming opposition on Okinawa, Honda says. "So far mayors, governors and local politicians in Okinawa, everybody [is] against the proposal of the new government. So he will be completely blocked by this," he says. Last month, 17,000 Okinawans formed a human chain around the base in protest. Part of the problem is the feeling on Okinawa that its people bear a disproportionate burden of the continued American military presence in Japan. The small island represents less than 1 percent of Japan's population, but it maintains some three-quarters of the U.S. military forces in Japan. Last year the Democratic Party of Japan overturned decades of political control by the Liberal Democratic Party, in part by pledging to seek a new, more equal relationship with the United States. But when Hatoyama became prime minister, the U.S. treated him arrogantly, Nakano says. "Initially, the American government came across as very high-handed and, in fact, even contemptuous of the change of government that took place in Japan, the historical alternation in power," he says. "So it came across as if it was neglecting the democratic will of the Japanese, and treating it as basically a dependency of the United States." The U.S. has maintained bases on Okinawa since the World War II battle there in the spring of 1945. It was the bloodiest land battle of the war in the Pacific. The U.S. kept military control of Okinawa until 1972, 20 years after the rest of Japan regained its sovereignty. That history has a lot to do with the sensitivity of all sides in the current controversy. The Futenma affair has sparked a debate in Japan about the ongoing presence of U.S. forces. In a recent interview with the BBC, the current Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, speaking through an interpreter, pointed out that Japan's constitution limits how its self-defense forces can be used, and how the continued presence of U.S. forces acts as a deterrent to potential conflicts with North Korea or China. "For Japan's own security and to maintain peace and stability in Asia as well, we do need U.S. forces in Japan, and that position is not going to change, even with the change in government," Okada said. But this is not a position that all Japanese support. In order to handle the matter successfully, Kan, the new prime minister, will have to explain that need better to the Japanese people, say some analysts. Narushige Michishita, a specialist in strategic and defense studies at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies, says Kan needs to address the issue of defending Japan. Michishita is sympathetic to the U.S. position, but he believes it will be difficult for Kan to convince the Japanese, especially the people of Okinawa, of the dangers Japan may face that require a large U.S. military presence. "In a way he has been a little bit exaggerating the need for U.S. troops in Okinawa for the defense of Japan at the current moment," Michishita says. 
2. U.S. military presence is vital to Japan’s safety, as well as helps their economy.

Gittler, 05 (12/2/05, Juliana, Stars and Stripes, “Ambassador to Japan says U.S. troops crucial to area’s stability,” http://www.stripes.com/news/ambassador-to-japan-says-u-s-troops-crucial-to-area-s-stability-1.41819)

U.S. Ambassador J. Thomas Schieffer said Japanese who contend they bear a heavy burden by hosting U.S. troops have a right to object but the presence is a small price to pay for the security and economic success it has afforded the country. “During the last 60 years Japan has been at peace. The world has been spared another world war. A large part of the reason for that success is the presence of American troops here in Japan,” he said. Schieffer spoke Wednesday to foreign journalists in Tokyo about the role U.S. forces serving in Japan have played in enabling both countries to flourish. He reiterated that those forces will continue to play a major role in preserving peace and economic stability. “It is important to remember just how much our alliance has contributed to the well-being of our countries,” the ambassador said. His comments came during his first news conference with foreign journalists since President Bush’s November visit to Japan and the announcement in late October of a plan to realign U.S. forces in Japan. The ambassador said he recognized the frustration of many communities opposed to the stationing of U.S. personnel in Japan but affirmed why it is necessary. “The presence of our forces in Japan is sometimes seen as a burden to Japanese. That is understandable,” he said. “The presence of a foreign military anywhere in the world is no one’s first choice. “But the fact that American forces have been here gave Japan the opportunity it needed to build the second-largest economy in the world,” he said. “Those who oppose our forces being here make their arguments. We should ask two simple questions: If American forces were not here, would Japanese feel more secure? If American forces were not here, would the region be less dangerous? “I think the overwhelming majority of Japanese would answer ‘no’ to both questions,” he said. Schieffer touched upon some of the major points of the transformation agreement, details of which are being negotiated. Under the plan — designed to ease the burden of supporting U.S troops in some areas — the U.S. military would close Marine Corps Air Station Futenma and relocate to Guam about 40 percent of the Marines on Okinawa; the Navy would move part of the Kitty Hawk’s air wing to Iwakuni; and both nations would improve military cooperation and information sharing at Yokota Air Base and Camp Zama. Schieffer also responded to local communities’ concerns about the costs incurred by hosting U.S. military bases. “We understand and appreciate the arguments they make,” he said. “At the same time we respectfully ask the Japanese people to understand: Americans have borne a heavy burden throughout the life of our alliance.” He noted that comparatively, defense spending consumes 3.7 percent of the United States’ gross domestic product and less than one percent of Japan’s. “In real dollars, we will spend more than 10 times as much as Japan on defense,” Schieffer said. The U.S. government has increased defense spending by almost 50 percent in the past four years, while Japan’s spending in real dollars has declined, he added. “I raise this point to answer those who infer that Japan is the only partner in the alliance that is bearing the burden for our mutual security,” the ambassador said. Overall, Schieffer praised the ties and history both countries share, as he reiterated the importance of continuing that trend. “For 60 years we have worked at healing the wounds of war. In the process we came to realize that mutual understanding gives us the opportunity to recognize mutual interest,” he said. “The United States and Japan have accomplished much in the last 60 years, but the job is not finished.”

3.  Okinawa is a necessary defense against North Korean and Chinese aggressiveness

Foster, 10 (5/23/10, Malcolm Foster, Associated Press, “Korean tension a factor in Japan base decision,”, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/nationworld/2011935491_apasjapanusmilitary.html?syndication=rss, EG)

Japan's prime minister suggested Monday that heightened tensions on the Korean peninsula contributed to his decision to break a campaign promise and keep a key U.S. Marine base in Okinawa. Analysts say China's growing military assertiveness may also have played a role. U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton, traveling in Beijing, commended Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama for making "the difficult but nevertheless correct decision" Sunday to keep Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on the strategically important island, which is close to Taiwan and the Chinese mainland and not far from the Korean peninsula. "I thank him for his courage and determination to fulfill his commitments. This is truly the foundation for our future work as allies in the Asia-Pacific region," she said from Beijing. U.S. officials traveling with Clinton, who visited Tokyo on Friday, said the March sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan - blamed on a North Korean torpedo - had deepened the understanding among Japanese officials about the importance of the U.S. military presence in Okinawa. The island hosts more than half the 47,000 American troops in Japan under a mutual security pact. Recent examples of China's military flexing its muscle may have also been a factor in pushing Hatoyama to reverse his stance and reach an uncomfortable decision - which could contribute to his resignation in coming weeks or months amid plunging approval ratings. In April, Chinese ships were spotted in international waters off Okinawa. A Chinese helicopter also came within 100 feet (30 meters) of a Japanese military monitoring vessel in the vicinity of a Chinese naval exercise. "Without a doubt the sinking of the Cheonan, but probably more importantly the two Chinese incursions within a month ... certainly give him good political cover and ... make it obvious that finding a solution quickly to Futenma is in Japan's national interests," said Malcolm Cook, the East Asia program director at the Lowy Institute, a Sydney-based think tank. "It also shows that this is an imminent issue that you can't keep kicking down the road," Cook added. Whatever the real reasoning, recent events make it easier for Hatoyama to make a case to the Japanese public. Hatoyama came to office last September promising to move the Marine base off the island, going against a 2006 agreement with Washington to transfer it to Henoko, in a less crowded, northern part of Okinawa. But after months of searching and fruitless discussions with U.S. and Okinawan officials, Hatoyama said Sunday during a visit to the island that Futenma's facilities would be moved to the vicinity of Henoko, disappointing tens of thousands of island residents who complain about base-related noise, pollution and crime. U.S. military officials and security experts argue it is essential that Futenma remain on Okinawa because its helicopters and air assets support Marine infantry units based on the island. Moving the facility off the island would slow the Marines' response in times of emergency. Hatoyama, who had set an end-of-May deadline to resolve Futenma's location, hinted Monday that recent events played a role in his thinking. "When one considers the current situation on the Korean peninsula and in Asia, I believe what is of utmost importance is to place U.S.-Japan relations on a secure relationship of trust, and that is why I made this decision" to keep the base in Okinawa, he told reporters.

4. US military presence in Japan is key to nuclear deterrence

Scales & Wortzel 99- Robert H. Scales, Jr. is a former US Army Major General and Commandant of the US Army War College. Larry M. Wortzel is the chairman of the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission. (5/6/99, Robert H. Scales, Jr., Larry M. Wortzel, “The Future US Military Presence in Asia: Landpower and the Geostategy of American Commitment”, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Nf0uqVsJNiUC&oi=fnd&pg=PA1&dq=okinawa+russia+us+military+presence&ots=lOdkEeYccS&sig=l_-AvMyFDraZy-3L6hqu4Wj5pPc#v=onepage&q=okinawa%20russia%20us%20military%20presence&f=false , EG)

The presence of American military forces in the region was one of the reasons that U.S. nuclear deterrence was extended to our allies in Korea and Japan. As in Europe, the stationing of U.S. conventional forces provided a deterrent option that is reinforced by the nuclear dimension. American nuclear deterrence, therefore is also welcome in Northeast Asia for its contribution to security and stability in the region. China’s military strategists may complain that the U.S. nuclear arsenal is a threat to China; but the acknowledge in private discussion that without extended deterrence, as provided for in the U.S.-Japan and U.S.-Republic of Korea defense treaties, Korea might develop nuclear weapons and Japan could follow suit. China’s leaders even realize that without the defensive conventional arms provided to Taiwan by the United States under the Taiwan Relations Act of 1979, Taiwan might develop nuclear weapons. Japanese military strategists express their own concerns about South Korea. Threatened by the probability that North Korea has developed a nuclear capability, the South would probably respond in kind by developing its own weapons. Certainly South Korea has the requisite technological level to develop nuclear weapons. In the event of the reunification of the Korean peninsula, because the North already has a nuclear capability, Japan would face a nuclear-armed peninsula. Tokyo might then reexamine its own commitment to defense relying on conventional weapons with the support of the Japanese populace. Strategic thinkers in China and Japan acknowledge that the continuation of extended deterrence might inhibit Japan from going nuclear in such a case. Barry Posen and Andrew Ross, two American, make this same argument: “…Japan’s leaders would be less likely to develop a nuclear arsenal as a hedge against Korean pressure.” Strong US diplomacy combined with combined with continued extended deterrence, argue some of Korea and Japan’s strategic thinkers, might convince the regime in charge of a reunified Korea to dismantle whatever devices the North has built instead of improving them. 

