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1AC – Futenma - Inherency 

Observation One: Inherency

US Marine bases will remain in Okinawa at Futenma. Proposed moves are delayed and will retain basing at Futenma.

JapanToday ’10 (JapanToday 6/1/10, http://www.japantoday.com/category/national/view/marines-move-to-guam-from-okinawa-may-be-delayed-up-to-5-years, MA)

Japan and the United States have begun considering postponing the planned transfer of about 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam to be completed three to five years later than the originally scheduled 2014, sources close to Japanese-U.S. ties said Monday. The delay has come to be envisioned as the U.S. government is planning to compile an infrastructure plan worth several billion dollars at maximum for the Pacific island in July to address the shortage of infrastructure there, according to the sources and a U.S. official. The two countries have agreed that the transfer of the Okinawa-based Marines and their family members to the U.S. territory is ‘‘dependent on tangible progress’’ on relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to another site in Okinawa Prefecture. A significant delay in the transfer, should it materialize, could affect the replacement facility’s location, configuration and construction method, which the two countries said in their latest accord released Friday would be worked out by the end of August. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency pointed out in February that the island’s infrastructure cannot keep up with a rapid population increase likely to be caused by the Marine transfer, an agency official in charge of the matter said. The EPA and the U.S. Defense Department recently agreed in principle on concrete measures to address the lack of infrastructure on the island concerning potable water and sewage there. The measures include one to curtail an inflow of people from outside the island, one of the sources close to bilateral ties said. The new infrastructure plan would be compiled in July after working out details, including how to finance it. While the plan would be compiled on the premise that the infrastructure shortage should be addressed by 2014, another source close to the ties said it would be difficult for U.S. Congress to earmark enough funds by 2014 given a strain on U.S. finances and a likely delay in facility construction on Guam amid strong calls on the island’s part for postponing the Marine transfer. In a document submitted to the Defense Department in February, the EPA pointed out that as many as 79,000 people would come to Guam as workers to build military facilities in connection with the Marine transfer. That is roughly a 45% increase from the current population of about 180,000. The agency criticized a draft environmental assessment submitted by the department last November as predicting an increase of only 23,000 people as a result of the Marine transfer project. Guam Gov Felix Camacho, while accepting the Marine transfer from Okinawa, has called for an extension in completing the transfer out of concern over the impact it would have on people’s lives due to a lack of infrastructure on the island. The Marines’ transfer from Okinawa to Guam is a pillar of the bilateral agreement forged in 2006 to realign U.S. forces in Japan. Another is the controversial relocation of Futenma from the middle of an urban area to a coastal area of the Marines’ Camp Schwab in Nago, where the latest bilateral agreement says a new facility would be built ‘‘without significant delay.’‘ Both are designed to reduce the base-hosting burdens on the people of Okinawa, which shoulders roughly 75% of U.S. military facilities in Japan, while constituting just 0.6% of total Japanese land area. Under a bilateral treaty signed in February last year under the previous government, Japan is to shoulder roughly $6.09 billion, including loans, in facilitating the Marine transfer to Guam, while the United States is to shoulder roughly $4.18 billion
1AC – Futenma - Inherency 

And, this basing was solidified in the “Guam Agreement” in which the US forced the relocation of bases on Futenma despite promises of removing the base at Futenma altogether. Despite massive Japanese opposition to the agreement – Obama refuses to budge.

Gavan McCormack 2009 is emeritus professor at Australian National University, coordinator of The Asia-Pacific Journal: Japan Focus “The Battle of Okinawa 2009: Obama vs Hatoyama” Japan Focus http://japanfocus.org/-Gavan-McCormack/3250

While working to tie Japan’s present and future governments by the Guam Agreement, the US knew full well that the then opposition DPJ’s position was clear: no new base should be built within Okinawa and Futenma should be returned tout court. [18] US pressure rose steadily through the months leading to the party’s electoral triumph in August 2009 and from then to this day. When DPJ leader Ozawa began to adumbrate a shift in Japanese foreign and defense policy from a Washington centre to a UN-centre, ending its deployment of the Maritime Self-Defense Forces to the Indian Ocean in service to the US-led war effort in Iraq (then hotly debated), Ambassador J. Thomas Schieffer, who till then had refused to meet him, suddenly demanded a meeting, and prominent US scholar bureaucrats joined in issuing thinly veiled threats about the “damage” that Ozawa was causing to the alliance. [19] During Hillary Clinton’s February visit to Japan, Ozawa Ichiro spent a perfunctory 30 minutes with her, while he found three times as much time a week later to meet and discuss the future of the region with the Secretary of the Chinese Communist Party’s International Section. He also made clear his dissent from the new president’s resolve to expand and intensify the Afghanistan War, and then went further, raising the possibility of reducing the US presence in Japan to the (Yokosuka-based) US 7th fleet. His message was clear. If the 7th Fleet was indeed sufficient to all necessary purposes for the defense of Japan, then the bases – all thirteen of them with their 47,000 officers and military personnel – were unnecessary. Immediately after stating these controversial views, Ozawa was caught up in a corruption scandal involving staff misuse of funds, late in May resigning as party chief and being replaced by Hatoyama Yukio. Though it must have given Washington satisfaction to see Ozawa shunted from party leadership, he remains the party’s undisputed grey eminence. The DPJ issue was not so easily settled. The Futenma replacement issue gradually became the centrepiece in the confrontation between the Obama and Hatoyama governments. Obama’s “Japan team” simply inherited the Bush-Cheney-Rumsfeld agenda and applied steadily heightening pressure on Japan to “honour” its Guam Treaty commitment. So much for those in Okinawa who hoped that Obama’s administration might actually mean “change”. With the exception of the new US Ambassador to Japan, John V. Roos, Obama retained the same personnel who had played formative roles in the negotiation of the agreements since 2005: Kurt Campbell, who had been responsible for the Futenma negotiations under Bush became Obama’s Deputy Secretary of State for East Asia, Wallace Gregson, marine commander in Okinawa under Bush became head of the Department of Defense’s Asia-Pacific section, and Kevin Maher, Consul-General in Okinawa under Bush became director of the State Department’s Office of Japan affairs. [20] The policy settings of the Nye-Armitage vision were adopted, apparently without question. Joseph Nye, principal architect of post-Cold War US Japan policy, issued two unmistakable warnings to the DPJ. In a Tokyo conference in December 2008, he spelled out the three acts that Congress would be inclined to see as “anti-American”: cancelation of the Maritime Self-Defense Agency’s Indian Ocean mission, and any attempt to revise the Status of Forces Agreement or the agreements on relocating US Forces in Japan. [21] He repeated the same basic message when the Democratic Party’s Maehara Seiji visited Washington in the early days of the Obama administration to convey his party’s wishes to renegotiate these agreements, again warning that to do so would be seen as “anti-American.” [22] As the year wore on and as the new agenda in Tokyo became apparent before and after the August election, the confrontation deepened. Warnings became more forceful. Kurt Campbell told the Asahi there could be no change in the Futenma replacement agreement. [23] Michael Green, formerly George W. Bush’s top adviser on East Asia, though moved under Obama to the private sector at the Centre for International and Strategic Studies, warned that “it would indeed provoke a crisis with the US” if the Democratic Party were to push ahead to try to re-negotiate the military agreements around the Okinawa issue.” [24] Gregson, for the Pentagon, added that the US had “no plans to revise the existing agreements. [25] Ian Kelly, for the State Department, stated that there was no intention on its part to allow revision. [26] Kevin Maher (also at State) added a day later that there could be no reopening of negotiations on something already agreed between states. [27] A “senior Department of Defense spokesperson” in Washington said it would be a “blow to trust” between the two countries if existing plans could not be implemented. [28] Summing up the rising irritation in Washington, an unnamed State Department official commented that “The hardest thing right now is not China. It’s Japan.” [29] The drumbeats of “concern,” “warning,” “friendly advice” from Washington that Hatoyama and the DPJ had better not implement the party’s electoral pledges and commitments rose steadily leading up to the election and its aftermath, culminating in the October Tokyo visit by Defense Secretary Gates and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Michael Mullen. Gates is reported to have insulted his Japanese hosts, refusing to attend a welcoming ceremony at the Defense Ministry or to dine with senior Japanese Defense officials. [30] Gates’ message was no-nonsense: “The Futenma relocation facility is the lynchpin of the realignment road map. Without the Futenma realignment, the Futenma facility, there will be no relocation to Guam. And without relocation to Guam, there will be no consolidation of forces and the return of land in Okinawa.” [31] For Michael Green, architect of Japan policy under George W. Bush, this showed that Gates was a “shrewd judge of his counterparts,” and that Hatoyama and his government would not be able to “continue slapping around the United States” or to “play with firecrackers.” [32] In case there remained any shadow of doubt in Japanese minds, Admiral Mullen added that the Henoko base construction was an “absolute requirement.” [33] “Challenge the Guam Treaty at your peril,” was the Obama administration’s unambiguous message.
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Advantage ______ - US-Japan Alliance 

Japanese opposition to Futenma in consultations with the US is fracturing the alliance, despite the irrelevance of the base militarily.

John Feffer  3-6-10 the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies “Okinawa and the new domino effect” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html

For a country with a pacifist constitution, Japan is bristling with weaponry. Indeed, that Asian land has long functioned as a huge aircraft carrier and naval base for United States military power. We couldn't have fought wars in Korea (1950-1953) and Vietnam (1959-1975) without the nearly 90 military bases scattered around the islands of our major Pacific ally. Even today, Japan remains the anchor of what's left of America's Cold War containment policy when it comes to China and North Korea. From the Yokota and Kadena air bases, the United States can dispatch troops and bombers across Asia, while the Yokosuka base near Tokyo is the largest American naval installation outside the United States. You'd think that, with so many Japanese bases, the United States wouldn't make a big fuss about closing one of them. Think again. The current battle over the US Marine Corps air base at Futenma on Okinawa - an island prefecture almost 1,600 kilometers south of Tokyo that hosts about three dozen US bases and 75% of American forces in Japan - is just revving up. In fact, Washington seems ready to stake its reputation and its relationship with a new Japanese government on the fate of that base alone, which reveals much about US anxieties in the age of President Barack Obama. What makes this so strange, on the surface, is that Futenma is an obsolete base. Under an agreement the George W Bush administration reached with the previous Japanese government, the US was already planning to move most of the Marines now at Futenma to the island of Guam. Nonetheless, the Obama administration is insisting, over the protests of Okinawans and the objections of Tokyo, on completing that agreement by building a new partial replacement base in a less heavily populated part of Okinawa. The current row between Tokyo and Washington is no mere "Pacific squall", as Newsweek dismissively described it. After six decades of saying yes to everything the United States has demanded, Japan finally seems on the verge of saying no to something that matters greatly to Washington, and the relationship that Dwight D Eisenhower once called an "indestructible alliance" is displaying ever more hairline fractures. Worse yet, from the Pentagon's perspective, Japan's resistance might prove infectious - one major reason why the United States is putting its alliance on the line over the closing of a single antiquated military base and the building of another of dubious strategic value. 
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And, while Obama can force Japan to cave on the Futenma issue, it will be a Pyrrhic victory – we’ll win the battle but lose the alliance in the long run. 

Joseph S. Nye Jr., 1-6-10 “An Alliance Larger Than One Issue” The New York Times a professor of government at Harvard and the author of “The Powers to Lead,” was an assistant secretary of defense from 1994 to 1995. http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/07/opinion/07nye.html

 Even if Mr. Hatoyama eventually gives in on the base plan, we need a more patient and strategic approach to Japan. We are allowing a second-order issue to threaten our long-term strategy for East Asia. Futenma, it is worth noting, is not the only matter that the new government has raised. It also speaks of wanting a more equal alliance and better relations with China, and of creating an East Asian community — though it is far from clear what any of this means. When I helped to develop the Pentagon’s East Asian Strategy Report in 1995, we started with the reality that there were three major powers in the region — the United States, Japan and China — and that maintaining our alliance with Japan would shape the environment into which China was emerging. We wanted to integrate China into the international system by, say, inviting it to join the World Trade Organization, but we needed to hedge against the danger that a future and stronger China might turn aggressive. After a year and a half of extensive negotiations, the United States and Japan agreed that our alliance, rather than representing a cold war relic, was the basis for stability and prosperity in the region. President Bill Clinton and Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto affirmed that in their 1996 Tokyo declaration. This strategy of “integrate, but hedge” continued to guide American foreign policy through the years of the Bush administration. This year is the 50th anniversary of the United States-Japan security treaty. The two countries will miss a major opportunity if they let the base controversy lead to bitter feelings or the further reduction of American forces in Japan. The best guarantee of security in a region where China remains a long-term challenge and a nuclear North Korea poses a clear threat remains the presence of American troops, which Japan helps to maintain with generous host nation support. Sometimes Japanese officials quietly welcome “gaiatsu,” or foreign pressure, to help resolve their own bureaucratic deadlocks. But that is not the case here: if the United States undercuts the new Japanese government and creates resentment among the Japanese public, then a victory on Futenma could prove Pyrrhic. 
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Further, resistance to the base and inevitable accidents at Futenma spur growing protests against US military operations which stresses the US-Japan alliance and will force the total collapse of the alliance. 

Auslin 6-16-10 (Michael Auslin, Direct of Japan Studies at American Enterprise Institute, 6/16/10, " The Real Futenma Fallout ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704324304575307471399789704.html?mod=WSJ_Opinion_LEFTTopBucket)TM

A great sigh of relief erupted in Washington and Tokyo Friday when Prime Minister Naoto Kan reaffirmed his commitment to the United States-Japan security alliance. In particular, defense officials focused on Mr. Kan's promise to stick with a 2006 agreement with the U.S. to move a Marine air wing from one part of Okinawa Island to another. But even so, there remain fissures in the U.S.-Japan relationship that could erupt into further crises for the alliance.  Senior Japanese military officials I've recently interviewed believe former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama set back Tokyo's relations with its own citizens in Okinawa by at least a decade by waffling on the 2006 deal, and that the opposition to U.S. bases in Japan, emboldened by the former prime minister's position, could endanger much broader bilateral military relations between the two countries. This bigger story has received almost no attention in domestic or foreign press, but needs to be understood by those dismissive of the recent spat's importance.  The 2006 agreement to move the Marine air wing at Futenma to Camp Schwab in the northern part of the island, and 8,000 Marines to Guam from Okinawa, was just one part of a broader realignment of U.S. forces in Japan. In the view of senior Japanese military leadership, however, the actual centerpiece of the 2006 agreement is the expansion of Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) Iwakuni, located in Yamaguchi Prefecture, in the west of Japan's main island, Honshu. [0602hatoyama2] Associated Press  Yukio Hatoyama  MCAS Iwakuni already hosts several Marine air squadrons, including the only American F/A-18 Hornet squadron permanently based abroad. Under the 2006 agreement, the USS George Washington's fighters, which comprise the navy's only permanently forward-deployed air wing, will relocate to Iwakuni by 2014 from the more congested Naval Air Facility Atsugi, located close to Tokyo. In addition, a squadron of Marine Corps KC-130 tankers will also vacate Futenma for Iwakuni. In their stead, a squadron of Japanese Maritime Self-Defense Forces surveillance planes, P-3s, will leave Iwakuni for Atsugi.  All this might sound confusing, but the planned realignment will in essence reduce the chances of catastrophic accidents happening in heavily populated areas at both Futenma and Atsugi, and will build up the less-populated Iwakuni base.  Here's the rub: The U.S. Department of Defense has made it clear that, unless the entire 2006 realignment plan goes forward, no individual pieces will be set in motion. And it all depends on moving the Marine helicopters out of Futenma, which has long been a source of political contention between Tokyo and Washington. The Japanese government, moreover, is committed to moving its surveillance planes to Atsugi, but that move probably won't happen if the American carrier air wing stays put.  Japanese military officials worry that this year's protests in Okinawa could have spillover effects, inspiring protesters around Atsugi to demand a reduced American presence, and possibly even agitating against the government plan to move Japanese planes there. Moreover, Iwakuni's mayor might reject the new burden of potentially hosting the George Washington's air wing. That, in turn, would embolden antinuclear protesters in Yokosuka, the U.S. Navy's main base, to step up their ongoing pressure to move the nuclear-powered George Washington, the Navy's only permanently forward deployed aircraft carrier, out of Japanese waters.  This worst-case scenario would be a series of simultaneous, grassroots movements against the U.S. military presence in Japan that could potentially put fatal stress on the bilateral security alliance and effectively isolate Japan militarily in the western Pacific. Given Mr. Hatoyama's fate when he botched this issue, politicians now are more likely to respond to public demands or they will be replaced by those who do. The resulting political clash would either reaffirm tight ties with Washington or lead to endemic paralysis in Japan's national security establishment.  Given that the U.S. has permanently forward deployed ships and planes only in Japan, any scenario like the one sketched out above could significantly weaken U.S. capability to operate in the western Pacific, and thus call into question U.S. credibility as the underwriter of regional stability at a time when a crisis is brewing on the Korean peninsula and China continues to flex its naval and air muscle. Anyone concerned about that scenario, even if unlikely, realizes that the next half-decade of U.S.-Japan relations will have to go back to basics: rebuilding trust in the relationship, agreeing on a common set of objectives in Japan's waters and throughout Northeast Asia, and strengthening a commitment to upholding the alliance's military capabilities.  
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AND, removing the Futenma base signals US willingness to listen to Japanese concerns and move beyond outdated Cold-war thinking.  

J.E. Dyer 3-11-10  journalist and former intelligence analyst, who served internationally for US Naval intelligence from 1983 to 2004  “Past Time to Rethink Our Approach to Japan” http://hotair.com/greenroom/archives/2010/03/11/past-time-to-rethink-our-approach-to-japan/

But the current situation is troubling, because what it amounts to is the Obama administration being dismissively recalcitrant about something that does, in fact, involve Japanese sovereignty and Japan’s mastery of her own destiny. The situation is that we want to move a Marine Corps air base to Futenma on Okinawa – from its previous location on Okinawa – and Okinawans don’t want the base at Futenma. (They want it gone altogether.) There’s been resistance to it for some time, but a previous Japanese government concluded an agreement with the Bush administration in 2006 to go ahead with the Futenma move. Since the new prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, formed his government in September 2009, however, Japan has been rethinking the 2006 agreement. There were different ways to handle this, but what the Obama administration has done is insist, with what is perceived as summary rudeness, that the 2006 agreement be honored. Hatoyama signaled in December that his government would not simply agree to that right away, and announced that a final decision would be given no earlier than May. Hillary Clinton called in the Japanese ambassador and gave him a talking to. Obama himself declined requests for a personal sidebar with Prime Minister Hatoyama at the Copenhagen summit (although since he also declined such requests from Gordon Brown, Hatoyama might not need to feel super-especially slighted. “Diss our best allies” seems to be one of the principles of Obamian Smart Power). Now senior American officials are visiting Japan and being interviewed every other week uttering veiled threats about the consequences, if Japan doesn’t stop with the domestic politics already, and just move forward with the Futenma base. Have we lost our minds? For one thing, what happened to all that Obama business about shedding arrogance and being solicitous of the rest of the world? If we went by his administration’s rhetoric and supposed aspirations, we’d think that if the Okinawans don’t want a Marine air base, Obama would be the first one to listen and take their concerns to heart. Indeed, if Republican senators under a GOP administration were over in Japan telling the Japanese that Futenma is the place we need to put the base, Obama would probably lead the charge against such “imperialism.” But there’s a more fundamental issue here, and it makes the Obama administration’s weird inflexibility particularly ill-timed. The issue’s origin is very simple: time has passed. The world has changed in some important ways since 1945. We haven’t given our alliance with Japan a really fresh, critical look since Nixon handed Okinawa back in 1971, and it’s high time we did. The UK Guardian article linked above comes, like most such treatments, from the perspective that the only alternative to a divisive tiff between the US and Japan is the restoration (or at least reaffirmation) of the post-1971 status quo in our relationship. But that status quo is losing support in Japan, and it’s not because the Japanese “don’t like us,” or because they want to reemerge as an imperial power and start talking about Co-Prosperity Spheres again. It’s because the justification for the features of Japan’s role in the alliance is starting to crumble. Most Americans aren’t aware that Japan pays the cost of maintaining the military bases we use there. It costs the Japanese a lot of money to host our forces. That feature of our relationship might not be called into question if there were no dispute over how many bases there should be, and where they should go – but there is. If there were still a Soviet Union rattling a big saber short miles across the La Perouse Strait from Hokkaido, such disputes might loom smaller in Japan’s domestic politics. But there isn’t. It’s shortsighted to dismiss an emerging sense among Japanese voters that they’d be perfectly safe with fewer bases hosting fewer US forces on their islands, and it’s downright obnoxious to demand that the national government behave as if that sense didn’t exist, or wasn’t a real and serious factor in its internal obligations to its people. Japan has every right to her own evolving perceptions about her security requirements. This is a voluntary alliance, not the Warsaw Pact. We may not like all of those evolving perceptions, and they may present inconvenient decision points for us, but throwing diplomatic tantrums is exactly, and I mean precisely, the wrong way to handle such developments. < CONTINUED>
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< CONTINUED> 

The truth is, our relationship with Japan has to evolve. We can grunt angrily and resist, or we can get out ahead of the problem and do some rethinking ourselves. That’s what we have State and Defense Departments for: to think ahead of current conditions to what will position us for future ones. What we should want is to manage our way to a new, more sustainable relationship with Japan. The day is going to come when we assume more of the cost of basing forces there, and probably have to keep fewer on the Japanese islands anyway. This need only happen in alarming, confrontational jolts if we sit around twiddling our thumbs and assuming nothing has to change. It’s not a bad thing to contemplate our alliance with Japan evolving to a different basis. It’s a necessity, but it’s also a positive opportunity. I think we will always want to count Japan as an ally – an official military ally, by treaty agreement – but our alliance in 2010 and beyond doesn’t have to have exactly the same features as our alliance up to now. Getting on a new footing with Japan isn’t something to be feared, it’s something to be planned, negotiated, and managed. The signals our moves send to China and Russia (as well as everyone from India to Australia) will also matter tremendously. It’s not to our advantage at all for the US-Japan alliance to appear grudging, and maintained mainly out of fear of China. (It’s not to Japan’s either; Japan is and will always be too big for China to intimidate militarily anyway, without China rattling sabers that would bring retribution down on her from elsewhere.) The US has a permanent interest in an East Asia that is not under the domination of a hostile hegemon, but is as democratized as feasible and open to trade, travel, and cultural exchange. This interest is common up the scale of national interests, from pure defense (we can’t let the other side of the Pacific become an armed imperium), to trading interests, to our national interest in promoting liberalization and consensual self-government.  This should be our starting point for strategy – not the exact wording of today’s Status of Forces Agreement with Japan.  The latter is something that can change over time without compromising our security or interests.  As Lord Palmerston famously said, it’s the interests that endure.
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Now is the key time to strengthen the alliance, only the plan solves. 

Michael J. Green 6/13/10 (Mr. Green is senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University., 6/13/10, " 1AC – Futenma – Japan Alliance  Mr. Kan Can Fix U.S.-Japan Ties ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main)TM

Mr. Hatoyama's successor, Naoto Kan, has virtually no track record on foreign- and security-policy, but he appears keen to fix these mistakes. In his first week, he called the U.S.-Japan alliance the cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy; pledged to follow through on building the replacement for the Futenma air base; cancelled a trip to the Shanghai Expo so that he can meet President Obama before going to China; and presented plans at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation trade-ministers' summit for a Pacific free-trade area that includes the U.S. Even more encouraging, Mr. Kan has weakened the influence of Mr. Ozawa and shifted the party's center of gravity toward national-security realists associated with Land and Transport Minister Seiji Maehara. These are all positive signs, yet some American pundits still charge that the Obama administration undercut Mr. Hatoyama and will now reap the vengeance of the Japanese people. Not quite: Washington exhibited as much "strategic patience" with the DPJ government as it could without jeopardizing the prospects for finding a realistic alternative to the troop realignments on Okinawa. Across the board, the Japanese media have put the blame for the deteriorating bilateral relationship squarely on the Hatoyama government. Meanwhile, public opinion polls about the alliance and the U.S. held steady while Mr. Hatoyama's support collapsed to less than 20%. The greater problem now is that the Obama administration might breathe a sigh of relief at Mr. Kan's rise to power and slip into complacent auto-pilot mode on bilateral relations. The last nine months have been hard on a White House overwhelmed by foreign policy challenges from Afghanistan to Iran. In the former Bush administration National Security Council, where I served, there was one high level strategy session on Japan relations early on and after that coordination with Tokyo fell smoothly to officials who understood the joint strategy and had confidence in shared values and interests with Japan. The Obama National Security Council has apparently had numerous high-level sessions struggling to keep the alliance relationship with Japan on track. Now that things appear to have stabilized, Japan fatigue in Washington is a real danger. This is not the time for the U.S. to ratchet down attention to the alliance. While Washington has been playing defense with Tokyo for the past nine months, Beijing has been on the move in the East and South China seas and Kim Jong Il has shown what he thinks of deterrence on the Korean peninsula now that he has nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang's sinking of the South Korean navy ship Cheonan has once again focused attention on security issues in North Asia. The U.S. and Japan need to build a new strategy for preventing further erosion of the strategic equilibrium in the Pacific. Tokyo is preparing a midterm defense plan with an initial advisory board panel report due in a few months. The panel is now likely to advise strengthened security cooperation with the U.S. and other like-minded states in Asia. The Obama administration should synchronize its Asia strategy with this effort so that President Obama's visit to Japan in November on the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty provides clear future vision for the alliance. Key elements should include strengthening bilateral roles and missions for defense of the maritime commons; coordinating support for democratic norms and sustainable development in Asia; and working for a bilateral U.S.-Japan economic partnership agreement and trade liberalization in the region. Both governments will also need a strategy to rebuild support in Okinawa for the air base replacement facility. Mr. Hatoyama's flip-flopping and populism have left Mr. Kan with a real political mess on the island. In the worst-case scenario, an antibase candidate could capitalize on mounting frustration with Tokyo to win the gubernatorial election in November. Mr. Kan would then have to abandon his pledge to Washington on base realignment or pass legislation in the Diet overruling the governor. The damage to Mr. Kan and the alliance would be bad either way. Things are looking better for the U.S.-Japan alliance. Mr. Kan has taken important steps to remove uncertainty about Japan's foreign policy trajectory under the DPJ. Now the rest of Asia--friends and foes alike--will be watching to see if the Obama administration has a strategy with Japan that goes beyond defense of the status quo. 
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AND, the alliance is critical to regional stability in Asia – this is the most likely flashpoint for global nuclear war. 

Richard L. Armitage et al. 2000 Kurt M.Campbell, Michael J. Green, Joseph S. Nye et al. fmr. Dep. Secretary of State, CSIS, CFR, JFK School of Government at Harvard (also contributed to by James A. Kelly, Pacific Forum, Center for Strategic and International Studies; Edward J. Lincoln, Brookings Institution; Robert A. Manning, Council on Foreign Relations; Kevin G. Nealer, Scowcroft Group; James J. Przystup, Institute for National Strategic Studies, National Defense University; “The United States and Japan: Advancing Toward a Mature Partnership”, Institute for National Strategic Studies Special Report, October, http://www.ndu.edu/inss/strforum/SR_01/SR_Japan.htm)

Asia, in the throes of historic change, should carry major weight in the calculus of American political, security, economic, and other interests. Accounting for 53 percent of the world’s population, 25 percent of the global economy, and nearly $600 billion annually in two-way trade with the United States, Asia is vital to American prosperity. Politically, from Japan and Australia, to the Philippines, South Korea, Taiwan, and Indonesia, countries across the region are demonstrating the universal appeal of democratic values. China is facing momentous social and economic changes, the consequences of which are not yet clear. Major war in Europe is inconceivable for at least a generation, but the prospects for conflict in Asia are far from remote. The region features some of the world’s largest and most modern armies, nuclear-armed major powers, and several nuclear-capable states. Hostilities that could directly involve the United States in a major conflict could occur at a moment’s notice on the Korean peninsula and in the Taiwan Strait. The Indian subcontinent is a major flashpoint. In each area, war has the potential of nuclear escalation. In addition, lingering turmoil in Indonesia, the world’s fourth-largest nation, threatens stability in Southeast Asia. The United States is tied to the region by a series of bilateral security alliances that remain the region’s de facto security architecture. In this promising but also potentially dangerous setting, the U.S.-Japan bilateral relationship is more important than ever. With the world’s second-largest economy and a well- equipped and competent military, and as our democratic ally, Japan remains the keystone of the U.S. involvement in Asia. The U.S.-Japan alliance is central to America’s global security strategy.
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Advantage ____ - DPJ Credibility

US insistence on the Futenma base forced the resignation of Hatoyama, the new prime minister, Kan is facing pressure from the Japanese public to resolve the issue. 

Shuster 6-21-2010

(Mike Shuster, diplomatic correspondent and roving foreign correspondent for NPR, < Japan's PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa, NPR) RW
The Japanese government faces another big challenge. Earlier this month, the prime minister resigned as part of a controversy over the presence of thousands of American troops on the island of Okinawa. The prime minster had promised but failed to make them relocate. Now the new government is facing the same problem. NPR's Mike Shuster has more from Tokyo.  MIKE SHUSTER: Eighteen thousand Marines are based in Japan, many of them at the Marine Corp Air Station Futenma on Okinawa. Over the years, Okinawans have pressed harder and harder for the relocation of the base, away from their island.  After the opposition Democratic Party of Japan pulled off an historic electoral victory last year, Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama got caught by promises to close the base he couldn't keep. He resigned after only eight months in office.  His successor, Naoto Kan, took office just a couple of weeks ago. And it's not at all clear how he will deal with the problem, says political analyst Masatoshi Honda of the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies.  Mr. MASATOSHI HONDA (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.  SHUSTER: 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 - and not just this one base, but elsewhere in Japan, as well.  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.  Professor KOICHI NAKANO (Political Science, Sophia University): The U.S. government have repeatedly said that they want to relocate to a place where they will be welcome. That welcome is simply not there in Okinawa at the moment.  SHUSTER: The U.S. says it will transfer 8,000 Marines to Guam and move a portion of the base itself to another part of Okinawa.  Prime Minister Kan has pledged to seek a solution that is in line with this offer, but he still faces overwhelming opposition on Okinawa, says Masatoshi Honda.  Mr. HONDA: So far, mayors, governors and local politicians in Okinawa, everybody are against the proposal of the new government. So he will be completely blocked by this.  SHUSTER: Last month in a protest, 17,000 Okinawans formed a human chain around the base. 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 of Okinawa represents less than one percent of Japan's population, but it maintains some three-quarters of the U.S. military forces here.  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 Yukio Hatoyama became prime minister, says Koichi Nakano, the U.S. treated him arrogantly.  Professor NAKANO: 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. So it came across as if it was neglecting the democratic will of the Japanese, and treating it basically as a dependency of the United States.  SHUSTER: The U.S. has maintained bases on Okinawa since the 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. This 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.  Foreign Minister KATSUYA OKADA (Japan): (Through Translator) For Japan's own security and to maintain the 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.  SHUSTER: But this is not a position that all Japanese support. In order to handle this matter successfully, the new prime minister, Naoto Kan, will have to explain that need better, to the Japanese people, say some analysts.  Professor NARUSHIGE MICHISHITA (Security and International Studies Program, National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies): He has to address the issue of defending Japan.  SHUSTER: Narushige Michishita is a specialist in strategic and defense studies. He is sympathetic to the U.S. position, but he believes it will be difficult for Prime Minister Kan to convince the Japanese, especially the people of Okinawa, of the dangers Japan may face that require a large U.S. military presence.  Professor MICHISHITA: 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.  SHUSTER: So it is not clear whether the new Japanese government can be any more successful than its predecessor, in handling the issue of the U.S. Marine base at Futenma on Okinawa. 
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AND, American pressure on Futenma undercuts the DPJ’s  ability to sustain coalitions and enact economic reforms. 

John Feffer  3-6-10 the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies “Okinawa and the new domino effect” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html

The punditocracy has predictably closed ranks behind a bipartisan Washington consensus that the new Japanese government should become as accustomed to its junior status as its predecessor and stop making a fuss. The Obama administration is frustrated with "Hatoyama's amateurish handling of the issue," writes Washington Post editorial page editor Fred Hiatt. "What has resulted from Mr Hatoyama's failure to enunciate a clear strategy or action plan is the biggest political vacuum in over 50 years," adds Victor Cha, former director of Asian affairs at the National Security Council. Neither analyst acknowledges that Tokyo's only "failure" or "amateurish" move was to stand up to Washington. "The dispute could undermine security in East Asia on the 50th anniversary of an alliance that has served the region well," intoned The Economist more bluntly. "Tough as it is for Japan's new government, it needs to do most, though not all, of the caving in." The Hatoyama government is by no means radical, nor is it anti-American. It isn't preparing to demand that all, or even many, US bases close. It isn't even preparing to close any of the other three dozen (or so) bases on Okinawa. Its modest pushback is confined to Futenma, where it finds itself between the rock of Japanese public opinion and the hard place of Pentagon pressure. Those who prefer to achieve Washington's objectives with Japan in a more roundabout fashion counsel patience. "If America undercuts the new Japanese government and creates resentment among the Japanese public, then a victory on Futenma could prove Pyrrhic," writes Joseph Nye, the architect of US Asia policy during the Clinton years. Japan hands are urging the United States to wait until the summer, when the DPJ has a shot at picking up enough additional seats in the next parliamentary elections to jettison its coalition partners, if it deems such a move necessary. Even if the Social Democratic Party is no longer in the government constantly raising the Okinawa base issue, the DPJ still must deal with democracy on the ground. The Okinawans are dead set against a new base. The residents of Nago, where that base would be built, just elected a mayor who campaigned on a no-base platform. It won't look good for the party that has finally brought real democracy to Tokyo to squelch it in Okinawa. 
In particular, the July elections of the Upper House is necessary for Kan to enact his economic reforms, but the opposition is using Futenma issue to attack the DPJ. The plan would be a huge victory for Kan. 

Reuters; News Outlet; 6-23-2010 “Japan PM seeks to quell Okinawa anger over U.S. base”  (http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65M0TS20100623) Accessed on June 23rd 2010 JTC
Kan took over earlier this month from Yukio Hatoyama, who quit after sparking public outrage for breaking a promise to move a U.S. airbase off the southern island, reluctant host to about half the 49,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan. The dispute over where to relocate the U.S. Marines' Futenma airbase has distracted Washington and Tokyo as the close allies try to cope with an unpredictable North Korea and a rising China. It has also hurt the popularity of the ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) with voters ahead of a July 11 upper house election, which it needs to win for smooth policymaking, including efforts to rein in huge public debt. "I want to express my gratitude for the fact that this burden contributes to the peace and security of the Asia-Pacific region," Kan said at ceremony to mark the 65th anniversary of the Battle of Okinawa at the end of World War Two, in which about 150,000 Okinawan men, women and children were killed. "I promise to seriously try all the more to reduce Okinawa's burden related to the U.S. bases and eliminate the associated dangers." Kan, visiting Okinawa for the first time as prime minister, spoke at a memorial park where rows of black stones are engraved with names of those who died in the 82-day battle -- civilians and soldiers on both sides. Kan has made fiscal reform a top priority ahead of the election, but opposition parties have used the base dispute to blast the DPJ's diplomatic policies since the party took power for the first time last year.
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AND, the upper house election in July is critical to pushing through Kan’s economic reform package. 

