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Topicality – United States Federal Government

A. Interpretation – the affirmative must defend the immediate action of the federal government in Washington D.C. 

1. Resolved means to make a firm decision about – 

American Heritage Dictionary, 1992
Resolved: To make a firm decision about.

2. The US federal government means the government in Washington

West’s Legal Dictionary, 1985, p. 744

United States: Usually means the federal government centered in Washington D.C.
B. They claim advantages off the discourse of the 1AC

C. Reasons to prefer

1. Limits – individual action unlimits the resolution. They could make demands, call for social movements, or challenge us to iron chef. Its impossible to limit the number of social advocacies they will choose. This leaves the negative defending everything from racism bad to exploitation of migrant workers in Uganda. 

2. Predictability – debate is a game – they will exploit the most unpredictable sections of the literature – such as the oppression of children in Madagascar to try to catch the negative off guard.

D. Topicality is a voting issue for fairness and education. 


Hegemony DA 1NC

(A) Closing Okinawa weakens our deterrent

Bush, 10. Richard C. [Director, Center for Northeast Asian Studies Brookings Institute, March 10 http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx]

Of course, our two countries and China are not the only ones concerned with the alliance. South Korea has important stakes involved in the presence of U.S. forces in the Western Pacific. In the event of a conventional attack by North Korea, South Korea has a very strong military, but it also depends on the ability of the United States to move forces quickly to the Korean peninsula. It depends on those U.S. forces, including Marines, to dissuade and deter North Korea from even considering an attack. South Korea is comfortable with the relocation of 8,000 marines to Guam, in part because there are already other U.S. troops on the peninsula and in Japan, and also because moving Marines from Guam by air doesn’t take long. However, South Korea would likely be concerned by signs that the U.S.-Japan alliance was slowly dissolving. If U.S. troops were to be removed from, first, Okinawa and, then, the home islands, it would likely weaken deterrence.

(B) Deterrence is key to hegemony

Colby, 2k7, [Elbridge, staff member in the Office of the Director of National Intelligence and on the Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction Orbis, Vol 51, Issue 3. "Restoring Deterrence"]
As it happens, however, the conventional wisdom in this case is wrong: reports of the demise of deterrence are greatly exaggerated. In truth, the policy of deterrence remains today the best strategic posture for the United States. As an overarching strategy for our nation's defense, the United States should adhere to the policy of the tailored credible threat backed by real force and will. This is the proper policy of a confident great power that is satisfied with its place in the global order. We should not place our hopes for security in the futile effort to stamp out every trace of hostility to the United States. We will never be able to “drain the swamp” of anti-American feeling, and overheated efforts to do so will only rile up the snakes within. We should, instead, focus our nation's power on deterring those who might think to cross our “red lines”—and unleashing our unparalleled fury on those with the bad judgment to do so. In this, the United States will return to the great American tradition, best exemplified by the Federal armies of the Civil War and particularly by Generals Sherman and Grant. It is this policy that guided us safely through the Cold War and can, if wisely and resolutely applied, guide us still today.


Hegemony DA 1NC

(C) Nuclear War

Robert Kagan, Senior Associate @ the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior Transatlantic Fellow @ the German Marshall Fund, August/September 2007, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html#n10, ACC: 9.20.07, p. online

Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying —its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.


Hegemony – Uniqueness – Instability Possible

Volatility is possible in East Asia

Cha, Victor D, professor and author, as well as former Director for Asian Affairs in the White House's National Security Council, International Studies Quarterly, June 2k Vol. 44, Issue 2

Japan and the ROK share a common great power patron in the United States, they have no real alternative alliance partners, and for most of the Cold War, they faced common threats in China, the Soviet Union, and North Korea. Basic balancing logic, as a first-cut, would suggest these traits to produce cooperation between Seoul and Tokyo. This has been far from the case. Japan-ROK relations have exhibited great volatility in the postwar era.