5. There is low probability that North Korea would be able to build a nuclear weapon missile that could reach the United States

Nikitin 09- Analyst in Nonproliferation (5/5/09, Mary Beth Nikitin, Congressional Research Service, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA501307, EG)

Although former Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) Director Lowell Jacoby told the Senate Armed Services Committee in April 2005 that North Korea had the capability to arm a missile with a nuclear device, Pentagon officials later backtracked from that assessment. A DNI report to Congress says that “North Korea has short and medium range missiles that could be fitted with nuclear weapons, but we do not know whether it has in fact done so.”56 North Korea has several hundred short-range Scud-class and medium range No Dong-class ballistic missiles, and is developing an intermediate range ballistic missile. The Taepo-Dong-2 that was tested unsuccessfully in July 2006 would be able to reach the continental United States if it becomes operational. DNI assessed in 2008 that the Taepo-Dong-2 has the potential capability to deliver a nuclear-weapon-sized payload to the United States, but that absent successful testing the likelihood of this is low.57 A launch of a Taepo-Dong 2 missile as part of a failed satellite launch in April 2009 traveled further than earlier unsuccessful launches but still did not achieve a complete test.
AT: Asian Stability Advantage 

6. North Korea won’t use nuclear weapons first

Hecker 06- Researcher at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University. (11/15/06, Siegfried S. Hecker, Nautilus, ‘Report on North Korean Nuclear Program, http://www.bommin.net/Eng/Eng063.htm, EG)

We know even less about DPRK’s nuclear weapons than about their nuclear test. DPRK officials told us that they have demonstrated their deterrent. They emphasized, “DPRK needs the deterrent; otherwise it can’t defend its sovereignty.” We probed their view of nuclear weapons as a deterrent and what they considered their new responsibility now that they have demonstrated a nuclear capability. Specifically, we asked what they are doing to ensure nuclear weapons safety and security. We expressed concern that if they have their weapons ready to use in order to deter, they may be particularly vulnerable to safety and security problems. It would be catastrophic for everyone if one of their weapons detonated accidentally on their own soil. They reiterated that, “The DPRK will not use nuclear weapons first, nor give them to terrorists like al Qaeda. We make these expensive weapons to defend our right to survive.” However, in discussions during all three of our visits, we found little appreciation for the serious risks entailed by a weaponized nuclear deterrent and found little thought given to nuclear strategy.

AT: Asian Stability Advantage: #1 Extensions

The Japanese government considers US troops crucial to their security

Reuters 10 (5/21/10, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTKZ00643920100521 “Japan says US military presence indispensible”, EG)

Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada said on Friday that the U.S. military presence in Japan was indispensable for the security of Japan and the region."I want to explain frankly to the Japanese people that the presence of U.S. troops in Japan is indispensable to Japan's security and to the peace and stability of the region in the current security environment," he told a news conference after a meeting with U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton.

The Okinawa base is beneficial to both the US and Japan

Thompson, 10 (6/8/10, Mark, Time Magazine, Why Japan and the U.S. Can't Live Without Okinawa, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html?iid=sphere-inline-sidebar, EG)

With the region increasingly jittery following North Korea's alleged sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan in March — and amid increased Chinese muscle-flexing — Hatoyama ultimately acceded to Washington's demands. "[Removing the U.S. base from Okinawa] has proved impossible in my time," Hatoyama said when he announced his decision to step down. Not since 1960 — when Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi resigned after pushing through an unpopular U.S.-Japanese security treaty — has a Japanese leader been forced from power over the country's military ties with the U.S. "Someday," Hatoyama said, "the time will come when Japan's peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves." That's not going to happen anytime soon, in part because both sides benefit from the current agreement. The U.S. gets to station a potent punch amid one of the world's most dynamic but unsettled regions, while Japan is relieved of an additional defense-spending burden that would do little to help revive its flagging economy. The U.S. made clear shortly after Hatoyama's election that it had no intention of retreating from East Asia. Last October, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the Marines' continued presence on Okinawa the "linchpin" of Washington's East Asian strategy. "This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone," he said in Japan, "but it is the best alternative for everyone." In February, Lieut. General Keith Stalder, who commands Marines in the Pacific, put it more bluntly. "All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan," he told a Tokyo audience. "Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." That U.S. security umbrella, he pointedly added, "has brought Japan and the entire region unprecedented wealth and social advancement." Indeed, under the world's only pacifist constitution, Japan spends about 1% of its gross domestic product on defense. But the Japanese — and especially the Okinawans, whose island was under U.S. control until 1972 and which currently hosts 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan — have expressed growing irritation at what they perceive as their junior status in the relationship. Japan, they noted, has paid some $30 billion to the U.S. to support the U.S. military presence in Japan since 1978.

US military presence at Okinawa is crucial to the balance of power in Asia

Azhari, 10 (5/20/10, Khaldon, Singapore News, “US military presence crucial to balance of power in Asia”, http://www.channelnewsasia.com/stories/singaporelocalnews/view/1058034/1/.html, EG)

US military presence remains crucial to the balance of power in Asia, says Singapore's Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew.   East Asian security still needs the presence of American forces, so the region can continue its economic growth and balance the emergence of China, a country that is also important for this balance as there is no one country that should dominate Asia.   This was the message from Mr Lee at the 16th annual Nikkei Future of Asia Symposium in Tokyo.   Mr Lee also stressed the need to keep the US bases in Japan. Japan is in the midst of deciding where to relocate the US forces now based in Okinawa, and Mr Lee emphasized that US bases in Japan are necessary to maintain the balance of power in Asia.   Mr Lee said: "We believe that their presence brings about stability and peace. They need a base in the northeast, and if there is no base in Japan, they can't deploy their weaponry and project their power. If Japan closes them off from Okinawa, I think it will be a setback for the deployment of the American forces, which is not to the benefit of Asia."   Minister Mentor Lee also emphasized that Japan might take the Singaporean model to face the problem of an aging population, by opening up immigration and allowing immigrants' integration into the society without compromising local values.

Spiraling conflicts are likely in the absence of a US military presence in East Asia

Christensen, 99- Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University (Spring 1999, Thomas J. Christensen, International Security, “China, the U.S.-Japan Alliance, and the Security Dilemma in East Asia”, JSTOR, EG)

Many scholars and analysts argue that in the twenty-first century international instability is more likely in East Asia than in Western Europe. Whether one looks at variables favored by realists or liberals, East Asia appears more dangerous. The region is characterized by major shifts in the balance of power, skewed distributions of economic and political power within and between countries, political and cultural heterogeneity, growing but still relatively low levels of intraregional economic independence, anemic security institutionalization, and widespread territorial disputes that combine natural resource issues with postcolonial nationalism. If security dilemma theory is applied to East Asia, the chance for spirals of tension in the area seems great, particularly in the absence of a US military presence in the region. The theory states that, in an uncertain and anarchic international system, mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can lead each side to take precautionary and defensively motivated measures that are perceived as offensive threats. This can lead to countermeasures in kind, thus ratcheting up regional tensions, reducing security, and creating self-fulfilling prophecies about the danger of one’s security environment. If we look at the variables that might fuel security dilemma dynamics, East Asia appears quite dangerous. From a standard realist perspective, not only could dramatic and unpredictable changes in the distribution of capabilities in East Asia increase uncertainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea-lanes and secure energy supplies to almost all regional actors could encourage a stabilizing competition to develop power-projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Because they are perceived as offensive threats, power-projection forces are more likely to spark spirals of tension than weapons that can defend only a nation’s homeland. Perhaps even more important in East Asia that these more commonly considered variables and psychological factors (such as the historically based mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography issues relating to the Taiwan question, which make even defensive weapons in the region appear threatening to Chinese security. 

US-Japan relations are necessary to address the security challenges in East Asia

Banusiewicz 10 (6/3/10, John D. Banusiewicz, American Forces Press Service, “Gates Cites Importance of U.S.-Japanese Relationship”, EG)

Citing North Korea’s March 26 sinking of the South Korean naval frigate, Cheonan, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates today underscored the need for continuing the strong security relationship between the United States and Japan to help the two nations and their Pacific partners meet the challenges they face.

Gates spoke with reporters traveling with him shortly before arriving here to attend the “Shangri-La Dialogue” Asia security summit.

“We are in the midst of the 50th anniversary of the Mutual Security Treaty,” he said. “This is a great year for the Japanese-U.S. security relationship, and I think that the sinking of the South Korean ship by [North Korea] simply underscores for everybody that there are security challenges in Northeast Asia, and therefore, the importance of the security relationship between the United States and Japan.”

Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama announced his resignation yesterday, and Gates expressed his hope that Hatoyama’s successor would speak to the importance of that relationship early on.

Hatoyama’s resignation is widely reported to have resulted from his reversal of a campaign position that would have moved U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma off the Japanese island of Okinawa. Gates said he believes “a number of domestic issues” also were factors, but that as the security relationship between the two nations moves forward, it must remain strong.

“By the same token,” he added, “I think we have to be sensitive to some of the concerns that have been expressed by the Japanese in terms of training and noise and some of those things, and we will be working with the Japanese to see if there are ways to mitigate that.”

Military bases in Japan are key to East Asian stability. 

Kapoor, June 10th.- Rajesh: is Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies, New Delhi. “The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa.” http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/TheStrategicRelevanceofOkinawa_rkapoor_100610)

In the post-Occupation period, US troops and military bases in Japan have been instrumental in ensuring peace and stability within Japan as well as in East Asia. The geo-strategic location of Okinawa makes it the preferred site for hosting US military bases both in terms of securing Japan as well as for US force projection in the Far East. Okinawa’s distance from the rest of Japan and from other countries of East Asia makes it an ideal location to host military bases and thus extend US military outreach considerably. In the case of an eventuality, it is easier for the US marines, who act as first responders to exigencies, to take appropriate action well before the rest of Japan is affected. In addition, Japan cannot ignore the potential threat it faces from its nuclear neighbours including China, North Korea and Russia. The Russian and Chinese threats, as of now, can be ruled out. However, the North Korean threat is very much real and Japan has been building up its Ballistic Missile Defence system in collaboration with the US to cater for it.
AT: Asian Stability Advantage: #2 Extensions

The Okinawa base is beneficial to both the US and Japan- helps Japan’s economy.  

Thompson, 10 Pulitzer Prize winning reporter (6/8/10, Mark, Time Magazine, Why Japan and the U.S. Can't Live Without Okinawa, http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html?iid=sphere-inline-sidebar, EG)

With the region increasingly jittery following North Korea's alleged sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan in March — and amid increased Chinese muscle-flexing — Hatoyama ultimately acceded to Washington's demands. "[Removing the U.S. base from Okinawa] has proved impossible in my time," Hatoyama said when he announced his decision to step down. Not since 1960 — when Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi resigned after pushing through an unpopular U.S.-Japanese security treaty — has a Japanese leader been forced from power over the country's military ties with the U.S. "Someday," Hatoyama said, "the time will come when Japan's peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves." That's not going to happen anytime soon, in part because both sides benefit from the current agreement. The U.S. gets to station a potent punch amid one of the world's most dynamic but unsettled regions, while Japan is relieved of an additional defense-spending burden that would do little to help revive its flagging economy. The U.S. made clear shortly after Hatoyama's election that it had no intention of retreating from East Asia. Last October, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the Marines' continued presence on Okinawa the "linchpin" of Washington's East Asian strategy. "This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone," he said in Japan, "but it is the best alternative for everyone." In February, Lieut. General Keith Stalder, who commands Marines in the Pacific, put it more bluntly. "All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan," he told a Tokyo audience. "Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." That U.S. security umbrella, he pointedly added, "has brought Japan and the entire region unprecedented wealth and social advancement." Indeed, under the world's only pacifist constitution, Japan spends about 1% of its gross domestic product on defense. But the Japanese — and especially the Okinawans, whose island was under U.S. control until 1972 and which currently hosts 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan — have expressed growing irritation at what they perceive as their junior status in the relationship. Japan, they noted, has paid some $30 billion to the U.S. to support the U.S. military presence in Japan since 1978.

AT: Asian Stability Advantage: #3 Extensions

The Japanese government considers US troops crucial to their security

Reuters 10 (5/21/10, Reuters, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTKZ00643920100521 “Japan says US military presence indispensible”, EG)

Japanese Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada said on Friday that the U.S. military presence in Japan was indispensable for the security of Japan and the region."I want to explain frankly to the Japanese people that the presence of U.S. troops in Japan is indispensable to Japan's security and to the peace and stability of the region in the current security environment," he told a news conference after a meeting with U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton.

US military presence at Okinawa is crucial to the balance of power in Asia

Azhari, 10 a correspondent for PETRA Jordan News Agency and MBC Middle East Broadcasting (5/20/10, Khaldon, Singapore News, “US military presence crucial to balance of power in Asia”, http://www.channelnewsasia.com/stories/singaporelocalnews/view/1058034/1/.html, EG)

US military presence remains crucial to the balance of power in Asia, says Singapore's Minister Mentor Lee Kuan Yew.   East Asian security still needs the presence of American forces, so the region can continue its economic growth and balance the emergence of China, a country that is also important for this balance as there is no one country that should dominate Asia.   This was the message from Mr Lee at the 16th annual Nikkei Future of Asia Symposium in Tokyo.   Mr Lee also stressed the need to keep the US bases in Japan. Japan is in the midst of deciding where to relocate the US forces now based in Okinawa, and Mr Lee emphasized that US bases in Japan are necessary to maintain the balance of power in Asia.   Mr Lee said: "We believe that their presence brings about stability and peace. They need a base in the northeast, and if there is no base in Japan, they can't deploy their weaponry and project their power. If Japan closes them off from Okinawa, I think it will be a setback for the deployment of the American forces, which is not to the benefit of Asia."   Minister Mentor Lee also emphasized that Japan might take the Singaporean model to face the problem of an aging population, by opening up immigration and allowing immigrants' integration into the society without compromising local values. 
AT: Asian Stability Advantage: # 5 Extensions 

North Korea only has enough plutonium for half a dozen nuclear weapons, not enough to sustain a war

Nikitin 09- Analyst in Nonproliferation (5/5/09, Mary Beth Nikitin, Congressional Research Service, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA501307, EG)

Secretary of State Colin Powell in December 2002 stated, “We now believe [the North Koreans] have a couple of nuclear weapons and have had them for years.”15 In February 2005, North Korea officially announced that it had “manufactured nukes for self-defense.”16 Although North Korea has tested one device, Vice Foreign Minister Kim Gye Gwan has previously said that North Korea possesses multiple bombs and was building more.17 A key factor in assessing how many weapons North Korea can produce is whether North Korea needs to use more or less material than the IAEA standards of 8kg of Pu and 25kg for HEU per weapon.18 The amount of fissile material used in each weapon is determined by the design sophistication. There is no reliable public information on North Korean nuclear weapons design. In all, estimates of North Korea’s separated plutonium range between 30 and 50 kg, with an approximate 5 to 6 kg of this figure having been used for the October 2006 test.19 This amounts to enough plutonium for approximately five to eight nuclear weapons, assuming 6 kg per weapon. After the test, North Korean could possess plutonium for four to seven nuclear weapons. An unclassified intelligence report to Congress says that “prior to the test North Korea could have produced up to 50 kg of plutonium, enough for at least a half dozen nuclear weapons” and points out that additional plutonium is in the fuel of the Yongbyon reactor.20  
North Korean nuclear weapons are intended for deterrence and negotiations, not for actual war

Nikitin 09- Analyst in Nonproliferation (5/5/09, Mary Beth Nikitin, Congressional Research Service, “North Korea’s Nuclear Weapons”, http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA501307, EG)

U.S. officials in their threat assessments have described the North Korean nuclear capabilities as being more for deterrence and coercive diplomacy than for war fighting, and assess that Pyongyang most likely would “not attempt to use nuclear weapons against U.S. forces or territory unless it perceived the regime to be on the verge of military defeat and risked an irretrievable loss of control.”59 Statements by North Korean officials emphasize that moves to expand their nuclear arsenal are in response to perceived threats by the United States against the North Korean regime.60 Nuclear weapons also give North Korea leverage in diplomatic negotiations, and threatening rhetoric often coincides with times of crisis or transitions in negotiations. In January 2008, a North Korean media report stated that the country “will further strengthen our war deterrent capabilities in response to U.S. attempts to initiate nuclear war,” to express its displeasure that it had not yet been removed from the U.S. terrorism list.61 Statements from Pyongyang in January 2009 may also be part of a strategy to increase leverage in nuclear talks,62 or could indicate an increasing role for the North Korean military in nuclear policy making.63 A spokesman for North Korea’s General Staff said on April 18 that the revolutionary armed forces “will opt for increasing the nation’s defense capability including nuclear deterrent in every 
way.”64 
Solvency Frontline

1. The plan can’t solve unless the Japan-US Security Treaty is amended.  

Kapoor, June 10th.- Rajesh: is Associate Fellow at the Centre for Land Warfare Studies, New Delhi. “The Strategic Relevance of Okinawa.” http://www.idsa.in/idsacomments/TheStrategicRelevanceofOkinawa_rkapoor_100610)

Notwithstanding popular criticism and opposition, the US-Japan security alliance and the presence of USFJ remain vital to Japanese foreign and security policies. The relocation of USFJ facilities and troops outside Japan may create an imbalance between the two countries over sharing responsibilities under the terms of the security treaty. It is an obligation for the US to defend Japan under Article 5 of the Japan-US Security Treaty, while Japan is obliged to provide the use of facilities and areas in Japan under Article 6 of the treaty. This treaty is quite unlike the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), which provides only for shared defence by the contracting states. USFJ also acts as an “effective deterrent” against any armed aggression. In case attack takes place, the US is bound to protect Japan and even send reinforcements for which the bases are extremely important. In a nutshell, the USFJ is essential for the security of Japan and the presence of US troops in Japan has ensured peace and stability in the region.