Reuters India 6/21 (Issei Kato, Linda Sieg, she directs a team of reporters responsible for covering politics, diplomacy, social and security policies, 6/21/10, " Japan opposition party rules out coalition with DPJ ", http://in.reuters.com/article/idINIndia-49494620100621)TM

The Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), which swept to power in a general election last year, will run the government regardless of the result of the July 11 poll but the party risks policy deadlock if it fails to win a majority in the upper chamber. Analysts say Japan's opposition New Komeito party could be a possible coalition partner for the DPJ should a weak election outcome hamper their ability to forge ahead with plans to strengthen an economic recovery and cut huge public debt. But New Komeito leader Natsuo Yamaguchi said the party would not join the DPJ in a coalition and instead focus on drafting its own policy proposals in parliament. "We have no intention of cooperating with the DPJ just to make up numbers (for a majority) at their convenience," Yamaguchi told Reuters in an interview. "We don't want to be involved with them," he said, criticizing the DPJ for breaking campaign pledges it made before taking power last year. New Komeito, backed by a Buddhist lay group, was the Liberal Democratic Party's (LDP) junior coalition partner before it lost the general election last year. New Komeito tends to focus on economic policies for less well-off citizens. Yamaguchi also criticized Prime Minister Naoto Kan floating the idea of raising Japan's 5 percent sales tax, saying the party would not take part in a non-partisan debate proposed by Kan to discuss the tax. Kan, who has made fiscal reform a top priority since taking office this month, stunned voters last week when he said doubling the sales tax to 10 percent was an option to stave off a Greek-style crisis. "We cannot take part (in the debate). Why has the DPJ decided to first take money?" Yamaguchi said, stressing the need to put priority on discussing reforms in social security policy. "The DPJ is asking the people for money without showing how much they need or how they will use it." New Komeito has said ahead of the election it wants a drastic reform of the tax system, including the sales tax, but has not specified by how much the sales tax should be raised. Japan's many opposition parties have ruled out cooperating with the DPJ on policies, but analysts say they could be more flexible after the election is over. A DPJ official separately told Reuters on Monday the political environment would "change a lot" after the poll. "Even if we don't win a majority, we will overwhelmingly be the biggest party," said Jun Azumi, chairman of the DPJ's election campaign committee. "So I think not all the opposition parties will stick to simply criticizing our governance," Azumi said, holding out hope opposition parties would at least cooperate policy-by-policy. 
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Kan’s reforms will solve the Japanese economic crisis. Without continued change, the country could face a Greek-style collapse   

Anderson 6-21-10 (Sophie Anderson, writer for “The Money Times”, Fiscal measures to control burgeoning debt on the anvil, 6-21-10, http://www.themoneytimes.com/featured/20100621/fiscal-measures-control-burgeoning-debt-anvil-id-10118193.html, 6-21-10, DS)

Kan, who took office this month, has made fiscal modifications, to avoid a Greek-style crisis, his top priority. Last week he opined that doubling the sales tax from the present 5 percent is a way to curb Japan's enormous public debt. “Unless we work on fiscal rehabilitation, an international organization such as the International Monetary Fund could control our fiscal management. We must rehabilitate our finances with our own power without relying on other countries,” Kan said last week. “Tax increases can do little to rein in swelling debt unless the government drastically reforms the bureaucracy and pushes for smaller government,” declared Saito. The colossal debt Japan’s borrowings have touched 200 percent of gross domestic product, the highest among members of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). “It’s early days for his government, so the intention is there, but it remains to be seen how strong the consensus is,” said Andrew Colquhoun, Hong Kong-based director at the company’s Asia-Pacific sovereign group. Kan’s yet-to-be unveiled fiscal strategy gains immense importance as his party contests mid-term elections next month. “The next two months is quite an important period,” opined Colquhoun. Economists also opine that Japan should "substantially" raise the sales tax as also the other taxes from next year. This hike would help create jobs and beat deflation. Tokai Tokyo Securities Co. has urged the Kan to cut spending big time so as to honor the payments on bonds. “Unless Japan slashes public services, our nation seems to be on track to becoming the next Greece,” said Mitsuru Saito, chief economist at Tokai Tokyo Securities Co.
Collapse of Japanese economy triggers global economic collapse—This is 10 times the link of a regular economic collapse scenario

EAD  Independent Outlet; May 4th 2010 News Outlet    “The Coming Economic Collapse of Japan and Why you should be Extremely concerned about it”(http://endoftheamericandream.com/archives/the-coming-economic-collapse-of-japan-and-why-you-should-be-extremely-concerned-about-it) Accessed on June 23rd. JTC

Most Americans pay very little attention to what is going on in the economies of other nations.  But they should.  The reality is that in today's global economy, what is happening on the other side of the world can have a dramatic impact on the U.S. economy.  In particular, the ongoing implosion of Japan's economy should greatly concern us all.  Japan is the 3rd biggest economy in the world and is one of America's most important trading partners.  If Japan experiences a total economic collapse it will create a tsunami of financial panic around the globe.  In fact, it is likely that a default by the government of Japan would plunge the world into such an economic nightmare that the American Dream would quickly vanish for millions of American families.  So just how close is Japan to a financial collapse?  Well, Fitch Ratings says that Japan's gross public debt has reached 201 percent of GDP and is likely to continue to pile up into very dangerous territory for the foreseeable future.  It is estimated that this gigantic mountain of debt amounts to 7.5 million yen for every person living in Japan.  Needless to say this is extremely troubling.  Japan has the highest level of public debt to GDP of any of the industrialized nations.  Japan is literally drowing in red ink.  Meanwhile, even with all of the massive government spending that has caused all of this debt, Japan's economy still continues to implode at a frightening pace.  Japan's discouraging battle with deflation dragged into its 13th straight month in March as prices continued to decline and the unemployment rate rose sharply.  In fact, the number of unemployed in Japan totalled 3.5 million in March.  This represented a 4.5 percent rise from the same period a year ago.
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This collapse of the Japanese economy non-uniques every negative impact, it makes massively escalates the probability of conflict in Asia. 

Michael Auslin, Wall Street Journal, “Japan's Downturn Is Bad News for the World,” 2/17/2009, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB123483257056995903.html

Recently, many economists and scholars in the U.S. have been looking backward to Japan's banking disaster of the 1990s, hoping to learn lessons for America's current crisis. Instead, they should be looking ahead to what might occur if Japan goes into a full-fledged depression. If Japan's economy collapses, supply chains across the globe will be affected and numerous economies will face severe disruptions, most notably China's. China is currently Japan's largest import provider, and the Japanese slowdown is creating tremendous pressure on Chinese factories. Just last week, the Chinese government announced that 20 million rural migrants had lost their jobs.  Closer to home, Japan may also start running out of surplus cash, which it has used to purchase U.S. securities for years. For the first time in a generation, Tokyo is running trade deficits -- five months in a row so far.  The political and social fallout from a Japanese depression also would be devastating. In the face of economic instability, other Asian nations may feel forced to turn to more centralized -- even authoritarian -- control to try to limit the damage. Free-trade agreements may be rolled back and political freedom curtailed. Social stability in emerging, middle-class societies will be severely tested, and newly democratized states may find it impossible to maintain power. Progress toward a more open, integrated Asia is at risk, with the potential for increased political tension in the world's most heavily armed region.  This is the backdrop upon which the U.S. government is set to expand the national debt by a trillion dollars or more. Without massive debt purchases by Japan and China, the U.S. may not be able to finance the cost of the stimulus package, creating a trapdoor under the U.S. economy.

And, worldwide economic collapse causes global nuclear war. 

Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2/4/2009 (Walter Russell, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

The damage to China's position is more subtle. The crisis has not--yet--led to the nightmare scenario that China-watchers fear: a recession or slowdown producing the kind of social unrest that could challenge the government. That may still come to pass--the recent economic news from China has been consistently worse than most experts predicted--but, even if the worst case is avoided, the financial crisis has nevertheless had significant effects. For one thing, it has reminded China that its growth remains dependent on the health of the U.S. economy. For another, it has shown that China's modernization is likely to be long, dangerous, and complex rather than fast and sweet, as some assumed.  In the lead-up to last summer's Beijing Olympics, talk of a Chinese bid to challenge America's global position reached fever pitch, and the inexorable rise of China is one reason why so many commentators are fretting about the "post-American era." But suggestions that China could grow at, say, 10 percent annually for the next 30 years were already looking premature before the economic downturn. (In late 2007, the World Bank slashed its estimate of China's GDP by 40 percent, citing inaccuracies in the methods used to calculate purchasing power parity.) And the financial crisis makes it certain that China's growth is likely to be much slower during some of those years. Already exports are falling, unemployment is rising, and the Shanghai stock market is down about 60 percent.  At the same time, Beijing will have to devote more resources and more attention to stabilizing Chinese society, building a national health care system, providing a social security net, and caring for an aging population, which, thanks to the one-child policy, will need massive help from the government to support itself in old age. Doing so will leave China fewer resources for military build-ups and foreign adventures. As the crisis has forcefully reminded Americans, creating and regulating a functional and flexible financial system is difficult. Every other country in the world has experienced significant financial crises while building such systems, and China is unlikely to be an exception.  All this means that China's rise looks increasingly like a gradual process. A deceleration in China's long-term growth rate would postpone indefinitely the date when China could emerge as a peer competitor to the United States. The present global distribution of power could be changing slowly, if at all.  The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net.  <CONTINUED>
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<CONTINUED> The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and  property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops.  India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud.  If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush.     It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy.  All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength.     Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences.  This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong.  But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives.  So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies.  As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again.  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. 
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Plan: The United States federal government should remove its military forces at Futenma and Henoko Bay from Japan.
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Observation Three – Solvency 

Futenma is obsolete and does not serve rapid-response functions. Only removing the base as a concession to Kan solves the Alliance and provides a win to the DPJ.

Mochizuki and O’Hanlon 2010 January Mike Mochizuki, is Associate Dean of the Elliott School of International Affairs at George Washington University and holds the Japan-US Relations Chair in Memory of Gaston Sigur. Michael O’Hanlon, Director of Research and a Senior Fellow on Foreign Policy at the Brookings Institution, is author of The Science of War. “A proposed compromise on Futenma The unnecessary crisis” THE ORIENTAL ECONOMIST http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=32&ved=0CDUQFjABOB4&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.gwu.edu%2F~elliott%2Fassets%2Fdocs%2Fnews%2Fmochizuki_futenma_orientalEconomist_0110.pdf&ei=tP8gTMnVCYaDnQfKjdVf&usg=AFQjCNFKUnjurrUisw0LtFv1LQ-7PrX5cg&sig2=QHHKqwcaJTnvLAPzK0mP-Q
What then should be done to prevent an alliance crisis? US officials might hope that Washington’s toughness will eventually cre- ate such domestic difficulties in Japan as to force Hatoyama to either embrace the origi- nal base realignment plan or resign. But if current political trends in Okinawa continue, Hatoyama will find it increasingly difficult to accept the 2006 plan without major modi- fications. Even if Hatoyama were to resign, the DPJ would still be in power and the new prime minister is likely to probe Washington for changes. This would hold true even if the DPJ wins a single-party majority in the Upper House election and can dispense with its unruly coalition partners. DPJers are now brainstorming about alternatives to the existing plan. Ozawa has floated Shimojijima and Iejima (both small islands in Okinawa with airfields) as possi- ble candidates. A private advisory group to Hatoyama has proposed moving these func- tions to Japanese Self-Defense Force bases in Nagasaki Prefecture. Whether any of these ideas turn into an official proposal remains to be seen. An honest evaluation of these alterna- tives demands examining the necessity of the Marines slated to remain on Okinawa in order to provide “rapid crisis response capa- bilities.” Marines in Okinawa would have a geographic advantage over their counter- parts in Guam by being closer to potential flash points like the Korean peninsula and the Taiwan straits. If these different elements of the Marines are to be maintained in Okinawa, then it would be desirable to have a dedicated air station on the main Okinawan island to facilitate the interaction among these units through regular training, exer- cises, and operations. But the desirability of such an air station needs to be weighed against the political risks to the alliance. We two authors have long argued that the Kadena Air Force Base on Okinawa is militarily more significant than Futenma Marine base, given Kadena's likely role in possible conflicts in Korea, the Taiwan Strait or elsewhere, as well as its role as a hub in the American global network. Preserving local political support for Kadena is, therefore, much more important than holding onto Futenma or building a succes- sor. So, if further accommodating Okinawan interests on the Futenma issue is necessary, it is a modest price to pay for shoring up the broader political health of the U.S. military presence on Okinawa in general and at Kadena in particular. Just as the US makes pragmatic decisions in other parts of the world about force relocation for the greater good of an alliance, it can factor local sensitivities into this issue. Provided the US could improve its contingency access to other airfields on Okinawa and elsewhere in Japan for use in a possible crisis or war, our view is that the US could make do without Futenma or a substitute. Losing the airfield altogether (with modest numbers of flights for the residual Marine presence occurring from alternative facilities in Okinawa and other prefectures, perhaps) is not a preferred option but a tolerable one—especially with the Marines in Guam. Using commercial or Japanese military airfields in a crisis or war is allowed under the 1996 and 1997 agreements between Tokyo and Washington; prestationing of some supplies and engineering equipment on these other airfields, while also purchasing extra Marine Corps ground combat equip- ment and placing it aboard maritime prepo- sitioning ships based in one of Japan's har- bors, could go a long way toward mitigating the downside of any loss of a permanent air station and even loss of the Marine Corps presence altogether. Japan is overdue for a more far-reach- ing debate on its overall role in international security. Hatoyama and Ozawa have some- times hinted at a greater willingness to con- sider an expanded global role for the Self- Defense Forces, and that is just part of the equation. It would be a shame for either cap- ital to let the dispute over Futenma derail a broader positive US-Japan dialogue, particu- larly on the 50th anniversary of the US- Japan Security Treaty.
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AND, removing the base resolves resentment in the alliance and does not adversely effect any US security commitments, its functions are redundant. 

Bandow 6-18-10 (Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author, Get out of Japan, http://www.nationalinterest.org/PrinterFriendly.aspx?id=23592)  RW
 Candidate Barack Obama may have charmed foreign peoples, but President Barack Obama unashamedly cold shoulders foreign leaders he doesn’t like. One of them was Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who sought to reduce the number of U.S. bases on the island of Okinawa. The Obama administration worked diligently to frustrate Hatoyama’s efforts, which helped force his resignation barely eight months into his term. It was an impressive performance in raw political power. But it likely was a Pyrrhic victory. When World War II ended, the U.S. occupied Japan and effectively colonized the island of Okinawa, seized in a bitter battle shortly before Tokyo surrendered. The U.S. loaded Okinawa with bases and only returned it to Japanese sovereignty in 1972. Four decades later nearly 20 percent of the island remains occupied by American military facilities. The U.S. military likes Okinawa because it is centrally located. Most Japanese like Okinawa because it is the most distant prefecture. Concentrating military facilities on the island—half of U.S. personnel and three-quarters of U.S. bases (by area) in Japan are located in a territory making up just .6 percent of the country—is convenient for everyone except the people who live there. Okinawans have been protesting against the bases for years. In 1995 the rape of a teenage girl set off vigorous demonstrations and led to various proposals to lighten the island’s burden. In 2006 the Japanese government agreed to help pay for some Marines to move to Guam while relocating the Futenma facility to the less populated Okinawan community of Henoko. But residents wanted the base moved off of the island and the government delayed implementation of the agreement. During last year’s parliamentary election the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) promised to move the installation elsewhere. Prime Minister Hatoyama later said: “It must never happen that we accept the existing plan.” However, the Obama administration refused to reconsider and threatened the U.S.-Japanese relationship. That unsettled a public which had voted the DPJ into power primarily for economic reasons. Prime Minister Hatoyama wanted to turn the unbalanced alliance into a more equal partnership but the Japanese people weren’t ready. Said Hatoyama as he left office: “Someday, the time will come when Japan’s peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves.” Washington’s victory appeared to be complete. The Japanese government succumbed to U.S. demands. A new, more pliant prime minister took over. The Japanese nation again acknowledged its humiliating dependency on America. Yet the win may prove hollow. Although Hatoyama’s replacement, Prime Minister Naoto Kan, gives lip service to the plan to relocate the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma within Okinawa, the move may never occur. There’s a reason Tokyo has essentially kicked the can down the road since 1996. Some 90,000 people, roughly one-tenth of Okinawa’s population, turned out for a protest rally in April. With no way to satisfy both Okinawans and Americans, the Kan government may decide to follow its predecessors and kick the can for a few more years. Moreover, there is talk of activists mounting a campaign of civil disobedience. Public frustration is high: in mid-May, a human chain of 17,000 surrounded Futenma. Local government officials oppose the relocation plan and would hesitate to use force against protestors. Naoto Kan could find himself following his predecessor into retirement if he forcibly intervened. Even a small number of demonstrators would embarrass U.S. and Japanese officials alike. 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.” Yet what is most curious about the issue is the dogged insistence of American officials in maintaining the Japanese protectorate. The world in which the security treaty was signed has disappeared. Admits Kent E. Calder of SAIS, “the international political-economic context of the alliance and the domestic context in both nations have changed profoundly.” There is no reason to assume that a relationship created for one purpose in one context makes sense for another purpose in another context. 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. <CONTINUED>
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 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? 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. North Korea’s military abilities remain uncertain and its aggressive intentions remain unpredictable. Prime Minister Hatoyama cited “the current situation in the Korean peninsula” as a reason to maintain the base on Okinawa. 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 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?’” Do U.S. bases in Okinawa help dampen regional arms spending? That’s another point more often asserted than proven. Even if so, however, that isn’t necessarily to Washington’s benefit. The best way to ensure a responsible Chinese foreign and military policy is for Beijing’s neighbors to be well-armed and willing to cooperate among themselves. Then local or regional conflicts would be much less likely to end up in Washington. 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.  
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AND, there is literally no military value to Futenma. 

John Feffer  3-6-10 the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies “Okinawa and the new domino effect” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html

The US military presence in Okinawa is a residue of the Cold War and a US commitment to containing the only military power on the horizon that could threaten American military supremacy. Back in the 1990s, the Bill Clinton administration's solution to a rising China was to "integrate, but hedge". The hedge - against the possibility of China developing a serious mean streak - centered around a strengthened US-Japan alliance and a credible Japanese military deterrent. What the Clinton administration and its successors didn't anticipate was how effectively and peacefully China would disarm this hedging strategy with careful statesmanship and a vigorous trade policy. A number of Southeast Asian countries, including the Philippines and Indonesia, succumbed early to China's version of checkbook diplomacy. Then, in the last decade, South Korea, like the Japanese today, started to talk about establishing "more equal" relations with the US in an effort to avoid being drawn into any future military scrape between Washington and Beijing. Now, with its arch-conservatives gone from government, Japan is visibly warming to China's charms. In 2007, China had already surpassed the US as the country's leading trade partner. On becoming prime minister, Hatoyama sensibly proposed the future establishment of an East Asian community patterned on the European Union. As he saw it, that would leverage Japan's position between a rising China and a United States in decline. In December, while Washington and Tokyo were haggling bitterly over the Okinawa base issue, DPJ leader Ichiro Ozawa sent a signal to Washington as well as Beijing by shepherding a 143-member delegation of his party's legislators on a four-day trip to China. Not surprisingly, China's bedazzlement policy has set off warning bells in Washington, where the People's Republic is still a focus of primary concern for a cadre of strategic planners inside the Pentagon. The Futenma base - and its potential replacement - would be well situated, should Washington ever decide to send rapid response units to the Taiwan Strait, the South China Sea, or the Korean peninsula. Strategic planners in Washington like to speak of the "tyranny of distance", of the difficulty of getting "boots on the ground" from Guam or Hawaii in case of an East Asian emergency. Yet the actual strategic value of Futenma is, at best, questionable. The South Koreans are more than capable of dealing with any contingency on the peninsula. And the United States frankly has plenty of firepower by air (Kadena) and sea (Yokosuka) within hailing distance of China. A couple thousand Marines won't make much of a difference (though the leathernecks strenuously disagree). However, in a political environment in which the Pentagon is finding itself making tough choices between funding counterinsurgency wars and old Cold War weapons systems, the "China threat" lobby doesn't want to give an inch. Failure to relocate the Futenma base within Okinawa might be the first step down a slippery slope that could potentially put at risk billions of dollars in Cold War weapons still in the production line. It's hard to justify buying all the fancy toys without a place to play with them.
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Plan: The United States federal government should remove its military forces from Japan.
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Advantage ____ - Environment 

The installations in Okinawa are dump toxic substances and U.S. immunity create an unchecked environmental crisis.

Johnson, Chalmers A. Blowback: the Costs and Consequences of American Empire. (Pg. 48) New York: Henry Holt, 2004. Print. AD

Closely related to noise pollution is damage to the environment. This includes serious soil erosion from artillery firing and damage to coral reefs by ships and amphibious landing practice (despite a U.S. commitment to an international initiative to save the globe's dying coral reefs). Runoff jet fuel and other toxic substances permeate the soil and water supplies in certain areas of the island and have generally neither been controlled nor cleaned up. As the U.S. Congress's General Accounting Office reported in 1998, "Marine Corps Bases, Japan, and other Okinawa-based U.S. forces were informed by a letter dated August 25, 1997, from the Government of Japan's Naha Defense Facilities Administration Bureau that the toxic substances mercury and polychlorinated biphenyls were found on the Onna communications site. The United States had closed the base and returned the land to Japan in November 1995 .... The letter indicated that the presence of these substances has prevented the land from being returned to its owners and thus being available for reuse. The letter concludes by requesting that the United States conduct a survey, identify any contamination that may exist, and clean up bases scheduled for closure in the future."2! The government, while proclaiming itself devoted to protecting the environment, has also claimed that the security treaty explicitly exempts the United States from any responsibility for environmental cleanup.
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Okinawa bases are devastating to the coral reef and the dugong, a rare species of Manatee. 

Jeff Shaw 2005 journalist, currently freelance, in Okinawa on a Fulbright scholarship to write a series of articles and a book. “Marines and manatees: a proposed U.S. base in Okinawa threatens endangered dugongs” The Environmental Magazine Jan- Feb http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1594/is_1_16/ai_n8694203/pg_2/?tag=content;col1

 Plans are in place for a first-of-its-kind sea-based heliport for the U.S. Marines. Built directly on top of a sensitive coral reef, the mammoth air station's runway will reach a mile into the Pacific Ocean. Peter Galvin of the Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) says that the heliport would smother the life support system of multiple endangered species--among them the critically endangered dugong (manatee), sacred to locals. Only 50 of these genetically distinct creatures survive in the region, comprising the northernmost population. Along with five other environmental groups from Okinawa, mainland Japan and the United States, CBD has filed a lawsuit in U.S. District Court against the Department of Defense seeking to stop the sea base. "Okinawa is sometimes called the 'Galapagos of the East' because of the incredible species diversity found there" says Galvin, a biologist. "Clearly, this is not the place for another military base." "The coral reef is going to be destroyed, the dugong habitat is going to be destroyed, and there's going to be pollution in what is a pretty clean body of water," predicts Jonathan Taylor, a professor at California State University-Fullerton. "There's also going to be tremendous noise pollution, which will affect wildlife inland." Besides the dugong, base construction could push other endangered animals over the brink, scientists and activists fear. "The Henoko Sea is very rich in biological diversity," says Makishi Yoshikazu of Okinawa Environmental Network, a local activist group at the forefront of a growing social movement on both sides of the Pacific. Three endangered species of sea turtle--the green, hawksbill and loggerhead--lay eggs on beaches near the base site. Reefs in Okinawa support more than 1,000 species of fish, attracting scuba divers from all around the world to the warm, clear waters. The variety of marine life divers can see here is second only to Australia's Great Barrier Reef. Off the coast of Henoko village, where the new base is slated for construction, surveys recently uncovered 1,000 types of mollusks--including several that were previously undiscovered. Okinawan scuba guide Tanahara Seishu says Henoko's sea is critical dugong habitat. Based on his photographs of "dugong trenches"--fissures in the sea grass left by feeding animals he concludes, "Henoko is the main feeding ground of the dugong."
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First impact, Coral reef death threatens global food supply, reef death will kill billions of people.

Hopenstand, JD Candidate at Wisconsin Law School, 2002 Dafna, “Global Warming and its Impact on Near-Shore Communities: Protection Regimes for Fish and Coastal People Affected by Coral Reef Damage," Spring, Wisconsin Environmental Law Journal, 8 Wis. Envtl. L.J. 85

The death of coral reefs and rise in sea levels could disrupt ocean life severely. Species may be forced to change feeding and breeding grounds, causing fishery stocks to shift. The repercussions of this shift could be enormous on island nations that depend on fish in their waters as a food source and for export. 50 In the Federated States of Micronesia, for example, the marine environment and its resources are considered the basis of local culture. 51 Besides using the ocean for recreation and cultural events, Micronesians rely on coral reef resources for in-shore and near-shore fishing. Locals trade fish as part of the nation's commerce and consume it as an essential source of nutrition. 52 However, fish stocks in certain reef areas in Micronesia are now already seriously depleted, forcing locals to find alternative sources of fish and other foods. 53  Whether the cause of a food shortage is fish migration or local death, the result is the same for coastal people. Food shortages in nations affected by climate change could result in food riots and the mass movement of hunger driven migrants. 54 A food shortage could require the negotiation of new treaties among nations facing different levels of fish stock or the renegotiation of current treaties between such nations. 55  This diminution in food supply near-shore is particularly devastating for coastal areas and island nations because of their heavy dependence on coral reefs for the supply of food. 56 One-third of the world's marine fish species are found in coral reefs. 57 Fishermen catch  [*93]  ninety percent of the world's fish within two hundred nautical miles of the coast, and the majority of the catch is within the first five miles. 58 These statistics are significant because coral reefs are usually found in relatively shallow, near-shore water. 59 Coral animals live in shallow waters since their symbiotic algae require sunlight for food, and sunlight does not penetrate very deep in seawater. 60 Reef fish make up ten percent of the global fish catch, and with other reef foods, support thirty to forty million people. 61 More than three billion people--the majority of humankind--occupy coastal regions. 62 This figure is expected to double by 2050. 63 By the end of the century, two-thirds of the population of all developing countries will live along coasts. 64 Half of the world's shorelines are in the tropics, and a third of those coasts are associated with coral reefs. 65 Since the population in coastal areas tends to grow faster than inland populations, 66 most coastal growth will occur in the tropics. Further, continuing population growth in coastal areas and on islands, such as the Maldives, compounds the potential food shortage crisis. 67 For example, Hanoi's population has grown from 200,000 to over three million in the last fifty years; this population growth is matched by an enormous demand for food, particularly fish. 68
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Second impact, the dugong habitat off of Okinawa that is at risk because of the base is the key breeding ground and will lead to the extinction of the species. 

PANKAJ SEKHSARIA 8-3-03 “Okinawa, the dugong's last hope” Pankaj SEKHSARIA works with the Kalpavriksh Environmental Action Group in Pune where his main responsibility is editing, publishing and distributing the Protected Area (PA) Update, a bimonthly newsletter that carries news from wildlife sanctuaries and national parks from India and South Asia. http://www.thehindu.com/thehindu/mag/2003/08/03/stories/2003080300630200.htm.

THE problems facing wildlife conservation appear to be the same everywhere, everytime. Small populations of endangered wildlife; a small group of concerned citizens fighting an uphill, lonely battle and an unconcerned political system that refuses to look beyond short term commercial benefits or military and security interests.  This one is the same, and yet there are surprises. Not because it has succeeded, but because of its context. It is about a few dugongs pitched against the combined might of Japanese economic and political interests and the military might of the United States. The setting is not one of the so called developing countries from Africa, Asia or Latin America, but the very heart of one of the world's richest countries — Japan itself.  It is in Okinawa, located just east of the main Asian continent and forming the southern most island group of Japan. Called the Ryuku Islands in ancient times, this archipelago of 160-odd islands is unique. It is the only part of Japan that lies in the subtropical zone where mean annual temperatures hover around a comfortable 22°C. The maritime environment is greatly influenced by the warm Kuroshio current and the northern part of the island called Yambaru is particularly rich in bio-diversity and endemic fauna like the Pryer's Woodpecker and the Okinawa Rail. The oceans are rich with sea grass beds, coral reefs and a variety of marine life. Some even call these islands the "Galapagos of the Orient".  And it is in these oceans that live a very small and important population of the slow moving marine mammal, the dugong (Dugong dugon).  Dugongs are found in the tropical and subtropical waters of the Indian Ocean and the Western Pacific, with an estimated global population of 100,000.  Nearly 80 per cent of these are found around Australia, the rest being scattered in various parts. This is where Okinawa is crucial. The waters off Okinawa are the northern most home of the dugong; this population is considered the most isolated in the world and is so threatened that it has been classified as being near extinct. Little is known about this population, but it is estimated that its number does not exceed 50. It is as endangered an animal population as can be and yet the authorities refuse to recognise the issue.  Till very recently it was not even known if dugongs did live around Okinawa.  Every time there was a report of a dugong killed by a fishing net or stranded on the shore it was thought that the animal would have lost its way from its habitat in the Philippines, drifted towards Okinawa and met its unfortunate end.  It was only in the late 1970s that the Dugong Network Okinawa (DNO) initiated surveys to study the presence of the dugongs and the status of the grass beds on which they feed. The surveys have been intensified in more recent years with the use of helicopters. In 1998, dugongs were spotted on 53 different occasions and in April 1999, the largest number of six animals were seen in a short span of six minutes during one such survey.  In 1998 there were also a couple of cases of newborn dugongs being found entangled and dead in fishing nets, unfortunate, but proof nevertheless, that they do breed in the waters off Okinawa.     Death by being caught in fishing nets here is a very serious problem, with six such cases being reported in the decade of the 1990s alone. There are other threats too. A study conducted in 1998 revealed that the ocean beds were contaminated by organic matter and sulphuric compounds, likely to damage the seagrass beds, the main source of dugong food. Red soil erosion and run off into the sea from the islands is another problem, as is large-scale American military activity. These include large scale landing practice using amphibious vehicles, oil and sound pollution and the exploding of unexploded and submerged shells, remnants of World War II.  The biggest threat however comes, as discussed earlier, from a system that is blind to the needs of these endangered dugongs. It is important to note in this context that there is massive American military presence in Okinawa.  The Okinawa prefecture was in fact under direct U.S. military administration from 1945 to 1972, when it was handed over to the Japanese.  "Despite significant changes in the international politico-economic environment in the Asia-Pacific region since the 1970s", explains Dr. Hiroki Kakazu of the Department of Sustainable Development, Nihon University, "Okinawa's geo-military position as the `Keystone of the Pacific' has remained almost unchanged." Even today, nearly 20 per cent of the land mass of Okinawa is under direct occupation of the American military and though Okinawa accounts for only 0.6 per cent of Japan's total landmass, 75 per cent of all American military base facilities in this country are concentrated here.  It is one such plan of the American military that poses the biggest threat for the survival of the dugongs of Okinawa: the proposed relocation of the existing U.S. Futenma Air Station in Okinawa to the coastal area of Henoko.  This area on the eastern coast of Okinawa is where the largest sea grass beds are found and it is the most favoured habitat of a number of species of marine life, including the dugong. <CONTINUED>
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 The 1998 "Guideline for Nature Conservation" of the Okinawa Prefectural Government (OPJ) has in fact listed the coastal waters off Henoko as Rank I, an "area where strict nature conservation is needed". Nothing of all this has however prevented the Japanese and U.S. governments from suggesting the creation of a U.S. Marine Corps sea based air base off Henoko. It is to be a massive structure, 1,500m in length, 600 m wide, with the capacity to accommodate 2,500 troops and 60 helicopters. When built it will cover an area of 90 hectares of water (more recent reports say that it will be much larger: 2,600m by 730 m and cover an area of 200 ha), will deter photosynthesis, ecologically isolate the waters from the Pacific Ocean, block the diurnal migration of dugongs between daytime refuges outside the reef area and night time inshore feeding areas, increase manifold the possibilities of accidents, oil leaks, water and sound pollution, and cause the destruction of the marine system and the most preferred home of the dugong.  The official response to the questions regarding the environment is typical. In one of the government plans it is stated "that the seagrass beds found in the proposed areas are common with other parts of the Okinawa waters, and the grasses growing there would be transplanted to suitable places as much as possible". In official discussions and replies in the House of Representatives, the government has used the excuse of "lack of research and surveys on the distribution of dugongs in seas around Japan" to go ahead with the proposed project.  Incidentally, the Okinawans themselves are clearly opposed to the base off Henoko. They had overwhelmingly expressed their desire for a reduction in air bases here in a referendum in 1996. Another non-binding plebiscite, specifically on the Henoko base was held in December 1997. And, 54 per cent of the voters voted against it. Inspite of this clear opposition, the Okinawan Prefectural Government passed a resolution in October 1999 in favour of the project. The Japanese Government has reportedly placed immense pressure on Okinawa, promising large-scale economic stimulus if they go ahead with the project and by the threat of sanctions if they don't.  It is also important that the opposition of the Okinawan people is not merely on political grounds, of wanting to remove the huge foreign and military presence from their land. It is also very environmental in nature.  In 1998 the assembly of Nago city of Okinawa passed a resolution stating, "... it is our responsibility to preserve the precious sea where dugongs and sea turtles are born and grow, which heals our soul and provides us with sustenance", and therefore the region should be protected for "future generations". The dugong has been an integral part of Okinawan culture. It was designated here as tennen -kinnenbutsu (natural monument) under the "Historic Natural Monument Protection Law" before World War II and this has continued under various laws since. The local people here also believe that dugongs were their ancestors. As Higashionna Takuma, Secretary of the Save the Dugong Foundation and a resident of Setake, near Henoko village says, "Our guiding principle is `to live in harmony with the dugong'. Not only is the dugong vital, but also the environment inhabited by the dugong. In other words, ensuring an environment in which dugong can survive is also vital for us as human beings ... We can establish a mode of living without the (military) bases. If the natural environs are destroyed, and the dugong lost from this region, what on earth will be left?".
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Biodiversity loss causes ecosystem collapse and human extinction 

Major David Diner, 1994 JAG Corps, United States Army, Winter 1994, Military Law Review, 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161, p. 170-173

Why Do We Care? -- No species has ever dominated its fellow species as man has. In most cases, people have assumed the God-like power of life and death -- extinction or survival -- over the plants and animals of the world. For most of history, mankind pursued this domination with a single-minded determination to master the world, tame the wilderness, and exploit nature for the maximum benefit of the human race. In past mass extinction episodes, as many as ninety percent of the existing species perished, and yet the world moved forward, and new species replaced the old. So why should the world be concerned now? The prime reason is the world’s survival. Like all animal life, humans live off of other species. At some point, the number of species could decline to the point at which the ecosystem fails, and then humans also would become extinct. No one knows how many species the world needs to support human life, and to find out -- by allowing certain species to become extinct -- would not be sound policy. In addition to food, species offer many direct and indirect benefits to mankind. 2. Ecological Value. -- Ecological value is the value that species have in maintaining the environment. Pest, erosion, and flood control are prime benefits certain species provide to man. Plants and animals also provide additional ecological services -- pollution control, oxygen production, sewage treatment, and biodegradation. 3. Scientific and Utilitarian Value. -- Scientific value is the use of species for research into the physical processes of the world. Without plants and animals, a large portion of basic scientific research would be impossible. Utilitarian value is the direct utility humans draw from plants and animals. Only a fraction of the earth’s species have been examined, and mankind may someday desperately need the species that it is exterminating today. To accept that the snail darter, harelip sucker, or Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew could save mankind may be difficult for some. Many, if not most, species are useless to man in a direct utilitarian sense. Nonetheless, they may be critical in an indirect role, because their extirpations could affect a directly useful species negatively. In a closely interconnected ecosystem, the loss of a species affects other species dependent on it. Moreover, as the number of species decline, the effect of each new extinction on the remaining species increases dramatically. 4. Biological Diversity. -- The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world’s biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. “The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole.” 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, mankind [humankind] may be edging closer to the abyss.
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AND, Opposition to the Futenma base on the terms of the dugongs is a critical point in redefining security away from realist conceptions towards incorporation the environment and an emancipatory concept of security. 

Deborah MANTLE 2006 “Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan”  Lecturer, College of International Relations, Ritsumeikan University, Kyoto, Japan Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, 2006 Vol.5, pp. 85-105

For the opponents of the proposed Henoko base, what is at stake is more than the endangered dugong – an important Okinawan cultural symbol – and more than the dugong’s rich marine environment; the struggle is over the future of Okinawa. Having learned from the experiences of past local/environmental protests, the defenders of the dugong have gone international. At the 2001 IUCN (International Conservation Union) conference, anti-heliport representatives took the initiative to attend the meeting in order to highlight the dangers faced by the Okinawa dugong. As a result, the IUCN have strongly urged the Japanese government (without success) to set up a sanctuary for the benign marine mammals. The Futenma-Henoko Action Network, an Okinawa-based protest group, raised half the funds for the production of a documentary on the issue which was aired on BBC World Earth Report in 2005 (Simpson, 2005). Meanwhile, the Okinawa dugong is also being defended in the U.S. courts. To stop U.S. involvement with the new base, the American NGO Earthjustice, on behalf of a coalition of Japanese and American conservation groups, filed a lawsuit against the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) in 2003. Citing the 1966 National Historic Preservation Act which states that the U.S. government must respect the cultural icons of other countries, the lawsuit requires the DOD to assess fully and publicly the effect of the project on the dugong. The US government has argued that the choice of site and construction of the base is entirely in the hands of the Japanese government. However, in March 2005 a federal judge in San Francisco denied the U.S. government’s attempt to dismiss the suit, stating that the site would be built to U.S. specifications for U.S. use. The case is continuing. In 1993, ‘Stars and Stripes’, the U.S. forces’ newspaper, reported that there may be no more than a dozen dugongs left in Okinawa. This implies that the extinction of the dugong is certain so why resist the inevitable? One more species endangered, one more ecosystem threatened, one more example of Tokyo contemptuously dismissing the voices of Okinawan protest. The question now remains: how far is the Japanese government willing to go to enforce its definition of ‘national security’? Conclusion ‘Any (local resident) would oppose (a plan to introduce a U.S. military installation) if asked. That’s the difficult part of national security’ Prime Minister Koizumi’s statement in response to the results of the March 2006 non-binding Iwakuni plebiscite, an overwhelming (87.4%) vote against the relocation of carrier-based airplanes to Iwakuni (Japan Times, 14th March 2006) ‘our words do not work any more’ (Booth, 1991: 313) The May 2006 U.S. – Japan Roadmap on Realignment of forces was heralded by both Washington and Tokyo as marking a new phase in the security alliance. The rhetoric is new but the underlying assumptions are not. The defence policy of Japan is currently based on one specific construction of ‘security’ – defence of the state against external threats in which national security so-defined is placed above all. This particular Realist interpretation of ‘security’ is constraining the choices and opportunities of the people of Okinawa (Hook & Siddle, 2003a: 8) and is, therefore, counter to the emancipatory form of security advocated by IR critical security scholar Ken Booth. The protests against and criticisms of Okinawa’s subjugation are alternative ideas of ‘security’ in practice, notions that take the interests of individuals and the protection of the natural environment into account; that take Article 9 seriously as an ideal to live by and not a vague guideline to ignore at will. Critics of the narrow definition of ‘security’ at work in Japan today urge a move toward an independent, credible foreign policy ‘supported by a logic of its own that has the consent of its own people’ (Gabe, 2003: 72) that is integrated with a stable regional peace rather than with the military force of the U.S. (Miyazato et al, 2006: 56). It is difficult to imagine the government and people of Japan voluntarily giving up the perceived protection of the U.S. military umbrella, but imagination is what is needed, the imagination to think differently and the courage to speak and act differently. ‘Security’ as currently interpreted in Japan is not a definition that works, for Okinawa or for the long-term stable peace of the country as a whole. If the word no longer works, it must be reworked.
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Advantage ____ - Imperialism 

The imperial machine is back again, seeking constant legitimacy for a failed project in the name of deterrence at the expense of the oppressed. 55 years after WWII the U.S. has now become the true threat to stability in Asia, and it’s time to go.