2NC Links – Hegemony

The base is key to Asia pacific region power projection

AFP, June 23, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jURY1ux8w5NSwV5H7Yy-jZzIL6ww
TOKYO — Japan's Prime Minister Naoto Kan pledged Wednesday to reduce "the burden" of US bases on Okinawa as the island marked 65 years since the end of a major World War II battle there.

Kan was on his first visit to the southern island since he took office on June 8 to attend a ceremony to remember the 83-day bloodbath which killed more than 200,000 people, half of them civilians, in 1945.

His predecessor Yukio Hatoyama stepped down this month largely because he had mishandled a dispute over the relocation of an unpopular US airbase on the island, triggering local protests and souring ties with Washington. Kan noted that the US presence on Okinawa had contributed to peace in the Asia-Pacific region but added: "I promise to continue to seriously tackle the reduction of the burden in connection with US military bases."

Okinawa is a key base for US power projection

Reuters, June 23, 2010. http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65M0TS20100623
After months of wrangling, Japan and the United States reached an agreement shortly before Hatoyama quit for the two sides to go ahead with a 2006 deal to shift the Futenma airbase to a less crowded part of Okinawa.

Kan has said he will stick to the agreement, but keeping the base on the island, strategically located close to Taiwan and the Korean peninsula, faces strong resistance from residents who complain of noise, pollution and crime associated with bases.

The base is key to deter North Korea and China

Mike Shuster, ward-winning diplomatic correspondent and roving foreign correspondent for NPR News June 21, 2010. NPR, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127932447
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.

Okinawa is key to effective training

Bush, 10. Richard C. [Director, Center for Northeast Asian Studies Brookings Institute, March 10 http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx]

Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, commanding general of U.S. Marine Corps Forces Pacific, recently spoke in Japan about the importance of Okinawa for the mission of the Marines. Among other things, he said that the U.S. Marine Corps is the emergency response force in East Asia. He explained that “The fundamental Marine Corps organizational structure is the Marine Air Ground Task Force, in which war fighting elements of aviation forces, ground combat forces, and logistics forces all operate under a single commander.” The Marine ground forces must train consistently with the helicopters that support them. Lieutenant General Stalder illustrated his point by saying that the “Marine Air Ground Task Force is a lot like a baseball team. It does not do you any good to have the outfielders practicing in one town, the catcher in another, and the third baseman somewhere else. They need to practice together, as a unit.” He went on to say that Okinawa is very important because it is relatively close to mainland Japan, to Korea, to the South China Sea, and to the Strait of Malacca. This geographic location is why, he said, “There is probably nowhere better in the world from which to dispatch Marines to natural disasters” than Okinawa. This importance of Okinawa is another reason why finding a solution to the realignment issue is essential. Any solution to the Okinawa problem should meet four conditions: efficiency of operations, safety, local interests, and permanence. Resolving the situation is also important because, as Lieutenant General Stalder pointed out, other nations are “watching to see whether the United States-Japan Alliance is strong enough to find a solution to the current issues.”[1]

Hegemony DA – Links

The base has unique geographic location

Jacques Fuqua 1 is Associate Director of the East Asian Studies Center at Indiana University and a retired Lieutenant Colonel with the U.S. Army. National Clearinghouse for United States-Japan Studies Indiana University, http://iis-db.stanford.edu/docs/133/okinawa.pdf
The map gives some indication of the strategic advantage enjoyed by Okinawa. Its central location has plagued the island since the seventeenth century, when the Satsuma clan of Kyushu invaded the islands and used them as an outpost to guard against Spanish incursions from the Philippines into Japanese territory. During the closing days of World War II, the Japanese Imperial Army fortified Okinawa with the Thirty-second Army in hopes of thwarting the Allied advance on mainland Japan, in effect sacrificing the island. U.S. forces, prior to Hiroshima and Nagasaki, saw Okinawa as an ideal location from which to launch potential ground and air attacks against Japan. Okinawa’s location continues to be a problematic issue under Japan’s contemporary security arrangement with the United States. As the map indicates, Okinawa has retained its strategic value vis á vis current potential hotspots in East Asia: Taiwan, the PRC, and the Korean Peninsula.
Historically - Okinawa is a critical stabilizing factor in East Asia