2. Any change in the alliance leads to Asian instability.  

Auslin 10- Senior Research Fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University (5/15/10, Michael Auslin, Congressional testimony at the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on East Asia and the Pacific, “US-Japan Relations, http://www.aei.org/speech/100137, EG)

This past January, Washington and Tokyo observed the 50th anniversary of the U.S.-Japan Alliance, one of the most successful bilateral agreements in recent history.  Yet the past seven months of the U.S.-Japan relationship have been consumed with a growing disagreement over whether Japan will fulfill the provisions of a 2006 agreement to relocate Marine Corps Air Station Futenma from its current crowded urban location to a more remote setting on the northern part of the island.  Given that the state of U.S.-Japan relations concerns not only the economic relations between the world's two largest economies, but directly influences the larger strategic position of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region, any substantive change in the U.S.-Japan alliance or in the political relationship that undergirds it could have unanticipated effects that might increase uncertainty and potentially engender instability in this most dynamic region.

3. Decreases in US military presence in Japan would be perceived as leading to increased Japanese militarization which causes South Korea to build up its military and creates conflict

Printz 06- Lieutenant Colonel in the United States Army (2006, Scott A. Printz, USAWC Strategy Research Project, “A US Military Presence in a Post-Unified Korea: Is it required?”, www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/pdffiles/ksil467.pdf, EG)
Historically relations between Koreans and Japanese have been strained.  Embittered by the forceful and mostly brutal occupation by Imperial Japan earlier this century, Korean/Japanese relations are still tainted. Wary of the Japanese, some South Koreans are concerned how long the U.S.-Japan alliance will last given rising anti-U.S. sentiment regarding U.S. troops stationed there. Accordingly, it is perceived that reductions in U.S. troops stationed in Japan will lead to a reciprocal increase in the Japanese military.  Some measures have already been taken to reduce U.S. military presence in Okinawa based on recommendations by the Special 

Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO).35 The remilitarization of Japan would be unacceptable to Korea as well as Russia and China and would create instability in the region.  So it is no surprise that most South Koreans see Japan as the most significant regional threat over the next two decades.  Similarly, Japan would be skeptical of a unified Korea, with a large conventional force and a nuclear capability. A nationalistic Korea with strong anti-Japanese sentiments backed by the power of a united military and economy would certainly promote uneasiness in Japan.  This alone could incite Japan to expand its military capabilities.  Past missile launches by North Korea towards Japan into the East Sea has served to stir hawks in Japan’s military and government.37 

AT: Rape is Worse than Death

Claiming that rape is a fate worse than death sends a signal that women who have been raped have nothing to live for, perpetuates cultural norms that see them as ‘damaged goods’ and artificially raises the status and power of men in society

Corey Rayburn, 2004, Former NDT Champion – Iowa  and Clerk, Hon. Michael J. Melloy, United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, 78 St. John's L. Rev. 1119, Fall, l/n

Adult womyn who have been raped are four times more likely to contemplate suicide 287 and thirteen times more likely to attempt to kill themselves. 288 Although there has not been exacting quantification for suicide rates among those sexually molested as children, a connection has long been observed between the two. 289 It has been estimated that one-third of those who have been raped become permanently traumatized by the incident. 290 Even after years of professional therapy, many who have suffered the pains of being raped have taken their own lives. 291 The evidence is clear and is echoed by those who support the death penalty for rape: being raped increases the rates of suicide for children and adults. 292      Why then, against what these advocates "know," do they invoke rhetoric that makes death a preferred option for those who have been raped? The most pernicious and insidious message conveyed by comparisons to death is that those who have been raped have no reason to live. If it is true that those who have had to experience the ordeal of being  [*1154]  raped have suffered a "fate worse than death" that will haunt them for the rest of their lives, then what reason do they have to continue living? If death is truly the lesser of two evils, why would someone hesitate to embrace it as an escape from the horrific experience of rape? Such rational-choice type evaluation may seem out of place in discussing the impact of rape and the decision to commit suicide, but given that those invoking it are wedded to deterrence theories that rely on the same premises, it seems a horrific oversight not to consider the signals sent to womyn and children.        This is not to say that a person who has been raped would decide to commit suicide because a Louisiana judge said that being raped is worse than death. Rather, the rhetoric comparing death to rape contributes to a cultural norm built upon Victorian artifacts that elevates womyn's chastity to the very essence of their identity. Arguing that a person would commit suicide based on the words of policymakers is the type of strawperson that those espousing executions as a solution would surely invoke, but it misses the structure at play in these cases. When death becomes a lesser fate than being raped, patriarchal norms of childhood "innocence" and womyn's virginity become the crucial elements of personhood. Attempts to recover from rape become fruitless before they start because those who have been raped are already the "living dead."       The experience of being alive and dead after being raped is a common phenomenon for womyn in America and around the world. "Women disassociate themselves from rape because the vast majority of people still believe that a woman who has been raped is filthy, better off dead, irrational, or got what she was looking for." 293 Outside of the United States, in communities where rape is seen as a fate worse than death, people who have been raped often become social outcasts. 294 Rape is a badge of shame for these womyn as no one in society wants to deal with the "living dead." 295 When policymakers and judges in America use comparisons to death to justify their decisions, cultural norms that isolate womyn in other countries gain a foothold here. Such a risk should not be taken lightly as a revival of Victorian sexual norms and conceptions regarding rape would represent a grave threat to American womyn and children.         [*1155]  In response to the above contention, one could argue that those invoking comparisons to death are only speaking of the experience itself, but not the aftereffects. That is, womyn are not being told that there is no reason to continue to live, but instead that they have experienced a "living death" and can now recover from that trauma. While there may be some merit to this interpretation of rape/death rhetoric, it is not supported by those who are invoking these Victorian bromides in today's political debates. In fact, supporters of the death penalty belabor the notion that rape devastates the rest of a person's life, and they go so far as to argue that the effects extend into future generations. 296 Some even cite suicide statistics 297 to justify heavy punishment with no regard to the fact that their rhetoric makes suicide a preferable option. Attempting to backpedal after the fact seems disingenuous. Further, what judges, commentators, and policymakers may intend is hardly the issue when the effects of their rhetoric become reality for womyn and children in America.       Even beyond the implicit rational choice to commit suicide underlying rape/death rhetoric, there is an explicit devaluing of womyn's lives in arguing that rape is worse than death.        As someone who was raped explained:     

To concur with the view that rape is the single worst thing that can happen to a woman is to do disservice to women... . It raises the status of the penis to an unproductive level. It is to say that all of women's powers, all that we can stand in the face of pain and hardship, are reduced to naught because we will fall to pieces should an unwelcome lump of male flesh be forced upon us. Victims all. 298       Giving a penis-with-intent the ability to permanently destroy any person it touches is to deny any chance for recovery and a meaningful life. None of this is to blame those who do not recover, but rhetoric that traps womyn and children into a corner of isolation and reliving agony should not be supported. That rape is a horror that most of us cannot comprehend is not a reason to inflict our inherent ignorance upon those who have already suffered. Using someone else's suffering for political gain is sad, but probably inevitable. Using the suffering and then framing it in a way that causes people to re-experience it and ultimately question their reason for living is horrific.
We must resist rhetoric that equates rape with death – failure to do so disempowers and subjugates women and furthers patriarchal dominance

Corey Rayburn, 2004, Former NDT Champion – Iowa  and Clerk, Hon. Michael J. Melloy, United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, 78 St. John's L. Rev. 1119, Fall, l/n

Nonetheless, it is important to move beyond simple policy opposition on this issue. There is a new, but very old, rhetoric buttressing proponents of these death penalty statutes. As long as populations and politicians can make the appeal that rape is an evil worse than death, they can push these laws with a load of Victorian, patriarchal baggage attached. Womyn and children become objects to be owned and controlled and the consequences of the rhetoric can be devastating on their lives. As long as womyn are told that they would be better off dead than raped, we will continue to read stories of womyn emulating Maria Goretti and dying as a consequence. Children will continue to feel that their meaningful life is over and suicides and trauma will become more common. Womyn and children will ultimately bear the insidious consequences of linguistic choices shaped by a patriarchal culture.     That the adult men in power do not see the consequences of their words and do not think before they speak is nothing new. That they do so in order to support state killing adds substantial weight to the language of domination that they deploy. When womyn and children are nothing more than pawns in a game of politics and crime fighting, the result is sure to be negative for those without political power. When they also regurgitate and propagate notions of personhood derived from antediluvian conceptions of what it means to be raped and violated, the epistemological gap in comprehension creates a doubly blinding effect. Men in power rarely have  [*1165]  any understanding of rape or child molestation on a personal level. Thus, driving policy aims with a lack of understanding ensures effects outside of their narrow conception of the world. Death penalty statutes derived from belief without foundation and rhetoric without understanding will cause consequences unforeseen to those who could not comprehend the problems in the first place.      As a result, the only way to position ourselves against these efforts is to stop them before they gain momentum built on frenzy and hysteria. Allowing capital rape statutes and the notion that "rape is worse than death" to gain a more significant foothold in the legal and cultural realms cannot be easily undone. It must start and stop with Louisiana and efforts to extend other laws around the globe must be similarly opposed. To do otherwise is to replicate and revive Victorian paradigms surrounding rape in a modern society and resubjugate womyn and children under a pernicious patriarchal regime of rhetoric and policy.