Johnson, Chalmers A. Blowback: the Costs and Consequences of American Empire. (Pg. 59-61) New York: Henry Holt, 2004. Print. AD
What does the U.S. government say it is doing in Okinawa fifty-five years after the end of World War II? Throughout the postwar period, the United States has vacillated between two basic arguments: the forces are there either in order to defend Japan or in order to contain Japan. Though one contradicts the other, each is alternately resurrected, depending on the current situation in East Asia, and used to justify policies that were first formulated to deal with conditions that existed in 1951, when the peace treaty and the security treaty were negotiated, and that ceased to exist at least two decades ago. Even in 1951, Japan was in no danger of being attacked by another nation and even less capable of attacking one of its neighbors. According to Article 5 of the [apanese-American Security Treaty, the purpose of the treaty is to defend Japan. Needless to say, the document did not explain whom Japan was to be defended from or dwell on whether Japan needed America's help in defending itself. No attempt has been made to invade the main islands since a Mongol fleet dispatched by Kublai Khan was dispersed by a "divine wind" in A.D. 128l. After the Battle of Okinawa in 1945, the Americans essentially gave up on the idea of an invasion and turned instead to defeating Japan through the use of nuclear weapons, strategic bombing, and a blockade. Since World War II, only the former Soviet Union could conceivably have mounted such an invasion, although there is no evidence that it ever seriously considered doing so. American and Japanese defense officials love to say that Okinawa's excessive burdens in the Cold War are a result of the island's "strategic location." But Okinawa was hardly well located to anchor a defense against the USSR, which in any case selfdestructed a decade ago. The Pentagon regularly suggests that Japan faces potential threats from North Korea and China. But North Korea is a failed Communist regime unable to feed its own people and still engaged in a barely repressed civil war with South Korea, which is twice as populous, infinitely richer, and fully capable of defending itself. The Japanese government has strongly expressed its own fears of a potential North Korean missile assault ever since Pyongyang in August 1998 fired a rocket over Japan in the process of launching a small satellite. The real threat, however, is that a suicidal North Korea-itself feeling threatened by the might of the United States-could deliver some kind of terror weapon (if it has one) to Japan by boat and detonate it there as a final, if futile, act of retaliation for Japan's brutal colonial rule of and postwar hostility toward it. This would be more than half a century late, the worst blowback nightmare and a horrific reminder that the acts of empire are seldom forgotten by those who have suffered them. To date, however, there is no evidence that North Korea is suicidally inclined. Public opinion in Japan, in fact, remains deeply suspicious of American claims that North Korea is a threat. In 1994, when the possible existence of a North Korean nuclear arsenal first surfaced in the media, in a four-nation poll of attitudes, the Japanese named the United States as "the biggest threat to world peace," followed by Russia and only then by North Korea)3 The notion that the main thrust of the security treaty was to defend against Chinese expansionism, or to "contain" China, or to provide a platform from which the United States could intervene militarily in the Taiwan Strait to defend Taiwan, Japan's former colony, from attack by mainland China is a very embarrassing and dangerous one for Japan. In Japan's own peace treaty with China ending World War II, Japan clearly acknowledged Taiwan as a part of China. Chinese leaders regularly remind Japan that enlarging the scope of the security treaty to include Taiwan directly violates commitments Japan has long made to China. The Japanese public (and even the conservative ruling party) do not in any case believe that their country is threatened bv China. It is widely accepted that Taiwan's highly modem defense forces effectively deter any form of military takeover by the mainland. For the public, given what Japan did in China during World War II, a serious conflict with that nation over Taiwan is unthinkable. The Japanese also applaud the evolution of the previously revolutionary People's Republic from its emphasis on opposition to its former imperialist oppressors to domestic development through commerce with them. Japan's policy is to do everything in its power to adjust to the reemergence of China on the world stage. It also appreciates that China, while resurgent, still has only a gross domestic product of $560 billion, compared to Japan's $5 trillion and the United States' $7.2 trillion; a defense budget of $31.7 billion, compared to Japan's $47 billion and the United States' $263.9 billion; and perhaps as many as 149 strategic nuclear weapons, compared to the United States' 7,150. In polls, the Japanese public has repeatedly expressed a greater concern about oscillations in U.S. policy toward China than about anything China has done or has the capability to do to Japan. Given the large military expeditionary forces the United States maintains in Japan, the real fear is that increased American belligerence toward China might invite Chinese retaliation against the bases in Japan. This is one reason why former Japanese prime minister Morihiro Hosokawa advocates maintaining the Japanese-American alliance while eliminating permanent U.S. forces from Japanese territory. 
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And, US occupation of Okinawa is the extension of imperial and colonial domination. 

Gavan McCormack 3-11-10 a coordinator of The Asia-Pacific Journal -- Japan Focus and author of many previous texts on Okinawa-related matters.  The Travails of a Client State: An Okinawan Angle on the 50th Anniversary of the US-Japan Security Treaty MRzine  http://mrzine.monthlyreview.org/2010/mccormack110310.html

Virtually without exception, American officials, pundits and commentators support the Guam treaty formula and show neither sympathy nor understanding for Japanese democracy or Okinawan civil society, and by and large the Japanese pundits and commentators respond to this in "slave-faced" manner (do-gan in Terashima's term).  The Okinawa Times (19 January 2010) notes that the 50th anniversary offered a "chance to reconsider the Japan-US Security treaty that from Okinawa can only be seen as a relationship of dependence." To seriously "re-consider" would require wiping the "slave faces" off Japan's politicians and bureaucrats. Hatoyama's government has enunciated idealistic sentiments -- including statements such as from Party Secretary-General Ozawa Ichiro saying that "Okinawa beautiful blue seas must not be despoiled",13 and the postponing of a decision on the Futenma issue to May opened the issue to a measure of public scrutiny and discussion. However, neither the Prime Minister nor any of his senior ministers offered leadership or did anything to encourage discussion on the nature of the alliance or Okinawa's burdens. Instead, the Hatoyama government backed itself into a corner by assuming the legitimacy of the Guam Treaty, from which it followed that Futenma could not be returned unless or until it was replaced. Furthermore, prominent ministers, in "Client State" spirit, publicly identified with the position of the US government. Thus Foreign Minister Okada in Nago on 5 December 2009 pleaded with Okinawans to understand the "crisis of the alliance" and the "difficulty" of the negotiations. He suggested that Okinawans should have sympathy for President Obama "who might not be able to escape criticism for weakness in his dealings with Japan at a time of falling popularity" if the Guam Treaty deal was not implemented.14 When Hatoyama announced the postponement of decision till May 2010, a Pentagon Press Secretary declared that the US "did not accept" the Japanese decision,15 and Joseph Nye referred to the DPJ as "inexperienced, divided and still in the thrall of campaign promises," plainly meaning that attempts to renegotiate the Guam Agreement would not be tolerated.16 Yet, the mood in Okinawa unquestionably strengthened following the Hatoyama victory and the sweeping aside of the representatives of the "old regime" in Okinawa in August 2009. Opinion polls had long shown levels of around 70 per cent against the Guam formula (for Henoko construction),17 but that figure rose steadily, so that one May 2009 survey found a paltry 18 per cent in favour of the Henoko option on which Washington was adamant, and by November that figure had fallen to 5 per cent; hardly anyone.18 Both Okinawan newspapers, and the most prominent figures in Okinawan civil society, were strongly opposed.19 The signals of anger and discontent rose to their peak in February 2010 with the adoption by the Okinawan parliament (the Prefectural Assembly) of an extraordinary resolution, unanimously demanding that Futenma be closed (moved "overseas or elsewhere in Japan"),20 and Okinawa's 41 local district mayors also unanimously declared themselves of the same view.21 It meant that, while Tokyo struggled desperately to find a way to implement the Guam Treaty, Okinawa unanimously rejected it. There is no longer a "progressive-conservative" divide in Okinawan politics on this question. The Mayor of Okinawa's capital, Naha, who in the past served as President of the Liberal Democratic Party of Okinawa, recently made clear that, as a prominent Okinawan conservative, he was disappointed by the Hatoyama government's reluctance to redeem its electoral pledge on Futenma and hoped the Okinawan people would remain united "like a rugby scrum" to accomplish its closure and return (i.e., not replacement).22 No local government or Japanese prefecture in modern history had ever been at such odds with the national government. Early in March, Defense Vice-Minister Nagishima Akihisa bluntly declared that the US demands would be met, even if it meant alienating Okinawans (who would be offered "compensation").23 With Hatoyama likewise insisting that he would honour alliance obligations, and the likelihood high that other formulas would prove unworkable or impossible to clear in such a tight timetable, Okinawans braced themselves. By May 2010 Hatoyama would have to either reject the US demands, risking a major diplomatic crisis, or submit to them, announcing with regret that there is no "realistic alternative" to the "V-shaped" base at Henoko, thus provoking a domestic political crisis. While official 50th anniversary commemorations celebrate the US military as the source of the "oxygen" that guaranteed peace and security to Japan, it is surely time for Japanese civil society to point out that the same oxygen is elsewhere a poison, responsible for visiting catastrophe in country after country in East Asia and beyond, notably Korea (1950s and since), Iran (1953), Guatemala (1954), Vietnam (1960s to 70s), Chile (1973), the Persian Gulf (1991), Afghanistan (2001-), and Iraq (2003-), and that now threatens Pakistan, Somalia, Yemen, and (again) Iran. Millions die or are driven into exile, and countries are devastated as the US military spreads its "oxygen" by unjust, illegal and ruthless interventions and permanent occupations. The degree to which allied countries share criminal responsibility has been the subject of major public review in Holland (which found that the Iraq War was indeed illegal and aggressive) and in the UK (where the Chilcot Inquiry continues). It is time for similar questions to be asked in Japan of the Iraq and Afghan wars, and Japan's direct and indirect involvement in them. The 50th anniversary should be a time for the Japan whose constitution outlaws "the threat or use of force in international affairs" to reflect on how it has come to rest its destiny on alliance with the country above all others for whom war and the threat of war are key instruments of policy, and whether it should continue to offer unqualified support and generous subsidy, and whether it should continue to "honour" the Guam treaty, at all costs maintaining the marine presence in Okinawa.  As a first step, it is time to debate openly the unequal treaties, secret diplomacy, lies, deception and manipulation of the last 50 years and time to reflect upon, apologize, and offer redress for the wrongs that have for so long been visited upon the people of Okinawa as a result.
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The top-down framing of the occupation of Okinawa demonstrates the colonialist assumptions in the decisions made in the name of security. 

Gavan McCormack 2009 is emeritus professor at Australian National University, coordinator of The Asia-Pacific Journal: Japan Focus “The Battle of Okinawa 2009: Obama vs Hatoyama” Japan Focus http://japanfocus.org/-Gavan-McCormack/3250

Fourth, it was colonial. The US had grown increasingly irritated at the lack of progress following the 2005-6 Agreements and peremptory in spelling out what Japan had to do. In November 2007, Defense Secretary Robert Gates instructed Japan to resume its Indian Ocean naval station (then hotly debated), maintain and increase its payments for hosting US bases, increase its defense budget, and pass a permanent law to authorize overseas dispatch of the SDF whenever the need arose. It was essentially the position of the Armitage-Nye report on the US-Japan Alliance through 2020 published earlier that year. [9] Armitage, Gates and other US officials generally added the pious sentiment that everything was up to the sovereign government of Japan. Occasionally, however, they spelled out the consequences of non-compliance, as when Secretary Gates bluntly told Japan that it could not hope to receive US support in its bid for a permanent seat on the Security Council unless it pursued the prescribed agenda. [10] Richard Lawless, who as Deputy Defense Secretary had headed the negotiations that culminated in the Roadmap, told the Asahi in May 2008 that the alliance was drifting. “What we really need is a top-down leadership that says, ‘Let's rededicate ourselves to completing all of these agreements on time; let's make sure that the budgeting of the money is a national priority’… Japan has to find a way to change its own tempo of decision-making, deployment, integration and operationalizing [sic] this alliance.” [11] He castigated Japan for “self-marginalization” and for “allowing the alliance to degenerate towards sub-prime because of its withdrawal syndrome.”[12] Under that pressure, Prime Minster Aso appears to have buckled, clinging to power through 2008 and early 2009 at least in part to try to do Washington one last favour by adopting the “top-down” steps it was demanding for “operationalizing” the alliance. That had to be done while the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) still enjoyed the Koizumi majority in the Lower House precisely because support for Aso had sunk below 20 per cent with virtually no prospect of recovery. In keeping with its colonial character, the Obama administration was firing a shot across the bow of the then opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), assuming without question the prerogative of intervention in the Japanese political process. By pressing the Guam treaty on Japan, sending Hillary Clinton to Tokyo as enforcer in its opening weeks, the Obama administration was maintaining the defining features of Bush diplomacy: paternalistic, interventionist, anti-democratic, intolerant of any Japanese search for an independent, regional or UN-centred foreign policy. Secretary Clinton spoke with satisfaction of the deal: "I think that a responsible nation follows the agreements that have been entered into, and the agreement that I signed today with Foreign Minister Nakasone is one between our two nations, regardless of who's in power." [13] What she meant was this: You in the DPJ had better learn which side your bread is buttered on. Characteristic of colonial policy, the “natives” were to be guided but not consulted, so the thinking of the people of Okinawa was always irrelevant in the deliberations that culminated in the Guam Treaty.
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The U.S. military base is merely part of a tradition of empires. Under the cloak of “alliance” the U.S. establishes itself above the law of the subordinate country, and allows for systemic destruction of the local environment.

Chalmers A. Johnson, 2006 professor emeritus of the University of California, San Diego, 2006, Nemesis: the last days of the American Republic, pgs. 171-2, HS

In seeking permission to build or use one or more military bases in a foreign country, the United States first negotiates a fundamental contract-one that commonly creates an “alliance” with the other state. These basic agreements are usually short, straightforward treaties that express “common objectives” related to “national security” and “international threats to the peace.” Examples include the 1949 charter setting up the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the Convention on the Presence of Foreign forces in the Federal Republic of Germany (October 1954), and the renegotiated Japan-U.S. Security Treaty (January 1960). Once the United States has concluded this basic document it then, negotiates a Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA), intended above all to put any U.S. forces stationed in the host country as far beyond its domestic laws as possible. The legal systems of some of these “hosts” are every bit as sophisticated as our own, ones in which Americans would be unlikely to find themselves seriously disadvantages by local law enforcement. What SOFAs do, however, is give American soldiers, contractors, Department of Defense civilians, and their dependents a whole range of special privileges that are not available to ordinary citizens of the country or to non-American visitors. In the great tradition of “extraterritoriality” that began in the world of nineteenth-century western colonialism, they are almost never reciprocal-that is, the SOFAs bestow on Americans privileges that are not available to citizens of the host nation if they should visit or be assigned to the United States. The major exception is the SOFA governing NATO, which is reciprocal. Military forces of a NATO nation working in the United States are supposed to receive the same rights and benefits given to American troops in Europe. Most empires, ancient or modern, have not felt the need to establish a legal basis for their activities in subordinate countries. Might makes right, and imperialists normally do as they please. In wartime, this is called the “law of the flag.” From 1945 on, the presence of the occupying Soviet armed forces in the former German Democratic Republic (East Germany), for example, was never subject to any treaty. But in this area, American administrations have proves legalistic sticklers, crossing the t’s and dotting the i’s of the largely one-sided agreements they make to garrison the planet. SOFA’s are not in themselves basing or access agreements. For example, article 6 of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty simply says, “For the purpose of contributing to the security of Japan and the maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East, the United States of America is granted the use by its land, air, and naval forces of facilities and areas of Japan. The use of these facilities and areas as well as the status of the United States armed forces in Japan shall be governed by a separate agreement.” SOFAs implement these more basic agreements and spell out what the host nation has actually obligated itself to allow the United States to do. SOFAs create many local problems for host nations. For instance, American military bases and the activities they engender regularly do damage to the environment. Article 6 of both the Japan and the South Korea SOFAs stipulates: “The United States is not obliged, when it returns facilities and areas…on the expiration of this Agreement or at an earlier date, to restore facilities and areas to the condition in which they were at the time they became available to the United States armed forces, or to compensate Japan (or the Republic of Korea) in lieu of such restoration.”
1AC – Okinawa - Imperialism 

Colonialism is genocidal and results in extinction

Robert Porter, 1998 associate professor of law and Director of the Tribal Law and Government Center at the University of Kansas, Chief Justice, Supreme Court of the Sac & Fox Nation of Kansas and Missouri, Member (Heron Clan) and former Attorney General of the Seneca Nation of Indians, Summer 1998, University of Michigan Journal of Law Reform, 31 U. Mich. J.L. Ref. 899, p. 953-4

I do not mean to suggest that Indigenous people would not have changed in the absence of colonization. Inevitably, any society that does not evolve naturally by adapting to change will be unable to sustain itself and will run the risk of extinction. Indigenous societies, of course, are subject to these same fundamental rules, and even had there not been colonization of our lands, there likely would have been some form of change in our way of life. Nonetheless, this otherwise natural process was dramatically altered by colonization. These colonizing efforts were accomplished by force and often with great speed, producing dramatic changes within Indigenous societies and interfering with the natural process of adaptation and change. This disruption has had a genocidal effect; groups of Indigenous peoples that existed 500 years ago no longer exist. There should be no doubt that their extinction was not an accident - it was the product of a concerted effort to subjugate and eliminate the native human population in order to allow for the pursuit of wealth and manifest destiny. As a result, extinction is the most dramatic effect of colonization. Allowed to run its full course, colonization will disrupt and destroy the natural evolutionary process of the people being colonized to the point of extinction.
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Moreover, The military base in Okinawa functions as a colony to the US. In the attempts to secure our borders and establish hegemony, the US base also function as the foundation of a new wave of thinking and discourse of security. Hiding the new face of American Imperialism as international coalitions and attempts at achieving global peace.

Heriberto Cairo, 2006 Department of Political Science and Administration III, Faculty of Political Science and Sociology of the Universidad Complutense Madrid/The Duty of the Benevolent Master: From Sovereignty to Suzerainty and the Biopolitics of Intervention/2006/ Pg 294-5/HS

Military domination, which in its extreme version converts places like Okinawa into practically “military colonies of the Pentagon,” coupled with the implementation of an economic decision to model every country in the world according to the American (Western) values of “free market capitalism” would constitute a new US empire. This new imperialism, according to Johnson would not mean the “extension of one state’s legal dominion over another; nor do I even want to imply that imperialism must have primarily economic causes”; US dominance would be achieved through a military establishment that “at the end of the century is becoming an autonomous system.” William Spanos, invoking Martin Heidegger’s ontological genealogy of imperialism, situates its origin in Rome. Pax Romana would constitute the first example of Pax Metaphysica, “the global ‘peace’ that has been the perennially (self-)promised dream of Occidental philosophy. Pax Americana would be heralded by “the deputies of the dominant American culture at the end of the Cold War.” The end of history and the advent of a new world order would be “symptomatic of the achievement of the global hegemony of ‘America’ understood not simply as a political order, but as a way of thinking.” Occidental philosophical thought would be complicit with imperialism since its inception, and the current discourse of the end of history, the triumph of “free market” democracy, or the rise of American English as universal lingua franca would be proofs of a triumphant American global hegemony. These stories about the history of the post-Cold War period, unlike that of Hardt and Negri, points to states, concrete and material entities, as the locus of power. It is interesting to notice that the idea of absence of a leading imperial state in Hardt and Negri is coupled with the efforts of the United States to disguise its continuous interventions all over the world in the form of “international interventions”: “More than 35 countries are giving crucial support (to the Operation Iraqi Freedom)…Every nation in this coalition has chosen to bear the duty and share the honor of serving in our common defense,” claimed President Bush at the beginning of the Second Gulf War. This repeated claiming (in Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan, etc.) of an international coalition enterprise should alert critical understandings, as it does for David Campbell: “In the first place, the notion of an international coalition is misplaced. The war machine is a unilateralist US instrument, with some British input. While a handful of other countries have offered small-scale military support to the campaign, there is no desire on the Bush administration’s part to cramp its style by having others involved others involved in decision-making. The extensive diplomatic activity that the media characterizes as being an effort to keep the “fragile international coalition together” involves little more than the US and Britain buying acquiescence from states that might otherwise have opposed military action overtly.” James Der Derian is also critical of the idea of an “international coalition” of varying interests when he talks of the new “virtuous wars” of the United States. He points out that “it now looks to be the ultimate means by which the U.S. intends to re-secure its borders, maintain its hegemony, and bring a modicum of order if not justice back to international politics.” Although the latter may not have been achieved yet (inter alia because disorder is the ontological base of “international politics”). The two first objectives are largely on the way to being achieved.
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This type of framing of life as expendable is inherent in imperial thinking. 

Mignolo, argentinian semiotician and prof at Duke, 2007 p. online

(Walter, “The De-Colonial Option and the Meaning of Identity in Politics”)

The rhetoric of modernity (from the Christian mission since the sixteenth century, to the secular Civilizing mission, to development and modernization after WWII) occluded—under its triumphant rhetoric of salvation and the good life for all—the perpetuation of the logic of coloniality, that is, of massive appropriation of land (and today of natural resources), massive exploitation of labor (from open slavery from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, to disguised slavery, up to the twenty first century), and the dispensability of human lives from the massive killing of people in the Inca and Aztec domains to the twenty million plus people from Saint Petersburg to the Ukraine during WWII killed in the so called Eastern Front.4 Unfortunately, not all the massive killings have been recorded with the same value and the same visibility. The unspoken criteria for the value of human lives is an obvious sign (from a de-colonial interpretation) of the hidden imperial identity politics: that is, the value of human lives to which the life of the enunciator belongs becomes the measuring stick to evaluate other human lives who do not have the intellectual option and institutional power to tell the story and to classify events according to a ranking of human lives; that is, according to a racist classification.5
Taking human lives to be indexes of political phenomena eradicates the value to life

Michael Dillon, 1999 professor of politics and international relations at the University of Lancaster, April 1999, Political Theory, Vol. 27, No. 2, “Another Justice,” p. 164-5

Quite the reverse. The subject was never a firm foundation for justice, much less a hospitable vehicle for the reception of the call of another Justice. It was never in possession of that self-possession which was supposed to secure the certainty of itself, of a self-possession that would enable it ultimately to adjudicate everything. The very indexicality required of sovereign subjectivity gave rise rather to a commensurability much more amenable to the expendability required of the political and material economies of mass societies than it did to the singular, invaluable, and uncanny uniqueness of the self. The value of the subject became the standard unit of currency for the political arithmetic of States and the political economies of capitalism. They trade in it still to devastating global effect. The technologisation of the political has become manifest and global. Economies of evaluation necessarily require calculability. Thus no valuation without mensuration and no mensuration without indexation. Once rendered calculable, however, units of account are necessarily submissible not only to valuation but also, of course, to devaluation. Devaluation, logically, can extend to the point of counting as nothing. Hence, no mensuration without demensuration either. There is nothing abstract about this: the declension of economies of value leads to the zero point of holocaust. However liberating and emancipating systems of value-rights-may claim to be, for example, they run the risk of counting out the invaluable. Counted out, the invaluable may then lose its purchase on life. Herewith, then, the necessity of championing the invaluable itself. For we must never forget that, “we are dealing always with whatever exceeds measure.” But how does that necessity present itself? Another Justice answers: as the surplus of the duty to answer to the claim of Justice over rights. That duty, as with the advent of another Justice, is integral to the lack constitutive of the human way of being.
1AC – Okinawa - Imperialism

And, we solve spill-over. The plan spurs a global movement against US basing and militarism.

John Feffer  3-6-10 the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies “Okinawa and the new domino effect” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html

Wherever the US military puts down its foot overseas, movements have sprung up to protest the military, social, and environmental consequences of its military bases. This anti-base movement has notched some successes, such as the shut-down of a US navy facility in Vieques, Puerto Rico, in 2003. In the Pacific, too, the movement has made its mark. On the heels of the eruption of Mt Pinatubo, democracy activists in the Philippines successfully closed down the ash-covered Clark Air Force Base and Subic Bay Naval Station in 1991-1992. Later, South Korean activists managed to win closure of the huge Yongsan facility in downtown Seoul. Of course, these were only partial victories. Washington subsequently negotiated a Visiting Forces Agreement with the Philippines, whereby the US military has redeployed troops and equipment to the island, and replaced Korea's Yongsan base with a new one in nearby Pyeongtaek. But these not-in-my-backyard (NIMBY) victories were significant enough to help edge the Pentagon toward the adoption of a military doctrine that emphasizes mobility over position. The US military now relies on "strategic flexibility" and "rapid response" both to counter unexpected threats and to deal with allied fickleness. The Hatoyama government may indeed learn to say no to Washington over the Okinawa bases. Evidently considering this a likelihood, former deputy secretary of state and former US ambassador to Japan Richard Armitage has said that the United States "had better have a plan B". But the victory for the anti-base movement will still be only partial. US forces will remain in Japan, and especially Okinawa, and Tokyo will undoubtedly continue to pay for their maintenance. Buoyed by even this partial victory, however, NIMBY movements are likely to grow in Japan and across the region, focusing on other Okinawa bases, bases on the Japanese mainland, and elsewhere in the Pacific, including Guam. Indeed, protests are already building in Guam against the projected expansion of Andersen Air Force Base and Naval Base Guam to accommodate those Marines from Okinawa. And this strikes terror in the hearts of Pentagon planners. In World War II, the United States employed an island-hopping strategy to move ever closer to the Japanese mainland. Okinawa was the last island and last major battle of that campaign, and more people died during the fighting there than in the subsequent atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki combined: 12,000 US troops, more than 100,000 Japanese soldiers, and perhaps 100,000 Okinawan civilians. This historical experience has stiffened the pacifist resolve of Okinawans. The current battle over Okinawa again pits the United States against Japan, again with the Okinawans as victims. But there is a good chance that the Okinawans, like the Na'vi in that great NIMBY film Avatar, will win this time. A victory in closing Futenma and preventing the construction of a new base might be the first step in a potential reverse island hop. NIMBY movements may someday finally push the US military out of Japan and off Okinawa. It's not likely to be a smooth process, nor is it likely to happen any time soon. But the kanji (a form of Japanese writing) is on the wall. Even if the Yankees don't know what the Japanese characters mean, they can at least tell in which direction the exit arrow is pointing. 

Full withdraw solvency 

The US needs to revise its alliance with Japan because the status quo isn’t feasible for both countries

Preble ’06 (Chris Preble, 4/18/06, director of foreign policy at CATO institute, “Two Normal Countries: Rethinking the U.S.-Japan Strategic Relationship”, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=6335, MA 6/21/10)
The U.S.-Japan strategic relationship, formalized during the depths of the Cold War and refined during the 1980s and 1990s, continues to undergo dramatic changes. Although Japan is economically capable and now seems politically motivated to assume full responsibility for defending itself from threats, it is legally constrained from doing so under the terms of the Japanese constitution, particularly Article 9. The path to defensive self-sufficiency is also impeded by Japan’s continuing dependence on the United States embodied in the U.S.-Japan security alliance. With the United States struggling to meet military commitments abroad, and with Japan increasingly asserting military autonomy, American policymakers must shape a new policy that will more equitably distribute security burdens between the two countries. Three recent instances in which the United States and Japan have worked together on matters of mutual interest—Iraq, Taiwan, and North Korea—offer useful clues as to how a cooperative strategic relationship might operate in the future. A new U.S.-Japan strategic relationship will be crafted over a period of several years, but the process should begin immediately. As a first step, the United States should refrain from interfering in the decisions that the Japanese people may make with respect to their own defense. Washington should remain agnostic on the question of revisions to the Japanese constitution, including the crucial Article 9. Further, while U.S. policymakers might advise the Japanese of the uncertain benefits of acquiring their own nuclear weapons relative to the high costs, the United States should not expect to be able to prevent the Japanese from developing such weapons—nor should it try. Finally, the new strategic partnership should culminate with the removal of U.S forces from Japanese soil. The two countries could negotiate basing agreements for U.S. naval vessels and aircraft, and possibly also some prepositioning of heavy equipment in depots for rapid deployment in the region, but such agreements need not depend on the continuation of a largescale, and effectively permanent, U.S. troop presence. The new alliance between two normal countries— as opposed to one between a patron and a de facto client—will provide a more durable foundation for addressing the most pressing security challenges in East Asia and beyond.

American military presence in Japan is not necessary and causes havoc 

Bandow 6-18-10 (Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author, Get out of Japan, http://www.nationalinterest.org/PrinterFriendly.aspx?id=23592)  RW

 Candidate Barack Obama may have charmed foreign peoples, but President Barack Obama unashamedly cold shoulders foreign leaders he doesn’t like. One of them was Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who sought to reduce the number of U.S. bases on the island of Okinawa. The Obama administration worked diligently to frustrate Hatoyama’s efforts, which helped force his resignation barely eight months into his term. It was an impressive performance in raw political power. But it likely was a Pyrrhic victory. When World War II ended, the U.S. occupied Japan and effectively colonized the island of Okinawa, seized in a bitter battle shortly before Tokyo surrendered. The U.S. loaded Okinawa with bases and only returned it to Japanese sovereignty in 1972. Four decades later nearly 20 percent of the island remains occupied by American military facilities. The U.S. military likes Okinawa because it is centrally located. Most Japanese like Okinawa because it is the most distant prefecture. Concentrating military facilities on the island—half of U.S. personnel and three-quarters of U.S. bases (by area) in Japan are located in a territory making up just .6 percent of the country—is convenient for everyone except the people who live there. Okinawans have been protesting against the bases for years. In 1995 the rape of a teenage girl set off vigorous demonstrations and led to various proposals to lighten the island’s burden. In 2006 the Japanese government agreed to help pay for some Marines to move to Guam while relocating the Futenma facility to the less populated Okinawan community of Henoko. But residents wanted the base moved off of the island and the government delayed implementation of the agreement. During last year’s parliamentary election the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) promised to move the installation elsewhere. Prime Minister Hatoyama later said: “It must never happen that we accept the existing plan.” However, the Obama administration refused to reconsider and threatened the U.S.-Japanese relationship. That unsettled a public which had voted the DPJ into power primarily for economic reasons. Prime Minister Hatoyama wanted to turn the unbalanced alliance into a more equal partnership but the Japanese people weren’t ready. Said Hatoyama as he left office: “Someday, the time will come when Japan’s peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves.” Washington’s victory appeared to be complete. The Japanese government succumbed to U.S. demands. A new, more pliant prime minister took over. The Japanese nation again acknowledged its humiliating dependency on America. Yet the win may prove hollow. Although Hatoyama’s replacement, Prime Minister Naoto Kan, gives lip service to the plan to relocate the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma within Okinawa, the move may never occur. There’s a reason Tokyo has essentially kicked the can down the road since 1996. Some 90,000 people, roughly one-tenth of Okinawa’s population, turned out for a protest rally in April. With no way to satisfy both Okinawans and Americans, the Kan government may decide to follow its predecessors and kick the can for a few more years. Moreover, there is talk of activists mounting a campaign of civil disobedience. Public frustration is high: in mid-May, a human chain of 17,000 surrounded Futenma. Local government officials oppose the relocation plan and would hesitate to use force against protestors. Naoto Kan could find himself following his predecessor into retirement if he forcibly intervened. Even a small number of demonstrators would embarrass U.S. and Japanese officials alike. 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.” Yet what is most curious about the issue is the dogged insistence of American officials in maintaining the Japanese protectorate. The world in which the security treaty was signed has disappeared. Admits Kent E. Calder of SAIS, “the international political-economic context of the alliance and the domestic context in both nations have changed profoundly.” There is no reason to assume that a relationship created for one purpose in one context makes sense for another purpose in another context. 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? 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. North Korea’s military abilities remain uncertain and its aggressive intentions remain unpredictable. Prime Minister Hatoyama cited “the current situation in the Korean peninsula” as a reason to maintain the base on Okinawa. 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 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?’” Do U.S. bases in Okinawa help dampen regional arms spending? That’s another point more often asserted than proven. Even if so, however, that isn’t necessarily to Washington’s benefit. The best way to ensure a responsible Chinese foreign and military policy is for Beijing’s neighbors to be well-armed and willing to cooperate among themselves. Then local or regional conflicts would be much less likely to end up in Washington. 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.