Cha, Victor D, professor and author, as well as former Director for Asian Affairs in the White House's National Security Council, International Studies Quarterly, June 2k Vol. 44, Issue 2

The two decades following Korea's liberation from Japan in 1945 were marked by extreme friction.[6] Seoul-Tokyo interaction did not advance beyond disputes over colonial compensation, and Korean and Japanese leaders refused to meet despite American encouragement. In June 1965, the two states normalized relations only after fourteen years of protracted talks and fierce domestic opposition in both countries.[7] The late 1960s saw a marked change in relations. Japanese investment in South Korea rapidly increased, joint ministerial conferences were instituted, and, in 1969, a direct security link between the two powers emerged in the "Korea clause," in which Japan consented to the use of American bases in Okinawa for South Korean defense. From 1972 to 1974, however, relations turned nasty. Japan reneged on the Korea clause commitment and sought "equidistance" between the two Koreas, improving relations with the North. Japanese aid and investment to the ROK decreased dramatically, ministerial conferences were canceled, and bilateral relations nearly ruptured over several diplomatic disputes. The period from 1975 to 1980 saw a resumption of cooperation. Japan reaffirmed the Korea clause and the Okinawa base agreement. Political dialogue was reinstated, and settlements were reached on outstanding political disputes. In 1979, the two nations also established unprecedented channels for defense consultations and exchanges of military delegations, signifying higher levels of cooperation than had been achieved in 1969-1971. Finally, relations during the 1980s offered a mix of friction and cooperation. The two governments held their first diplomatic summit, and a $4 billion loan agreement marked new heights in economic interdependence. At the same time, a rash of disputes related to trade, textbooks, colonial apologies, shrine visits, and denigrating Japanese statements resulted in the cancellation of joint ministerial meetings. Furthermore, the ROK abstained from pursuing promising bilateral defense consultations begun in 1979, openly proclaiming itself "anti-Japanese." This chronology illustrates the stark dichotomy between Realism and the reality of Japan-ROK relations. According to Realism, although the two states commenced relations under contentious circumstances, their common enemies, friends, and interests should have given rise to vastly improved relations. The reality, however, hardly exhibits such consistency. While relations since 1965 saw some progressive cooperation, this was interspersed with bouts of severe friction. The causes for these dramatic fluctuations in Japan-Korea interaction require identification. Historical antagonism is a constant that cannot explain the variation in outcomes. External threats do not suffice either. Held constant, threats help explain the cooperation but not the friction. And variations in the level of threat do not correlate with changes in Japan-ROK outcomes. What is necessary is a model for two powers that are afflicted by alliance hindrances (historical animosity) but share common threats and a common great power protector. The quasi-alliance model addresses the absence of an existing deductive theory for this.


Hegemony DA – Links

Bases are key to protect the U.S. or is allies 

Vernon Loeb 2003. (Washington Post staff writer) “New Bases Reflect Shift in Military” Monday, June 9, 2003.  Accessed from http://www.iraqwararchive.org/data/jun09/US/wp04.pdf  on June 28, 2010.

While existing U.S. bases in Germany and South Korea, in place for more than 50 years, were designed to deter major communist adversaries, the new bases will become key nodes in the implementation of the administration's doctrine of preemptive attack against terrorists and hostile states believed to have chemical, biological or nuclear weapons. Their location is based on the premise that U.S. forces must be able to strike rapidly adversaries armed with weapons of mass destruction before they can attack the United States or its allies.