Claims that “rape is a fate worse than death” are rooted in Victorian ideals of honor that ultimately disempower women and deny them political agency – the label itself is an act of rhetorical violence

Karen Engle, 2005, W. H. Francis, Jr. Professor and Director, Bernard and Audre Rapoport Center for Human Rights and Justice, University of Texas School of Law, 99 A.J.I.L. 778, October, l/n

Portraying women as victims of male violence and subordination is functional for feminists. It explains, for example, why women often seem unable to speak -- either to testify to their own victimization or to prevent the victimization of others. It also relieves them of responsibility for that lack of speech, as well as for any direct involvement in violence or war. The portrayal "works," but -- as the Abu Ghraib events attest -- it is based on fragile assumptions. And its denial of a feminine will to power has effects, to the extent that it perpetuates a view of women as subordinated and powerless. The very success that feminists now acknowledge -- success in calling international legal attention to rape -- relies at some real level on a denial of women's power. 205     The portrayal of the harm of rape itself would seem to perpetuate a diminished sense of women's sexual and political agency. For many advocates, the understanding of rape is that it is a "fate worse than death." This Victorian idea of the effects of loss of honor is now projected onto Bosnian Muslim women. The OTP, by pursuing cases that focused exclusively on rape, succeeded in developing jurisprudence on sexual violence against women. In finding that rape per se constituted the harm required for torture, the ICTY reinforced the understanding that women are not capable of not being victimized by the rapes. Moreover, by seeing the primary harm to women as rape, feminist advocates and the Tribunal alike participated in obfuscating other harms that women might have suffered in the war.      As difficult as it might be, perhaps feminist advocates should ask whether rape is really a fate worse than death. Many women, including rape victims, in Bosnia and Herzegovina arguably saw a worse fate -- death -- befall their family members. But they suffered in other ways as well. As Gillian Mezey, a participant in the European Community's 1992 investigation into the rapes, explains:     For virtually all victims the sexual assault represents one aspect, but not necessarily the most significant, amongst other forms of degrading and humiliating treatment. Many women have witnessed the torture or death of family members, had their family dispersed to whereabouts that are unknown, been shot at, mortared, experienced extreme physical privations, seen their homes burned and their communities destroyed, with little prospect of being able to return in the future or seeing an end to the hostility and aggression. 206     Despite this observation, Mezey ultimately focuses on the rapes themselves, the motivations behind them, their normalization during wartime, and their ongoing effects. 207 While these are all important areas of study, her observation quoted above is also worth attending to.      Seeing rape as the basis of Bosnian Muslim women's oppression not only deflects attention from the other ways that women -- and men -- have been harmed; it also often misses the ways  [*814]  that they have fought back personally and politically. 208 As Judge Nusreta Sivac, who was detained at Omarska, explains in a 1996 documentary, Calling the Ghosts: "Generally it bothers me when someone says raped women. . . . Raped women -- that hurts a person, to be marked as a raped woman, as if you had no other characteristic, as if that were your sole identity." 209 Recall the ways that women who were raped were seen as broken, as survivors at best but forever traumatized. Layer onto that image of broken raped women the portrayals of Bosnian Muslim women's lives as governed by Islamic fundamentalism, and the fate is quite possibly worse than death. Extend this image of the traumatized Muslim victim to all Bosnian Muslim women, who were all potentially raped, and the possibilities for political and sexual agency are few.

Those who have experienced rape are less likely to call it a “fate worse than death” – we should take care in the words we say, because even when our intentions are good, the use of patriarchal Victorian era language can have unintended consequences

Corey Rayburn, 2004, Former NDT Champion – Iowa  and Clerk, Hon. Michael J. Melloy, United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, 78 St. John's L. Rev. 1119, Fall, l/n

Famed U.K. child doctor Miriam Stoppard boldly asserted that "the vast majority of women regard rape as a fate worse than death ... ." 238 How she reached this conclusion and what empirical data supported it remain only known to Dr. Stoppard. Stoppard's claim was bold in its universality, but it has been echoed by a variety of other prominent international writers and scholars. 239 It is also interesting to note that the  [*1147]  accounts of those in the media spotlight who seem least inclined to argue that rape is worse than death are those who have actually experienced it. 240     Some members of the popular press have sought to raise awareness about rape by using catchphrases equating rape with death. 241 Joan Burnie, a noted columnist for the Daily Record has repeatedly used "worse than death" rhetoric to raise consciousness about Scotland's failure to take rape seriously. 242 Her July 2002 column was typical of a well-meaning deployment of mortality rhetoric when she wrote, "When Victorians called rape the fate worse than death they weren't too wrong because for many of its victims, it is a living death." 243 Similarly, in May 2003 she wrote, "Maybe the Victorians were right when they called it the fate worse than death." 244      Rape-conscious scholarly opinion has mirrored this trend in the media and endorsed the Victorian notion that rape is a "fate worse than death." 245 Noted genocide scholar Robert Jay Lifton deployed death rhetoric in talking about the suffering of raped womyn in Rwanda, stating: "A woman is seen as a symbol of purity. The family revolves around that symbol. Then there is a brutal attack on that symbol, stigmatising them all. In this way, rape is worse than death." 246 Lifton's account is especially notable because it is premised upon a conception of a proper role for womyn within a given culture. 247 The debate amongst legal academics regarding the Louisiana capital rape statute has also resulted in supporters analogizing death to rape. One author argued that American opinion had reached the point of equivalency for punishing rape and murder when she wrote, "Our society has evolved to find the death penalty proportional to the crime of rape against a child." 248 In a truly Orwellian twist of rape and  [*1148]  death rhetoric, another scholar justified capital rape statutes by arguing that "one who takes another's life is a murderer; one who rapes a child under the age of twelve murders innocence." 249      Members of international non-governmental organizations ("NGOs") have also supported the death penalty for rape on the premise of its similarity to murder. Narayan Swamy, project manager of the NGO I THINK, said, "Just like murder, child rape is a horrific crime and anyone who is a parent would go to great lengths to ensure their children are not violated." 250 Swamy's statement was appropriated by the Malaysian media to substantiate arguments for the death penalty as a possible solution to child rape. 251 Similarly, a doctor in South Africa charged with treating refugees from Zimbabwe who had been raped by government-orchestrated rape squads said that "in [Zimbabwe's] culture, rape is worse than death." 252 And there can be no doubt that international caregivers, members of the media, and some scholars only have the best of intentions regarding raising awareness about rape, but when their words are shaped by cultures grounded in patriarchy, the words take on other, unintended meanings.

Calling rape a ‘fate worse than death’ disempowers women and reinforces patriarchy

Corey Rayburn, 2004, Former NDT Champion – Iowa  and Clerk, Hon. Michael J. Melloy, United States Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit, 78 St. John's L. Rev. 1119, Fall, l/n

Worse still, policies premised on the notion that death is a lesser concern than rape send a series of pernicious signals that degrade womyn and children. The very heart of feminist critiques of rape law are denigrated by the disempowering rhetorical moves made to garner support for this new wave of legislation. When womyn's lives are leveraged into a utilitarian calculus that values chastity over survival, the Victorian shackles that feminism has sought to break reassert themselves in insidious fashion. Womyn's choices to live or die are then judged by cultural norms derived from patriarchy.

** Hegemony**

Hegemony is Unsustainable

US hegemony is unsustainable

Layne 98- Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University (Summer 1998, Christopher Layne, World Policy Journal, “Rethinking American grand strategy: hegemony or balance of power in the twenty-first century?”, Academic OneFile, EG)

My argument for adopting an alternative grand strategy is prospective: although it may be sustainable for perhaps another decade, American hegemony cannot be maintained much beyond that period. The changing distribution of power in the international system - specifically, the relative decline of U.S. power and the corresponding rise of new great powers - will render the strategy of preponderance untenable. This strategy is also being undermined because the credibility of America's extended deterrence strategy is eroding rapidly. Over time, the costs and risks of the strategy of preponderance will rise to unacceptably high levels. The time to think about alternative grand strategic futures is now - before the United States is overtaken by events. 

In advocating an offshore balancing strategy, I do not deprecate those who believe that bad things (increased geopolitical instability) could happen if the United States were to abandon the strategy of preponderance. Indeed, they may; however, that is only half of the argument. The other half, seldom acknowledged by champions of preponderance, is that bad things - perhaps far worse things could happen if the United States stays on its present strategic course. 

Grand strategies must be judged by the amount of security they provide; whether they are sustainable; their cost; the degree of risk they entail; and their tangible and intangible domestic effects. Any serious debate about U.S. grand strategy must use these criteria to assess the comparative merits of both the current grand strategy and its competitors. The time is rapidly approaching when the strategy of preponderance will be unable to pass these tests. 

The suggestion that the days of American hegemony are numbered no doubt will be met with disbelief by advocates of the current grand strategy. This is unsurprising. Having fulfilled their hegemonic ambitions following the Soviet Union's collapse, the advocates of preponderance want to keep the world the way it is. American grand strategists view the prospect of change in international politics in much the same way that British prime minister Lord Salisbury did toward the end of the nineteenth century. "What ever happens will be for the worse," Salisbury said, "and therefore it is in our interest that as little should happen as possible." 