Its time to move out and let Japan defend themselves

Bandow 5-12-10 (Doug Bandow, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author, Japan Can Defend Itself, http://www.nationalinterest.org/PrinterFriendly.aspx?id=23390) RW

World War II ended 65 years ago. The Cold War disappeared 21 years ago. Yet America’s military deployments have little changed. Nowhere is that more evident than on the Japanese island of Okinawa.  Okinawans are tired of the heavy U.S. military presence. Some 90,000—nearly 10 percent of the island’s population—gathered in protest at the end of April. It is time for Washington to lighten Okinawa’s burden.  An independent kingdom swallowed by imperial Japan, Okinawa was the site of a brutal battle as the United States closed in on Japan in early 1945. After Tokyo’s surrender, Washington filled the main prefecture island with bases and didn’t return it to Japan until 1972. America’s military presence has only been modestly reduced since.  The facilities grew out of the mutual defense treaty between America and Japan, by which the former promised to defend the latter, which was disarmed after its defeat. The island provided a convenient home for American units. Most Japanese people also preferred to keep the U.S. military presence on Japan’s most distant and poorest province, forcing Okinawans to carry a disproportionate burden of the alliance.  Whatever the justifications of this arrangement during the Cold War, the necessity of both U.S. ground forces in Japan and the larger mutual defense treaty between the two nations has disappeared. It’s time to reconsider both Tokyo’s and Washington’s regional roles. The United States imposed the so-called “peace constitution” on Japan, Article 9 of which prohibits the use of force and even creation of a military.  However, American officials soon realized that Washington could use military assistance. Today’s “Self-Defense Force” is a widely accepted verbal evasion of a clear constitutional provision.  Nevertheless, both domestic pacifism and regional opposition have discouraged reconsideration of Japan’s military role. Washington’s willingness to continue defending an increasingly wealthy Japan made a rethink unnecessary.  Fears of a more dangerous North Korea and a more assertive People’s Republic of China have recently increased support in Japan for a more robust security stance. The threat of piracy has even caused Tokyo to open its first overseas military facility in the African state of Djibouti. Nevertheless, Japan’s activities remain minimal compared to its stake in East Asia’s stability.  Thus, Tokyo remains heavily dependent on Washington for its security. The then opposition Democratic Party of Japan promised to “do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes.” The party later moderated its program, calling for a “close and equal Japan-U.S. alliance.”  However, the government promised to reconsider a previous agreement to relocate the Marines Corps Air Station at Futenma elsewhere on Okinawa. The majority of residents want to send the base elsewhere.  The Obama administration responded badly, insisting that Tokyo fulfill its past promises. Only reluctantly did Washington indicate a willingness to consider alternatives—after imposing seemingly impossible conditions.  Still, the primary problem is Japan. So long as Tokyo requests American military protection, it cannot easily reject Washington’s request for bases. Thus, Okinawan residents must do more than demand fairness. They must advocate defense independence.  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 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.  Before the demonstration Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama said that “It must never happen that we accept the existing plan.” Afterwards he visited Okinawa and indicated that he planned to renege on his government’s earlier promises: “we must maintain the Japan-U.S. alliance as a deterrent force, and . . . we must ask Okinawa to bear some of that burden." He added that "It has become clear from our negotiations with the Americans that we cannot ask them to relocate the base to too far-flung a location." Apparently his government intends to move some facilities elsewhere on Okinawa as well as to the small island of Tokunoshima.  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.
No W/d Now

Despite strong opposition and excess troops for the current political climate, troops in Okinawa are there to stay 

NPR 6/20 (Mike Shuster, 6/20/10, " Japan's PM Faces Test Over US Base On Okinawa ", http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127932447)TM

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. We cannot see what he really wants to do on this issue. - political analyst Masatoshi Honda 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. 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. U.S. Presence A Sore Point 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. Seeking A More Equal Relationship With U.S. 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." A Sensitive Matter Of Self-Defense 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. 
No W/d Now

Current attempts at tranfer of troops out of Okinawa are delayed

MARCHESSEAULT, 2010

(JEFF, GUAM NEWS WATCH ANCHOR, JUNE 01, 2010, Marines' Okinawa-Guam Move Could Face -Year Delay, http://guamnewswatch.com/201005312117/Local-News/Marines-Okinawa-Guam-Move-Could-Face-5-Year-Delay.html CR)

The transfer of thousands of U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam could be delayed another five years, according to recent reports filed by Kyodo news agency of Japan and the Associated Press. That would mean the troop resettlement wouldn't wrap up until 2019, instead of 2014, as originally planned. Two primary reasons are given. One is the fact that the movement of Marines to Guam is "dependent on tangible progress" on relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps' Air Station Futenma within Okinawa. The other is the fact that Guam's infrastructure needs time to be built up for a buildup-era population boom that could increase the number of people on island to a quarter million. The island's current population is estimated at just over 170,000. According to a joint AP-Kyodo article: Japan and the United States have begun considering postponing the planned transfer of about 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam to be completed three to five years later than the originally scheduled 2014, sources close to Japanese-U.S. ties said Monday. New Japanese Prime Minister will face continued resistance over U.S. base relocation

No W/d Now

Guam and Okinawa relocation agreement will have infrastructural delays that push the move back as far as 2020

JapanToday ’10 (JapanToday 6/1/10, http://www.japantoday.com/category/national/view/marines-move-to-guam-from-okinawa-may-be-delayed-up-to-5-years, MA 6/23/10)
Japan and the United States have begun considering postponing the planned transfer of about 8,000 U.S. Marines from Okinawa to Guam to be completed three to five years later than the originally scheduled 2014, sources close to Japanese-U.S. ties said Monday. The delay has come to be envisioned as the U.S. government is planning to compile an infrastructure plan worth several billion dollars at maximum for the Pacific island in July to address the shortage of infrastructure there, according to the sources and a U.S. official. The two countries have agreed that the transfer of the Okinawa-based Marines and their family members to the U.S. territory is ‘‘dependent on tangible progress’’ on relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to another site in Okinawa Prefecture. A significant delay in the transfer, should it materialize, could affect the replacement facility’s location, configuration and construction method, which the two countries said in their latest accord released Friday would be worked out by the end of August. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency pointed out in February that the island’s infrastructure cannot keep up with a rapid population increase likely to be caused by the Marine transfer, an agency official in charge of the matter said. The EPA and the U.S. Defense Department recently agreed in principle on concrete measures to address the lack of infrastructure on the island concerning potable water and sewage there. The measures include one to curtail an inflow of people from outside the island, one of the sources close to bilateral ties said. The new infrastructure plan would be compiled in July after working out details, including how to finance it. While the plan would be compiled on the premise that the infrastructure shortage should be addressed by 2014, another source close to the ties said it would be difficult for U.S. Congress to earmark enough funds by 2014 given a strain on U.S. finances and a likely delay in facility construction on Guam amid strong calls on the island’s part for postponing the Marine transfer. In a document submitted to the Defense Department in February, the EPA pointed out that as many as 79,000 people would come to Guam as workers to build military facilities in connection with the Marine transfer. That is roughly a 45% increase from the current population of about 180,000. The agency criticized a draft environmental assessment submitted by the department last November as predicting an increase of only 23,000 people as a result of the Marine transfer project. Guam Gov Felix Camacho, while accepting the Marine transfer from Okinawa, has called for an extension in completing the transfer out of concern over the impact it would have on people’s lives due to a lack of infrastructure on the island. The Marines’ transfer from Okinawa to Guam is a pillar of the bilateral agreement forged in 2006 to realign U.S. forces in Japan. Another is the controversial relocation of Futenma from the middle of an urban area to a coastal area of the Marines’ Camp Schwab in Nago, where the latest bilateral agreement says a new facility would be built ‘‘without significant delay.’‘ Both are designed to reduce the base-hosting burdens on the people of Okinawa, which shoulders roughly 75% of U.S. military facilities in Japan, while constituting just 0.6% of total Japanese land area. Under a bilateral treaty signed in February last year under the previous government, Japan is to shoulder roughly $6.09 billion, including loans, in facilitating the Marine transfer to Guam, while the United States is to shoulder roughly $4.18 billion
No W/d Now

Marine base will stay on Okinawa for defense and regional stability despite local protest

Frayer ’10 (Lauren Frayer, 5/28, journalist and former AP correspondent, “Despite Protests, US Base to Stay on Japan's Okinawa”

http://www.aolnews.com/world/article/despite-protests-us-base-to-stay-on-japans-okinawa/19495094, MA 6/21/10)

A U.S. Marine base will stay on the Japanese island of Okinawa despite deep opposition by locals, according to a joint statement today by the U.S. and Japan that sought to convey stability as tensions escalate on the neighboring Korean peninsula. But the deal to keep some 25,000 American troops stationed on Okinawa represents a broken promise by Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, who was elected last year on a campaign pledge to move the base off the island. He acknowledged last month that he would probably go back on his promise, and his political future is uncertain now, just weeks ahead of nationwide mid-term elections. Instead, the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma will be relocated to a less populated northern area of Okinawa, the statement said. The move fulfills a 2006 agreement between Washington and Tokyo over the base. The $10.3 billion plan will also move about 8,000 Marines off Okinawa and onto another U.S. base in Guam. The Okinawa base has been deeply unpopular with local residents for years, after a series of high-profile incidents soured local sentiment toward American troops there. Locals have staged huge rallies in recent months with up to 100,000 protesters, in an effort to force Hatoyama to keep his campaign promise. In 1995, three U.S. servicemen were convicted of kidnapping and raping a 12-year-old Japanese girl there. Another Marine was charged in 2008 with raping a 14-year-old Okinawan girl. And in 2004, a Marine Corps transport helicopter crashed at a nearby university, damaging the campus but causing no injuries on the ground. Locals also complain of noise and air pollution stemming from the base. Okinawa hosts more than half of the 47,000 American troops on Japanese soil.

Base will stay on Okinawa. 

RTT News ’10 (RTT news is a global financial news company. “Clinton Discusses Okinawa, Cheonan With Japan's Okada” 6/22/10. http://www.rttnews.com/Content/Policy.aspx?Id=1339973, MA 6/22/10)

Secretary of State Hillary Clinton discussed Monday the relocation plan for the U.S. Marine air base at Okinawa and the torpedoing of South Korean warship Cheonan with her Japanese counterpart, Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, said U.S. State Department spokesman Philip Crowley. In their first telephonic conversation, since Okada retained his post in a cabinet headed by Naoto Kan early this month, the two top politicians discussed "the ongoing work by the expert group on the implementation of the base relocation plan, and efforts to lighten the impact on the people of Okinawa," he said. The Japanese foreign ministry said that Okada had told Clinton that the Japan-U.S. alliance was a cornerstone of his country's diplomacy, and the two agreed to continue maintaining their close ties under the new dispensation. Okada vowed to implement the accord reached by the previous ministry on the relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on Okinawa, while seeking Washington's co-operation to reduce the "burden" of the American military presence on the southern Japanese island. Tokyo and Washington agreed May 28 on relocating the base in Okinawa, saying that it would be moved to the less crowded Nago City on Henoko coast in the southern prefecture. Crowley said the two leaders also discussed the common concerns of their countries over regional and international issues, and agreed to "a strong response to the sinking of the Cheonan." "If we feel they're appropriate in the future, we will evaluate them and do whatever we think is necessary to convince North Korea that there will be no reward for its provocative actions and it needs to change its current course," said Crowley. South Korea has officially asked the U.N. Security Council to consider and take "appropriate" action over the torpedoing by North Korea of its 1,200-ton Navy frigate "Cheonan" March 26, drowning 46 sailors. On the basis of an investigation by a four-nation team of investigators, Seoul claimed that the warship was torpedoed by the North, while Pyongyang denied its involvement, a stance endorsed by Russia after conducting its own inquiry into the incident.

** Alliance Frontlines**

Alliance – Plan Solves

Dispute over Futenma risks a breakup of the alliance.

Okubo Yoshio 3-10-2005 “Okinawa's Futenma base: a sticking point in U.S.-Japan Relations” political news editor of The Yomiuri Shimbun. 

http://www.japanfocus.org/-Okubo-Yoshio/1678#

Futenma Air Station has three functions--a heliport for the transportation of U.S. marines, a refueling station and a base from which personnel and goods can be transported during an emergency. The government should study an alternative plan that can be realized earlier and that stipulates the reallocation of these functions. Japan and the United States will enter formal discussions on the U.S. military realignment. Possible plans of the two countries include the relocation of a new U.S. army headquarters to Camp Zama in Kanagawa Prefecture. Along with the "maintenance of deterrence," the main prerequisite for bilateral talks is a "reduction of the burden" on local governments in areas hosting U.S. military bases. About 75 percent of U.S. military bases in Japan, however, are located in Okinawa Prefecture. If a decision on the resettlement of the Futenma base is deferred, Okinawa's burden will not be reduced. Futenma Air Station is located in a crowded residential area, leaving the margin for error very small as a single mistake could lead to a major accident. Such an accident could fuel Okinawans' antibase sentiment and create a serious situation in which the U.S. would curtail its military forces in Japan or withdraw from the country--as I mentioned earlier. In Japan, some oppose the U.S. presence and would like U.S. troops to withdraw in full. But the principle of maintaining military deterrence is indispensable as Japan continues to face imminent threats, such as from North Korea's weapons programs and Chinese military buildup. Communications between Japan and the United States on the military realignment is a great opportunity to stop focusing on the past and break the stalemate over the Futenma issue.

Asia War impact

Global nuclear war

Jonathan S. Landay, national security and intelligence correspondent, March 10, 2000, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, Lexis

Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. “Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile,” said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. “We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster.” In an effort to cool the region’s tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia’s capitals this month. For America, the stakes could hardly be higher. There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime. In addition, globalization has made a stable Asia _ with its massive markets, cheap labor, exports and resources _ indispensable to the U.S. economy. Numerous U.S. firms and millions of American jobs depend on trade with Asia that totaled $600 billion last year, according to the Commerce Department.

The future of the alliance is key to regional stability- only adherence to Japanese concerns solves arms races and militarization

Rapp, Lieutenant Col. With a PH.D in IR from Stanford, 2004 (William E., “Paths Diverging? Accessed online at http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB367.pdf)

Having depended on the United States for security for over 50 years, Japan is now actively trying to chart its new path for the future. Japan is in the midst of a fundamental reexamination of its security policy and its role in international relations that will have a dramatic impact on East Asia and the Pacific. Within Japan, many see the traditional means of security policy as being out of balance and vulnerable in the post-Cold War environment. The triad of economic diplomacy, engagement with international organizations, and a minimalist military posture predicated on a capable selfdefense force with American guarantees of protection, heavily weighted toward economic diplomacy, is not seen by the Japanese to be adequately achieving the national interests and influence that country seeks. Regardless of the more realist imperatives, Japan remains deeply ambivalent toward security expansion. However, despite domestic restraints, Japan will continue slowly and incrementally to remove the shackles on its military security policy. Attitudinal barriers, such as pacifism, anti-militarism, security insulation, and desire for consensus combine with institutional barriers, like coalition politics, lack of budget space, and entrenched bureaucracy, to confound rapid shifts in security policy, though those changes will eventually occur. The ambivalence Japan feels clouds the ideal path to the future for the nation in trying to find a way forward among competing goals  of preventing either entrapment or abandonment by the United States and pursuing self-interest. Because Japan is risk-averse, but increasingly self-aware, dramatic (in Japanese terms) security policy changes will continue to be made in small, but cumulative steps. These changes in security policy and public acquiescence to them will create pressure on the alliance to reduce asymmetries and offensive burdens since the ideal, long-term security future for Japan does not rely on the current role vis-à-vis the United States. Both Japan and the United States must move out of their comfort zones to create a more balanced relationship that involves substantial consultation and policy accommodation, a greater risk-taking Japanese role in the maintenance of peace and stability of the region, and coordinated action to resolve conflicts and promote prosperity in the region. Because neither country has a viable alternative to the alliance for the promotion of security and national interests in the region, especially given the uncertainties of the future trends in China and the Korean Peninsula, for the next couple of decades the alliance will remain central to achieving the interests of both Japan and the United States. A more symmetrical alliance can be a positive force for regional stability and prosperity in areas of engagement of China, proactive shaping of the security environment, the protection of maritime commerce routes, and the countering of weapons proliferation, terrorism, and drug trafficking. Without substantive change, though, the centrality of the alliance will diminish as strategic alternatives develop for either the United States or Japan 

Ted Osius, 2002 Regional Environmental Affairs Officer for Southeast Asia and the Pacific, and Former Senior Adviser on International Affairs to Al Gore, 2002 (The U.S.-Japan Security Alliance: Why It Matters and How to Strengthen It) p. 74-77

Separated from Asia and Europe by vast oceans, the United States through much of its history tended toward unilateralism. In the war against terrorism, however, collective action is essential. Attacks on the World Trade Center and Pentagon, as well as the powerful forces of globalization, have shown that America's fate is also bound up in happenings across the oceans. Fortunately, the United States has vast experience over the past half-century in establishing collective security arrangements. This experience contributed to the Bush administration's successes in building a coalition to combat terrorism. One great lesson of post-Cold War diplomacy has been that, to cope with difficult global issues, the United States needs coalition partners. Even Henry Kissinger, for decades a student of balance of power, criticized the unilateral statements of the Bush administration's early months. He stated, "The U.S. should not be afraid of the process of translating its convictions into consensus. We have to find a balance between abdicating our convictions to multilateral institutions and imposing them on the world by fiat." After September 11, Washington must recognize that it needs the support of friends (and former foes) in the battle against terrorism and to achieve its other goals. As an integral part of the war against terrorism, the United States, its friends, and allies must define the kind of world they in-tend to create in the future. As one astute observer wrote, We will be making a strategic mistake to conclude that defenses alone can win this war for us. We also must have an affirmative plan for the future of the world, attractive to the citizens of many countries.... We must ask whether unchecked pandemics are not a security threat; whether environmental damage on a global scale is not a security threat; whether the continuing extreme poverty of billions isn't a security threat.... Hope destroys the resources of terror by denying it recruits. The United States—alone among nations—can represent hope in the armor of action. If we so will it. That choice remains uniquely ours. The Armitage report challenges the U.S.-Japan relationship to evolve from one of "burdensharing" into "power-sharing." Armitage's actions since joining the government suggest his sincerity in pursuing this goal. In Senate testimony, he reiterated themes from the autumn presidential campaign: "Close and constant consultation with allies is not optional. It is the precondition for sustaining American leadership.... To the extent that our behavior reflects arrogance and heightened sense of position, our claim to leadership will become, in spite of our military prowess, the thinnest of pretensions." The United States can, in fact, gain from power sharing, as long as it learns to tolerate it. America and the United Kingdom fought shoulder-to-shoulder in wars, share a language and cultural roots, and pursue democratic and free market values in many shared endeavors around the globe. The United States regularly takes British views into account when dealing with European matters. Although decades may pass before the U.S.-Japan relationship reaches that level of trust, Japan is the world's second-largest economy and a nation that shares America's commitment to democracy and a free market. Japan needs to make its views known, especially regarding Asia, and America must in return listen respectfully and with an open mind. Although it is difficult to imagine as effective a foreign policy partner as Prime Minister Tony Blair, in Asia the United States needs an Asian partner empowered, at times, to play a parallel role. Consultation, according to the Brookings Institution's Ivo Daalder, implies "give-and-take, putting one view on the table, hearing the other view and seeing if what emerges from the disagreement is a way forward that satisfies both sides.... Unilateralism has nothing to do with whether you're willing to talk to people. It's whether you're willing to take their views into account.  Japan can help the United States deal with its challenge, as the world's only superpower, in taking other views into account. Japan can also help the United States take advantage of the opportunities in Asia to engage in real consultation and to build coalitions to address today's complex global issues. Watching America's contradictory impulses, and its oscillations between support for multilateral solutions and unilateral approaches, gives Tokyo an excuse to hesitate about tightening the alliance. However, America's historical pattern as part of collective security and collective economic arrangements should provide significant reassurance. The United States led the way in building the UN, NATO, the International Monetary Fund, the World Trade Organization, APEC, and other regional and global institutions. In addition, America's allies in the Middle East, Europe, and Asia have shown that a U.S. partner can, in fact, say "no" and avoid entrapment. A country such as Saudi Arabia can decide when and if its bases will be used for specific operations and whether to continue hosting U.S. bases. On numerous occasions, the Saudis have refused American proposals to act against Iraq. America's partner says "no," and yet the alliance endures. As noted earlier, the United States withdrew from the Philip-pines in 1992 when the Philippine Senate failed to ratify an extension of the bilateral basing agreement. This, of course, gave rise to fears of "abandonment" by America's other Asian allies. Termination of a security relationship (and the Philippine-U.S. security relationship suffered an interruption, not a conclusion) is a drastic final resort, only to be pursued if all else fails. As long as U.S. and Japanese interests overlap significantly (and chapters 1 through 5 of this book demonstrate that they do), consultation, give-and-take, and even power sharing should result in the best possible outcomes for both alliance partners.
Leif-Eric Easley, Tetsuo Kotani, & Aki Mori 2010 Electing a New Japanese Security Policy? Examining Foreign Policy Visions within the Democratic Party of Japan asia policy, number 9 (january 2010), x–xx leif-eric easley is a PhD candidate at Harvard University’s Department of Government, a Visiting Scholar at the University of Southern California’s Korean Studies Institute, and a Kelly Fellow with the Pacific Forum-Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). tetsuo kotani is a PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science at Doshisha University, and is concurrently a research fellow at the Ocean Policy Research Foundation. aki mori is a PhD candidate in the Department of Political Science at Doshisha University, and is concurrently a research fellow at the Ocean Policy Research Foundation. 

On the other hand, alliance managers’ worst-case scenario for U.S.-Japan relations is also improbable. The DPJ will certainly keep the alliance with the U.S. and continue Tokyo’s official welcome for U.S. forces on Japanese soil. It is possible, however, that the DPJ government will push for changes in the U.S. military footprint beyond what is currently planned and seek significant changes to the existing alliance transformation blueprint. In that case, the United States may object vociferously, prompting the DPJ to become more antagonistic and leaving the alliance significantly strained. Concern for the trajectory of the alliance is thus justified, and yet there are three important factors to temper those concerns.

Steve Clemons 6-7-10 director of the American Strategy Program at the New America Foundation, “Jeff Bader's Tough Love Talk on Japan, Futenma & Hatoyama”  http://www.thewashingtonnote.com/archives/2010/06/jeff_baders_tou/

First of all, there was clearly "gaiatsu" or foreign pressure applied to Hatoyama and Japan's political leadership over Futenma. Go talk to folks in the DPJ, in Japanese journalism circles -- from the Asahi, Yomiuri, Nikkei, Tokyo Shimbun, TV Asahi -- and there is widespread agreement that the Obama team pushed hard on Futenma. Secondly, US Ambassador to Japan John Roos was the only conduit for communications because the U.S. did little to help the incoming Hatoyama government, which represented an enormous pivot in Japanese politics, to construct an alternative structure of elite-level communication that stepped away from the old structure that had been dominated by US-Japan personalities on both sides that had been there for many years. Hatoyama didn't trust these channels of communication, and the Obama White House should have had more foresight about that. Bader is not plugged in if he thinks that the US and Japan will be able to get by the Futenma problem and move forward now. Many Japanese students I spoke to in Tokyo feel as if they are subordinates of the United States and have no control over their national destiny. Not healthy. When it comes to military affairs, most Japanese I have spoken to feel that Japan is still a "vassal state" of the US and that this needs to change. In Okinawa, the Ryukyu Shimpo just did a poll of every mayor on the island -- and 100% of those voted said that they believed the Hatoyama deal with the US on moving Futenma from one part of the island to another should be rejected. Bader may not like some of the things the Hatoyama did, but the bottom line remains that many think that the single-minded, obsessive focus of the administration in not yielding anything substantial on the Futenma issue has undermined confidence and trust for many Japanese citizens and politicians in the long term US-Japan security relationship. Even inadvertently contributing to circumstances that brought down a Japanese prime minister who was the first to seriously undo the structural hold the Liberal Democratic Party had in Japan was an enormous mistake -- and there will likely be consequences that Bader seems unwilling to acknowledge and accept. Bader's dismissal of the notion that the US did anything out of line in the dance around Futenma and the resulting resignation of Prime Minister Hatoyama is an ominous sign on the 50th anniversary to the day of the signing of the US-Japan Security Treaty.
Eli Clifton 4-30-10 Japan base row causes regional ripples http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LD30Dh01.html

Hatoyama and the DPJ were quick to deny that such an agreement existed, an understandable response when facing down 90,000 of their constituents in Okinawa who object to any hint that the DPJ may back down from its position of renegotiating the basing agreement. "[We'd] argue that on balance, the trend in recent weeks from the DPJ government has been to try to find a way to make a deal with the US, rather [than] spend its time trying to explain why it can't make a deal," wrote Chris Nelson in the insider newsletter The Nelson Report. Nelson's summary of the recent news of an agreement, of some sort, and the domestic political challenges facing Hatoyama in Okinawa are the real story beneath the surface. United States strategic interests are, indisputably, a component of the disagreement over Futenma but the real challenge lies in whether Hatoyama can present a plan for rebasing the Futenma airbase to his constituents without losing their support. Understandably, any sign that US interests in East Asia are threatened brings concern in Washington, but the challenge of negotiating a rebasing in Okinawa is a footnote in the bigger question facing Washington over what a growing Chinese regional influence will mean for the US naval presence in East Asia. 

The current relocation plan will make matters worse in Okinawa. Kan must obtain Okinawn support, or threaten the stability of the US-Japan Alliance 
Asahi Shimbun 6/22 (6/22/10, " EDITORIAL: Kan's visit to Okinawa ", http://www.asahi.com/english/TKY201006220384.html)TM

The resignation of Yukio Hatoyama as prime minister did nothing to solve the dilemma over the relocation of the U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma in Okinawa Prefecture. All it did was push the issue back to square one.  Naoto Kan, Hatoyama's successor, is scheduled to visit Okinawa Prefecture on Wednesday to attend a ceremony marking the 65th anniversary of the end of the ferocious Battle of Okinawa.  Tokyo's relationship with Okinawa has been badly hurt by Hatoyama's failure to fulfill his promise to move the Futenma airfield "at least outside the prefecture." Kan must ensure that his visit will be the first step toward rebuilding the relationship.  In the final months of World War II, Okinawa was sacrificed for the defense of the Japanese mainland. More than 200,000 people, many of them Okinawans, perished. And even after Japan regained its independence in 1951, Okinawa remained under U.S. military administration for 20 more years.  Why are 75 percent of U.S. bases in Japan concentrated in Okinawa? What has made Okinawans see Hatoyama's failure to keep his promise as grievous "discrimination against Okinawa"? These are questions that Kan says he is asking himself before anything else. We support his position.  Recovering Okinawa's trust in Tokyo will be a tough challenge. But unless this hurdle is overcome, the Kan administration will not be able to even begin the relocation process under the current Japan-U.S. agreement.  Shortly after he became prime minister, Kan announced his decision to abide by the Japan-U.S. agreement, which was reached by the Hatoyama administration, affirming the Henoko district in Nago, also in the prefecture, as the relocation site. The Democratic Party of Japan's manifesto for the upcoming Upper House election also pledges to honor this agreement.  Tokyo's relationship with Washington remained strained under the Hatoyama administration. But it now appears the relationship is finally about to be put back on the right track.  But the mayor of Nago remains firmly opposed to the relocation, and Okinawa Governor Hirokazu Nakaima has told Kan that realizing the proposed relocation will be "extremely difficult." The Japan-U.S. agreement aims to complete studies on the location of the new facility's runway and the method of its construction by the end of August. But any decision reached without the understanding of local residents will only make the situation worse.  The Kan administration must not "force" the relocation to Henoko. This is absolutely vital. No matter how long it may take, the administration must patiently heed what Okinawans have to say and seek a solution that will be least objectionable to them.  Kan emphasizes his resolve to do whatever he can to lighten Okinawa's burden. But he obviously cannot win the trust of the local residents with words alone. He must act. For a start, he should negotiate with Washington on alleviating Okinawa's burden, whether it comes in the form of getting Washington to agree to transferring part of U.S. military training outside the prefecture or returning the offshore training sites to the prefecture.  Kan will meet with U.S. President Barack Obama during the Group of 20 summit in Toronto. For the sake of stable maintenance of the Japan-U.S. security framework, too, Kan ought to tell Obama candidly why it is absolutely necessary to alleviate Okinawa's burden.  Kan must not repeat his predecessor's folly of becoming the very cause of ineffectual summit diplomacy.  Meantime, all Japanese citizens ought to consider Okinawa's problem as their own and try to see how to reconcile the reality of the Japan-U.S. alliance with the cost it entails. People are beginning to debate these matters, and this must be kept up.  The Futenma relocation issue has cost the nation the collapse of the Hatoyama administration. It is vital that both the political community and the public at large continue to maintain a keen interest in the issue.  

Alliance Brink 

Although Kan is pushing the US- Japan alliance, he is too wrapped up in the financial crisis and party battles to revamp the model. It must come state-side, but political disagreements and lack of respect prevent the revamp 

Foreign Policy (blog) 6/16 (Josh Rogin, reports on national security and foreign policy, 6/16/10, " Will Obama hit the 'reset' button on US-Japan relations? ", http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations)TM

Now that Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has fallen on his sword, and the United States Japan have an opportunity to "reset" their relationship, which suffered due to the personal discord between Hatoyama and President Obama and the lingering dispute over a base in Okinawa. But will they take it?  For now, the battle over the Futenma air station seems to be tabled, with the new prime minister, Naoto Kan, pledging to largely stick to the deal struck in 2006. But there are lingering doubts as to whether either Washington or Tokyo is ready to revamp the rest of the alliance, which needs an update as it crosses the 50-year threshold.  So far, Kan seems to be sounding the right notes.  "The new prime minister has done everything possible to underscore the importance of the U.S.-Japan alliance," an administration official close to the issue told The Cable. "This is a very complex set of interactions but we're reassured by what we've heard so far from Prime Minister Kan."  Japan hands in Washington note that Kan, in his swearing-in remarks, affirmed the U.S.-Japan alliance as "the cornerstone" of his country's diplomacy and pledged to honor the 2006 agreement. But Kan also said he would place equal emphasis on improving ties with China.  That struck many in Washington as a sign that the Democratic Party of Japan, which took power last year for the first time, is still hedging against what party leaders see as an Obama administration that just isn't giving Japan the respect and attention it feels it deserves.  As for the recent cooling in relations, "I don't think it's over, but a change in leadership is a chance to reset," said Randall Schriver, former deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia. The U.S. problem with Hatoyama was personal, based on his style and inability to meet his own deadlines, resulting in a lack of trust, Schriver said.  "Japan's a democracy and Hatoyama brought himself down," said Devin Stewart, senior fellow at the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs.  So is everything OK now that Kan is in charge?  Not exactly. The new prime minister's comments on China suggest that Washington and Tokyo aren't yet on the same page regarding larger issues of security, economics, and diplomacy.  "The relationship is bigger than Futenma, but that's all we talked about," Schriver said. "So somebody has to raise this to the next level and start to talk about the broader regional issues and that's got to be us."  Kan's not likely to take the lead on trying to revamp the alliance, mainly because he has to focus on Japan's economy and keeping his party's control of the parliament.  "Prime Minister Kan is treading on the eggshells left behind by Hatoyama," said Patrick Cronin, director of the Asia security program at the Center for a New American Security, the think tank founded by Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell. "He has to carry his party into uncertain July elections whose outcome may determine the next ruling coalition, the next cabinet, and possibly even the next steps on military basing."  And Kan has every reason not to want to reopen the Futenma issue, which Hatoyama seemed to resolve just before he resigned.  "The tough decision had been made," said Tobias Harris, former DPJ staffer and author of the blog Observing Japan. "Now all Kan has to do is say that he stands by the status quo and hope that Okinawan resistance gradually loses steam as the two governments hammer out the details."  Some Japan experts in Washington lament that the DPJ is still not getting a lot of respect in Washington. At a conference this week being hosted by CNAS, the theme of alliance renewal is front and center.  But will new ideas get a fair hearing?  Not only are there no Okinawans invited, the one DPJ lawmaker speaking is Akihisa Nagashima, a powerful lawmaker for sure, but also a well-known hawk with long ties to the Washington "alliance managers" who still hold the reins of the relationship.  "It's clear that the voices of a ‘status quo' U.S.-Japan security relationship will get the most air time at this meeting," argues the New America Foundation's Steve Clemons.  

Alliance Brink

With distractions in the Middle East and other parts of Asia, the US is ready to neglect US- Japan alliance, despite Kan’s efforts.

WSJ 6/13 (Michael J. Green, Mr. Green is senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University., 6/13/10, " Mr. Kan Can Fix U.S.-Japan Ties ", http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main)TM
Mr. Hatoyama's successor, Naoto Kan, has virtually no track record on foreign- and security-policy, but he appears keen to fix these mistakes. In his first week, he called the U.S.-Japan alliance the cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy; pledged to follow through on building the replacement for the Futenma air base; cancelled a trip to the Shanghai Expo so that he can meet President Obama before going to China; and presented plans at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation trade-ministers' summit for a Pacific free-trade area that includes the U.S. Even more encouraging, Mr. Kan has weakened the influence of Mr. Ozawa and shifted the party's center of gravity toward national-security realists associated with Land and Transport Minister Seiji Maehara. These are all positive signs, yet some American pundits still charge that the Obama administration undercut Mr. Hatoyama and will now reap the vengeance of the Japanese people. Not quite: Washington exhibited as much "strategic patience" with the DPJ government as it could without jeopardizing the prospects for finding a realistic alternative to the troop realignments on Okinawa. Across the board, the Japanese media have put the blame for the deteriorating bilateral relationship squarely on the Hatoyama government. Meanwhile, public opinion polls about the alliance and the U.S. held steady while Mr. Hatoyama's support collapsed to less than 20%. The greater problem now is that the Obama administration might breathe a sigh of relief at Mr. Kan's rise to power and slip into complacent auto-pilot mode on bilateral relations. The last nine months have been hard on a White House overwhelmed by foreign policy challenges from Afghanistan to Iran. In the former Bush administration National Security Council, where I served, there was one high level strategy session on Japan relations early on and after that coordination with Tokyo fell smoothly to officials who understood the joint strategy and had confidence in shared values and interests with Japan. The Obama National Security Council has apparently had numerous high-level sessions struggling to keep the alliance relationship with Japan on track. Now that things appear to have stabilized, Japan fatigue in Washington is a real danger. This is not the time for the U.S. to ratchet down attention to the alliance. While Washington has been playing defense with Tokyo for the past nine months, Beijing has been on the move in the East and South China seas and Kim Jong Il has shown what he thinks of deterrence on the Korean peninsula now that he has nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang's sinking of the South Korean navy ship Cheonan has once again focused attention on security issues in North Asia. The U.S. and Japan need to build a new strategy for preventing further erosion of the strategic equilibrium in the Pacific. Tokyo is preparing a midterm defense plan with an initial advisory board panel report due in a few months. The panel is now likely to advise strengthened security cooperation with the U.S. and other like-minded states in Asia. The Obama administration should synchronize its Asia strategy with this effort so that President Obama's visit to Japan in November on the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty provides clear future vision for the alliance. Key elements should include strengthening bilateral roles and missions for defense of the maritime commons; coordinating support for democratic norms and sustainable development in Asia; and working for a bilateral U.S.-Japan economic partnership agreement and trade liberalization in the region. Both governments will also need a strategy to rebuild support in Okinawa for the air base replacement facility. Mr. Hatoyama's flip-flopping and populism have left Mr. Kan with a real political mess on the island. In the worst-case scenario, an antibase candidate could capitalize on mounting frustration with Tokyo to win the gubernatorial election in November. Mr. Kan would then have to abandon his pledge to Washington on base realignment or pass legislation in the Diet overruling the governor. The damage to Mr. Kan and the alliance would be bad either way. Things are looking better for the U.S.-Japan alliance. Mr. Kan has taken important steps to remove uncertainty about Japan's foreign policy trajectory under the DPJ. Now the rest of Asia--friends and foes alike--will be watching to see if the Obama administration has a strategy with Japan that goes beyond defense of the status quo.
Alliance solves Rearm

The alliance solves Japanese security concerns- this checks against a nuclear Japan

National Interest Spring 2005 p.l/n

The principal conclusion to be drawn from this analysis is that Tokyo's desire to pursue a more proactive security policy is not an unreasonable response to the more threatening and volatile security environment it faces. After nearly six decades of quasi-pacifism, it is time for Japan to move beyond the ideals of the post-World War II peace constitution and participate more fully in building and sustaining regional order and combating the emerging threats to security. Although fears that Japan might revert to militarism are real, they are ill conceived. Democracy and the rule of law are firmly entrenched, some constitutional restrictions on the use of force will remain, and the U.S. alliance ensures that Japan has no need for the nuclear weapons or major force-projection capabilities that would be inherently destabilizing and set off alarm bells in the region.

The security alliance solves for Japanese militarization and regional stability

Vogel, Prof. @ Harvard U, 2003 (Eric, Asian Studies Newsletter http://www.aasianst.org/Viewpoints/Vogel.htm)

Why is the Tokyo government ready to pay the support for the housing of U.S. troops in Okinawa and elsewhere in Japan? Because Japan’s alternatives to a security pact with the United States, developing an independent military capacity to defend themselves or engaging in unarmed neutrality, are less attractive. An independent Japanese military capacity is likely to unnerve the Chinese and Koreans, and the prospects of an arms race between Japan on the one hand and China or Korea on the other, would be high; most Japanese would prefer to have better relations with China and Korea. Unarmed neutrality would leave Japan open to the intimidation of neighbors, including North Korea, something the Japanese public is not likely to tolerate in the long run. Given the alternatives, thoughtful people in the Diet and elsewhere in Japanese policy circles prefer an alliance with the United States. Japanese political leaders who need cooperation from other parties in Japan take a low posture and tone down their proclamations on controversial issues, but when the crunch comes they vote to keep the U.S.-Japan Security Alliance. And that is why so many Japanese politicians support the Guidelines worked out between defense specialists in Japan and the United States to specify what Japan could do to respond in case of emergencies. What is the new role of the U.S.-Japan Security alliance after the end of the cold War? It is to be ready to respond in case of emergencies and to help keep a stable environment so that Japan, China, and Korea do not feel the need to start an arms race in order for each to achieve security. Regional stability is sufficiently important that the United States, having learned the cost of isolationism in 1914 and 1941, is willing to play a considerable role in guaranteeing regional security. Chalmers Johnson wants U.S. troops to pull out of Okinawa but he wants Japan and the United States to keep their treaty alliance. Unfortunately it is not possible to do both. If the United States is to respond quickly to emergencies in places like the Korean peninsula it needs to have troops and supplies readily on hand. The North and South Koreans both know that U.S. troops would defend South Korea if the North attacks because U.S. troops are in Korea and would be affected. Most Japanese believe that U.S. troops would fight to defend Japan. But if U.S. troops were not in Japan, many more Japanese would doubt the U.S. willingness to defend them, and the temptations to develop their own military capacity would be very real; Korea and China would be unlikely to stand idly by. The United States does not negotiate with Okinawa; it negotiates with the government of Japan, in Tokyo, and the Japanese government has chosen to keep bases in Okinawa. U.S. military officials in Okinawa have worked hard and continue to work hard to keep good relations with civilians in Okinawa and to keep incidents to a minimum. We do not live in an ideal dream world where everyone would be perfectly happy. But preserving security in Asia and avoiding a new arms race and regional conflict is too important to the lives of all Asians to be cavalier about advocating U.S. troop withdrawal from Japan without carefully considering the consequences. 
Alliance Solves Heg

The US-Japan alliance is key to US leadership- power projection, credibility and political influence

Rapp, Lieutenant Col. With a PH.D in IR from Stanford, 2004 (William E., “Paths Diverging? Accessed online at http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB367.pdf)

Currently in Northeast Asia there is considerable uncertainty about the future for all countries involved in the region. The nuclear ambitions of an increasingly desperate North Korea have led to serious ruptures in the U.S.-Republic of Korea alliance and greatly enhanced security fears in Japan. The global war on terrorism and widely perceived unilateralism on the part of the United States has, ironically, enhanced the confidence of China to portray itself as a multidimensional leader in Asia. The growing strength of the Kuomintang in Taiwanese politics and its agenda to build a closer relationship or even confederation with mainland China after the presidential elections of March 2004 may upend the security assumptions of the region.1 Operation IRAQI FREEDOM has reinforced the concepts of transformation and power projection from a more limited number of forward bases advocated so strongly by Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, while at the same time highlighting America’s need for allies in the war on terrorism. It is a region awash in uncertainly, but one in which the United States must remain firmly engaged to protect its vital interests. In the breadth of its reach and influence, the United States is often described by others as hegemonic and the world’s sole superpower. This is a very clumsy caricature, however. Colin Powell recently quipped, “We are so multilateral it keeps me up 24 hours a day checking on everybody.”2 The extent of that reach and the means necessary for achieving American interests around the world depend greatly on cooperative efforts with other like-minded nations, if only in “coalitions of the willing” built by the United States for ad hoc purposes. In Northeast Asia, the United States has two vital alliances―with Japan and South Korea―already in place. Although the American relationship with the Republic of Korea (ROK) is undeniably critical to security on this strategically important peninsula, the relationship is very narrow in its scope and its future in some doubt.3 The relationship with Japan, however, offers greater potential to achieve American interests in the long run in Asia, beyond simply the defense of Japan. Being off the shores of mainland Asia and combining the two biggest economies in the world,4 this alliance offers significant long-term opportunities to more actively promote peace, prosperity, and liberal values in the region. 
US-Japan security alliance solves conflict and US leadership

Okamoto 02 (Yukio, Security Adviser to Japanese Cabinet, Washington Quarterly25.2 p. 59-72)

Fifty years have passed since Japan and the United States signed the original security treaty and more than 40 years have passed since the current 1960 treaty came into force. Neither Japan nor the United States has a desire to alter the treaty obligations, much less abrogate the alliance. Nevertheless, exploring potential alternatives to the alliance is worthwhile, if only to illuminate [End Page 71] why it is likely to survive. For Japan, treaty abrogation would result in a security vacuum that could be filled in only one of three ways. The first is armed neutrality, which would mean the development of a Japan ready to repel any threat, including the region's existing and incipient nuclear forces. The second is to establish a regional collective security arrangement. This option would require that the major powers in Asia accept a reduction of their troop strengths down to Japanese levels and accept a common political culture--democracy. Neither of these conditions is likely to be met for decades. The third option, the one outlined in the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, is for Japan's security to be the responsibility of a permanent UN military force, ready to deploy at a moment's notice to preserve peace and stability in the region. Such a force, of course, does not yet exist. None of the three possible replacements for the Japan-U.S. alliance is realistic. The alternatives also seem certain to increase the likelihood of war in the region, not decrease it--the only reason that Japan would want to leave the U.S.-Japan alliance.An overview of aftereffects on the United States of an abrogation of the alliance runs along similar lines. In the absence of a robust, UN-based security system, relations between the giant countries of Asia would become uncertain and competitive--too precarious a situation for the United States and the world. The United States would lose access to the facilities on which it relies for power projection in the region. Much more importantly, it would also lose a friend--a wealthy, mature, and loyal friend.
Alliances solves Asian Stability

A Strong US- Japan alliance is key strengthen Japan’s own defense military and independence, while bring stability to the Asian area. 