Hegemony DA – AT: Guam

Guam is not a viable replacement – too far away

Bruce Klinger, Senior Fellow, Northeast Asia, Heritage Foundation, December 12, 2009 [http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/12/us-should-stay-firm-on-implementation-of-okinawa-force-realignment]
Redeploying U.S. forces from Japan and Okinawa to Guam would reduce alliance deterrent and combat capabilities. Guam is 1,400 miles, a three-hour flight, and multiple refueling operations farther from potential conflict zones. Furthermore, moving fixed-wing aircraft to Guam would drastically reduce the number of combat aircraft sorties that U.S. forces could conduct during crises with North Korea or China, while exponentially increasing refueling and logistic requirements.


War Turns the case – Environment

Nuclear weapons are an environmental catastrophe.
Simon Doolittle 2003.  (graduate student at Columbia University’s Graduate School of Journalism)  “Ten Reasons Why Militarism is Bad for the Environment” March 2003 Accessed from http://www.peri.umass.edu/fileadmin/pdf/s_doolittle_paper.pdf on July 1 2010
Nuclear weapons pose an environmental threat to humanity unprecedented in human history. Although the world escaped nuclear holocaust during the Cold War, the nuclear arms race has not stopped. India and Pakistan now have nuclear weapons and North Korea may have them as well. According to some estimates, the radiation from weapons testing alone will eventually cause about 2.4 million cancer deaths worldwide. Hiroshima and Nagasaki offer a frightening reminder of the terror of nuclear weapons used in combat. A year after the US bombed the two cities, 140,000 were dead in Hiroshima and 70,000 in Nagasaki. Because of the much greater destructive capacity of modern nuclear weapons, a nuclear exchange between India and Pakistan could kill up to 30 million people. A massive nuclear war involving half the world’s weapons could trigger a worldwide “nuclear winter,” blocking virtually all of the sun’s light with debris, potentially for weeks, threatening everyone not killed directly in the blasts
Nuclear waste is an environmental catastrophe.

Simon Doolittle 2003.  (graduate student at Columbia University’s Graduate School of Journalism) “Ten Reasons Why Militarism is Bad for the Environment” March 2003 Accessed from  http://www.peri.umass.edu/fileadmin/pdf/s_doolittle_paper.pdf on July 1 2010
Even if they are never used, nuclear weapons leave in their wake wastes unlike any other in human history, remaining deadly for hundreds of thousands – sometimes millions – of years. There is no completely safe place for these wastes over geological time. A volcano erupted just 20 kilometers from Yucca Mountain in Nevada, where the US plans to store much of its nuclear waste, only 20,000 years ago, a mere blip on the geological timeline. Leaving such long-lived waste for future generations is profoundly irresponsible. The Soviet military is guilty of probably the single most egregious failure to contain nuclear waste (although the American record is far from spotless): dumping waste directly into Lake Karachay, creating what a Natural Resources Defense Council official has called “the most polluted spot on the planet.” Standing at the shore of Lake Karachay for an hour would kill you within weeks.

War destroys ecosystems
Simon Doolittle 2003.  (graduate student at Columbia University’s Graduate School of Journalism)  “Ten Reasons Why Militarism is Bad for the Environment” March 2003 Accessed from  http://www.peri.umass.edu/fileadmin/pdf/s_doolittle_paper.pdf on July 1 2010
From “carpet bombing” to “scorched earth” campaigns, war routinely leave ecosystems ravaged and agricultural livelihoods destroyed. In the Vietnam War, US Air Force planes that dropped Agent Orange were emblazoned with the slogan, “Only we can prevent forests.” Beyond the 19 million gallons of Agent Orange, the US dropped some 25 million bombs on South Vietnam, wiping out half of the mangrove forests and eliminating almost 5 million acres of forest. In Central America, sociologist Daniel Faber reports that “Vietnam-style ‘scorched earth’ operations and military maneuvers have obliterated vast agricultural lands and crucial ecosystems, pushing millions of refugees into overcrowded cities and overtaxed hillsides.” A US military official happily reported that in Honduras “you don’t need to worry…about the EPA or…the environmentalists. Those are not concerns down there.”