US hegemony is unsustainable; other countries are already being to engage in hard balancing

Layne 06- Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University. (Fall 2006, Christopher Layne, International Security, “The Unipolar Illusion Revisited: The Coming End of the United States’ Unipolar Moment”, MIT Press Journals, EG)

In international politics there are no benevolent hegemons. In today’s world, other states dread both the overconcentration of geopolitical influence in the United States’ favor and the purposes for which it may be used. As Paul Sharp writes, “No great power has a monopoly on virtue and, although some may have a great deal more virtue than others, virtue imposed on others is not seen as such by them. All great powers are capable of exercising a measure of self-restraint, but they are tempted not to and the choice to practice restraint is made easier by the existence of countervailing power and the possibility of it being exercised.”74 While Washington’s self-proclaimed benevolence is inherently ephemeral, the hard fist of U.S. power is tangible.
Since the Cold War ’s end, most U.S. grand strategists have believed that American hegemony is exceptional, and therefore that the United States need not worry about other states engaging in counterhegemonic balancing against it. They advance two reasons for this assessment. First, drawing on balance of threat and hegemonic stability theories, some scholars argue that other states regard the United States as a benevolent, or nonthreatening, hegemon. Second, some scholars claim that strategically the United States is immune from counterhegemonic balancing because overwhelming U.S. military and economic power makes it impossible for others to balance against the United States. The case for U.S. hegemonic exceptionalism, however, is weak. 

To be sure, contrary to the predictions of Waltzian balance of power theorists, unipolarity persists. No new great powers have emerged to restore equilibrium to the balance of power by engaging in hard balancing against the United States—at least, not yet. This has led primacists to conclude that there 

has been no balancing against the United States. However, the primacists’ focus on both the failure of new great powers to emerge and the absence of hard balancing distracts attention from other forms of behavior—notably leash-slipping—by major second-tier states that ultimately could lead to the end of unipolarity. Unipolarity is the foundation of U.S. hegemony and, if it ends, so will U.S. primacy. U.S. hegemony cannot endure indefinitely. Even the strongest proponents of primacy harbor an unspoken fear that U.S. hegemony will provoke the very kind of geopolitical backlash that they say cannot happen (or at least cannot happen for a very long time).119 In fact, although a new geopolitical balance has yet to emerge, there is considerable evidence that other states have been engaging in balancing against the United States—including hard balancing. U.S. concerns about China’s great power emergence reflect Washington’s fears about the military, as well as economic, implications of China’s rise. Other evidence suggests—at least by some measures—that the international system is closer to a multipolar distribution of power than primacists realize. In its survey of likely international developments through 2020, the National Intelligence Council’s report Mapping the Global Future notes: “The likely emergence of China and India as new major global players—similar to the rise of 

Germany in the 19th century and the United States in the early 20th century— will transform the geopolitical landscape, with impacts potentially as dramatic as those of the previous two centuries. In the same way that commentators refer to the 1900s as the American Century, the early 21st century may be seen as the time when some in the developing world led by China and India came into their own.”120  In a similar vein, a recent study by the Strategic Assessment Group projects that by 2020 both China (which Mapping the Global Future 

argues will then be “by any measure a first-rate military power”) and the European Union could each have nearly as much power as the United States.121 Projecting current trends several decades into the future has its pitfalls (not least because of the difficulty of converting economic power into effective military power). But if this ongoing shift in the distribution of relative power continues, new poles of power in the international system are likely to emerge in the next decade or two. 

The financial crisis means that the US can no longer act as a global hegemon

Layne 09- Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University. (July 2009, Christopher Layne, International Security, “The Waning of US Hegemony- Myth or Reality? A Review Essay, MIT Press Journals, EG) 

Whether the United States will be able to continue to act as a hegemonic stabilizer is an open question, because the looming fiscal crisis could compel it to retrench strategically. Economically, it already is doubtful that the United States is still a hegemon. At the April 2009 Group of 20 meeting in London, President Barack Obama acknowledged that the United States no longer is able to play this role, and the world increasingly is looking to China (and India and other emerging market states) to be the locomotives of global recovery.92 Additionally, the United States’ liberal preferences have suffered a setback. Institutions have failed to produce a coordinated response to the financial and economic crisis: through the actions of national governments, the state has been brought back in to regulate economic policy; and states have responded to the crisis by adopting nationalistic policies rather than through increasing international cooperation.93 What these trends mean for the future remains to be seen. Suffice it to say, Robert Keohane’s “after hegemony” thesis and the institutional “lock in” theory will undergo real-world tests.94 It is unclear if international trade will contract in a deglobalized world, and whether states will revert to mercantilist policies, and, if so, whether less economic openness would lead to an increase in geopolitical turbulence. One way or another, however, we are certain to find out. 
Hegemony Will Inevitably Decline

Because of the cyclical nature of the international system, US hegemony will inevitably decline

Beeson 04- Winthrop Professor in Political Science and International Relations and the University of Westen Australia. (1/1/2004, Mark Beeson, Encyclopedia of Public Policy: Governance in a Global Age, “US Hegemony”, Ed. By Phillip O’Hara, EG) 

Given the assumptions realists make about the competitive, zero-sum nature of the international system, hegemonic power is consequently seen as cyclical:  one power will ultimately be replaced by another as uneven economic growth fundamentally transforms power relativities between states. Changes in the underlying balance of power are resolved in hegemonic wars as a new international hierarchy is established around the emergent hegemonic power (Gilpin 1989). Even though some of the most influential realist perspectives on hegemony question whether any state has the capacity to achieve global dominance, the logic of realist thinking dictates that hegemonic powers will and – in America’s case at least - ought to try and suppress rivals in the interests of systemic stability (Mearsheimer 2001). 

Hegemony Impact Defense

Hegemony does not prevent war; it leads to the emergence of other world powers as counterbalances

Layne 98- Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University (Summer 1998, Christopher Layne, World Policy Journal, “Rethinking American grand strategy: hegemony or balance of power in the twenty-first century?”, Academic OneFile, EG)

As I have already suggested, states are ever-vigilant when it comes to maintaining their security because they want to survive as independent actors. Hence, when faced with a hegemonic challenger, they "balance" against it. That is, they build up their own military power and, if necessary, form alliances to create a geopolitical counterweight to the aspiring hegemon. Up to a point, it is a good thing for a state to be powerful. But it is not good for a state to become too powerful because then it frightens others. The fact that hegemons invariably are brought low demonstrates a paradoxical truth of international politics: when a state wins too much, it loses. 

Given the poor track record of would-be hegemons, why do American international relations theorists and, more important, policymakers believe the United States can succeed where others have failed? There are three reasons. First, they argue that others do not balance against overwhelming power per se. Rather, they assert that states balance against those who act in a threatening manner, which the United States, as a "benign" hegemon, does not.(9) Second, scholars and policymakers believe that because the United States takes into account other states' interests, far from balancing against the United States, others want to ally with it. Finally, it is claimed that America's "soft power" - the appeal of America's liberal democratic values and culture legitimates its exercise of hegemonic power. The belief that liberal democracy legitimizes American hegemony pervades the U.S. foreign policy community. One commentator contends that the world accepts America's preponderance because others "know that they have little to fear or distrust from a righteous state."(10) A Bush administration Pentagon policy statement contends: "Our fundamental belief in democracy and human rights gives other nations confidence that our significant military power threatens no one's aspirations for peaceful democratic progress."(11)  Unchecked Power: The conviction that America can be a successful hegemon is self-serving - and wrong. No state can afford to base its security on trust in others' good intentions. Intentions are ephemeral; today's peaceful intentions may turn malevolent tomorrow. That is why states rest their strategies on the estimates of others' capabilities; that is, of their power (actual or latent). It is a would-be hegemon's formidable power capabilities that worry others. To put it in other words, hegemons are threatening precisely because they have too much power. In a unipolar world, the United States is, by definition, hegemonic. It is the very fact of America's unchecked power that others perceive as threatening. And it is this imbalance of power in America's favor that they will seek to counter. The fear that aspiring hegemons instill in others explains in large measure why America's hope of thwarting the rise of new great powers is doomed to failure. Historically, the existence of an aspiring hegemon has been a powerful catalyst to the emergence of new great powers. In this sense, the rise of new great powers can be properly viewed as a defensive reaction to the threat posed by hegemonic power. There have been two prior "unipolar moments." In 1660, France was acknowledged to be Europe's only great power. By 1713, however, England and Austria, in direct response to France's overweening power, had established themselves as great powers. Victorian Britain's mid-nineteenth-century unipolar moment was ended by the rise to great power status of Germany, the United States, and Japan. For all of these states, fear of British power was a driving force in their respective emergence as great powers. 

There is absolutely no compelling reason to believe that the United States today will be exempt from this process. Over the next 10 to 20 years, American preponderance surely will spur the emergence of Germany, Japan, and China (and Russia's probable reemergence) as great powers capable of acting as counterweights to American power. To return to the question posed earlier in this section: in the abstract it would be great for the United States to be a hegemon if it could do so successfully. The problem, however, is that hegemony has never been a winning strategy in modern international politics, and it is not likely to be so for the United States. The strategy of preponderance is flawed because its assumptions about continued American hegemony in a unipolar world are wrong. 