Foreign Policy (blog) 6/21 (Josh Rogin, 6/21/10, " Hosono: Washington can trust Japan again ", http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/21/hosono_washington_can_trust_japan_again)TM

The new acting secretary general of Japan's ruling party took time out of a heated campaign to visit Washington briefly Friday night, to deliver the message that the Obama administration no longer has to worry about the Japanese government's commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance.  In what several observers called his "reassurance tour," rising star Goshi Hosono spoke to a group of experts and officials at a dinner hosted by the Center for a New American Security, the culminating event of the think tank's two-day conference on U.S.-Japan relations. Hosono took over the position when former Secretary General Ichiro Ozawa stepped down along with Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama last month.  Hosono was forceful, even aggressive, in describing the importance of the security relationship between the world's top two economies and the need for Japan to take a larger and more active role in regional security operations.  He spoke about working toward a "close and equal" U.S.-Japan alliance and pledged to work to "deepen" the alliance through a "functional expansion of its powers."  "The alliance must serve not only as a public good in bringing stability to the region, but it must also play an active, problem solving role in regard to a number of pressing issues," he said.  The decline of U.S. naval power presents an opportunity for Japan to be more involved in maritime security, Hosono said, including participating in operations to protect sea lanes.  Hosono addressed directly the poor relationship Hatoyama had with President Obama. That relationship soured when Hatoyama asked Obama to "trust" him on the issue of the Futenma Marine corps base on Okinana. Obama felt that Hatoyama betrayed that trust, leading to a cooling of the relationship at the highest levels.  "There are many people in the room who are not sure whether [Prime Minister Naoto] Kan is trustworthy. We feel in Japan that through his leadership, we can trust him," Hosono said.  The Obama administration saw chaos in the Japanese decision making in the Hatoyama administration, but Hosono promised this would also be addressed by the new government. He said there will be a "firm control tower" inside the cabinet, made up of by Prime Minister Kan, Chief Cabinet Secretary Yoshito Sengoku, and the General Secretary of the party Yukio Edano.  He promised to stick to the deal that Hatoyama finally struck with Washington over Futenma and pledged to focus on "reducing the burden" on Okinawa residents while sticking to the agreement.    As for whether the Obama administration's tough stance on the Futenma base contributed to Hatoyama's downfall, Hosono said that actually, it did.  "This a large issue for those of us who are politicians," he said. "The reason that the Hatoyama administration could not continue was not because this issue was of such strong interest in the domestic sphere, but that it grew to be a large foreign policy issue that made the administration vulnerable."  

Alliances solves Asian Stability
Japan-US alliance is important to balancing power in east Asia 

Kakuchi 6-2 (Suvendrini, “Japan-U.S. Pact Crucial to Balance of Power in East Asia”, 06-02-2010 http://www.australia.to/2010/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3159:japan-us-pact-crucial-to-balance-of-power-in-east-asia&catid=94:breaking-news&Itemid=171, 06-25-2010) TC 

A clumsy and failed attempt by Japan's nine-month-old coalition government to change the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, a post World War II landmark in bilateral relations after the Japanese defeat and often referred to as the lynchpin in Asian regional defence, has shaken domestic politics and fueled East Asian anxiety. Analysts predict tough times for Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, seen to culminate in his resignation on Wednesday, after he stumbled and sparked a political storm when he tried to move a controversial U.S marine base stationed in Okinawa. Public support for Hatoyama's democratic socialist government slid to 17 percent Monday, an ominous sign of disastrous results in the Upper House elections in July. On the international front, analysts see Japan's political mess spilling into disastrous regional consequences as Japan and the United States struggle to come to a satisfactory conclusion amid domestic anger over Okinawa and a tinderbox situation for U.S. troops facing violence in Afghanistan. ”I would describe the situation in East Asia as dangerous and uncertain,” said international relations expert Takeshi Inoguchi of University of Niigata, a leading foreign studies institution. Inoguchi was referring to heightened alertness in East Asia after South Korea and Japan decided to take stern action against North Korea, which has reacted with its characteristic dogmatism by threatening war even as evidence emerged that it had carried out the sinking of a South Korean warship in March near the maritime border with the authoritarian regime. China, a key player in Asian security, is the lone supporter of the North and is not throwing its weight behind South Korea. Other issues creating tense regional relations include Chinese military activities in Japanese waters that have, for the moment, been smoothed in an agreement forged on Monday to pursue further talks between Chinese premier Wen Jiabao and Hatoyama during the former's visit to Tokyo this week. Inoguchi said it is difficult to predict what will happen next. An unfortunate confluence of factors, namely, ”Japan's weak leadership,” the anticipated victory of the opposition in South Korea's local elections on Wednesday, and Chinese reports of local labour and rural unrest turning into a headache for Beijing, ”can only mean a more explosive East Asia,” he said. Last week Hatoyama fired cabinet minister Mizuho Fukushima, leader of a small leftist party, after she refused to sign a document approving the relocation of the Futenma U.S. military air base to a less crowded part of Okinawa, citing it was against the party's campaign pledge. Professor Masao Okonogi, an expert on the Korean peninsula, says the ongoing political crisis has turned the spotlight once again on the future of the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty, which has long been a thorny issue on the domestic front and a relentless quagmire for Japanese governments. ”Any attempt to change the bilateral military alliance, which the Japanese public thinks is unfair, signals a treacherous path for governments as you can see from what is happening now,” he said. The Japan-U.S. military alliance allows Japan to defend itself from foreign invasion but prevents it from participating in an attack. In addition, Japan is host to the largest number of U.S. military and naval bases in Asia, where they are heavily involved in U.S.-led wars in the region. Japan's defence policy views the Treaty as crucial to efforts to forestall threats posed by North Korea and China, which are seen as potential dangers to Japan's national security. But China and North Korea view the military pact between Japan and the United States as a throwback to Cold War diplomacy. Analysts say any hopes the Japanese public may have had to push for a more equal military alliance with Washington have been dashed as tensions grow and the lack of leadership on the domestic front leaves little room for meaningful negotiation. Professor Akira Kato, an international politics expert at Obirin University, said an equal alliance with the United States would mean allowing Japan to rearm itself. Japan has a formidable Self Defence Force (SDF) that cannot be officially named a military under its postwar pacifist Constitution. A tortuous change enacted in the Japan-U.S. Security Pact two decades ago now permits, among other stipulations, the Japanese SDF to participate in operations with the U.S. security forces stationed in the country. But leftist political parties such as the Social Democratic Party, which has abandoned the ruling coalition over policy disagreements, calls for the opposite. Its policy is to ”scale down the SDF and transform the bilateral Security Pact into peace and goodwill.” Analysts say such foreign policy row is one pressing reason why the Japanese platform, such as what is identified with the conservative Liberal Democratic Party, remains shaky in terms of negotiating for a better deal with the United States over U.S. base relocation. ”With political and public opinion divided, the looming insecurity in East Asia and Japan's shaky politics, the Japan-U.S. security treaty continues to play a fundamental role in Asian security with all its other implications,” said Obirin University's Kato.
Alliance solves Taiwan

US-Japan cooperation is key to deter conflict over Taiwan

Osius, numerous IR degrees from Harvard and Johns Hopkins, 2002 p. 23

(Ted, The US Japan Security Alliance)

To deter conflict, the United States discourages Taipei from declaring independence and Beijing from forcibly attempting to unite Taiwan with the mainland. Under the Taiwan Relations Act, the United States supplies Taiwan with weapons necessary for defense against the mainland.3 Given China's size and resources, however, Taiwan cannot achieve security based solely on independent militarv capabilities. Taipei relies on Beijing's fear that the United States would defend it in the event of a cross-strait conflict. Because U.S. .forward-deployed forces are in Japan, Taiwan also depends on a strong and stable U.S.-Japan alliance.
US-Japan coordination over Taiwan is the only way to deter conflict

Hayes, Assoc. Prof. of Finance @ Sophia University, 2001 p. 63

(Declan, Japan: The Toothless Tiger)

In order for an invasion to ultimately succeed, Beijing would have to conduct a multifaceted campaign, including air assaults, airborne incursions into Taiwanese space, special operations raids behind Taiwanese lines, amphibious landings, maritime area denial operations, air superiority operations, and conventional missile strikes. Although the PLA would currently encounter great difficulty in con​ducting such a sophisticated campaign, over the next decade, it will improve its capability. Time is, after all, on its side. So too are the num​bers-and the world's diplomatic community. Eventually, only Japan and the United States could stop the takeover. Taiwan could not hope to survive alone. Taiwan's air force has over 500 combat aircraft, and these include top of the line U.S. F-16s and French Mirage 2000-5s. Taiwan's air defenses are so strong that China could not hope to launch an effective air campaign in the near future. Taiwan's 68,000 strong navy has more than thirty-six frigates and destroyers as well as four submarines, and it would wreak havoc on a Chinese invasion armada under current conditions. Behind Taipei's well-honed forces stands the awesome armada of the Japanese-based U.S. Seventh Fleet, together with its carrier battle Groups, which can be quickly deployed into Taiwanese waters. China is currently powerless against the Seventh Fleet. Therefore, as long as America continues to underwrite Taiwan's security, a direct invasion is not a credible possibility. However, the contin​ued presence of the Seventh Fleet cannot be taken for granted. When the Seventh Fleet goes, so too will Taiwan, Asia's key buffer state.

The US-Japan alliance is critical to stop Chinese aggression against Taiwan

Yukio Okamoto, special advisor to the Japanese Prime Minister’s Task Force on Foreign Relations, WASHINGTON QUARTERLY, Spring 2002, p. 59

The U.S.-Japan alliance represents a significant hope for a peaceful resolution of the Taiwan problem. Both Japan and the United States have clearly stated that they oppose reunification by force. When China conducted provocative missile tests in the waters around Taiwan in 1996, the United States sent two aircraft carrier groups into nearby waters as a sign of its disapproval of China's belligerent act. Japan seconded the U.S. action, raising in Chinese minds the possibility that Japan might offer logistical and other support to its ally in the event of hostilities. Even though intervention is only a possibility, a strong and close tie between Japanese and U.S. security interests guarantees that the Chinese leadership cannot afford to miscalculate the consequences of an unprovoked attack on Taiwan. The alliance backs up Japan's basic stance that the two sides need to come to a negotiated solution.
Alliance Solves N. Korea

Cooperation with Japan is critical to solve the North Korea issue

Rapp, Lieutenant Col. With a PH.D in IR from Stanford, 2004 (William E., “Paths Diverging? Accessed online at http://www.carlisle.army.mil/ssi/pdffiles/PUB367.pdf)

North Korea and its quest for nuclear weapons represent a salient opportunity for the alliance to act in concert for the stability of Northeast Asia. No resolution of the current crisis on the Peninsula will be possible without both Japan and the United States working together within an agreed strategic framework.
Failure of negotiations on North Korea will massive conflict, economic collapse and a decline in US leadership

Brad Glosserman, Director of Research at Pacific Forum CSIS, 11-4-2003, US-China: the next alliance?, http://www.glocom.org/debates/20031104_gloss_us/

Failure to reach a negotiated solution could trigger a war in Northeast Asia, bringing untold devastation to both North and South Korea, and possibly Japan. War, or even the fear of war, could unleash waves of refugees. The economies of South Korea and Japan would be hard hit, and the ripples would spread through China as well, destroying the stability that is the prerequisite for economic development. Failure to cap the North Korean nuclear threat would oblige Japan to look hard at the utility of its alliance with the United States. While a nuclear-armed North Korea should not in itself be enough to challenge the credibility of the US commitment to defend Japan, it could raise questions about US leadership and Washington's ability to manage regional security problems. Similarly, a North Korean nuclear weapon should not oblige South Korea to rethink its military posture, but, it might also be forced to reassess its views of American leadership. Success would strengthen the NPT, reaffirm the antinuclear norm, and restore faith in US leadership in the region. If the deal unfolds as I anticipate, encompassing security, political, economic and energy components, then it would reintegrate North Korea into the community of Northeast Asian nations and beyond, and could ease the deprivation of the North Korean people. The mechanism created to confirm North Korean nuclear disarmament could be used for other military threats or, as I have proposed, the creation of a regional facility to dispose of the tens of thousands of tonnes of nuclear waste building up throughout East Asia.
Alliance key deterrence 

US Japan alliance will be modified and US military needs to stay for security of East Asia

Stewart and Reynolds ’09 (Phil Stewart and Isabel Reynolds, reporters for in Tokyo for Reuters for 12 and 8 years, “Gates Pushes Japan on US Troop Shift Plan” 10/21/09, http://publicintelligence.net/gates-pushes-japan-on-u-s-troop-shift-plan/ MA 6/22/10)


U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates on Wednesday pressed Japan to quickly implement a deal to reorganize the U.S. military presence in the country, an issue that could test ties with Tokyo’s month-old government. “It is time to move on,” Gates said at a news conference with Japanese Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa after they held talks on alliance issues. “This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone, but it is the best alternative for everyone.” A broad plan to reorganize U.S. forces in Japan was agreed in 2006 with Japan’s long-dominant conservative party after a 1996 deal failed to gain support of local residents, many of whom associate the bases with crime, noise, pollution and accidents. Kitazawa said he had pointed out the political difficulties involved in the deal, but added he felt spending a lot of time reaching a decision would not be healthy for the alliance. Japan’s Democratic Party-led government has pledged to steer a diplomatic course less dependent on close security ally Washington. That has prompted concern that security relations between the world’s two biggest economies could suffer at a time when China’s economic clout and military power is growing and North Korea remains as unpredictable as ever. “Needless to say, the new administration will place great importance on and cherish our alliance,” Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama told Gates at the start of their meeting earlier in the day. “Under the circumstances in which uncertainties remain in this Northeast Asia region, I think it is imperative to maintain and develop our alliance even further.” Gates’ visit is intended to lay the groundwork for U.S. President Barack Obama’s November 12-13 trip to Tokyo, his first as president to the key trade partner. The U.S. defense secretary stressed the benefits of the alliance for Japan, whose pacifist constitution restricts its military’s role and which relies on the U.S. nuclear umbrella. “It seems to me that the primary purpose of our alliance from a military standpoint is to provide for the security of Japan,” he said. “This defense umbrella has protected Japan for nearly 50 years. It has allowed Japan to have a defense budget of roughly 1 percent of GDP.” Japan is host to about 47,000 U.S. military personnel, whose forward deployment analysts say is critical to the American military presence in the region. The troop realignment pact is meant to reduce the U.S. military “footprint” on the southern island of Okinawa while improving the ability of the two forces to cooperate. Central to the deal is a plan to shift a U.S. Marine air base on Okinawa to a less crowded part of the southern island. Hatoyama has said he wants the base moved off the island, but U.S. officials have ruled that out, saying it would undermine broader security arrangements that took years to negotiate. Gates told reporters on his plane before arriving in Tokyo on Tuesday that he saw no alternatives to the original plan, but Japan has suggested it needs more time to work out its stance. “Our new government has its own thoughts. We would like to spend time and reach a good result,” Kyodo news agency quoted Hatoyama as telling reporters ahead of his meeting with Gates. Some analysts said the Pentagon’s tough stance reflected the difficulty of adjusting to Japan’s new political reality after half a century of almost unbroken rule by the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which put the alliance at the core of its diplomacy. Hatoyama’s Democrats trounced the LDP in an August 30 election. The United States was the biggest destination for Japan’s exports last year. The two countries accounted for about a third of global GDP in 2007, although analysts predict China could overtake Japan as the world’s No.2 economy next year. Few analysts expect the bilateral strains to spill over into economic ties between the two countries, but some say geopolitical uncertainty in the region could eventually affect investment decisions. Gates will visit South Korea later on Wednesday. 

Alliance deters China

Strong US-Japan alliance key to show China resolve- deters conflicts and increases security
The Daily Yomiuri (Tokyo) March 27, 2005
China is rapidly emerging as a military superpower. It already deploys many ballistic missiles with nuclear warheads--the whole of the Japanese archipelago is within their range. Against such a background, China claims its sovereignty over the Senkaku Islands--which are indisputably and inherently part of Japan--while its submarines have repeatedly intruded into Japan's territorial waters and the Chinese continue to explore natural resources in Japan's exclusive economic zone, infringing upon our sovereignty. We have to be aware that such moves by China are designed to test the determination of Japan and the United States and the effectiveness of the Japan-U.S. alliance, while trying to drive a wedge between Tokyo and Washington. How can Japan cope with this situation? Armitage told the Tokyo forum that an increased collective self-defense capability would paradoxically make it less likely to be used. "Will China be a threat? They will less likely be a threat if we stay together," he said. Armitage thus showed that Japan's only realistic choice--making the Japan-U.S. alliance unshakable--is the only solution to deal reasonably and coexist stably with China, which is not only Japan's largest trading partner but also the biggest military threat to this country. Only when both Japan and the United States demonstrate their common determination to make any sacrifice for their alliance and show full preparedness for that purpose, will peace and stability in East Asia be ensured. That is what ASEAN countries expect of Japan and the United States. To that end, Tokyo and Washington will have to send a crystal-clear message to China to let Beijing know their alliance is unbreakable. For its part, Japan should say it makes no sense at all to discuss the idea of an East Asian Community as long as Japan's sovereignty continues to be infringed on by China. Long-lasting, stable and amicable international relations are viable only if the countries concerned respect each other. If Japan is enticed by China's massive market to follow and flatter Beijing, China will take advantage of it, and the mutual trust between Japan and the United States will be impaired. Bear in mind that only a reasonable and resolute attitude can ensure mutual trust and respect, which serves the national interest in the long term  
Alliance solves terrorism

Japanese cooperation on the War on Terror is key to engaging the Muslim world

Okamoto 02 (Yukio, Security Adviser to Japanese Cabinet, Washington Quarterly25.2 p. 59-72)

Recent events have focused international attention on relations between the United States and Islamic countries, which, with a few exceptions, are strained. Some have suggested that Japan can become a potential intermediary [End Page 70] between the United States and the Muslim world because of Japan's close relations with Arab governments, Muslim oil-producing states, and the nations of Central Asia; its relatively more flexible stance on human rights policies; and the absence of a strong tie to Israel. Japan can contribute to a U.S.-Islamic dialogue by asserting its view that vast disparities in income and an inconsistent U.S. commitment to human rights are impediments to the U.S. goal of stemming the rise of terrorism in the Islamic world. In recent years, the United States has drifted away from the consensus prevalent in most of the industrialized world that extreme poverty is a primary driver of terrorism and political violence. The United States also needs to explain its reluctance to confront the regimes of its friends in the Middle East with the same human rights standards as those applied to Myanmar, China, or Indonesia.
Alliance solves - China Encirclement

The alliance solves China’s perception of encirclement- they know the US is a stopper to Japanese militarization

Ikenberry and Takashi, Geopolitics Prof @ Gtown and PoliSci Prof @ U Tokyo, 2003 p. 7-8

(G. John and Inoguchi, Reinventing the Alliance…)

The alliance system and the U.S. Japan security pact in particular has also played a wider stabilizing role in the region. The American alliance with Japan has solved Japan's security problems, allowing it to forego building up its military capability, and thereby making itself less threatening to its neighbors. This has served to solve or reduce the secu​rity dilemmas that would otherwise surface within the region if Japan were to rearm and become a more autonomous and unrestrained Great Power. At the same time, the alliance makes American power more predictable and connected to the region. This too reduces the instabilities and "risk premiums" that countries in the region would need to incur if they were to operate in a more traditional balance-of-power order. Even China has seen the virtues of the U.S.-Japan alliance. During the Cold War it was at least partially welcome as a tool to balance Soviet power-an objective that China shared with the United States. But even today, as long as the alliance does not impinge on China's other regional goals-most importantly the reunification with Taiwan-the alliance does reduce the threat of a resurgent Japan.
Japan China Relations

Japan is moving towards China because of the Futenma dispute. 

New York Times 1-23-10 “In Japan, U.S. Losing Diplomatic Ground to China” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/01/24/world/asia/24japan.html

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. The White House is pressing Japan to follow through on a controversial deal to keep a base on the island that was agreed to by the more conservative Liberal Democrats who lost control to Mr. Hatoyama’s party last summer after decades of almost uninterrupted power. “If we’re worrying that the Japanese are substituting the Chinese for the Americans, then the worse thing you could do is to behave the way that we’re behaving,” said Daniel Sneider, a researcher on Asian security issues at Stanford University. The new emphasis on China comes as Mr. Hatoyama’s government begins a sweeping housecleaning of Japan’s postwar order after his party’s election victory, including challenging the entrenched bureaucracy’s control of diplomatic as well as economic policy. On security matters, the Liberal Democrats clearly tilted toward Washington. Past governments not only embraced Japan’s half-century military alliance with the United States, but also warned of China’s burgeoning power and regularly angered Beijing by trying to whitewash the sordid episodes of Japan’s 1930s-1940s military expansion. American experts say the Obama administration has been slow to realize the extent of the change in Japan’s thinking about its traditional protector and its traditional rival. Indeed, political experts and former diplomats say China has appeared more adept at handling Japan’s new leaders than the Obama administration has been. And former diplomats here warn that Beijing’s leaders are seizing on the momentous political changes in Tokyo as a chance to improve ties with Japan — and possibly drive a wedge between the United States and Japan. “This has been a golden opportunity for China,” said Kunihiko Miyake, a former high-ranking Japanese diplomat who was stationed in Beijing. “The Chinese are showing a friendlier face than Washington to counterbalance U.S. influence, if not separate Japan from the U.S.” Some conservative Japan experts in Washington have even warned of a more independent Tokyo becoming reluctant to support the United States in a future confrontation with China over such issues as Taiwan, or even to continue hosting the some 50,000 American military personnel now based in Japan. Despite such hand-wringing among Japan experts in the United States, Mr. Hatoyama continues to emphasize that the alliance with Washington remains the cornerstone of Japanese security. And suspicions about China run deep here, as does resentment over Japan’s losing its supremacy in Asia, making a significant shift in loyalty or foreign policy unlikely anytime soon, analysts say. But in the four months since Mr. Hatoyama took office, there has been an unusual flurry of visits back and forth by top-ranking Chinese and Japanese officials, including one last month to Tokyo by China’s heir apparent, Vice President Xi Jinping. The new mood of reconciliation is also evident in the novel ideas that have been floated recently to overcome the differences over wartime history that have long isolated Japan from the region. These include a recent report in the Yomiuri Shimbun, a Japanese newspaper, based on unidentified diplomatic sources, of a Chinese initiative for reconciliation that would include a visit by Mr. Hatoyama to Nanjing to apologize for the 1937 massacre of Chinese civilians there by invading Japanese soldiers. President Hu would then visit Hiroshima to proclaim China’s peaceful intentions. 
**Japanese Politics Frontlines**

Futenma k2 DPJ

Dispute with the US over futenma hurts the DPJ election chances. 

Daniel Sneider 6-3-10  Did Washington Bring Down the Japanese Prime Minister? Slate Magazine June 3, 2010 Lexis 

For reasons of history and geography, Okinawa bears a preponderate share of the U.S. military presence in Japan. Almost three- quarters of the land area of American bases is on Okinawa, taking up 20 percent of the island itself. The DPJ pledged to reduce that burden, a stance that helped the party and its coalition partners sweep all the parliament seats in Okinawa in the September 2009 election.  So when the DPJ took office, following a stunning electoral victory that ended a half-century of nearly uninterrupted conservative rule in Japan, the new government sought to re-examine the Futenma relocation plan to reduce the base footprint on the island. But the Pentagon refused to reopen the issue, a message Secretary of Defense Robert Gates delivered in rather blunt fashion during an October visit to Japan.  In the months that followed, Hatoyama and his government veered, with increasing desperation, between trying to satisfy the electorate and finding a solution that Washington might accept. They floated a series of options, some serious, some less than half-baked, including failed efforts to persuade reluctant communities in the rest of Japan to take on some of Okinawa's burden. The Pentagon insisted that only the Schwab plan was viable, because the local administration, thanks to Japanese government largess and the promise of construction contracts on the landfill job, had signed off on the plan. But despite that backing, not a single shovel of sand had been moved, and a small army of environmentalists and other protesters stood ready to block Schwab's gate the first time a dump truck headed that way.  By December of last year, efforts to find a viable alternative were floundering, and the government, worried about the growing public spat with the Americans, appeared ready to accept the original plan, with some measures to ameliorate local concerns about noise and the environment. But Hatoyama and party boss Ozawa balked when the small but politically important left-wing Social Democratic Party threatened to bolt the coalition government over the issue. They worried that if the DPJ lost its thin majority in the Upper House, the opposition could block passage of the budget in parliament and potentially trigger a new general election.  Obama administration officials grew increasingly exasperated with what they saw as Hatoyama's indecisive, even erratic, leadership. In calculated press leaks and private conversations, they fed growing fears in Japan that the prime minister was dangerously undermining the alliance, and they quietly encouraged talk of replacing him.  Americans harbored growing concerns about the new government's desire to strike a more independent pose, along with Hatoyama's gauzy vision of a new East Asia Community, modeled on the European Union. "The basic issue is that Hatoyama was determined to establish more strategic independence for Japan but did not understand that without Japan developing any alternative strategy for its own defense, this was a dead end," a senior official told me this week. American officials lectured Japan about the strategic importance of the Marines in countering China's rise without any sense of irony that the Obama administration is engaged in its own, largely unrequited, courtship of Beijing.  While Americans squeezed Hatoyama's government, the pressures on the home front also increased. In January, voters in the area around Schwab elected a mayor who ran on a platform opposing the new base. Even the conservative governor of Okinawa moved to oppose the base plan, which he had previously backed.  Hatoyama's poll numbers plummeted as the Japanese public saw him unable to resolve conflicting demands and held him responsible for a growing crisis in the U.S.-Japan alliance. State Department officials, led by the U.S. ambassador in Tokyo, softened, though didn't fundamentally change, the base plan. Last week, Hatoyama gave in, offering a plaintive apology for finally accepting the construction of the new base, though leaving crucial details to be negotiated later this summer. Echoing U.S. officials, Hatoyama pointed to the North Korean sinking of a South Korean naval vessel and growing concerns about Chinese military activity to argue that he now understood the need for the Marines and their helicopters to stay on Okinawa.  Privately, though, Japanese officials tell a different tale. "I do not consider that the Korean situation as well as the exchanges with the Chinese had much impact on Hatoyama's decision on Futenma," a close adviser to the prime minister told me. "The Futenma decision comes very much out of the domestic situation-there was nowhere to relocate Futenma. The tense situation surrounding Korea may help to explain the decision to the general public, but it has nothing to do with the decision itself."  Unfortunately for Hatoyama and the DPJ, it was way too late to convince the Japanese public of anything. As Japanese officials  warned last winter, their coalition partners in the Social Democratic Party left the government in protest and threatened to back a no-confidence resolution in the Upper House of parliament. Weekend polls showed that even though two-thirds of Japanese citizens oppose the American solution, they still blamed Hatoyama for mishandling the affair. With his own party now worried that he would drag them down to defeat in Upper House elections in July, Hatoyama, along with Ozawa, left the stage.  The clipped White House statement left little doubt that Hatoyama's departure was welcome in Washington. But is this a pyrrhic victory? The next government is likely to be even less able to negotiate, much less to force Okinawa to accept the new base. A weakened DPJ will probably have to forge a new coalition after the July Upper House election. Come November, Okinawa voters may elect a new governor who is an even more radical foe of all U.S. bases on the island. And the persistence of the Okinawa squabble will demonstrate to many Japanese people that Washington bears as much responsibility for this crisis as the departed prime minister.  Eventually, after their anger and disappointment with Hatoyama fades, the Japanese people will turn their eyes toward Washington and wonder whether this is how allies should treat each other. It is a good question.

Futenma k2 DPJ

The unresolved dispute over Futenma hurts Kan and the DPJ’s credibility and capital.

Talmadge 6-22 (Eric, Writer for the Associated Press, “Okinawa basing stresses U.S.-Japan relations”, 6-22-2010, http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/06/ap_us_japan_062210/?utm_source=twitterfeed&utm_medium=twitter 6-23-2010) TC

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." 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. The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa. The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." 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. Kan has vowed to build a replacement facility on Okinawa, as the U.S. demanded, but details are undecided. Implementing the agreement would need the support of the local governor, who has expressed opposition to it. Kan was scheduled to visit Okinawa on Wednesday for ceremonies marking the end of the 1945 battle there that hastened Japan's surrender. 
Plan saves Kan/DPJ

Opposition to the Futenma base was a key platform for the DPJ – the plan is a huge win.

Daniel Clausen 6-20-2010 PhD Candidate FIU The Future of Japanese Defense Politics

Exploring Japanese Defense Futures Through the Alternative Scenario Approach http://www.japanesestudies.org.uk/discussionpapers/2010/Clausen.html

What does the DPJ's 'independent' foreign policy refer to? Easley et al (2010) argue that this is code for a policy that is less deferential to the US. In particular, the authors argue that the DPJ seeks to tap into a popular sentiment among the Japanese—the peak of which occurred during Japan's participation in the Iraq war—that Japan should not have any part in US unilateralism. Thus, much of the DPJ's policy statements have re-emphasized more 'civilian' contributions in line with Japan's antimilitarist security identity (for more on this antimilitarist security identity, see Oros 2008). As mention earlier, part of their platform is a 'comprehensive' review of US-Japan defense arrangements including SOFA and HNS in order to evaluate the impact of the security alliance on the social welfare of Japanese citizens. While review of HNS and SOFA will not occur until later (if at all), currently the DPJ's policy has coalesced around the issue of the Futenma air base and the 2006 agreement that provided for the air base's relocation. As discussed earlier, Futenma has implications beyond its symbolism. Not only does Futenma stand for the DPJ's commitment to the social welfare of its citizens, but maintaining their commitment to opposing the US on this matter is crucial for maintaining the support of the SDP's help in the upper house of the Diet

The Japanese people are disappointed in Kan’s lies regarding removal of US troops in Okinawa, withdrawing troops would help the DPJ’s credibility 

UPI News 6-23 (UPI News, 6-23-2010, http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2010/06/23/Japans-PM-Kan-apologizes-to-Okinawa/UPI-51741277295404/, 6-23-2010) TC

Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan apologized to the people of Okinawa Wednesday for bearing the bulk of the United States military presence in Japan. Kan said his government would do what it can to ease the burden placed on Okinawa Prefecture for relocating the U.S. Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station, Japan's Kyodo News reports. Kan made the pledge at a ceremony marking the 65th anniversary of the end of the Battle of Okinawa in the closing days of World War II. It was his first visit to the island since becoming prime minister earlier this month after his predecessor Yukio Hatoyama stepped down over the Futenma relocation issue. Kan told the gathering of some 5,500 that acceptance of the U.S. military presence "has led to peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region." Residents of Okinawa have called for reducing the huge U.S. military presence on their island due to noise and crimes involving U.S. servicemen.

Keeping bases in Okinawa ensures Kan will be unpopular—Hatoyama proves

Yuri Kageyama May 22 2010, AP Business Writer for Newsvine Magazine, “Japan leader apologizes over US base on Okinawa”  (http://www.newsvine.com/_news/2010/05/22/4332431-japan-leader-apologizes-over-us-base-on-okinawa) JTC

The people of Okinawa have long complained about the noise, jet-crash dangers and worries about crime that come from housing more than half of the 47,000 U.S. troops in Japan, stationed under the bilateral defense alliance. Hatoyama has seen his popularity ratings plunge in recent months — as voters increasingly are disenchanted with his failure to act on a number of campaign pledges, including the Futenma issue as well as promises for toll-free highways and cash payments for babies. His biggest political ally, Ichiro Ozawa, the head of Hatoyama's Democratic Party, has been the target of allegations involving campaign fund abuse, although Ozawa has denied any wrongdoing and Japanese prosecutors have repeatedly said that they will not charge him. But the failure to appease the people of Okinawa is likely to be Hatoyama's biggest problem as Japan heads into nationwide elections, which must be held sometime in July or close to that time.

Bases Unpopular Japan

The basing plan is widely unpopular. 

John Feffer  3-6-10 the co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies “Okinawa and the new domino effect” http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LC06Dh02.html

The immediate source of tension in the US-Japanese relationship has been Tokyo's desire to renegotiate that 2006 agreement to close Futenma, transfer those 8,000 Marines to Guam, and build a new base in Nago, a less densely populated area of the island. It's a deal that threatens to make an already strapped government pay big. Back in 2006, Tokyo promised to shell out more than $6 billion just to help relocate the Marines to Guam. The political cost to the new government of going along with the LDP's folly may be even higher. After all, the DPJ received a healthy chunk of voter support from Okinawans, dissatisfied with the 2006 agreement and eager to see the American occupation of their island end. Over the last several decades, with US bases built cheek-by-jowl in the most heavily populated parts of the island, Okinawans have endured air, water, and noise pollution, accidents like a 2004 US helicopter crash at Okinawa International University, and crimes that range from trivial speeding violations all the way up to the rape of a 12-year-old girl by three Marines in 1995. According to a June 2009 opinion poll, 68% of Okinawans opposed relocating Futenma within the prefecture, while only 18% favored the plan. Meanwhile, the Social Democratic Party, a junior member of the ruling coalition, has threatened to pull out if Hatoyama backs away from his campaign pledge not to build a new base in Okinawa. 
US military presence is unpopular 

Shuster 6-21-10 (Mike Shuster, award-winning diplomatic correspondent foreign correspondent for NPR News, Japan's PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa, 6-21-10, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127932447, 6-21-10, DS)

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.                   - political analyst Masatoshi Honda 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.