War Turns The Case – Gender

War causes gender injustice, not the other way around

Joshua S. Goldstein, Professor Emeritus, School of International Service, American University, War and Gender, 2001, p.412

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, "if you want peace, work for justice." Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars' outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices." So, "if you want peace, work for peace." Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to "reverse women's oppression." The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book's evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate. "10

Consult Link

Consulting Japan would reverse the power relations that the 1AC criticizes
Doug Bandow June 18th 2010 “Get Out of Japan” Doug Bandow is a senior fellow at the Cato Institute. A former special assistant to President Reagan, he is the author of Tripwire: Korea and U.S. Foreign Policy in a Changed World (Cato) and co-author of The Korean Conundrum: America's Troubled Relations with North and South Korea (Palgrave/Macmillan). http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11928
 

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."

Consultation over the plan would challenge colonialism

Deborah MANTLE, 6 Lecturer, College of International Relations, Ritsumeikan University, Kyoto, Japan Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, 2006. "Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan". Vol.5, pp. 85-105
Resistance to external definitions of and constraints on the economy, culture and security of Okinawa have culminated in the waters off Henoko. As mentioned previously, the decision to construct a sea-based military facility in the area was made by a U.S. – Japan committee, without local consultation, in 1996. The Nago City non-binding plebiscite in 1997, in spite of much pressure from Tokyo, came out against the plan. However, the close results of the vote showed the divisions within the local community. Governor Ota gave public support to the Nago plebiscite results and was subsequently cut off politically and financially by the central government. In the 1998 prefectural elections, Ota lost to the more conservative Inamine Keiichi, reflecting an Okinawan population worried about a future without government subsidies. On being elected, Inamine quickly accepted the plan for a Nago ‘heliport’ (the label downplays the scale and impact of the facility) with limits – a dual military-civilian runway and a 15-year maximum lease – that have been ignored by the central government. The May 2006 U.S. – Japan mutual security agreement sets out an expanded plan for the military facility near Henoko and Tokyo is now under pressure to sort out what Washington sees as a parochial issue.


AT: Realism / Security Bad

The DA is not necessary realist – US military presence is key to incorporate china and North Korea

Bush, 10. Richard C. [Director, Center for Northeast Asian Studies Brookings Institute, March 10 http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx]

The threat environment in Northeast Asia is not benign. North Korea’s WMD capabilities are a matter of concern but will hopefully be a medium-term problem. More attention, however, is focused on China which has gradually developed a full spectrum of capabilities, including nuclear weapons. Their current emphasis is on power projection and their immediate goal is to create a strategic buffer in at least the first island chain. Although Taiwan is the driver for these efforts, they affect Japan. Of course, capabilities are not intentions. However, how will Japan feel as the conventional U.S.-China balance deteriorates and a new equilibrium is reached, especially knowing that China has nuclear weapons? There are also specific points of friction within Northeast Asia such as the Senkaku/Diaoyu Islands, the East China Sea, North Korea, and Taiwan, some of which involve and concern more than one government. Although we can hope that China will not seek to dominate East Asia at the U.S. and Japan’s expense, we can’t be sure of their intentions either. Hope is not a policy. The most sensible strategy—for both the U.S. and Japan—is to try to shape China’s intentions over time so that they move in a benign direction; so that it has more to gain from cooperation than a challenge. This has been the U.S. and Japan’s strategy since the early 1970s. The strategy has a good foundation in economic interdependence. However, it is easier said than done and is one of the biggest challenges of this century. The strategy requires at least two elements: engaging and incorporating China as much as possible, and maintaining the strength and willingness to define limits. This combination of elements is important because engagement without strength would lead China to exploit our good will while strength without engagement would lead China to suspect that our intentions are not benign. If engagement-plus-strength is the proper strategy for the U.S. and Japan each to cope with a rising China, it only makes sense that Japan and the United States will be more effective if they work together, complementing each other’s respective abilities. The strength side of this equation almost requires Japan to rely on the alliance since history suggests that it will not build up sufficiently on its own. An important part of strength is positioning your power in the right places. That is why forward deployment of U.S. forces in Japan has always been important. That is why our presence on Okinawa is important. 