The impacts are empirically denied- the US has already suffered a massive decline in heg due to the Iraq War and the economic crisis

Kane 09– Professor of in the Department of Politics and Public Policy and Griffith University. (2009, John Kane, Australian Journal of International Affairs, “US leadership and international order; the future of American foreign policy”, pgs. 571-592, EG)  

The question of capacity must be raised, first, because of the shaking of international faith in American leadership caused by the actions and attitudes of the Bush-Cheney years. The surge of goodwill toward Obama after his election, and broad world approval of his early foreign policy moves—announcing the closure of Guantnamo, prohibiting torture, speaking to Iran, and so on—showed that moral authority was not irrevocably lost, though the road back might still be long and bumpy. Second, and more serious, is the issue of the long-rolling economic crisis, addressing which has saddled the US government with huge deficits into the foreseeable future and raised doubts about its ability adequately to finance ongoing programs. The fact that this crisis had its origins in hugely imprudent home lending and lax financial sector practices in the United States also delivered a severe blow to American credibility internationally, seeming dramatically to signal the modern shifting of the global economic centre of balance. The once powerful engine of the world economy, even as its own public infrastructure crumbled from neglect and lack of investment, turned itself from a producer to a consumer nation. Worse, consumption was paid for by debt founded on inflated house values, fuelled ultimately by the lending of new producer nations, particularly China, to the US government. Although no nation could escape the economic fallout from the freezing of credit that followed the collapse of giant banking and insurance companies, it was hardly surprising that the reaction of some foreign countries—most notably Germany and Russia—toward the Unites States should be a mixture of blame and contempt. China, worried about the value of its huge dollar holdings tied up in US government securities, began expressing talk about a shift from the US dollar as the unit of international currency. Even as Obama spoke of reasserting responsible American leadership, doubting heads of state around the world questioned whether America's leadership moment had finally passed. In the United States itself, Robert Pape argued that '[i]f present trends continue, we will look back at the Bush administration years as the death knell of American hegemony'

US hegemony does not prevent great power war

Mearsheimer 01-  R. Wendell Harrison Distinguished Service Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago. (September 2001, John J. Mearsheimer, Foreign Affairs “The Future of the American Pacifier”, HeinOnline, EG) 

The claim that the United States invariably gets drawn into great-power wars in Europe is also not persuasive. Both the United Kingdom and the United States have traditionally been offshore balancers who have been pulled into great-power conflicts only when there has been a potential regional hegemon that other parties could not contain by themselves. For example, both the United Kingdom and the United States were content to sit out the Franco-Prussian War (1870-71) and the Russo-Japanese War (1904-5), because in neither case did the outcome threaten to create a hegemonic power. Moreover, the United States would not have entered World War I or World War II had the European powers been able to contain Germany by themselves. It was only because Germany threatened to overrun Europe in early 1917 and again in mid-1940 that the United States accepted a continental commitment. One might counter that if the United States stays put in Europe and Northeast Asia, there will be no great-power war in the first place and thus no danger that Americans might have to suffer its horrible costs. But although a US military presence may make war less likely, it cannot guarantee that conflict will not break out. If the US military stays put in Northeast Asia, for example, it could plausibly end up in a war with China over Taiwan. If a great-power war does occur, moreover, this time the United States will be involved form the start, which does not make good strategic sense. It would be best for the United States either to avoid the fighting entirely or, if it has to join in, to do so later rather than earlier. That way, the United States would pay a much smaller price that the states fighting from start to finish and would be well positioned at the war’s end to win the peace and shape the postwar world to its advantage. 

Heg can’t solve for war- the idea that war is necessary is too engrained in American society

Kagan 08- Senior Associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. (July 2008, Robert Kagan, International Politics: The Hague, “Dangerous Nation”, ProQuest, EG) 

Modern Americans do not talk this way any more, but it is not obvious that we are very different in our attitudes toward war, regardless of what we may think about ourselves. Our martial tradition has remained remarkably durable, especially when compared to most other democracies in the post-World War II era. From 1989 to 2003, a 14-year period spanning three very different presidencies, the United States deployed large numbers of combat troops or engaged in extended campaigns of aerial bombing and missile attacks on nine different occasions: in Panama (1989), Somalia (1992), and Haiti (1994), in Bosnia (1995-1996) and Kosovo (1999), in Afghanistan (2001), and three times in Iraq (1991, 1998, and 2003). That is an average of one significant military intervention every year-and-a-half -- a greater frequency than at any time in our history. Americans have always revered their military leaders, from Washington to Grant to Eisenhower to Powell, and even today there is scarcely a nation in the world whose political parties, both Republican and Democratic, so frequently consider nominating generals for the presidency. Americans stand almost alone in believing in the utility and even necessity of war as a means of obtaining justice. Transatlantic polling surveys commissioned by the German Marshall Fund consistently show that 80% of Americans agree with the proposition that 'Under some conditions, war is necessary to obtain justice.' In France, Germany, Italy, and Spain only 30% agree.

How do we reconcile the gap between our preferred self-image and this historical reality? The answer is with difficulty. We are and have always been uncomfortable with our power, our ambition, and our willingness to use force to achieve our objectives. What the historian Gordon Wood has called our deeply rooted 'republicanism' has always made us suspicious of power, even our own. Our enlightenment liberalism, with its belief in universal rights and self-determination, makes us uncomfortable using our influence, even in what we regard as a good cause, to deprive others of their freedom of action. Our religious conscience makes us look disapprovingly on ambition, both personal and national. Our modern democratic worldview conceives of 'honor' as something antiquated and undemocratic. These misgivings rarely stop us from pursuing our goals, or quench our ambitions or our desire for honor, any more than our suspicion of wealth stops us from trying to accumulate it. But they do make us unwilling or unable to see ourselves as others see us, and as we really are. Instead we construct more comforting narratives of our past. Or we create some idealized foreign policy against which to measure our present behavior. We hope that we can either return to the policies of that imagined past or approximate that imagined ideal, to recapture our innocence. It is easier than facing the hard truth, that for good and for ill America's expansiveness, its intrusiveness, its tendency toward political, economic, and strategic dominance is not some aberration from our true nature but was imprinted in the nation's DNA.

Hegemony Increases Threats

Being a hegemon increases the number of security threats to the US

Jervis 06- Professor of international politics, Columbia University. (Summer 2006, Robert Jervis, The Washington Quarterly, “The remaking of a unipolar world”, InformaWorld, EG) 

The U.S. position in the world is without precedent, but the basic impulses animating it are not. Having established order within its large sphere, a hegemon will find itself threatened by whatever is beyond its reach. The very extent of the hegemon's influence means that all sorts of geographic and ideological disturbances can threaten it. Frontiers can be expanded, but doing so just recreates them. Despite the fact that or perhaps because it lacked what would now be referred to as peer competitors, the Roman empire was never able to establish stable frontiers, and although the United Kingdom in the nineteenth century was able to develop tolerable working relationships with European states, its empire expanded beyond the original intention in part because of the inability to control and limit its holdings in Africa and Asia. Having established trading outposts, it was driven to further expansion not only by competition with other European states, but by the difficulties of establishing local order.7 For the United States, the frontier is ideological rather than geographic, but the basic point is the same: preservation of a desirable and ordered zone requires taming or subduing areas and ideologies of potential disturbance. Hegemony thus also ironically magnifies the sense of threat. The very fact that the United States has interests throughout the world leads to the fear that undesired changes in one area could undermine its interests elsewhere. Most changes will harm the United States if they do not improve its situation. Furthermore, U.S. hegemony means that even those who share its values and interests have incentives to free ride on its efforts, knowing that Washington cannot shirk its role. Thus, although the United States has few intrinsic interests in the borderlands around China and Japan is strong enough to carry much of the weight in this region, U.S. fears about the rise of China follow a certain logic. Unless China becomes a benign democracy, increases in its regional influence will diminish that of the United States. Although China cannot become a peer competitor in the foreseeable future, even those who are not paranoid believe that China will intrude on the U.S. order because the latter extends to China's doorstep. Disturbances that would be dismissed in a multipolar or bipolar world loom much larger for the hegemon because it is present in all corners of the globe and everything seems interconnected. It is a truism of realism that increases in national power bring increases in interests. It is not only with aggressors that the appetite grows with the eating. 

AT: Economic interdependence solves for war

Economic interdependence does not produce peace; instead peace produces economic interdependence

Layne 98- Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University (Summer 1998, Christopher Layne, World Policy Journal, “Rethinking American grand strategy: hegemony or balance of power in the twenty-first century?”, Academic OneFile, EG)

There are three ways in which economic interdependence supposedly causes peace. First, there is commercial liberalism's traditional assumption that by increasing prosperity, an open international trading system decreases the risk of war because states will not want to have their trade and prosperity interrupted by war. The intellectual lineage of this notion traces back to the ideas of Adam Smith, John Bright, Richard Cobden, and Norman Angell. (Angell, writing on the eve of the First World War, famously predicted that because of economic interdependence a great European war was impossible.) Second, U.S. policymakers believe a key "lesson" of the 1930s is that economic nationalism (autarky, rival trade blocs) led to totalitarianism and militarism in Germany and Japan, and thus was an important cause of geopolitical instability. Hence, they believe that the open postwar international trading system will prevent a replay of the 1930s. Third, they also believe that the Second World War's origins were rooted in economic causes (in, for example, competition for territorial control of markets and raw materials). An open international trading system eliminates the need to capture resources and markets by providing nondiscriminatory access to all states. These arguments notwithstanding, international economic interdependence does not cause peace. In fact, it has very serious adverse security consequences that its proponents either do not understand or will not acknowledge. Economic relations (whether domestic or international) never take place in a vacuum; on the contrary, they occur within a politically defined framework. International economic interdependence requires certain conditions in order to flourish, including a maximum degree of political order and stability. Just as the market cannot function within a state unless the state creates a stable "security" environment in which economic exchange can occur (by protecting property rights and enforcing contracts), the same is true in international relations. Because there is no world government, it falls to the dominant state to create the conditions under which economic interdependence can take hold (by providing security, rules of the game, and a reserve currency, and by acting as the global economy's banker and lender of last resort). Without a dominant power to perform these tasks, economic interdependence does not happen. Indeed, free trade and interdependence have occurred in the modern international system only during the hegemonies of Victorian Britain and postwar America. 