90% of Okinawa residents oppose the plan to move the Futenma base to the coast-lines, and many oppose US occupation entirely

Japan Times 6/21 (6/21/10, " Assembly hands Roos demand to ax Futenma relocation plan ", http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/nn20100622a9.html) TM

NAHA, Okinawa Pref. (Kyodo) The chairman of the Okinawa Prefectural Assembly on Monday handed U.S. Ambassador John Roos a letter demanding that the plan to relocate U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma within the prefecture be scrapped. Zenshin Takamine said in the letter addressed to President Barack Obama that 90 percent of residents in Okinawa oppose the plan to move the airfield, now in the city of Ginowan, to the Henoko coast of Nago, as agreed to last month by Tokyo and Washington. Takamine also urged Washington to shut down the Futenma base and return its land to Japan. Roos, who met Takamine in Naha, promised to give the letter to Obama, according to officials. Takamine added he hopes Obama will visit Peace Memorial Park in the city of Itoman in the future. 
DPJ solves Economy 

Kan is recovering Japan’s economy - new industrial growth and lower consumer prices were shown in the last fiscal year and are projected to continue

WSJ 6/21 (6/21/10, " Japan Likely To Nearly Double This FY Growth Forecast - Official ", http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100620-705217.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines) TM

TOKYO (Dow Jones)--Japan's government plans to nearly double its growth projection for the current fiscal year to a price-adjusted 2.6%, a government official familiar with the matter said Monday, as the nation's export-led economic recovery continues to gather pace.  The Cabinet Office will release its new growth estimates as early as Tuesday, the official told Dow Jones Newswires.  The projection compares with an estimate in January for 1.4% price-adjusted growth, and would be the first yearly expansion of Japan's economy in three years.  The official also said the government is likely to predict a continued fall in consumer prices during this fiscal year, though he didn't specify by how much.  The planned revision underscores how a recovery in the global economy is helping to offset Japan's domestic problems, which include entrenched deflation and stagnant consumer spending. The world's second largest economy contracted 2.0% in the last fiscal year after posting a record 3.7% contraction in the preceding year, according to the Cabinet Office.  The latest estimates will also include figures for the next fiscal year beginning April 2011, and the focus is on whether policy-makers will predict an end to Japan's persistent deflation in that year.  Such a forecast could put more pressure on the Bank of Japan to keep its monetary policy loose to help the government to achieve that goal.  The government official declined to comment on those projections.  A broad set of growth strategies released last week by Prime Minister Naoto Kan's Administration pledged to try to reverse falling consumer prices during fiscal 2011 through cooperation with the central bank.  Japan's economic pickup has been gaining traction over recent months as robust overseas demand for Japan-made products--particularly from Asia--boosted Japanese industrial production. In the January-March period Japan's economy grew an annualized 5.0%, Cabinet Office data show, the strongest climb in four quarters.
Economic reform key to stop debt crisis in Japan. 

BBC News 6/22 (Roland Buerk, 6/22/10, " Japan has set targets to rein in its national debt, the biggest in the ... ", http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/asia_pacific/10372417.stm) TM

New Prime Minister Naoto Kan has made fiscal reform a top priority, saying that without it the country could face the risk of a Greece-style crisis.  However, the government has given no specific ideas of how it will reach its long-term goal of balancing its budget.  Japan also raised its growth forecast for the year to March to 2.6%, compared with an earlier 1.4% estimate.  That would be the first time the country's GDP had expanded by more than 2% since 2006.  Growth in the year to March 2012 is predicted to be 2%.  "Thanks to the government's stimulus packages, strengthening in business profitability and improvements in employment and household income are spreading to an increase in private demand," the Cabinet Office said.  "If this cycle continues, Japan's economy is expected to go on a track towards an autonomous recovery."  However, it warned that deflation was still a problem - with prices not expected to to stop falling until at least next year.  Confidence  Japan has been borrowing money for two decades, trying to bring its economy out of stagnation.  But although its debt is now estimated at about twice the size of its GDP, some economists believe the fiscal situation is not as bad as it appears.  This is largely because Japan has a trade surplus, and it is still able to borrow money at some of the lowest interest rates in the world.  But the government has acknowledged that if Japan has to borrow more from abroad, the higher interest rates demanded could tip the country into the abyss.  "We must prevent a situation like Greece, where Japan loses the confidence of the bond markets, pushing interest rates higher and leading its finances into a state of collapse," it said in its debt-tackling plan.  The plan states it will bring the budget back into surplus by the end of the decade.  To achieve it, the government has put a cap on the amount of money it spends and borrows.  Raising consumption tax is also under consideration - but probably not for several years.  The BBC's Roland Buerk in Tokyo said that it was Japan's ageing population that most threatened the country's long term future.  "Much of the government's debt is held by the Japanese themselves, but as workers become pensioners they may start spending their nest eggs," he said.  

DPJ solves Economy
Kan’s new policies and leadership of the DPJ are boosting the economy 

Mochizuki 6-18 (Takashi, Writer for the Dow Jones Newswires, “UPDATE: Japan Lifts Economic View As Export-Driven Recovery Continues”, 6-18-2010, http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100618-702784.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines, 6-21-2010) TC 

The Japanese government Friday upgraded its assessment of the economy, saying it "has been picking up" as a result of recovering capital investment and strong exports. The government also said in its monthly economic report for June that "the foundation for a self-sustaining recovery is being laid." It was the first time for the government to raise its economic view since March. Last month, it said the economy was picking up but lacks autonomous growth factors. "The gradual economic recovery trend is intact," Economy Minister Satoshi Arai said at a press conference after the release of the monthly economic report. "A self-sustaining recovery is coming into sight." Steady overseas demand for Japanese exports and rebounding corporate capital spending helped the economy grow at a 5.0% annualized pace in the first quarter. New Prime Minister Naoto Kan has called for policies to encourage strong economic growth and fiscal health in the world's second largest economy. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan, which Kan leads, aims for average real growth of over 2% in the decade ahead. The upgrade is a positive sign for Japan's government ahead of key Upper House elections on July 11, but some analysts said the move may have been timed to appeal to voters. Given that sovereign debt confusion in Europe and entrenched deflation pose downside risks to growth, it remains uncertain whether the Japanese economy will keep steadily recovering, they said. In its latest report, the government also upgraded its view of capital spending, saying such investment "has bottomed out." Previously, it said such expenditures were showing signs of bottoming out. The government will closely watch business investment trends because if these continue to recover, the overall economy would be able to achieve sustainable growth, said Keisuke Tsumura, a parliamentary secretary at the Cabinet Office. Capital spending makes up about 15% of Japan's gross domestic product. Increased capital investment often leads to more hiring and higher wages, prompting workers to spend more, in turn bringing more profits to firms. Analysts say a positive cycle could materialize later this year. Recent data have shown that industrial output rose 1.3% in April. Core machinery orders, a leading indicator of capital investment, increased 4.0% in the same month. Wages were still sluggish and the unemployment rate in April was at 5.1%, a historically high level for Japan. But analysts expect a more upbeat corporate sector could lift those areas of the economy too. The report said one risk for the economy is a possible European economic deterioration due to the region's sovereign debt crisis. But some analysts said European economic troubles might not affect Japan much because only about 10% of Japanese exports go to the region. Another downside risk to the economy is prolonged deflation. The government said it hopes the Bank of Japan will "support the economy through appropriate and flexible policy management." Arai reiterated that the biggest challenge for Japan's economy is to overcome deflation, suggesting the government may call on the central bank to take additional steps as long as the risk remains that persistent price declines could drag down economic recovery. "I'm afraid that I cannot yet say" the country's economy is fully recovering, he said. "The government and the BOJ will continue to work as one to combat deflation." Japan's central bank said Tuesday it would make Y3 trillion available to banks to lend to companies in growth areas. It also kept the overnight call rate target at 0.1% since December 2008. 

DPJ solves Economy

Kan will unveil a new economic strategy to combat Japan’s public debt 

Bloomberg 6-20-10 (Bloomberg Businessweek, business newspaper, Fitch Says Next Two Months to Test Kan’s Debt Mettle (Update1), 6-20-10, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-20/fitch-says-next-two-months-to-test-kan-s-debt-mettle-update1-.html, 6-21-10, DS)

Japanese Prime Minister Naoto Kan’s debt-fighting credentials will be tested over the next two months as he releases a fiscal strategy and his party contests mid-term elections, Fitch Ratings said. “It’s early days for his government, so the intention is there, but it remains to be seen how strong the consensus is” among politicians and the electorate, Andrew Colquhoun, Hong Kong-based director at the company’s Asia-Pacific sovereign group, said in an interview in Tokyo today. “The next two months is quite an important period.” Kan, who took office this month, is scheduled to unveil his plan for containing the world’s biggest public debt this week before facing upper house elections on July 11. He has indicated that he may double the nation’s consumption tax to 10 percent, a statement surveys show has hurt his approval ratings and signals he may meet resistance to his debt-cutting plans.
Japan Economy Good now 

Japanese Economy growing now. 

WSJ 6/21 (6/21/10, " Japan Likely To Nearly Double This FY Growth Forecast - Official ", http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100620-705217.html?mod=WSJ_latestheadlines) TM

TOKYO (Dow Jones)--Japan's government plans to nearly double its growth projection for the current fiscal year to a price-adjusted 2.6%, a government official familiar with the matter said Monday, as the nation's export-led economic recovery continues to gather pace.  The Cabinet Office will release its new growth estimates as early as Tuesday, the official told Dow Jones Newswires.  The projection compares with an estimate in January for 1.4% price-adjusted growth, and would be the first yearly expansion of Japan's economy in three years.  The official also said the government is likely to predict a continued fall in consumer prices during this fiscal year, though he didn't specify by how much.  The planned revision underscores how a recovery in the global economy is helping to offset Japan's domestic problems, which include entrenched deflation and stagnant consumer spending. The world's second largest economy contracted 2.0% in the last fiscal year after posting a record 3.7% contraction in the preceding year, according to the Cabinet Office.  The latest estimates will also include figures for the next fiscal year beginning April 2011, and the focus is on whether policy-makers will predict an end to Japan's persistent deflation in that year.  Such a forecast could put more pressure on the Bank of Japan to keep its monetary policy loose to help the government to achieve that goal.  The government official declined to comment on those projections.  A broad set of growth strategies released last week by Prime Minister Naoto Kan's Administration pledged to try to reverse falling consumer prices during fiscal 2011 through cooperation with the central bank.  Japan's economic pickup has been gaining traction over recent months as robust overseas demand for Japan-made products--particularly from Asia--boosted Japanese industrial production. In the January-March period Japan's economy grew an annualized 5.0%, Cabinet Office data show, the strongest climb in four quarters.

Japanese Economy is Recovering

Bloomberg News June 3, 2010 Bloomberg News, News Source, “Japanese Stocks Rise After Kan Elected Head of Democratic Party” (http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/g/a/2010/06/03/bloomberg1376-L3H0NM0UQVI9-1.DTL) accessed on June 21st, JTC

Japanese stocks rose after Naoto Kan was elected head of the ruling party, paving the way for him to be named prime minister. Oil-related shares rose, while Fast Retailing Co. declined. Mitsui & Co., Japan's second-largest trading company, climbed 1.4 percent after crude oil rose to a three-week high yesterday in New York. Toyota Motor Corp., a carmaker that gets 31 percent of revenue in North America, advanced 0.4 percent on speculation a U.S. jobs report today will show the economy is recovering. Fast Retailing Co., Japan's biggest clothing retailer, fell 1.3 percent after surging yesterday. The Democratic Party of Japan chose Kan as its chief, making it likely he'll be officially named prime minister after Yukio Hatoyama announced his resignation two days ago. "I think he's good for the job," said Yuuki Sakurai, chief executive officer of Fukoku Capital Management in Tokyo, which manages about $7.7 billion. The Nikkei 225 Stock Average rose 0.3 percent to 9,941.30 as of 12:32 p.m. in Tokyo. The broader Topix index gained 0.3 percent to 892.95, with three stocks advancing for every two that dropped. Both measures were on course for their first weekly increase in three weeks.
Japan Economy Brink 

Absent reform, Japan’s Economy risks collapse

Sydney Morning Herald June 12, 2010 

Sydney Morning Herald, Australian News Source, “Japan’s PM warns of debt overload”  (http://www.smh.com.au/business/japans-pm-warns-of-debt-overload-20100611-y3ib.html) Accessed on June 21st, 2010, JTC

JAPAN'S new Prime Minister, Naoto Kan, has pledged an overhaul of fiscal policy to reduce the country's debt mountain, and warned of the risk of an economic meltdown like that in Greece. ''Our country's outstanding public debt is huge,'' he said yesterday in his first policy address since taking office on Tuesday. ''Our public finances have become the worst of any developed country.'' After decades of stimulus spending and feeble tax receipts, Japan's public debt is now nearly double its gross domestic product, forcing the government to issue ever more bonds. “It is difficult to continue our fiscal policies by heavily relying on the issuance of government bonds,'' said Mr Kan, the former finance minister. ''Like the confusion in the euro zone triggered by Greece, there is a risk of collapse if we leave the increase of the public debt untouched and then lose the trust of the bond markets.'' Mr Kan has in the past advocated raising sales tax, but has not detailed plans that may prove unpopular with voters before Senate elections next month. ''It is unavoidable to launch a full reform of the tax system,'' he said, also calling for a bipartisan debate on fiscal reform. ''If we maintain the issuance of new bonds, outstanding debt will surpass 200 per cent of GDP in a few years,'' he said. Pledging to revitalise the world's second biggest economy, Mr Kan said: ''The duty my cabinet must meet is to break the standstill that has lasted for nearly 20 years and create a vigorous Japan.'' He said he aimed for real GDP growth of 2 per cent a year until 2020 and planned to announce a growth strategy promoting green technology and biotechnology, encouraging exporters to find new markets in Asia, and supporting tourism.
Japan K2 World Economy 

Economic collapse in Japan leads to global instability

Yoshio Suzuki 1994, CATO institute “Financial Reform in Japan and Global Economic Stability” (http://www.cato.org/pubs/journal/cj13n3/cj13n3-7.pdf) Accessed on June 21st JTC
The United States and Japan are economic superpowers to which the “small nation hypothesis”of economic theory does not apply. The stability of the global economy requires that their economies be able to sustain growth without inflation or bubbles, a fact which to me seems to imply that both countries should have autonomy in their economic policies. If one of the superpowers sacrifices its domestic stabilization policy for the benefit of the other superpower, the resultant domestic destabilization will eventually cause serious harm to global stability. The right policy for Japan between 1988 and 1989 would have been a mix of neutral monetary policy and expansionary fiscal policy to achieve sustained growth without the bubble, and to reduce its current account surplus. This policy mix would have raised Japan’s interest rates and would have further pushed down the value of the dollar. Surely the two nations could have tolerated this.

** Environment Frontlines **

Okinawa base kills environment

Okinawans oppose base relocation plan for environmental reasons

Deng Shasha, 6/21/10, editor for xinhuanet.com, “Okinawa assembly chief asks U.S. president to ditch base relocation plan”, http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/21/c_13361126_2.htm, MA 6/21/10
The chairman of the Okinawa prefecture assembly on Monday continued his plight against the relocation of a controversial U.S. Marine base by handing U.S. Ambassador to Japan John Roos a letter urging Washington to ditch the plan, local media reports said. Zenshin Takamine said in the letter addressed directly to the U. S. President Barack Obama that 90 percent of Okinawa's residents remain opposed to the plan to transfer the Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station from the crowded city of Ginowan to the coastal region of Henoko in Nago, Okinawa. For his part Roos promised he would give the letter to Obama, local sources said. Local media also said that during Monday's meeting between Takamine and Roos in the prefectural capital of Naha, Takamine made it clear he wishes Washington to close the Futenma facility. In addition Takamine said he hopes the U.S. president will visit Peace Memorial Park in the city of Itoman in the future, highlighting the fact that a monument there has the names of 14, 000 American servicemen who lost their lives in Okinawa during World War II, inscribed on it. Takamine, a resident of Ishikawa Island in Okinawa prefecture, has consistently pointed out to both Washington and Japan's government that 75 percent of the U.S. military facilities in Japan are concentrated on Okinawa. With increasing incidents of crime committed by U.S. service members, Takamine also points to the rising problems of environmental pollution caused by military activities as also being a major burden for local residents. The assembly which Takamine chairs also objects to the new airport plan because its members say it could harm sea life, from an endangered saltwater manatee to plants, algae and blue coral. 

Occupation of Okinawa is increasing crimes committed by U.S. personal and the pollution by military activities has also place a burden on the residents and the environment

Xinhua, 10

June 21, 2010, “Okinawa assembly chief asks U.S. president to ditch base relocation plan”,http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/world/2010-06/21/c_13361126_2.htm, CR

TOKYO, June 21 (Xinhua) -- The chairman of the Okinawa prefecture assembly on Monday continued his plight against the relocation of a controversial U.S. Marine base by handing U.S. Ambassador to Japan John Roos a letter urging Washington to ditch the plan, local media reports said. Zenshin Takamine said in the letter addressed directly to the U. S. President Barack Obama that 90 percent of Okinawa's residents remain opposed to the plan to transfer the Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station from the crowded city of Ginowan to the coastal region of Henoko in Nago, Okinawa. For his part Roos promised he would give the letter to Obama, local sources said. Local media also said that during Monday's meeting between Takamine and Roos in the prefectural capital of Naha, Takamine made it clear he wishes Washington to close the Futenma facility. In addition Takamine said he hopes the U.S. president will visit Peace Memorial Park in the city of Itoman in the future, highlighting the fact that a monument there has the names of 14, 000 American servicemen who lost their lives in Okinawa during World War II, inscribed on it. Takamine, a resident of Ishikawa Island in Okinawa prefecture, has consistently pointed out to both Washington and Japan's government that 75 percent of the U.S. military facilities in Japan are concentrated on Okinawa. With increasing incidents of crime committed by U.S. service members, Takamine also points to the rising problems of environmental pollution caused by military activities as also being a major burden for local residents. The assembly which Takamine chairs also objects to the new airport plan because its members say it could harm sea life, from an endangered saltwater manatee to plants, algae and blue coral. 

**Imperialism frontlines **

Base = Biopolitics

The US Army propaganda presents the idea of “democratization” and the necessity to eliminate threats as a biopolitical force to justify our violent intervention and occupation of Japan

Heriberto Cairo, Department of Political Science and Administration III, Faculty of Political Science and Sociology of the Universidad Complutense Madrid/The Duty of the Benevolent Master: From Sovereignty to Suzerainty and the Biopolitics of Intervention/2006/ Pg 288-9/HS

Biopolitical considerations are also a driving force of current interventions, and biopolitical accounts are also easily understandable: after all, people, bodies and their conduct, are the immediate object of action. Following one after another, the armed and violent Western interventions are legitimized in function by the necessity to eliminate some dangerous bodies, which would allow the reform of the conduct of the population through its rebuilding into a “civilized,” “developed,” or “democratic” polity. The model was well constructed in World War II: Hitler and the SS or the militarist officials of the Japanese army were the main obstacles to be overthrown, but the re-education of population was the main objective of the postwar policy. For example, a US Army propaganda documentary entitled Our Job in Japan illustrates the character of the Japanese re-education program: From time to time in the documentary there are shots of a brain and a voiceover claiming that Japanese brains had been “washed” thereby making difficulties for the US forces of occupation. The job of re-education dealt not exclusively with the brain, but as well other parts of the body: The students at the schools had to ink out by hand all the phrases and words about the emperor and the army in their textbooks.
Base = Imperialism 


JAPAN PAYS MORE THAN HALF OF THE COST REQUIRED ANNUALLY TO SUPPORT THE OKINAWAN BASES-NO OTHER NATION IS SUBJECT TO SUCH A HOST-GUEST RELATIONSHIP

Johnson 04 (Chalmers Johnson, Phd, American author and professor emeritus of the University of California, San Diego, President and co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute, Jan. 5,   America's Abominable Record in Okinawa http://hnn.us/articles/2867.html) CL

There is nothing particularly unusual about this manifestation of American military imperialism in Okinawa except for its concentration. It offers scenes that are easily reproduced in Germany, Italy, Kosovo, Kuwait, Qatar, Diego Garcia, and elsewhere, including more recently Afghanistan, Central Asia, and Iraq. However, one distinguishing feature of the Okinawan bases is how much money the Japanese government pays to support them-some $4.25 billion a year out of a total annual cost of approximately $7.6 billion It does so in part to keep American soldiers well out of sight of mainland Japanese -- much as the Tokugawa Bakufu quarantined Dutch merchants on the island of Deshima -- because fully enfranchised Japanese citizens would not tolerate them. It also hopes to keep them happy living in the Japanese equivalent of Puerto Rico, a culturally heterogeneous part of the country that Japan forcibly annexed in 1879 and that has long been subject to official and popular discrimination by mainland people and authorities. The Japanese press refers to these base-support payments as the omoiyari yosan (sympathy budget), meaning sympathy for the poor Americans who cannot afford their expansive foreign policy. The SOFA covering American forces in Japan says that the United States will cover all costs of the deployments (art. xxiv) but since 1978, when the omoiyari yosan came into being, the Japanese government has in fact paid more than half. No other nation offers such lavish "host nation support" to the United States.
U.S. is Empire


The U.S. Bases in Japan Make The U.S. an Empire

[Catherine Lutz, Jr. Family Professor of Anthropology and International Studies 3/16/09, US Bases and Empire: Global Perspectives on the Asia Pacific,” The Asia-Pacific Journal, Vol. 12-3-09, date retrieved 6/22/10, http://www.japanfocus.org/-Catherine_Lutz/3086 RH]
Foreign military bases have been established throughout the history of expanding states and warfare. They proliferate where a state has imperial ambitions, either through direct control of territory or through indirect control over the political economy, laws, and foreign policy of other places. Whether or not it recognizes itself as such, a country can be called an empire when it projects substantial power with the aim of asserting and maintaining dominance over other regions.  Those policies succeed when wealth is extracted from peripheral areas, and redistributed to the imperial center.  Empires, then, have historically been associated with a growing gap between the wealth and welfare of the powerful center and the regions it dominates. Alongside and supporting these goals has often been elevated self-regard in the imperial power, or a sense of racial, cultural, or social superiority. The descriptors empire and imperialism have been applied to the Romans, Incas, Mongols, Persians, Portuguese, Spanish, Ottomans, Dutch, British, Soviet Union, China, Japan, and the United States, among others. Despite the striking differences between each of these cases, each used military bases to maintain some forms of rule over regions far from their center.  The bases eroded the sovereignty of allied states on which they were established by treaty; the Roman Empire was accomplished not only by conquest, but also “by taking her weaker [but still sovereign] neighbors under her wing and protecting them against her and their stronger neighbors… The most that Rome asked of them in terms of territory was the cessation, here and there, of a patch of ground for the plantation of a Roman fortress” (Magdoff et al. 2002).
Violence 

Crimes Still Committed by U.S. Soldiers in Okinawa

[Chris Hogg, 2/21/08, New US rape allegation in Okinawa, http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pacific/7256056.stm, accessed 6/22/10, RH]
In the latest of a string of incidents involving US troops, the man is accused of raping a Filipino woman at a hotel. The alleged rape happened before a 24-hour curfew was imposed on US troops, their families and civilians working for the military on Okinawa. The focus on crime by military personnel in recent days is affecting relations between Japan and the US. Local anger Another American serviceman is accused of rape on Okinawa, the second alleged incident in 10 days. The first complaint was made by a 14-year-old schoolgirl, the second by a woman from the Philippines who says she was attacked in a hotel. In the last few days another soldier was found drunk asleep on a sofa in a house he had broken into, while another was arrested for drink-driving. What is happening here is that a high-profile incident, the alleged rape of the schoolgirl, has focused an unusual amount of attention on the behaviour of the tens of thousands of US troops stationed on Okinawa. Crimes carried out by US personnel there have always angered local residents. Usually offences like drink-driving would get reported only in the local paper, but right now they are being reported around the world. The US authorities know this is a problem. High-ranking White House officials visiting Tokyo find themselves having to reassure their Japanese counterparts they are doing all they can to reduce the amount of crime. A 24-hour curfew has been imposed, not just on servicemen but on their families and civilian staff too. It aims to prevent US personnel drinking in bars or clubs and getting into trouble. The military will be hoping that in time Japan's national media will lose interest in the story. There is no evidence that more crimes are being carried out than before. Last year just 46 US military personnel were arrested on Okinawa in connection with criminal cases, a tiny proportion of those stationed there, and that figure was less than half the number five years ago. 
Slavery

World Enslaved by U.S. Military

Jules Dufour, President of the United Nations Association of Canada, 6/1/07 The Worldwide Network of US Military Bases The Global Deployment of US Military Personnel http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=5564, accessed 5/22/10, RH]

This article has focussed on the Worldwide development of US military power.  The US tends to view the Earth surface as a vast territory to conquer, occupy and exploit. The fact that the US Military splits the World up into geographic command units vividly illustrates this underlying geopolitical reality. Humanity is being controlled  and enslaved by this Network of US military bases. The ongoing re-deployment of US troops and military bases has to be analyzed in a thorough manner if we wish to understand the nature of US interventionism  in different regions of the World. This militarisation process is charactersied by armed aggression and warfare, as well as interventions called "cooperation agreements". The latter reaffirmed America's economic design design in the areas of trade and investment practices. Economic development is ensured through the miniaturization or the control of governments and organizations. Vast resources are thereby expended and wasted in order to allow such control to be effective, particuarly  in regions which have a strategic potential in terms of wealth and resources and which are being used to consolidate the Empire's structures and functions. The setting up of the International Network for the Abolition of Foreign Military Bases turns out to be an extraordinary means to oppose the miniaturization process of the Planet. Such Network is indispensable and its growth depends on a commitment of all the People of the World. It will be extremely difficult to mobilize them, but the ties built up by the Network among its constituant resistence movements are a positive element, which is ultmately conducive to more cohesive and coordinated battle at the World level. The Final Declaration of the Second International Conference against Foreign Military Bases which was held in Havana in November 2005 and was endorsed by delegates from 22 countries identifies most of the major issues, which confront mankind. This Declaration constitutes a major peace initative. It establishes  international solidarity in the process of  disarmament. .
A2: Japan weak


They have no warrant as to why Okinawa is key to security – as long as we don’t remove nuclear defenses elsewhere in Japan there’s no risk of conflict.

Johnson, Chalmers A. Blowback: the Costs and Consequences of American Empire. (Pg. 60) New York: Henry Holt, 2004. Print. AD
The Japanese, too, have the ability to defend themselves from any likely nonnuclear threat to their security. With the second largest navy in the Pacific, more destroyers than the United States, and 120 F-15 fighter interceptors, Japan is quite capable of meeting any challenge that might arise, including one to its merchant fleet. Shunji Taoka, the military correspondent for the Asahi newspaper, argues that Japan has long been fully capable of supplying its own air, naval, and ground defenses and need rely on the United States only for its "nuclear umbrella." According to Taoka, if the United States withdrew its forces, Japan would not need to add anything further to its defense expenditures in order to maintain its security.
A2: give back the land


Empirically proven that majority opinion of Okinawa is reversion to the Japan, self-determination is a long, forgotten idea.

Miyume Tanji, research fellow at the Asia Research Centre, Murdoch University, Australia/ Myth, Protest, and Struggle in Okinawa/2006/ pg 72/ HS

Gabe explains that ‘ethnic pride’ was emerging among Okinawans under the military rule, which was a complex mixture of ‘aversion to war following the Battle of Okinawa, and consciousness towards their rights against the US draconian policies, especially on the locals’ rights to their land’ (Gabe 1969:42-3). Okinawan ‘ethnic pride’ stood at the heart of the public debate; however, it did not take the form of an ambition for making Okinawa an independent political entity. Independence under the US protection ceased to appeal to most politically involved Okinawans as a feasible option. Instead, majority opinion was in favour of overcoming US military rule by returning to Japan: reversion to Japan came to appear as a hopeful option to turn the predicament around and improve the conditions of everyday life. ‘Okinawans’ defined as ‘Japanese’ - always a contentious element of Okinawan collective identity since the late nineteenth century - became much more prominent in the protest. The dominance of the new goal of reverting to Japan as the ‘home country’ was such that it overtook and silenced a debate on Okinawa’s self-determination.

A2: Base key to econ


Turn – the Okinawa installations are killing the biggest industries, shaving off 15% of the GDP each year, and extending the reach of the imperial arm to twist democracy

Johnson, Chalmers A. Blowback: the Costs and Consequences of American Empire. (Pg. 50-51) New York: Henry Holt, 2004. Print. AD

Each mini-crisis like this is in itself a mini-example of blowback, as American imperial policies and attitudes, long established, manifest themselves in particular incidents. Each of these further undermines not only long-term American policy in Asia but, far more important, long-term attitudes of the Japanese toward Americans in general. The Americans have a record of degrading some of the most exquisite subtropical terrain in the Pacific and also of depriving the Okinawan people of the livelihoods they might have reasonably expected if the bases were not located in their midst. It is a common bit of American folklore that such bases are valuable to local economies, whose peoples have vested interests in them. In the case of Okinawa, this could not be further from the truth. Its major industry today is tourism. The presence of so many sprawling, disconnected American installations, as well as over fifty thousand Americans who do not pay taxes and have no stake in Okinawa's future, does nothing to enhance the islands' attraction to Japanese and Taiwanese tourists. As the economist and editor of the Ryukyuanist, Koji Taira, observes, "According to the best estimates, the incomes generated directly or indirectly by the bases are only 5 percent of the gross domestic product of Okinawa. This is far too small a contribution for an establishment sitting on 20 percent of Okinawa's land. Given the choice locations of the bases, if these areas were used as part of the civilian market economy, they should yield more than 20 percent of Okinawa's GDP [gross domestic product]. In effect, the u.s. and Japan are forcing on Okinawa's economy a deadweight loss of 15 percent of its GDP every year. In a democracy, such an abuse of the state's taxing power should never be tolerated."

** 2ACs**

2AC Security K 

Engaging in politics is not an automatic link to security. Our plan reframes security to challenge dominant conceptions. Politics and security are inevitable only the plan solves. 

Deborah MANTLE 2006 “Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan”  Lecturer, College of International Relations, Ritsumeikan University, Kyoto, Japan Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, 2006 Vol.5, pp. 85-105

If critical security studies aims to deconstruct accepted notions of security, how does/should it reconstruct alternative concepts? For Booth, the idea that there is `no politics-free definition of security in world politics` (2005b: 21) should not be considered negatively. He goes further to say that `security in world politics must remain an arena of intense political contestation because it is both primordial and the object of conflicting theories about what is real, what constitutes reliable knowledge, and what might be done in world politics` (Booth, 2005b: 21). Despite the ever-contested nature of security, Booth offers his own critically informed and emancipatory definition of the concept; `Security in world politics is an instrumental value that enables people(s) some opportunity to choose how to live. It is a means by which individuals and collectives can invent and reinvent different ideas about being human` (Booth, 2005b: 23). Booth warns academics and students of critical security studies not to `ignore or play down the state and the military dimensions of world politics` (Booth, 1997: 107). States exist, even if they are not static entities, and weapons are made and used to harm life, but the Realist conception of what a state is, how many weapons are required and who or what they should be used on should be challenged. Booth advises academics `to expose the hypocrisies, inconsistencies, and power plays in language, relationships, and policies` (Booth, 1995: 115). With this in mind, I will turn now to outline the foundations of modern Japanese defence policy, the contradictions that have existed since its inception, and the definition of security assumed within those foundations. The Contradiction at the heart of Japan’s Defence Policy The new Japanese constitution, the `Peace` constitution, came into effect on May 3rd, 1947. Article 9 renounces `war as the sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international disputes`. To accomplish this aim `land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained`. In September 1951, Japan and the U.S. signed a security treaty which came into effect when the U.S. occupying forces withdrew in 1952. The U.S. committed itself ‘to the defense of Japan against foreign aggression and giving itself access to Japanese bases from which to stage military operations throughout the Far East` (Akaha, 2000: 178). The National Police Reserve, at the insistence of an occupying U.S. military already overstretched in the Korean War, was set up in 1950, reorganized into the National Safety Force and eventually became the Self-Defense Forces (SDF) in 1954; `legally, the SDF does not have any war potential. In reality, however, it does. Ever since this contradiction has paralyzed Japan`s defense policy` (Tsuchiyama, 2000: 138). The inconsistencies grew; Article 5 of the revised U.S. – Japan mutual security treaty of 1968 `requires Japan to take collective military action to meet a common danger` (Tsuchiyama, 2000: 142). Balancing (juggling?) such a military alliance with the maintenance (and development) of a highly-equipped `defence` force and Article 9 of the Japanese constitution requires ‘cognitive dissonance’ (Tsuchiyama, 2000: 142). On May 1st, 2006, after three years of negotiations, the Japanese and U.S. governments announced their joint roadmap for the realignment of military forces, a path set to ‘take their security alliance to a new level’ (Japan Times, 3rd May 2006). The sticking point for the two governments had been the financing of the relocation of the marines to Guam. However, Japan finally agreed to pay 59% (U.S.$6.09 billion) of the cost of moving the troops with the justification that this would ease the burden on Okinawa ( Japan Times, 25th April 2006). A joint statement based on the U.S. – Japan Security Consultation Committee document sets out the countries’ shared values of ‘basic human rights, freedom, democracy, and the rule of law’ (MOFA, 2006). The main points of the agreement include the removal of 8,000 marines and their 9,000 dependents from Okinawa to Guam, the closure of Futenma airbase in Ginowan City, Okinawa Island, and the relocation of its operations to a new base by 2014. The plan for the new base consists of two 1,800m v-shaped runways in the area of Henoko bay. The construction method would be primarily landfill and the U.S. and Japanese governments claim that ‘this facility ensures agreed operational capabilities while addressing issues of safety, noise, and environmental impacts’ (MOFA, 2006). Getting local support for the plan had been an ‘issue’ for the Japanese government, but the Japan Times reported on 25th April that this problem had been basically resolved (Japan Times, 25th April, 2006), a statement that glosses over the continued local opposition. The Peace constitution was foisted on Japan. However, a population whose early experiences of democracy had been snuffed out by a militaristic government, that had suffered great losses during the Second World War and experienced the horrifying immediate and after-effects of two atomic bombs by and large embraced a pacifist stance. Yet, the imposition of the constitution and the increasing desire for Japan to play a greater role on the Asian and global political scene has meant that the debate to change the constitution and remove Article 9 has gained momentum. This move toward a stronger Japanese identity has been complemented by the proposed new Education Bill, passed in December 2006, which advocates ‘love of country’ (Japan Times, 21st June 2006). What are the threats to Japan that merit a stronger U.S. – Japan military alliance? How real the ‘threats’ to Japan are from North Korea and China is questionable. What is less debatable is the fact that the basic unresolved contradiction at the core of Japan’s defence policy combined with an unwillingness (as perceived by other Asian nations) to face up to its aggressive past, the current military build-up – between 1996 – 2000, Japan was the ninth greatest arms purchasing country (Burrows, 2002: 17) – and a greater supporting role of U.S. forces by the SDF is increasing insecurity rather than securing (making safe) the people and environment of Japan. As long as Japan remains passively and uncritically under the security umbrella of the U.S. and agrees to host and fund U.S. military bases, its claim to be a pacifist nation, as defined by Article 9, does not stand up. And as long as the Japanese Supreme Court remains a tool of the executive branch of the government (George-Mulgan, 2000: 10) and continues to back up the government’s position on security policy by refusing to ‘support a literal interpretation of Article 9’ (George-Mulgan, 2000: 10), citizens have no redress apart from civil protest and participating in local plebiscites. Although put forward as a ‘realignment’ that will ease the burden on Okinawa, which currently hosts 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan, the recent U.S. – Japan security agreement will increase U.S. capabilities in Japan and commits Japan to

<CONTINUED>

2AC Security K 

<CONTINUED>


integrate the SDF within U.S. strategy (Japan Times, 5th June 2006) which stretches the cognitive dissonance on security beyond belief and beyond Okinawan endurance. Assumed in the agreement is an interpretation of security as defending the Japanese state against external threats by military means. If Japan is a ‘peaceful’ country by means of an alliance with the largest military force in the world, can this be labelled peace? Article 9 is a part of the constitution but currently it is only that; words in a document and not a practice. What is insecure is a commitment to active, long-term peace. As the next section will underline, this perception of ‘national’ security is built upon the insecurity of the people of Okinawa and the destruction of its environment Okinawa – dog-tags, development and dugongs History on the edge of Japan ‘The twentieth century has not been kind to Okinawa. In many ways its geography determined its fate’ (McCormack, 2003: 109) Okinawa’s situation or ‘problem’ is often explained away in terms of geography. A curve of stepping-stones between larger neighbouring countries, Okinawa was fated to be dominated; or was it? This argument downplays the active policy of the Japanese government in first expropriating, and then marginalizing Okinawa economically and politically. Okinawa is now considered a ‘war prefecture’ within a peace state (Hook & Siddle, 2003b: 243). However, it was once a state at peace. As a united and independent kingdom that had chosen not to have a military force, the Ryukyu Islands were a centre for trade from the fifteenth century onwards. ‘Given’ to the daimyo (lord) of Satsuma province from 1609 by the shogun (military leader) Tokugawa Ieyasu, the Ryukyu kingdom retained a semi-independent status until its forced incorporation into the modern state of Japan in 18798. Representatives from the new prefecture of Okinawa requested that the islands should not be sites of military garrisons, but without success (Kerr, 1958: 370). A strict top-down assimilation policy was introduced while the newly-named Okinawans debated the benefits and drawbacks of being ‘Japanese’ (Rabson, 1996). Although heavily taxed, it took twenty-two years before the people of Okinawa were represented in the ‘democratic’ government of the state. After decades of Japanese rule, Okinawa was still perceived as marginal, backward and vulnerable because of questionable loyalties to the Japanese state. Rabson describes it as a cruel irony that in 1945 the Battle of Okinawa was thus seen ‘as an opportunity to prove, once and for all, their loyalty to Japan and full assimilation as Japanese’ (Rabson, 1996). Over 200,000 Okinawan people were killed in the Battle of Okinawa – a quarter of the population. Thousands died at the hands of Japanese soldiers, killed directly or indirectly through mass forced ‘suicides’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 14). The Battle of Okinawa has since been described as a reckless and unnecessary sacrifice of lives; ‘Okinawans died simply to put off the inevitable surrender just a little longer’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 14). National security at this time did not cover the security of all Japan; ‘the wartime state was oppressor far more that it was protector of Okinawans’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 14). The idea of Okinawa as ‘expendable’ to a callous central government, a recurring theme in anti-Tokyo critiques, had its foundations laid in the graves of Okinawa’s too many dead. At the end of the Second World War, Okinawa could still not rely on the protection of its national government. The U.S. took and retained control of Okinawa until its reversion to Japan in 1972. At first Japan had little choice but to accept the situation, and later, in exchange for allowing U.S. bases on its territory (Tokyo had ‘residual sovereignty’ over Okinawa) it gained economic benefits including ‘preferential access to the American market’ while the U.S. would ‘tolerate [Japan’s] protectionism and mercantilism’ (Johnson, 2002). Unfortunately for Okinawa it was deemed a strategic military post within Asia and so the U.S. policymakers insisted that they ‘must retain administrative control over most of the Ryukyu Islands which entailed forcible land seizures, denials of legal rights, and numerous inconveniences and indignities’ (Rabson, 1996). Japanese writers have commented acidly that while Okinawans lost their families, their land and their livelihoods, Tokyo did nothing; ‘Throughout this process, the government of our “mother country” Japan looked on complacently, neither willing nor able to defend the people of Okinawa’ (Miyazato et al, 2006: 53). The Dependence Economy of a Japanese Military Colony Gavan McCormack describes Okinawa as ‘Japan’s virtual colony’; ‘a dual colony in effect to the U.S. and Japan, a status unchanged in thirty years since reversion’ (McCormack, 2003: 93). Okinawa, which has 0.6% of Japan’s total landmass, houses 75% of the acreage of American bases. Thirty-eight military facilities cover 20% of Okinawa Island. Not only does Okinawa bear the overwhelming majority of U.S. military bases within Japan, but the bases are of a different type to the rest of Japan. Nearly all of the U.S. military bases on the mainland are for ‘administration, communications, transport, logistics support, repairs and recreation (Gabe, 2003: 63), while the bases in Okinawa are for marines and special-forces. The effects are different, too. As Gabe states, ‘Because these forces are next to 1.3 million residences, accidents and incidents are bound to occur’ (Gabe: 2003, 64). Accidents, ‘incidents’ (a euphemism used officially for crimes, such as rape9) and examples of environmental pollution abound in Okinawa. Eight areas within the islands are sites for conducting live ammunition exercises. On Torishima, an unpopulated island, U.S. soldiers mistakenly used depleted uranium bullets in 1995. Washington did not notify Tokyo of the accident until a year later and then the central government failed to inform the prefectural government and public of Okinawa until a month after that; ‘This reveals how marginalized Okinawa is by both the U.S. and the Japanese governments’ (Asato, 2003: 233). However, the rape of a twelve-year-old girl by three U.S. servicemen in 1995 could not be covered up or ignored and created a surge of anger and resentment resulting in the largest mass demonstration in Okinawan history. The 1996 U.S. – Japan agreement to close Futenma airbase in the middle of the heavily-populated Ginowan City and relocate to the sparsely-populated Henoko area was a direct consequence of the protests. But the ‘incidents’ do not go away. In August 2004, a U.S. Marine Corps CH-53D heavy-lift helicopter crashed into Okinawa International University injuring the three crew members, an accident that received little press coverage nationally (Simpson, 2004) leading to ‘allegations that editorial decisions ... reflected a view that events in faraway Okinawa were of little importance to the nation as a whole’ (Simpson, 1995). How is this vastly unfair situation, a state of affairs that would not be tolerated on the mainland, maintained? Politically, Okinawa has little voice and economically Okinawa has become both victim to and dependent on a base- construction economy that is difficult to give up or be weaned from. Of the 452 members of the Japanese Diet only five represent Okinawa. A NIMP (Not In My Prefecture) attitude prevails. Since other prefectures are unwilling to have U.S. bases in their own areas, and since it is accepted that if the military bases were not in Okinawa they would have to be relocated somewhere else in Japan, any Okinawan formal protests are ignored or overruled. To question the ‘need’ for American bases in Okinawa would be to question the entire framework of Japanese defence policy, and whenever there is criticism of such a policy the government takes out the trump card of ‘national security’.
2AC Security K 

Focusing on the environmental harms of basing solves the impacts to the critique better than the alternative. 

Deborah MANTLE 2006 “Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan”  Lecturer, College of International Relations, Ritsumeikan University, Kyoto, Japan Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, 2006 Vol.5, pp. 85-105

The diminishing population of Okinawa dugongs graze the sea grasses in the shallow waters off Henoko unaware of being at the centre of a political, economic and cultural struggle to define the future of Okinawa, and, as a result, of Japan as a whole. A significant part of the May 2006 agreement on the future of the U.S. – Japan security alliance and the realignment of U.S. military forces in Japan is the planned closure of Futenma Air Base in Ginowan City, Okinawa Island, by 2014 and its relocation to the relatively isolated site of Henoko in the city of Nago. The idea of a sea-based site in this northern area of the main island was first formulated by a joint U.S. – Japan committee in 1996. Local opposition was expressed in a Nago City plebiscite in 1997, and more recently in a two-year sit-in (and swim-in/sail-in) that stalled initial construction efforts. The Japanese government says the new base will be built as it is essential to national security. Critics say that military bases breed insecurity for people locally through pollution, accidents and crime and for the people of ‘peace-loving’ Japan generally by perpetuating an anti-peace, militarist conception of what constitutes ‘security’. Okinawa has always been perceived as strategically important to Japan, first as a place of trade, then as the southern limits of the constructed modern Japanese state and more recently as the linchpin of the U.S. – Japan defence policy. Despite being pivotal in terms of security, Okinawa remains on the periphery both politically and economically. Politically marginalized from its incorporation as a prefecture of Japan in 1879, Okinawa was ‘sacrificed’ once by the central government at the end of the Second World War, and critics say that as a military colony with 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan, Okinawa continues to be sacrificed for the ‘good’ or ‘security’ (as defined by the national government) of all Japan. However, the voices of discontent are getting louder and are now being heard internationally. What does the Henoko situation say about how ‘security’ is being currently defined within Japan? And do the words and actions of critics offer alternative ideas of security? To situate these questions in a theoretical context, I will look at the contemporary debates concerning the concept, study and practice of security within the discipline of International Relations (IR). The prioritization of the U.S. – Japan security alliance above all else, including the rights and interests of the people of Japan and at the expense of its natural environment, reflects a traditional Realist definition of security and represents only one possible reading of security. Alternative interpretations of security, as espoused within the expanding area of critical security studies of IR, can also be seen in the words and actions of activists and academics living within and outside of Okinawa. In the first section, I will outline the principal differences between Realist and critical readings of security within current IR theory, focussing particularly on the work of Ken Booth as a critical writer who attempts to deconstruct notions of ‘security’ and then reconstruct the concept in an ‘emancipatory’ way. In the main section of the paper, I will elucidate the assumptions made about security in both the contradictory foundations of Japanese defence policy, as well as the imposed location of Okinawa on the economic and political margins of Japan. By looking at examples of Okinawa resistance to this created status, shown most recently in the protests to defend the endangered dugong, I will connect the understandings of security voiced and practised within Okinawa to conceptions articulated within critical security studies of IR.
2AC Deterrence

Futenma is obsolete – not a critical base – no chance that we need Marines for a ground invasion in Asia. 

Gavan McCormack 3-11-10 a coordinator of The Asia-Pacific Journal -- Japan Focus and author of many previous texts on Okinawa-related matters.  The Travails of a Client State: An Okinawan Angle on the 50th Anniversary of the US-Japan Security Treaty MRzine  http://mrzine.monthlyreview.org/2010/mccormack110310.html

At Honolulu in January 2010, Hillary Clinton insisted that the Ampo base system was indispensable for East Asian, especially Japan's, security and prosperity.  It was essentially Joseph Nye's 1995 point.  But is it true?  The idea that the peace and security of East Asia depends on the presence of the Marines in Okinawa (the "deterrence" function) is tendentious.  There is today almost zero possibility of an attack on Japan by some armed force such as was imagined during the Cold War, and in any case the Marines are an expeditionary "attack" force, held in readiness to be launched as a ground force into enemy territory, not a force for the defense of Okinawa or Japan as stipulated under Article 4 of the Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security. Since 1990, they have flown repeatedly from bases in Japan for participation in the Gulf, Afghanistan, and Iraq Wars. Furthermore, the hullabaloo in Japan surrounding the Henoko project rests on a serious misunderstanding. As Ginowan City mayor, Iha Yoichi, has repeatedly shown from his analysis of US military planning documents, the Pentagon from 2006 has been committed to transfer main force Futenma marine units to Guam, upgrading it into the military fortress and strategic staging post covering the whole of East Asia and the Western Pacific (and thus undercutting the strategic importance of any new Okinawan base).11 Iha's analysis was at least partially confirmed by a senior official of Japan's defense bureaucracy who described the 3rd Marine Division as a "force for deployment at any time to particular regions beyond Japan … not for the defense of particular regions."12  In short, the Guam Treaty is concerned not with a Futenma substitute, or even with the defense of Japan, but with construction of a new, upgraded, multi-service facility that U.S. Marines will receive for free and will use as a forward base capable of attacking foreign territories.

No risk of loss of deterrence – increased air power fills gaps. 

Michael J. Majewski 2008, 4-11 “U.S. Posture in the Pacific: Creating Concerns for the Future Defense of Taiwan”  Lieutenant Commander, United States Navy A paper submitted to the Faculty of the Joint Advanced Warfighting School in partial satisfaction of the requirements of a Master of Science Degree in Joint Campaign Planning and Strategy.
One way in which the U.S. military is compensating for the shift away from a large force presence in Japan and Korea is by increasing the capabilities and size of the Navy and Air Force at its bases located throughout the Pacific. Specifically, the new strategy in the Pacific calls for increased capabilities from Hawaii, Guam, and Alaska. Increased maritime presence in the PACOM AOR, to include at least six operationally available and sustainable aircraft carriers, Maritime Prepositioning Force (Future) and 60% of the submarine force, are ways in which the U.S. intends to counter the decrease in its forward footprint. Additionally, the replacement of the conventional USS KITTY HAWK by the nuclear powered USS GEORGE WASHINGTON in Yokosuka, Japan will increase the forward deployed naval capabilities. From an Air Force perspective, long range bombers flying sorties out of Guam, Hawaii, and Alaska coupled with additional airpower from Singapore, Australia, and Diego Garcia will provide the bulk of the United States’ airpower in the Pacific.

2AC Deterrence

Marines at Okinawa are critical to a ground invasion – the basing in East Asia has no contingency in which their presence at Futenma is critical. Air power solves. 

Larry A. Niksch 2005 “U.S. Security Policies in the Western Pacific”  Presented at the 2005 Pacific Symposium sponsored by the National Defense University, the U.S. Pacific Command, and the Asia Pacific Center for Security Studies, Specialist in Asian Affairs with the U.S. Congressional Research Service, a research branch of the U.S. Congress. He is also Senior Adviser on East Asia for the PRS (Political Risk Services) Group. http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=ADA441176

Over the last two years, there have been numerous reports of proposals and negotiations between Japan and the United States for the relocation of a portion of the 18,000 U.S. Marines stationed on Okinawa. Some of these reports have referred to sites o n Japan’s main islands as alternative bases. Others have discussed Kadena Air Force Base as a site for relocation of the Marine air unit at Futenma. Guam and even Australia have been mentioned. The Marines defend their presence on Okinawa as essential to U.S. security policy in the Western Pacific, but it seems that there are several problems with this defense. The first is the vagueness of the contingencies cited that would require a commitment of thousands of Marines. Korea often has been cited; but the deterioration of North Korean conventional force capabilities is making the contingency of a North Korean invasion of South Korea less and less likely. The withdrawal of the Second Division from the demilitarized zone symbolizes that fact. Certainly, the Marines would play a key role in any U.S. invasion of North Korea, but the Okinawa Marines would be a small part of the massive forces that the United States would have to assemble for an invasion. That contingency is remote and probably would come into play only if North Korea proliferated nuclear weapons or materials to terrorists, who in turn used these against the United States or a key U.S. ally. Moreover, if, as likely, North Korea achieves a genuine nuclear deterrent, the contingency of a U.S. invasion would become even more remote. Other contingencies in the Western Pacific would involve U.S. air and naval forces rather than ground forces. This is especially the case regarding Taiwan. The only exception to this might be the southern Philippines. The major contingencies that involve and would involve the Marines are in the Middle East and South Asia, not East Asia. Okinawa’s location is not essential to move Marines quickly to Middle East or South Asia conflicts. Disaster relief is a contingency that the Okinawa Marines have contributed to; but that would not appear to be a compelling argument for keeping a force of 18,000 Marines on Okinawa.
2AC Deterrence/Heg

US bases in japan aren’t key to deterrence

Banusiewicz 2010 (John; American Forces Press Service @ Global Security Gates Describes U.S. Approach to Deterrence in Asia; published june 5th, 2010;  http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/ library/news/ 010/06/mil-100605-afps01.htm; accessed 6-22-10)AB

SINGAPORE, June 5, 2010 – A U.S. defense posture in Asia that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable is necessary in deterring conflict in today’s world, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said here today. Gates addressed the first plenary session of the ninth annual “Shangri-La Dialogue,” an Asia security summit organized by the International Institute for Strategic Studies. Conventional military bases, Gates said, are not the sole yardstick for measuring the U.S. presence in the region and its associated impact and influence. “Rather,” he said, “we must think about U.S. ‘presence’ in the broader sense of what we achieve in the region: the connections made, the results accomplished.” This, he explained, includes the work of medical teams and engineers, as well as partner militaries that are more professional and capable of contributing to international efforts to deal with the most vexing challenges the United States and its Asian partners face. “These kinds of activities reflect a priority of the overall United States security strategy: to prevent and deter conflict by better [employing] and integrating all elements of our national power and international cooperation,” the secretary said. “As we have learned, military capabilities are critically important, but by themselves, [they] do not deter conflict. Sustained diplomatic, economic and cultural ties also play vital roles in maintaining stability and improving relationships. “The history of the past 60 years in this part of the world,” he continued, “has proven that historic tensions can be overcome, instability can be avoided, and strategic rivalries are not inevitable.” The U.S. approach to its policy in Asia and its overall defense posture has been shaped by a series of strategy reviews over the past year, Gates said. “These reviews were shaped by a bracing dose of realism, and in a very sober and clear-eyed way assessed risks, set priorities, made tradeoffs, and identified requirements based on plausible real-world threats, scenarios and potential adversaries.” An effective and affordable U.S. defense posture, the secretary explained, requires a broad and versatile portfolio of military capabilities across the widest possible spectrum of conflict. With regard to Asia, he said, the United States is increasing its deterrent capabilities in the region. “First, we are taking serious steps to enhance our missile defenses with the intent to develop capabilities in Asia that are flexible and deployable – tailored to the unique needs of our allies and partners and able to counter the clear and growing ballistic missile threats in the region,” he said. The United States is renewing its commitment to a strong and effective deterrence that guarantees the safety of the American people and the defense of its allies and partners, Gates said. President Barack Obama is committed to reducing the role of nuclear weapons in the quest for a world without them, he noted. “But as long as these weapons exist,” he added, “we will maintain a safe, secure and effective nuclear arsenal.” The forward presence of substantial U.S. forces is another example of the strong U.S. commitment and deterrent power in the region, as has been the case for six decades, Gates said, though a global posture review scheduled to be completed by the year’s end already has made one general trend clear. “The U.S. defense posture in Asia is shifting to one that is more geographically distributed, operationally resilient and politically sustainable,” he said. “The buildup on Guam is part of this shift, as well as the agreement reached on basing with Japan – an agreement that fittingly comes during the 50th anniversary of our mutual security alliance and transcends any individual policymaker.” Plans call for more than 8,000 U.S. Marines to move to Guam from the Japanese island of Okinawa by 2014, and for a U.S. Marine air base on Okinawa to relocate on the island. Gates noted that the economic growth and political development the Asia-Pacific region has enjoyed over the last several decades was not a foregone conclusion. “Rather,” he said, “it was enabled by clear choices about the enduring principles that we all believe are essential to peace, prosperity and stability.” Those principles, he said, include: -- Free and open commerce; -- A just international order that emphasizes rights and responsibilities of nations and fidelity to the rule of law; -- Open access by all to the global commons of sea, air, space, and now, cyberspace; and -- The principle of resolving conflict without the use of force. “Simply put,” he said, “pursuing our common interests has increased our common security. Today, the Asia-Pacific region is contending with new and evolving challenges, from rising powers and failing states to the proliferation of nuclear and ballistic missiles, extremist violence and new technologies that have the ability to disrupt the foundations of trade and commerce on which Asia’s economic stability depends.” Confronting those threats, he told the delegates, is not the responsibility of a single nation acting alone. “Rather,” he said, “our collective response will test our commitments to the principles I just mentioned – principles that are key to the region’s continued prosperity. In this, all of us have responsibilities we must fulfill, since all will bear the costs of instability as well as the rewards of international cooperation.” 
2AC Deterrence

Common sense is devastating to their argument, the image of the Marines as deterrents is flawed.
Shimoji, Yoshio. "JapanFocus." JapanFocus. The Asia-Pacific Journal, 3 May 2010. Web. 24 June 2010. <http://www.japanfocus.org/-Yoshio-SHIMOJI/3354>.AD

Washington persists in saying that Henoko is the best site for the relocation of Futenma if Japan wishes to continue to maintain the American military deterrence capability, warning that contingencies could occur in the Pacific region, for example, in the Korean Peninsula or the Taiwan Straits, requiring the Marines' presence as essential deterrence. On January 6, 2010, the U.S. Marine Corps Okinawa announced its position on the relocation of Futenma. In order to counter contingencies effectively, a helicopter squadron must be deployed within a 20-minute distance from a base where ground forces are standing by. This is why they claim Futenma's function must be relocated to Henoko, which is adjacent to Camp Schwab and Camp Hansen where the Marines' ground troops are stationed. Note that this is an argument based on tactical rather than strategic reasoning. According to this explanation, a helicopter squadron must pick up ground troops in 20 minutes and transport them to the frontline in a short span of time (perhaps one hour). But can one realistically imagine such a situation in and around Okinawa Island? Do the Marines think a ground battle similar to the World War II Battle of Okinawa will be replicated in the southern section of this island? Is Okinawa still a war zone in their thinking? Suppose war occurred in the Korean Peninsula and the Marines from Okinawa successfully landed there in one hour. Would 17,000 Marines go into battle against North Korea's 1.2 million standing army? The same issue pertains to the Taiwan Straits. As is well known, China has a 1.6 million regular army. Or can they function as a bulwark against potential missile attacks, say, by North Korea, China or Russia? Of course, the Marines alone may not work as deterrents against outside threats; they may be an integral part of the USF Japan together with the Navy and the Air Force. However, if contingencies occurred in the Korean Peninsula or in the Taiwan Straits, they would certainly have to increase their number substantially, probably to 500,000 troops at a minimum. But assembling troops takes several weeks or even months as the Persian Gulf War and the initial stage of the Iraq War demonstrated. Consequently, the explanation by the Marines and Washington that a helicopter squadron must be deployed within a 20-minute distance from a base where ground forces stand by and, therefore, the claim that Henoko is the best relocation site for Futenma's operations lacks credibility.
2AC Deterrence

The Marines use Japan as a gateway to the Middle East, draining billions from the Japanese government and failing to fulfill their promises.
Shimoji, Yoshio. "JapanFocus." JapanFocus. The Asia-Pacific Journal, 3 May 2010. Web. 24 June 2010. <http://www.japanfocus.org/-Yoshio-SHIMOJI/3354>.AD

The Okinawan press reports that Camp Hansen (Kin) and Camp Schwab (Henoko) are both empty shells these days because their occupants were deployed to Iraq and now to Afghanistan to fight against insurgents there. Obviously, the U.S. Marines or the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force, to be more specific, are stationed in Okinawa not to defend Japan as ballyhooed but simply to hone their assault skills in preparation for combat elsewhere. It's a cozy and easy place to train, with Tokyo providing prodigious financial aid, which Washington demands in the name of “host nation support.” I liken it to turf dues exacted by an organized crime syndicate, which offers protection from rival gangs. In 2003, for example, Japan's direct "host nation support" amounted to $3,228.43 million or $4,411.34 million if indirect support is added. Compare these figures with Germany's and Korea's support. Germany's direct host nation support in the same year was $28.7 million (1/112th that of Japan) and indirect support $1.535.22 million. Korea's direct host nation support in that same year was $486.31 million (about 1/7th that of Japan) and indirect support $356.5 million [4]. For ten years from 2001 through 2010, Japan shouldered an average annual sum of $2,274 million for host nation support [5], which incidentally is known as "sympathy budget" as if Japan were voluntarily doling out money out of compassion for those U.S. service members who are deployed in this far-away country. The amount Japan has financed to support USF Japan operations since the system started in 1978 totals an astounding $30 billion. That the Marines are based in Okinawa not to defend Japan but mainly to strengthen U.S. interests in the Asia-Pacific and beyond is widely recognized, as the following quotation from GlobalSecurity.org suggests: “The Regiment (3rd Battalion 6th Marines) continues to support the defense of the Nation by maintaining forces in readiness in support of contingency operations and unit deployments to the Mediterranean, Pacific rim and around the globe.”(Italics mine) Pundit Kevin Rafferty is more direct saying, "some of the bases (in Japan) are staging-posts for deployment in Afghanistan and elsewhere [6]." When Marine contingents were compelled to move out of Gifu and Yamanashi Prefectures in mainland Japan in the face of mounting anti-U.S. base demonstrations and moved to Okinawa in the 1950's, a number of Pentagon strategists are reported to have cast doubt on the wisdom of such a shift. The U.S. Army was the major element in the U.S. Forces in Okinawa during the occupation period which ended in 1972 with reversion. Apparently, the Army recognized the limited value of being stationed in Okinawa and so withdrew, leaving behind only a few hundred troops. The Marines grabbed this chance to expand their role and function, taking over everything from the departing Army. They are not, however, deterrents against outside "threats" as they boast.
2AC – Plan solves deterrence

Plan solves readiness – Accelerating the 2006 plan is best option for readiness

Shimoji, Yoshio. "JapanFocus." JapanFocus. The Asia-Pacific Journal, 3 May 2010. Web. 24 June 2010. <http://www.japanfocus.org/-Yoshio-SHIMOJI/3354>.A

Washington has remained adamant in insisting that Futenma's operations be moved to Henoko. On meeting Foreign Affairs Minister Okada Katsuya in Tokyo last October, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates urged Tokyo to implement the agenda specified in the 2006 Road Map as soon as possible. In return, Washington would relocate to Guam 8,000 (later modified to 8,600) Marine personnel, consisting mostly of command elements: 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force Command Element, 3rd Marine Logistics Group Headquarters, 1st Marine Air Wing Headquarters, and 12th Marine Regiment Headquarters. The remaining Marines in Okinawa would then be task force elements such as ground, aviation, logistics and other service support members. Japan agreed under pressure to fund $6.09 billion of the estimated $10.27 billion for the facilities and infrastructure development costs — another example of extortion. Upon completion of the relocation of Futenma's function to Henoko and the transfer of the Marine command units to Guam, the U.S. would return six land areas south of Kadena Air Base, including the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma. In trying to sell this package, Washington claims that this reduces Okinawa's burdens tremendously. Note, however, that these lands will be returned only if their replacements are found somewhere within Okinawa: for example, Henoko for Futenma, the very question which is straining the bilateral relationship. The 2006 Road Map clearly states: "All functions and capabilities that are resident in facilities designated for return, and that are required by forces remaining in Okinawa, will be relocated within Okinawa. These relocations will occur before the return of designated facilities." This is the gist of the 2006 agreement particular to bases on Okinawa. However, a curious situation has developed over the U.S. Forces realignment. Two months after the 2006 Road Map was agreed, the U.S. Pacific Command announced the Guam Integrated Military Development Plan, and on September 15, 2008 the Navy Secretary, who also represents the Marines when dealing with Congress, submitted a report titled "Current Situation with the Military Development Plan in Guam" to the Chairman of the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Armed Services [7]. In April 2008, this plan was entirely incorporated into the "Guam Integrated Master Plan," and in November, 2009 a public hearing was held on a "Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Overseas Environmental Impact Statement [8]." These documents show that the U.S. military considers Guam strategically most important in the Asia-Pacific region and plans to transform already existing bases there into a colossal military complex by expansion and development. The U.S. military's strategic thinking is apparently motivated by the rise of China, particularly by China's development of new types of long-range missiles. The plan includes re-deploying 8,600 Marines now stationed in Okinawa and relocating most of the Marine capabilities, including helicopter and air transport units in Futenma, to Guam.

Aff: Forward deployment useless
Okinawan bases are useless for forward deployment – they don’t have the capacity to move Marines
Daniel T. Evans (December 1998, " MAKING DECISIONS ABOUT U.S.-JAPAN SECURITY RELATIONS: TOWARD A LIMITED FORWARD-DEPLOYMENT IN THE 2 1ST CENTURY", pg. 47-48) TM

The United States currently deploys approximately 16,500 marines on Okinawa. The assumed role of these forces is to be within the region to deter any aggressive action by North Korea. The Pentagon fears that any reduction of these forces would send the wrong signal to the North Koreans about American intentions in the region. But the fact is that the United States Navy does not have in-theater sealift capacity to move all of the Marine units from Okinawa to "real forward areas" anyway. If other U.S. Marine or Army units were using the limited amphibious and airlift capacity for an emergency in Korea or the Middle East, most of the Marines in Okinawa would be temporarily stranded there as troops in exile.77 This being the case, it would make sense, and satisfy the concerns of many of the Okinawans, to relocate these Marines to other areas in the Pacific, namely Hawaii or Guam, where they could be coupled with the sealift capability to complete their assigned missions.
Okinawan Marines don’t help forward deployment – other Pacific regions would provide better readiness
Daniel T. Evans (December 1998, " MAKING DECISIONS ABOUT U.S.-JAPAN SECURITY RELATIONS: TOWARD A LIMITED FORWARD-DEPLOYMENT IN THE 2 1ST CENTURY", pg. 50-51) TM

Key to this concept of limited forward deployment and power projection is the relocation of the Marine Corps units in Okinawa and the Air Force units in Okinawa and mainland Japan to either Hawaii or Guam. Taoka argues that, although he supports the military and political alliance between the U.S. and Japan, the deployment of Marines in Japan is no longer necessary and has become, in fact, harmful to the alliance.80 This is also the position taken by the Democratic Party of Japan (the major opposition party), and former Prime Minister Hosokawa. On strategic and logistical grounds, there is also high level opposition within the Marine Corps to the continued stationing of the Marines in Okinawa. 81 The feeling is that they no longer have a mission there. The necessity of U.S. ground troops is essentially being challenged, even with uncertainties dogging both the Korean peninsula and China.8 2 With the relocation of the Okinawa Marines, the U.S. Navy's Amphibious Readiness Group (ARG), stationed in Sasebo, and the various Marine Corps air assets could follow. The ARG and the air assets should also be relocated to wherever the Marines are located, as their primary mission is support of these Marines. The most logical relocation site for the Marine Corps Division, the ARG, and the Marine Corps air wing would be to Hawaii. The Marine Corps III Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) stationed in Okinawa could be combined with III MEF Forces Hawaii at Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii. Under the Hawaii Military Land Use Master Plan, the Marine Corps is planned to be given over a 1000 acres on Bellows Air Force Base in Hawaii by October 1999 for amphibious training purposes. 83 This land could also be used to ease the combining of the two commands. Hawaii also has the military facilities to accommodate the ARG and Marine Corps air assets. These Marine Corps units would still be available to participate in exercises and real-world contingencies in Asia when necessary, and could do so on a rotational deployment basis. Also, their presence in Hawaii would give the Hawaiian economy a needed boost, as would any government construction that may be necessary to accommodate the relocated Marines.
No Rearm (culture)

Japan isn’t ready for a full rearmament and it would be a culture shock to the people.

John Feffer 1-10-’9. [is the co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, author of numerous works on food policy and on the two Koreas Japan Focus associate. “The Future of US-Korean Relations”: “The Imbalance of Power” Japan Focus Published on 1-10-’9 “Japan: The Price of Normalcy” The Asia-Pacific Journal, Vol. 2-3-09, http://www.japanfocus.org/-John_Feffer/3009 accessed 6-22-10]

With Prince Pickles and music festivals and sexy posters, Japanese politicians have tried to acclimatize a peace-oriented public to a more assertive military. But as Sabine Fruhstuck points out, even the military itself is not fully on board. Consider the ambivalent terms with which the army describes itself. Service members are not soldiers but “special public servants.” They deploy to “workplaces” rather than units or battalions. They fly “special planes” rather than fighter jets. In a society where standardized professional dress is ubiquitous, members of the SDF are rarely seen in, uniforms outside the base. Many secondary schools don’t allow SDF recruiters onto school grounds. In contrast to the U.S. army, where platoon morale closely linked to macho values and the achievement of battlefield objectives are paramount, SDF commanders are encouraged to prioritize the safety of their charges. The picture Fruhstuck paints is of an army of bureaucrats and a soldiery uncomfortable with its own image. “If a war broke out, most of us, men or women, would quit,” one SDF member reports to her.[9] The experience of soldiers in Iraq—where their missions were limited to humanitarian aid and reconstruction—was nonetheless harrowing. According to Fruhstuck, “During the three and a half years of deployment to Iraq – the closest Japanese soldiers ever came to war – recruitment rates decreased, the number of suicides soared, and returnees from Iraq primarily expressed relief that everybody survived the mission unharmed.”[10]
No Rearm

Japan Hates nukes so they won’t rearm 
Ralph Cossa, 4-22-09
http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/eo20090422rc.html Nuclear disarmament: too much, too soon? | The Japan Times Online (SHB)
There is no country on Earth more committed to global nuclear disarmament than Japan. Ever since experiencing firsthand the horrors of nuclear weapons at Hiroshima and Nagasaki, the Japanese government and people have been steadfast in calling for the total elimination of nuclear weapons from the planet. Japanese were among the first and loudest to applaud a few years back when a group of senior American statesmen — former Secretaries of State Henry Kissinger and George Schultz, former Defense Secretary William Perry, and former Senator Sam Nunn; since dubbed the "four horsemen" — called for the United States to start honoring its nuclear disarmament commitment under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT). While their pleas largely fell on deaf ears during the Bush administration, others found it hard to ignore the call by four confirmed cold warriors who were all seen as hawkish on defense and security issues. All are hard-nosed realists who argued that America was safer in a word without nuclear weapons and that it was important that the U.S. be seen as leading the world in this direction, rather than ignoring or, at best, merely playing lip service to such calls. U.S. President Barack Obama was among those who were listening and who agreed with the four horsemen's logic. He spoke often during his campaign about the need to eliminate nuclear weapons. He now appears ready to take a major step in this direction. In a major address on nuclear disarmament in Prague on April 5, he pledged that his administration would take "concrete steps toward a world without nuclear weapons." In an earlier meeting with Russian President Dmitry Medvedev, he also pledged to begin talks with Moscow "on the terms and time frame" for a follow-on to the Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty (START). The original START I agreement, signed in July 1991 by U.S. President George H.W. Bush and Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, led to the largest bilateral reductions of nuclear weapons in history. It is set to expire in December 2009 and reaching a new agreement has been high on the Obama administration's agenda. One would expect, therefore, that the Japanese would be delighted. Not so fast! True, many Japanese are still eager to see deeper, even drastic, cut in the world's two largest nuclear inventories; they see efforts to date as woefully inadequate and insincere. But others are concerned that rumored cuts — some are proposing both sides reduce their respective arsenals to 1,000 or fewer nuclear weapons — would be "too much, too soon." They are quick to remind Obama about the other half of his "dual commitment," namely that the U.S. would not unilaterally disarm and would maintain a strong nuclear deterrent until such time as all weapons could be verifiably eliminated. Herein lies the core of their concern. If only the U.S. and Russia had nuclear weapons, deeper cuts in both arsenals would make a lot of strategic sense. But the NPT recognizes five nuclear weapons states — the U.S., Russia, China, France and Britain — and while most Japanese don't lose a lot of sleep over French or British nuclear weapons (both countries have been reducing their nuclear arsenals and are transparent about their future plans), they do worry constantly about China's growing nuclear weapons capability and the impact that deep reductions in the U.S. arsenal would have on America's "extended deterrence" — the nuclear umbrella we provide allies like Japan and South Korea, who live under a nuclear shadow. Then there's North Korea, which along with India and Pakistan are self-declared nuclear weapons states. India and Pakistan (along with suspected nuclear weapons power Israel) never signed the NPT and thus claim not to be bound by its restrictions. Pyongyang signed the NPT, obtained nuclear technology, and then "suspended its participation" in the global treaty and detonated its first nuclear device (in what is widely believed to have been only a partially successful test) in 2006. (Iran is suspected of following the North Korea model, exploiting NPT loopholes — when not downright cheating — to develop a break-out nuclear weapons capability.) The breakdown in six-party talks has demonstrated how difficult it is to verify even the smallest nuclear holdings — Pyongyang is suspected of having enough plutonium to build six to eight weapons. Nonetheless, and despite the concerns of many Japanese to the contrary, America's overwhelming nuclear and conventional force superiority renders the North Korea threat manageable. But can the same be said for China, especially if it continues to increase its nuclear arsenal as the other four nuclear weapons states reduce theirs? Today, China follows a "minimum deterrence" strategy. It claims no interest in expanding its arsenal to the levels currently held by the Russians or the U.S.; it just wants a force sufficient to deter the U.S. from using such weapons against China. Presumably then, significant reductions in U.S. and Russian inventories could be met with similar reductions in Chinese nuclear holdings. Perhaps, but Beijing's position thus far on nuclear arms reduction efforts is "call us when you get down to our numbers and then we can talk." (China has not officially announced what those numbers are, but intelligence estimates put its holdings at around 300-400 weapons.) At a recent Pacific Forum U.S.-Japan strategic dialogue, virtually every Japanese security specialist (and most Americans in the room, for that matter) argued that a drastic reduction in the U.S. nuclear arsenal (to 1,000 or fewer warheads) could tempt Beijing to start growing its nuclear arsenal in an attempt to achieve nuclear parity and the condition of "mutually assured destruction" enjoyed by the Soviet Union during the height of the Cold War. This could have a chilling effect on America's extended deterrence capability, they warned, and cause Tokyo to question the reliability of the American nuclear umbrella. Obama needs to take heed of these warnings. The time has come for Washington and Moscow, as they begin deliberations on further significant nuclear arms reductions, to insist that China and the others join the dialogue and place their own nuclear arsenals on the table. While it would be unrealistic to expect one-for-one reductions from those with smaller inventories, all should agree to equivalent percentage-based cuts; a 20 (or 50) percent cut in Russian and U.S. arsenals should generate a similar cut in Chinese, French, and British forces. This, of course, will compel Beijing to finally become more transparent as to the extent of its nuclear weapons holdings and future force development plans, but moving down the road (finally) toward genuine reductions and eventual elimination of nuclear weapons requires all the nuclear weapons powers, led by the five recognized nuclear weapons states, to move in unison, if real progress is ever to be made. Washington will also need to keep the Japanese (and other concerned allies) fully informed of the deliberations and its own intentions to ensure that others are not tempted to join the nuclear club out of fear that their own security interests are not otherwise being protected.

No Rearm
The Japanese will not acquire any nuclear weapons, they are completely oppose to nuclear weapons in any form 
Kulacki, 2010

 Gregory Kulacki,  senior analyst with the group's Global Security Program ,March 2010, Union of Concerned Scientist, “Japan and American’s Nuclear Posture: Japanese Public Opposition to Nuclear Weapons”, pg 5–6

Public opinion polling consistently confirms very high levels of Japanese opposition to the introduction of U.S. nuclear weapons into Japan and to the development of Japanese nuclear weapons. This opposition is not diminishing over time. Recent polls show that the large popular majorities in favor of Japan remaining a non-nuclear weapon state are the same or higher than polls taken in the late 1960s at the height of the anti-nuclear movement.xi Even after the North Korean nuclear test of 2006, 80 percent of Japanese polled said Japan should continue to prevent the introduction of U.S. nuclear weapons into Japan.xii Some U.S. defense experts discount the Japanese public’s opposition to nuclear weapons and place greater weight in the opinions of the Japanese ruling elite. But even the Japanese elite shows very high rates of disapproval. NIRA, a respected semi-governmental Japanese research organization, conducted a poll shortly after the Indian and Pakistani nuclear tests in 1998. NIRA found that 86 percent of the “informed” Japanese elite, compared with 93 percent of the general public, would still not choose to develop nuclear weapons even if the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty were dissolved.xiii In this regard popular and elite opinion is consistent with the military judgment of the conservative Japanese defense officials who authored the 1995 JDA study on Japan’s nuclear options. Japanese attitudes toward nuclear weapons developed in reaction to the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki. The bombings made the enormous destructive power and costly long-term effects of nuclear weapons clear to the Japanese public. Each year, Japanese political leaders travel to ground zero to remember the bombings. The annual memorials, as well as constant public debates related to proper care and compensation for the survivors and their descendants, force Japanese govern-ment officials to reiterate and reaffirm Japan’s anti-nuclear commitments. The annual ritual denunciation of nuclear weapons is a defining feature of contemporary Japan’s national identity, much like the annual celebration of Thanksgiving is a defining feature of the national identity of the United States.
Japanese nuclear weapons would mean destruction of their main food source; Japan will not rearm.