International economic interdependence generally occurs when states feel secure, when they do not have to worry that others will transform their economic gains from trade into military advantages. Conversely, when states are concerned about their security, they are less likely to engage in free trade. When security is at issue, states are always measuring themselves in comparison with their actual, or potential, rivals. When states feel secure, they focus on the overall gains to global wealth that flow from trade. Under peaceful international conditions, the distribution of this increased wealth is not a matter of high politics: so long as all states are getting wealthier, trade is looked upon as a good thing. When security is an issue, however, states become intensely concerned about how the gains from trade are being distributed. When security concerns are paramount, the key question no longer is whether everyone is gaining something but rather who is gaining the most. Because economic power is the cornerstone of military strength, when security is an issue states want their economies to be more vigorous and to grow faster than those of their rivals. Also, when war is regarded as a real possibility, states deliberately attempt to reduce their dependence on imported products and raw materials in order to minimize their vulnerability to economic coercion by others. This also impairs economic interdependence. The bottom line here is this: When security in the international system is plentiful, trade flourishes and, so long as they are getting richer themselves, states are untroubled by the fact that others also are getting wealthier. When security in the international system is scarce, however, trade diminishes; states seek to maximize their power (economic and military) over their rivals, and hence attempt to ensure they become richer than their rivals.
Heg Causes Terrorism

Turn: US hegemony causes terrorism

Newman 06- Peace and Governance Programme, United National University. (December 2006, Edward Newman, Studies in Conflict and Terrorism, “Exploring the “Root Causes of Terrorism”, InformaWorld, EG) 

Sixth, a clash of values, especially associated with ideological or “religious” terrorism, has been posited as a root cause of certain types of terrorism. As a result of globalization, value systems have increasingly come into contact and in some cases into tension, creating the perception or fear of cultural imperialism and hegemony. This is not necessarily a religious clash, but a cultural clash. Ajami (2001) has argued that “Islam didn't produce Mohamed Atta. He was born of his country's struggle to reconcile modernity with tradition.” Similarly, Barber (2001, xii) has described the “collision between the forces of disintegral tribalism and reactionary fundamentalism” with “the forces of integrative modernization and aggressive economic and cultural globalization … brutally exacerbated by the dialectical interdependence of these two seemingly oppositional sets of forces.” For Barber (2001, xiv), so-called Islamic fundamentalist terrorists are in fact “people who detest modernity—the secular, scientific, rational, and commercial civilization created by the Enlightenment as it is defined by both its virtues (freedom, democracy, tolerance, and diversity) and its vices (inequality, hegemony, cultural imperialism, and materialism).” So, “globalization's current architecture breeds anarchy, nihilism, and violence” (Barber 2001, xvi). Scruton (2002, 126-28, 157-161) also sees Islamic “terrorism” as an expression of the rejection of the modern state and secularism, and a collision between globalization and Islamic revivalism in crisis. Thus, it is not poverty per se that causes terrorism. Modernity and globalization “means the loss of sovereignty, together with large-scale social, economic, and aesthetic disruption. It also means an invasion of images that evoke outrage and disgust as much as envy in the hearts of those who are exposed to them” (Scruton 2002, 132). Rabasa (2003, 9) also notes the “radical change that the Muslim world has undergone in modern times” and the intrusion of Western culture and globalization. This clash of values argument often includes the structure and nature of U.S. power and foreign policy as a explanatory cause, especially when it relates to U.S. “intervention” and support for “corrupt” governments (Baregu 2002; Bergen 2001, 19-20; Hinde 2002; Stern 2003) . Chua (2003) relates this phenomenon beyond Islamic extremism. She argues that globalization, free markets, and the spread of democracy have resulted in economic instability, volatile social situations, and have incited economic devastation, ethnic hatred and genocidal violence throughout the developing world. So, for Chua and others, the market is not neutral: it is destructive and brings fundamental, violent change. Mousseau (2002, 5-6) agrees that an important underlying cause of terrorism is “the deeply embedded antimarket rage brought on by the forces of globalization.” But where is the causal relationship, and is this of use to the analyst?

AT: Heg Causes Terrorism

Terrorism increases as countries experience a decline in hegemony

Volgy et al 97- Thomas J Volgy and Lawrence E Imwalle are professors in the Department of Political Science, University of Arizona. Jeff J. Corntassel is a professor in the Department of Political Science, Virginia Tech. (1997, Thomas J Volgy, Lawrence E Imwalle, Jeff J Corntassel, International Interactions, “Structural Determinants of International Terrorism: The Effects of Hegemony and Polarity on Terrorist Activity”, InformaWorld, EG) 

While international terrorism is practiced by sub-state actors, it can be viewed as armed conflict akin to interstate wars and crises. Just as the frequency and intensity of interstate wars and crises are preceeded by fluctuations in hegemonic control in the international system (Volgy arid Imwalle 1995), outbreaks of international terrorism may be sensitive as well to hegemonic changes in relational power. This may be especially so since terrorism is a counter-hegemonic strategy that seeks to exploit opportunities accorded to terrorists by detectable weaknesses in the power of the state. In fact, international terrorism can be considered a special case of systemic disturbance: it is often a tool of the weak to use when non-terrorist forms of influence are insufficient or unavailable. Hegemons at the height of their power pose formidable problems to potential terrorists by controlling access to resources, hardening targets of potential terrorist strikes, and exerting diplomatic, military, and/or economic pressure on state sponsors of terrorist activity. However, as relational hegemonic power declines, and as growing numbers of actors in the global community come to challenge hegemonic leadership, the deterrent effect of hegemony begins to diminish. Under such conditions, potential terrorists, increasingly undeterred by waning hegemonic control over global activities, are likely to become actual terrorists and seek to undermine the established order through acts of political violence. As others have noted (e.g., Guelke 1995:145), international terrorists often challenge global norms under the guise of anti-imperialism, when they see opportunities available in the vacuum of global order. 
**Counterplan**

Counterplan: Amend the SOFA

The United States must alter the SOFA in two ways to solve relations.  

McConnel, 06- Ian Roberts- the Editor-in-Chief of the Boston College International & Comparative Law Review. “Note: A Re-examination of the United States-Japan Status of Forces Agreement.” 29 B.C. Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 165)

The United States should alter the current SOFA in two ways. n68 First, the U.S.-Japan SOFA should be a reciprocal agreement. n69 "Drafting a SOFA does not merely create a legally binding document, but rather fosters a partnership, embracing another culture and sharing human values." n70 By making the arrangement reciprocal, the United States will recognize that Japan is a legally equal sovereign, and this recognition may ease some of the tension between the two nations. n71 Second, the United States should amend the Agreed Minutes of the U.S.-Japan SOFA to allow for a joint effort in investigating and securing off-base U.S. military accident sites. n72 The new guidelines recently set forth regarding U.S. military accidents outside U.S. military bases on Okinawa are just that: "guidelines." n73 The new policies and procedures should be directly incorporated into the U.S.-Japan SOFA to  [*174]  ensure that they are binding on both parties. n74 By requiring U.S. military officials to cooperate with Japanese officials regarding U.S. military accidents that occur off-base, friction with the local populace and perceptions of malfeasance on the part of U.S. investigators will be further reduced. n75
Amending the SOFA is key to significantly increase relations between the U.S. and Japan. 

McConnel, 06- Ian Roberts- the Editor-in-Chief of the Boston College International & Comparative Law Review. “Note: A Re-examination of the United States-Japan Status of Forces Agreement.” 29 B.C. Int'l & Comp. L. Rev. 165)

The August 13, 2004 U.S. helicopter crash on Okinawan International University has forced the United States to reexamine the allocation of jurisdictional authority under the current U.S.-Japan SOFA. Recognizing the continued importance of the U.S-Japan relationship, the United States should seize this opportunity to reassess its inherently unequal approach to jurisdictional apportionment. Although altering the U.S.-Japan SOFA may not entirely assuage the lasting resentment of the Okinawan populace towards sixty years of continued U.S. military presence in Okinawa, it will be a substantial step in demonstrating to the Okinawans, and the Japanese people in general, that the United States views Japan as an equal partner in the effort to encourage peace and prosperity in the Asian hemisphere.
**Politics Link**

Politics Links: Dems Support the Plan

Democrats sympathize with Okinawans concerning U.S. presence 

Tandon ’10 Correspondent Agence France-Presse ( 3/17/10, Shaun, Defense News, “U.S. Says Okinawa Base Needed to Defend Japan”, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4544167, ISG)

Despite President Barack Obama's support for the 2006 deal, several lawmakers from his Democratic Party have voiced sympathy for Okinawans' grievances. Rep. Eni Faleomavaega, a Democrat who heads the House Foreign Affairs subcommittee on Asia, pointed out that Okinawa accounts for one percent of Japan's land but two-thirds of U.S. bases deployed there. "The Okinawans feel like they're always being the whipping boy for the last 50 years. We just put our military people there and don't have to worry about it," Faleomavaega said.

Politics Links: Reps Hate the Plan

Republican don’t think the troops should leave Okinawa. 

Saipan Tribune’10- (May 03, 2010, http://www.saipantribune.com/newsstory.aspx? newsID=99294, SC)

After a brief debate, the House of Representatives adopted on Friday a resolution urging the U.S. Department of Defense and Japan to consider Tinian as the best relocation site for up to 4,000 troops from the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma in Okinawa.
The House's adoption of Speaker Froilan C. Tenorio's (Cov-Saipan) House Resolution 17-11 came exactly two weeks after the Senate adopted a similar resolution introduced by Senate Vice President Jude U. Hofschneider's (R-Tinian) S.R. 17-17 on April 16.
Mostly Republican House members voiced concerns on the socio-economic and political impacts of relocating thousands of U.S. troops to Tinian.