Kulacki, 2010

Gregory Kulacki, senior analyst with the group's Global Security Program, March 2010, Union of Concerned Scientist, “Japan and American’s Nuclear Posture: Japanese Public Opposition to Nuclear Weapons”, pg 6

The political influence of the Japanese anti-nuclear lobby was first demonstrated in the massive Japanese public protests against U.S. nuclear testing that sickened and killed a group of Japanese fishermen in March 1954. Concerned about the safety of their seafood—a staple of the Japanese diet—a group of homemakers launched an appeal to ban nuclear weapons that garnered the signatures of 32 million Japanese people—a third of the population. Shortly afterward, Prime Minister Kishi Nobusuke indicated he supported the use of nuclear weapons as a deterrent. Public pressure compelled Kishi, a conservative, to make public promises to both houses of the legislature that Japan would not possess, manufacture, or allow the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan. These came to be known as Japan’s “Three Non-Nuclear Principles” and in 1971 were codified in a resolution of the Japanese Diet. Conservative Prime Minister Eisaku Sato, who is reported to have called the Three Non-Nuclear Principles “nonsense” and who approved an agreement with the United States to allow U.S. nuclear weapons to enter Japan, was nevertheless forced to publicly defend the principles in Oslo when he accepted the 1974 Nobel Peace Prize. The Nobel committee awarded him the prize for his role in bringing Japan into the NPT. The former prime minister accepted the award “on behalf of the people of Japan” who, he proclaimed, had reached “a national consensus not to be armed with nuclear weapons.”xiv The current government plans to strengthen the Three Non-Nuclear Principles by enacting them into law. 
No Rearm

Japanese laws will not allow Japan to use atomic energy for any military purpose

Chanlett-Avery, Nikitin, 09

Emma, Mary, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Feb. 19, 2009, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests” http://ftp.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Although the Constitution may be interpreted to allow for possession of nuclear weapons, since 1955 Japanese domestic law prohibited any military purpose for nuclear activities.23 Its basic policy statement (Article 2) says: “the research, development, and utilization of atomic energy shall be limited to peaceful purposes, aimed at ensuring safety and performed independently under democratic management, the results therefrom shall be made public to contribute to international cooperation.” This law, which also established regulatory bodies for safety and control issues, is at the core of Japanese policy in maintaining a peaceful, transparent nuclear program. 
Japan will continue diplomatic means and won’t rearm in response to North Korea’s missile tests 

McCurry 06 (Justin,  Writer for The Guardian, “Abe vows Japan will not go nuclear” , 10-10-2006, http://www.guardian.co.uk/world/2006/oct/10/japan.northkorea, 06-24-2010) TC
Japan will not consider developing a nuclear deterrent in response to North Korea's test, the prime minister, Shinzo Abe, said today amid fears that Pyongyang's apparent entry into the nuclear club could spark a regional arms race. "We have no intention of changing our policy that possessing nuclear weapons is not our option," Mr Abe told a parliamentary committee. "There will be no change in our non-nuclear arms principles. We want to seek a solution through peaceful and diplomatic means." But he described the test as "grave threat and challenge to the security of our nation" and warned that if yesterday's explosion was confirmed to have been caused by a nuclear device, Japan would "need to swiftly take our own tough measures against North Korea". Japan, the only country to have been attacked by nuclear weapons, depends on the US nuclear umbrella for its security, while honouring its vow not produce or possess nuclear weapons, or allow them to be based on its soil. Tokyo, however, refused to rule out the option of pushing for unspecified "military sanctions" through the UN. "We will discuss sanctions at the UN security council," the chief cabinet secretary, Yasuhisa Shiozaki, told reporters. "We are considering all possibilities. What kind of resolution it will be will be based on the results of the discussion at the security council." Voices calling for Japan, a signatory to the non-proliferation treaty, to consider the nuclear option grew louder after North Korea test-fired seven ballistic missiles into the Sea of Japan in July. Yasuhiro Nakasone, prime minister in the 1980s, said recently that there was "a need to study the issue of nuclear weapons" because Japan may not always be able to depend on US protection. Before he became leader earlier this month, Mr Abe said possessing an arsenal of small nuclear weapons would not necessarily violate the Japanese constitution. Mr Abe, a neo-nationalist, has vowed to reform Japan's postwar constitution to allow its self-defence forces to behave more like a conventional army in playing a bigger role in overseas missions and helping allies under attack. While many Japanese support constitutional revision, a vast majority oppose the idea of a nuclear deterrent. But anti-nuclear activists warned that North Korea's nuclear programme, combined with future proliferation elsewhere, in Iran for example, would place Tokyo under immense pressure to go nuclear. "I simply can't believe Mr Abe when he says Japan will never develop nuclear weapons," Hideyuki Ban, the co-director of the Citizens' Nuclear Information Centre, told the Guardian. Mr Ban said Japan's plutonium stockpile, believed to total more than 43 tons, could be diverted from civilian energy use to build nuclear weapons "in a matter of months". Other said domestic calls for Japan to build nuclear weapons would remain in the minority. "Inevitably, the test will spur the view that Japan should consider its own nuclear weapons option," said Mark Fitzpatrick, the senior fellow for non-proliferation at the International Institute for Strategic Studies in London. "The anti-nuclear sentiment remains deeply entrenched in Japan, however. The desire for a nuclear option will remain a minority opinion as long as the Japanese believe they are covered by America's nuclear umbrella." Go Ito, a professor of international relations at Meiji University in Tokyo, said Japan would require US approval before it could consider a nuclear deterrent. "Mr Abe probably thinks that, for the moment, it would be more beneficial to Japan to adhere to its three non-nuclear principles, but he is also trying to keep the window open as wide as possible," he said

No Rearm 

Japan won’t rearm

Crowell 06 (Todd, correspondent for Asia Times Online, “Why Japan will never go nuclear”, 08-16-2006 http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/HH16Dh02.html, 06-24-2010) TC 

With Japan being urged to go nuclear to counter possible threats from North Korea, Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi threw fuel on the fire on Tuesday by paying his official respects at the Yasukuni Shrine in Tokyo, a symbol to many of the country's past militarism. Koizumi, who became the first Japanese premier in 21 years to visit the shrine on the anniversary of the country's surrender in World War II, has visited Yasukuni in his official capacity as prime minister on five previous occasions, but never on the sensitive anniversary.  The anniversary visit had been widely anticipated, even if it was deplored by China, South Korea and many Japanese as well. Only last month, China, South Korea and Japan found themselves, more or less, on the same side in criticizing North Korea's missile tests. Prominent leaders said then Japan should consider possessing the capability to carry out preemptive attacks. That notion is a departure from Japan's post-war policy of not possessing offensive weapons, but has led some to speculate that Japan might consider arming herself with nuclear weapons. Sometimes it seems as if elements in the George W Bush administration are egging Japan on. US Ambassador to Japan Thomas Schieffer has raised the possibility of an independently nuclear-armed Japan. "If you had a nuclear North Korea, it seems to me that that increases the pressure on both South Korea and Japan going nuclear themselves," he said. On the TV interview program Meet the Press, Vice President Dick Cheney said, "The idea of a nuclear-armed North Korea with ballistic missiles to deliver them will, I think, probably set off an [nuclear] arms race in that part of the world." North Korea claims to be a nuclear weapons state, though it has not proved this assertion beyond doubt by actually testing one. As it demonstrated earlier this year, it has medium-range missiles capable of striking both South Korea and Japan (though not the continental US - not yet anyway). This talk partly reflects the frustration many in the Bush administration feel over its inability to push China to push North Korea to disarm. One way to motivate Beijing is to scare her with the prospect of a nuclear-armed Japan. The Republican Party policy committee paper anticipating a North Korean test put it this way: "Essentially, the United States must demand that the PRC [People's Republic of China] make a choice: either help out or face the possibility of other nuclear neighbors." The implication was that Washington would tolerate or even encourage a Japan armed with nuclear weapons. Maybe, but if they are counting on China quaking over the prospect of a nuclear Japan, they are going to be disillusioned. China's leaders are not going to fall for that bluff. They know that in the final analysis Japan will never acquire nuclear armaments because to do so makes Japan less safe. Japan is famous for its nuclear allergy, as the only country ever attacked with nuclear weapons. It is also famous for its "three no's" policy: not to make, posses or allow nuclear weapons on its soil. These attitudes remain a strong brake on Japan going nuclear. But there is a more compelling reason why it's against Japan's interests. Japan will never go nuclear because it can never maintain a credible nuclear deterrent against China. There can never be, as there was during the Cold War, a strategy of mutual assured destruction. The only assured destruction in any nuclear exchange with China would be that of Japan. It would only take about five thermonuclear bombs, three on Tokyo and two in the Kansai region (Kobe, Osaka and Kyoto), to end Japan. But five nuclear bombs or even a few more, devastating as they may be, would not spell the end for China. Japan, in short, cannot survive a first strike and retaliate. China can. Major-General Zhu Chenghu, dean of the Defense Affairs Institute for China's National Defense University of the People's Liberation Army, caused something of a controversy last year when he said China could aim nuclear weapons at American cities if US forces intervened in an assault on Taiwan. Not so extensively reported was his comment, "We Chinese will prepare ourselves for the destruction of all the cities east of Xian" (in central China). That was as blunt a reminder that China has something that Japan does not have - depth. China has a lot more to lose than it did in Mao Zedong's time, when the communist leaders built bomb shelters and deliberately moved factories to the interior to help protect them from nuclear attack. But China can still absorb a lot of punishment - historically it has absorbed a lot of punishment. Japanese Self-Defense Forces staff reached a similar conclusion in a study commissioned in 1981 on the feasibility of Japan acquiring nuclear arms. The report was then aimed at the threat from the Soviet Union and concluded that in a nuclear exchange, Japan would suffer about 25 million fatalities, compared with about 1 million in Russia's Far East. Deterrence worked in the long nuclear face off between the US and the old Soviet Union because both countries are continental powers. It was possible to imagine one or the other absorbing a first strike and surviving to retaliate. Such is not the case with Japan (or Taiwan and South Korea). Japan is much better off continuing to rely on the US and to strengthen its alliance with the US so that it can depend on the United States' nuclear weapons for protection. Among other things, the US provides the strategic depth that Japan simply does not have. Of course, people in Japan and elsewhere will continue to talk about Japan going nuclear. Ichiro Ozawa, leader of the Japan Democratic Party, once commented, "We have plenty of plutonium in our nuclear power plants, so it is possible for us to produce 3,000-4,000 nuclear warheads, making Japan an unbeatable power." Japan's conservatives can bluster all they want. In the final analysis they will still come to the same conclusion. By adding up the advantages and disadvantages of an independent nuclear-arms program, they will inevitably decide that these weapons are a loser for Japan. The country is far safer under the US nuclear umbrella.

No Rearm 

Japan won’t rearm because of the nation’s non-nuclear principles
Japan Today 1-28 (Japan Today, “Japan to stick to non-nuclear weapons principles: Hatoyama”, 01-28-2010, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/japan-to-stick-to-non-nuclear-weapons-principles-hatoyama, 06-25-2010) TC

Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama on Wednesday expressed his government’s intention to remain committed to the nation’s three non-nuclear principles, including the much disputed one of not allowing the introduction of nuclear weapons into the country. The effectiveness of this last principle has been called into question as Japan and the United States purportedly forged a secret pact to allow stopovers by U.S. military vessels carrying nuclear weapons without prior consultations. Tokyo is now investigating whether such a pact existed. ‘‘We will continue to make sure that (government agencies) are kept informed about (the principles), including not permitting the introduction of nuclear weapons,’’ Hatoyama said at a meeting of the House of Councillors Budget Committee. ‘‘In other words, we will observe them.’
No nuclear Weapons or Prolif
International Laws prevent Japan from attempting to gain any nuclear weapons, and also keep proliferation in check
Chanlett-Avery, Nikitin, 09
Emma, Mary, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Feb. 19, 2009, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests” http://ftp.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Japan is obligated under Article 2 of the NPT not to “receive the transfer from any transfer or whatsoever of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices or of control over such weapons or explosive devices directly, or indirectly; not to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices; and not to seek or receive any assistance in the manufacture of nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices.” Under Article 3 of the NPT, Japan is required to accept IAEA full-scope safeguards on its civilian nuclear program. Japan signed an Additional Protocol in 1998 under which the IAEA can use an expanded range of measures to verify that civilian facilities and materials have not been diverted to a military program. 
No Rearm

Proliferation and any nuclear weapons would lead to isolation of Japan, and they’d be force to return all resources, cutting Japan’s largest necessities
Chanlett-Avery, Nikitin, 09
Emma, Mary, Specialist in Asian Affairs, Analyst in Nonproliferation, Feb. 19, 2009, “Japan’s Nuclear Future: Policy Debate, Prospects, and U.S. Interests” http://ftp.fas.org/sgp/crs/nuke/RL34487.pdf
Lacking adequate indigenous uranium supplies, Japan has bilateral civilian nuclear cooperation agreements with the United States, France, United Kingdom, China, Canada, and Australia. If a Japanese nuclear program for military purposes were declared or discovered, Japan would need to return the supplied material to its country of origin. Japan’s civilian nuclear energy program— which supplies over a third of Japan’s energy—would then be cut off from world supplies of natural uranium, enriched uranium and related equipment. The United States most recent nuclear energy cooperation agreement with Japan took effect on July 17, 1988. Article 12 of this agreement states that, if either party does not comply with the agreement’s nonproliferation provisions or violates their IAEA safeguards agreement, the other party has the right to cease further cooperation, terminate the agreement, and require the return of any material, nuclear material, equipment or components transferred or “any special fissionable material produced through the use of such items.” If Japan withdrew from the NPT, it would likely be subject to UN Security Council-imposed sanctions and economic and diplomatic isolation. Penalties under a U.N. Security Council resolution could include economic sanctions beyond the Nuclear Suppliers Group cut-off of nuclear-related supply.
Aff Can’t Trigger Rearm
The Aff isn’t enough to trigger the DA, requires a perfect storm of multiple scenarios
Einhorn et al., January, 08
Robert,  Special Advisor for Nonproliferation and Arms Control, January 2008, “Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt”, http://wws.princeton.edu/research/pwreports_f07/wws591f.pdf
No one event would be enough to convince Japan to consider developing nuclear weapons. For the country to do so would require a “perfect storm” of more than one of the following factors. Common to any plausible scenario in which Japan were to seriously consider pursuing weapons would be a severe deterioration in Japan-U.S. relations. Erosion of confidence in the U.S.- Japan security alliance: The strength of the U.S-Japan alliance and the credibility of the U.S. nuclear umbrella are critical to Japan’s sense of security. A perceived U.S. failure to live up to its obligations, especially in a regional crisis situation, would undermine Japanese confidence in the alliance and could drive Japan to consider seeking security through its own nuclear capabilities. Such a fracture might arise if the United States failed to provide adequate support to Japan in a potential conflict with China, if it sided with South Korea over possession of the Dokdo/Takeshima islands14 or in other historical disputes, or if it undertook major regional security decisions (e.g. significant troop reductions or realignments) without first consulting Tokyo. Failure to denuclearize North Korea: A U.S. failure to prevent additional North Korean nuclear or missile tests could cause Japan to feel more vulnerable and consequently to think more seriously about developing its own nuclear deterrent. A permanent settlement that fell short of completely eliminating North Korea’s nuclear program could have a similar impact. A unified Korea with nuclear weapons: The deep historical tensions between Japan and South Korea could cause Japan to seek its own nuclear weapons if a unified Korea were to inherit North Korea’s nuclear weapons, or if a post-unification Korean government decided to develop nuclear weapons on its own. Excessive Chinese military buildup: China’s military transformation has intensified in recent years. For the most part, China has focused on modernizing the Peoples’ Liberation Army and the Peoples’ Liberation Army Navy. Many of these improvements have been driven by the fear that China’s armed forces are being left behind by a high-tech “revolution in military affairs.” China has also begun investing heavily in strategic and power-projection capabilities, including its nuclear arsenal, ballistic missile inventory, and blue water navy.15 These developments are of concern to Japan, and could, if they continue, cause Tokyo to rethink its non-nuclear stance. 
Japan Won't Rearm

Japan will never rearm-too many deterrents
[Takashi Yokota, Associate Editor for Newsweek Japan, 6/12/09 The N Word

Why Japan won't go nuclear, http://www.newsweek.com/2009/06/12/the-n-word.html, acquired 6/24/10 by RH]
North Korea's recent nuclear test has spawned many nightmare scenarios, including the possibility that pacifist Japan will go nuclear, triggering a new arms race. Both U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert Gates have warned of just that possibility, and on May 31 former secretary of state Henry Kissinger said that unless Beijing reins in Pyongyang, it should expect to "live in an Asia in which South Korea and Japan have nuclear weapons." It sounds plausible. After all, Japan is one of the only great powers that doesn't already boast its own nuclear deterrent. Though Tokyo has officially vowed never to possess, build or even allow nuclear weapons onto its territory—promises born from Hiroshima and the pacifist constitution imposed on Japan by its U.S. occupiers after the war—some big-name Tokyo politicians have questioned that stance in recent years. In April, Goji Sakamoto, a lawmaker from the ruling Liberal Democratic Party, said that Japan should at least "threaten" to go nuclear. Shinzo Abe, who was prime minister from 2006 to 2007, once reportedly told a room full of college students that possessing nukes wouldn't violate Japan's constitution as long as the arsenal was "small in scale." And after Pyongyang's first nuclear test in 2006, senior LDP member Shoichi Nakagawa and Prime Minister Taro Aso (then foreign minister) called for public debate on the question. Yet this is all just rhetoric. For one thing, despite North Korea's threats and China's growing military and political power, the Japanese people remain dead set against building nuclear weapons. Polls conducted over the past three years show that less than 20 percent of the public currently says it favors possessing such a deterrent. For another, Japan—a crowded island nation—lacks the space to test a bomb. Japan has large stockpiles of plutonium for its nuclear-energy industry. But plutonium-type bombs require physical testing to verify their efficacy. (Uranium bombs are considerably simpler and so may not need physical testing, but Japan doesn't have the weapons-grade uranium to make such a device.) While some experts argue that Japan could test a plutonium weapon by detonating it underground, others—including former defense chief Shigeru Ishiba—insist that there is simply nowhere to do so in such a densely populated nation. Simulations would not be sufficient; those only work after at least one actual test. Japan, moreover, now occupies the nuke-free high ground and would risk losing its innocence if it went nuclear. According to an internal 1995 study by Japan's defense establishment, reversing the country's no-nukes policy would trigger the collapse of the Nuclear Non--Proliferation Treaty regime, as the withdrawal of the world's only nuclear victim could fatally undermine confidence in the system. Such a move would also severely damage relations with Washington—Tokyo's most important ally—and the alarm in Beijing and Seoul could set off a nuclear race across East Asia. Japan would get the blame. The consequences for Japan's energy supplies and economy could be equally catastrophic. If Japan broke out of the NPT, the countries that now supply it with nuclear fuel, including Canada, Australia and the United States, would surely hold back their shipments, which are currently conditioned on the fuel's peaceful use. That would be a nightmare for Japan, which relies on nuclear energy for nearly a third of its electricity. There's one other roadblock to consider: Japan's top nuclear hawks have seen their power weaken considerably in recent years. Abe lost most of his clout after abruptly resigning as prime minister two years ago. In February, Nakagawa resigned as finance minister in disgrace after appearing drunk at a news conference. And Aso is practically a lame duck these days, with little room for bold moves. Of course, the political environment may change if North Korea continues to act belligerently or if China proves to be a real threat, as Japanese hawks fear. But even then, most Japanese experts believe that their country would stop short of building a bomb of its own. At most, it might temporarily allow the United States to base nukes on Japanese territory. Another option would be to develop the means to stage a conventional strike against North Korea's launchpads. But even the strike plan won't become reality anytime soon, as senior lawmakers and experts say current proposals are "amateurish" and poorly thought out. And any revision of the non-nuke policy would be a much greater stretch, given the weakness of the hawkish wing of the ruling LDP. There are still many good reasons to try to rein in North Korea's nuclear program, and its attempts to build missiles that could deliver those weapons to the U.S. and Japan. But the risk that Japan will go nuclear is not one of them.
U.S. will always be able to defend Japan with nukes

[Joe Cirincione, President of Ploughshares Fund, 2009, Will Japan Go Nuclear?, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/opportunity-to-lead-japan_b_318543.html, retrieved 6/25/09, RH]
The United States has an estimated 9,400 nuclear weapons. About half of these are scheduled for dismantlement and half in the "active stockpile." Several thousand weapons, each ten times more powerful than the bomb that destroyed Hiroshima, are earmarked for targets in the Pacific region. At any moment, in service of its nuclear strategy in the Pacific, the U.S. has ready about 100 Tomahawk Land Attack Missiles, over 1,000 Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missiles, and well over 1,300 extra warheads in reserve if necessary. In addition, the U.S. designates 500 warheads on its Minuteman III Intercontinental Ballistic Missiles for strike options in the Pacific region, and gives contingency nuclear missions to U.S.-based strategic and tactical bombers. Photo: U.S. Navy tests a Tomahawk Land Attack Missile Our massive arsenal holds far more weapons than necessary to deter any threat to Japan. As Hans Kristensen of the Federation of American Scientists notes, even if this Pacific posture were cut in half, it would still be three times the size of the entire Chinese nuclear stockpile. Thus, even after the United States retires some weapons, including the Tomahawk cruise missiles, it will retain for years the equivalent of 1000s of Nagasaki and Hiroshima bombs that will effectively deter any nuclear attack on Japan. We should strive to eliminate all nuclear weapons, step by step, with all nations reducing together. While we reduce -- and after we abolish -- nuclear weapons, Japan will be defended by the strong and enduring U.S.-Japan alliance. This alliance is about much more than nuclear bombs. It is backed by powerful conventional forces and more importantly, the close, often personal, political bonds between the U.S. and Japan. The threat to Japan is not the elimination of weapons, it is their spread. President Obama said at the United Nations, "The threat of proliferation is growing in scope and complexity. If we fail to act, we will invite nuclear arms races in every region, and the prospect of wars and acts of terror on a scale that we can hardly imagine." 

Multiple factors keep Japan from proliferation

[Elizabeth Bakanic, et al., 2008, Preventing Nuclear Proliferation Chain Reactions: Japan, South Korea, and Egypt, pg. 9-10, Retrieved 6/25/10, RH]

Japan’s relationship with the United States, its longstanding commitment to nuclear nonproliferation, its dependence on uranium imports for power, its established policies, and Japanese public opinion all discourage the country from pursuing nuclear weapons. The U.S.-Japan alliance is a key variable in Japan’s calculus on nuclear issues.  Pursuing nuclear weapons would severely damage if not destroy Japan’s alliance with the United States, on which Japan relies for security guarantees including extended nuclear deterrence. Japan has long been a vocal supporter of the nonproliferation regime.  Given the rigorous and intrusive inspections regime to which Japan subscribes under the Additional Protocol of the NPT, the country could not easily pursue a covert nuclear weapons program.  As a result, any decision to pursue nuclear weapons would likely take place openly and involve withdrawing from the NPT.  Reneging on its NPT obligations would severely damage Japan’s international reputation.   Japan’s arrangements with uranium suppliers strictly prohibit Tokyo from using imported uranium for purposes other than fueling its civil nuclear energy program.  Were Japan to launch a weapons program, uranium 
imports would be suspended.  Given that nuclear energy accounts for approximately one-third of Japan’s electricity production,3  suspension of uranium imports would take a heavy toll on Japan’s economy. Japan’s standing policy on nuclear weapons is summarized by the “three no’s”: no manufacturing, no possession, and no introduction of foreign nuclear weapons into Japanese territory.   While these principles are not legally binding, they attract significant political support.  Tokyo has discussed dropping or amending the third “no” to allow U.S. nuclear-armed vessels to visit Japanese harbors, but any changes would spark intense public debate and considerable opposition.4  The 1955 Basic Law on Atomic Energy also strictly limits Japan’s use of nuclear energy to peaceful purposes; changing this law would require action by the Diet.  Finally, Article 9 of Japan’s constitution prohibits the country from developing offensive military capabilities.  Many Japanese leaders—including current Prime Minister Yasuo Fukuda and his immediate predecessor Shinzo Abe—have stated that a nuclear option could be considered a defensive capability and is thus compatible with Japan’s constitution, but putting this interpretation into practice would likely spark a constitutional debate.5 Japan is undergoing something of a generational shift on nuclear issues.  Many Japanese policymakers take as axiomatic that younger Japanese, those without firsthand experience of the WWII nuclear bombings, tend to be less opposed than older generations to the idea of acquiring nuclear weapons.6  Still, the majority of the public continues to view the nuclear option unfavorably, and debate on the topic—while more open than in previous years—remains stifled.  In short, Japan’s “nuclear allergy” is still strong. 

Japan refuses to ever rearm

[Gregory Kulacki, Senior Analyst, China Project Manager, March 2010, JAPAN  

AND AMERICA’S NUCLEAR POSTURE, pp 7-8, retrieved 6/25/10, RH]
The government of Japan is not requesting a strengthened nuclear deterrent. Japan’s prime minister, foreign minister, and 204 members of the Diet have officially communicated their strong desire for a change in U.S. declaratory policy stating that the sole purpose of U.S. nuclear weapons is to deter or respond to the use of nuclear weapons by another country. While there are concerns about the credibility of the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent among some conservative Japanese security officials and analysts, these analysts agree their concerns cannot be resolved by preserving the TLAM/N, nuclear-armed bombers, high alert levels, or an ambiguous declaratory policy that leaves open the possibility that the United States would initiate the use of nuclear weapons.  There is a strong and longstanding consensus among Japanese security officials and experts that there is no imaginable scenario in which developing nuclear weapons would be advantageous to the defense of Japan, even in a scenario in which Japan was without the protection of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty and the NPT ceased to exist. U.S. nuclear policy in Asia should not be predicated on the assumption that changes in U.S. policy, including changes in declaratory policy, would cause the government of Japan to decide to develop nuclear weapons.  The Japanese public strongly opposes the re- introduction of U.S. nuclear weapons into the territory of Japan, including Japanese territorial waters and Japanese ports. The Obama administration wisely informed the Japanese government that it is retiring the TLAM/N.xvii There appear to be dramatic differences between Japanese and American perceptions of Japanese concerns and intentions regarding nuclear weapons policy. In a consensus opinion firmly held for more than four decades, Japanese security officials and experts see the acquisition of Japan’s own nuclear deterrent as counter to overall Japanese interests. In contrast, some U.S. officials and experts, who seem to take a more narrow military view of the issue, see a serious risk that Japan will seek to acquire nuclear weapons—serious enough that the United States should constrain U.S. decisions on nuclear weapons policy, even when it runs counter to the president’s nonproliferation and arms control policy. Both governments should address this misunderstanding at the earliest possible opportunity. 
Rearm now 

Rearmament already happening disad wont have any affect
John Feffer 1-10-’9. [is the co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, author of numerous works on food policy and on the two Koreas Japan Focus associate. “The Future of US-Korean Relations”: “The Imbalance of Power” Japan Focus Published on 1-10-’9 “Japan: The Price of Normalcy” The Asia-Pacific Journal, Vol. 2-3-09, http://www.japanfocus.org/-John_Feffer/3009 accessed 6-22-10]

But almost as soon as it engineered this new, pacifistic Japan, the United States reversed course. With the Cold War escalating and the U.S. in need of a regional ally, America encouraged Japan to rearm. Many of the ultranationalists and former military officers that had been under a cloud after World War II were back in business by the time of the Korean War, a boom time for Japanese rearmament. Weapons sales, largely to the U.S. army, went from 7 million yen in 1952 to 15 billion yen two years later, and it was the Korean War that jump-started Japan’s devastated economy.[4] Meanwhile, in 1954, Tokyo altered the prohibition on maintaining any military capability by creating its own army, the strategically named Self Defense Forces (SDF).  As Richard J. Samuels writes in his admirable though dense new book Securing Japan, which traces the history of the country’s evolving military doctrine, Japanese politicians forged a consensus that somehow accommodated these contradictions. The United States acquired a reliable ally – an “unsinkable aircraft carrier” in the words of former Japanese Prime Minister Nakasone Yasuhiro – that played a supporting role in its various Asian Cold-War adventures. At the same time, Tokyo didn’t threaten Washington’s interests by entangling itself with other Asian countries or going head-to-head with the United States on military exports. In return, the United States financed the greater part of Japan’s defense needs. Japanese liberals were delighted that this rather lop-sided alliance allowed them to focus on rapid economic development, pacifists were relieved that constitutional restraints kept Japan from fighting American wars in the Pacific, and militarists took solace in the residual defense capabilities that Japan maintained and ultimately expanded.  This U.S.-Japan alliance was not, Samuels argues, a product of karaoke diplomacy, the United States determining the music and lyrics and the Japanese politicians simply singing along… But these were partial victories, and in subsequent years, Japan’s pacifism devolved into merely a way for nationalists to fend off unwanted U.S. demands. The peace movement tried, albeit unsuccessfully, to prevent the post-war security consensus from sustaining crippling blows from the other side of the political spectrum. Japan’s ascendant hardliners, unlike the status-quo seeking conservatives with whom they often partner, were willing to risk Japan’s pacifist legacy and even its alliance with the United States to forge a new military identity for the country.  After rising to the status of the world’s second largest economy, Japan suffered several setbacks after the end of the Cold War. When the bubble economy popped in 1989, financial anxieties plagued the prosperous nation -- anxieties that worsened in the wake of several governmental failures, including its inept response to the 1995 Kobe earthquake and the utter failure to prevent the Aum Shinrikyo cult’s sarin attacks in the Tokyo subways. The U.S.-Japan alliance also entered a rocky period when Tokyo was faulted for its failure to provide “boots on the ground” in the 1991 Gulf War (its $13 billion was the largest contribution to the war effort with the exception of the United States) and for sitting on the sidelines of the 1993-94 conflict with North Korea over its nuclear weapon program.  While a 1995 rape of a 12-year-old Okinawan girl by three U.S. soldiers galvanized the anti-base movement, Japanese neo-nationalists worked hard throughout the 1990s to transform the country’s military and foreign policy. As Samuels relates, “The strategy – at least as we can now reconstruct it – was to expand legal and operational capacities for the most overtly peaceful SDF roles and missions, saving for later those which were more publicly military and closest to the homeland.”[6] Samuels compares this subtle approach to the salami taktik – one slice at a time – by which newly reunified Germany acquired offensive capabilities such as heavily armed intervention forces and high-tech air support.[7]   Between 1954 and 1989, the Japanese parliament amended the Self-Defense Force Law only once. Since 1989, as the hardliners shifted into overdrive, there have been over 50 amendments.[8] The intrusion of North Korean vessels into Japanese waters facilitated the large-scale transformation of the Coast Guard into a de facto fourth branch of the military, and the 1998 launch of a North Korean rocket into Japanese airspace provided the rationale for Tokyo to ramp up its participation in U.S. missile defense. And after September 11, Japan passed new emergency laws that endowed the SDF with new powers to support U.S. forces outside of Japan and explicitly sanctioned the use of military force should the country come under attack. Although the Japanese public did not see far-off Afghanistan and Iraq as suitable for the involvement of Japanese troops, the hardliners deployed a threat nearer to hand – North Korea’s credible nuclear and missile programs – and whipped the public into a near frenzy to garner support for a more muscular policy. Japan’s Defense Agency has been elevated to ministry level, the SDF is on the verge of being re-branded the National Defense Forces, and Prime Minister Aso is urging a “reinterpretation” of constitutional clause Article 9 so that Japan retracts its renunciation of the right to wage war.  Where many specialists emphasize transformation, Andrew Oros, author of Normalizing Japan, sees continuity. He argues that some norms – such as the restrictions on military spending – have proven so durable that, in the 1980s, when Nakasone made a Herculean effort to lift military spending above one percent of GDP, he managed to exceed the limit by only .007 percent. But proponents of a more assertive military have used salami taktik – Oros describes this approach as “reach, reassure, reconcile” – all along.

Rearm now

Japanese officials already moving for rearmament they are only steps away from reaching ‘normalcy’

John Feffer 1-10-’9. [is the co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, author of numerous works on food policy and on the two Koreas Japan Focus associate. “The Future of US-Korean Relations”: “The Imbalance of Power” Japan Focus Published on 1-10-’9 “Japan: The Price of Normalcy” The Asia-Pacific Journal, Vol. 2-3-09, http://www.japanfocus.org/-John_Feffer/3009 accessed 6-22-10]

…In the last decade, a group of neo-nationalist politicians has begun to more aggressively dismantle the restrictions that have bound the Japanese military since the end of World War II, when, uniquely among industrialized nations, Japan renounced its right to defend itself by military means. Japan’s Maritime Self-Defense Force (SDF) has helped refuel coalition forces in Afghanistan since 2003. It has sent troops to Iraq and ships to the Persian Gulf, transported coalition forces on SDF planes, cooperated with the United States on missile defense, and fired on mysterious ships that entered its territorial waters. It sports new and sophisticated hardware like tanker aircraft for in-air refueling, and has tried to purchase the latest U.S. fighter jets. Despite widespread public resistance to many of these undertakings, Japan’s neo-nationalists have grander designs. With strong encouragement from Washington, they have set in motion a process to revise the Japanese constitution, while seeking to boost military spending and make Japan a fully “normal” military power. They are playing hardball on territorial disputes such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu island conflict with China and the Dokdo/Takeshima island dispute with Korea. The current Prime Minister, Aso Taro, has also spoken of reopening the debate on whether Japan should acquire nuclear weapons. Not everyone agrees that Japan is undergoing such a profound change. After all, the country is not exactly Costa Rica, which even today lacks a military. Despite its self-imposed limits on military spending – no more than one percent of GDP – Tokyo has built the fourth most powerful military in the world with Asia’s strongest navy. Neo-nationalists have spent several decades chipping away at the pacifist foundations of the constitution. Some scholars argue that the post-war consensus on security policy has only been stretched, not broken. But whether its new military posture – and Prince Pickle’s metaphoric transformation from naïf to soldier – is revolutionary or evolutionary, Japan is no longer a marvelous exception in the world of international security.

Japan Rearm good

Japan re-arm creates deterrence that checks NK nuclearization

Telegraph 09’ (http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/asia/japan/5187269/Japan-should-develop-nuclear-weapons-to-counter-North-Korea-threat.html; Published April 20’ 2009)AB

"It is common sense worldwide that in a purely military sense it is nuclear that can counteract nuclear," Mr Nakagawa, a conservative politician, was quoted as saying by Kyodo News in a speech in his constituency in northern Japan. Mr Nakagawa also said he believed that North Korea was in possession of nuclear warheads and medium range Rodong missiles capable of being delivered to any part of Japan. "North Korea has taken a step toward a system whereby it can shoot without prior notice," said Mr Nakagawa, who resigned as finance minister two months ago after appearing to be drunk at a Group of Seven press conference in Rome, "We have to discuss countermeasures." His comments were made after North Korea announced plans to resume its nuclear programme in protest against a United Nations statement condemning its satellite rocket launch earlier this month. A nation with a famously pacifist constitution since the end of the Second World War, Japan currently endorses a three-point policy of not possessing, producing or allowing entry of nuclear weapons into the country. On Monday, the Japanese government moved swiftly to distance itself from Mr Nakagawa's comments, emphasising its stance against possession of nuclear weapons. Takeo Kawamura, chief cabinet secretary, said: "It's impossible for Japan to get nuclear weapons. [ ] "Japan also has the obligation of observing the nuclear non-proliferation treaty, under which it would not produce nor obtain nuclear weapons." However, it is not the first time that a politician has discussed the possibility of allowing the possession nuclear arms weapons and debated whether this would be permitted within the constitution. Shinzo Abe, a former prime minister, and chief cabinet secretary, Yasuo Fukuda, are among high profile politicians who have previously stated that Japan's pacifist constitution does not preclude the acquisition of nuclear weapons for tactical defence purposes. Japan plans to produce more than 40 per cent of its electricity with nuclear energy by next year.
Non-unique Constitution

Japan has already violated their constitution

CFR 06(Council on Foreign Relations; Lee Teslick; http://www.cfr.org/publication/10439/japan_and_its_military.html#p3; published April 13, 2006)AB

How strictly has article 9 been followed? This is a matter of debate. Some claim Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi has already violated the constitution by using military force outside Japan's national borders. In late 2001, the Japanese navy sank a North Korean spy ship in Chinese waters. Much more publicly, Japan has sent troops to play a supporting role in the American-led campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq—the first Japanese deployed abroad since World War II. Some experts say this required creative interpretation of Japanese law. To support U.S. troops in the Indian Ocean during the Afghanistan invasion, for instance, Japanese forces worked around a law forbidding cooperation in international military campaigns by providing logistical and refueling support.
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