AT: Realism / Security Bad

Realism may be bad but its inevitable, we must take action to do the best we can inside this framework for evaluating the world 

Hixson University of Akron 2k5 (Walter, Review of The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, Journal of Cold War Studies 7.3 (2005) 149-151 Muse) 
To call this argument bold and deterministic would be an understatement. With a few minor exceptions, it explains everything that has happened in great-power politics since the French Revolution. Individual state actors, whether Winston Churchill or Adolf Hitler, Franklin Roosevelt or Josef Stalin, do not matter in the slightest. National culture, ideology, and domestic politics are nearly irrelevant to understanding foreign policy, past and future. Diplomacy and engagement between states will not work. Offensive realism alone explains world politics; answers will not be found in archives or in any other discourse or theoretical construct. Many will judge such an uncompromising level of deterministic realism as offensive indeed. Theorists from other schools have stressed that language itself must be carefully examined for the meaning it conveys. The term "realism" seized the linguistic [End Page 150] upper hand from the start by positing as its binary opposite "idealism," typically associated with Woodrow Wilson's failed quest to establish a lasting peace after World War I. Mearsheimer assails not only idealism but liberalism, defensive realism, institutionalism, and any other ism that might get in the way of his own. The impetus for Mearsheimer's book was the post–Cold War euphoria, best encapsulated by Francis Fukuyama's "end of history" thesis on the putative triumph of global liberalism. Mearsheimer anxiously argues that the post–Cold War order is not new and promises to be no less conflictual than before. The best way to handle statecraft, he argues, is to pursue power rather than peaceful understanding among states in a global community.  Mearsheimer acknowledges that this situation is "genuinely tragic" (p. 3) but only because it is an inevitable product of the unrelenting will to power that is the nature of the human beast. The fact that states pursue power is decidedly not tragic. What would be tragic, and highly destabilizing, would be the adoption of cooperation, demilitarization, and diplomacy as models of state behavior, rather than the aggressive nation-centered pursuit of power. Mearsheimer thus emphasizes that his book does not just focus on the past but offers as well a "prescriptive theory" advising that "states should behave according to the dictates of offensive realism, because it outlines the best way to survive in a dangerous world" (p. 11). It would be unfair to dismiss Mearsheimer's work in its entirety. Realism is an important concept, and it would be futile to attempt to understand modern world politics without due consideration of the theory and its influence over the minds of statesmen. Mearsheimer clearly knows his subject well, and his book is a product of years of research and study. Much can be learned from some of its themes, such as the linkage between wealth and power and the factors that motivate states to intervene on some occasions and "pass the buck" on others. The book is certainly provocative, which in itself is praiseworthy. 

AT: Realism / Security Bad

Discourse of security prevents extinction – it justifies the taking of action by the US against terrorist organization that have the capability to destroy the world 

Noorani ass’t prof near east studies @ U Arizona, Tuscon, 2k5 (Yaseen, “The Rhetoric of Security” The New Centennial Review 5.1 (2005) 13-41 Muse)
The Bush administration perpetually affirms that the war against terrorism declared in response to the attacks of September 2001 is "different from any other war in our history" and will continue "for the foreseeable future."1 This affirmation, and indeed the very declaration of such a war, belongs to a rhetoric of security that predates the Bush administration and which this administration has intensified but not fundamentally altered. Rhetorically speaking, terrorism is the ideal enemy of the United States, more so than any alien civilization and perhaps even more so than the tyrannies of communism and fascism, terrorism's defeated sisters. This is because terrorism is depicted in U.S. rhetoric not as an immoral tactic employed in political struggle, but as an immoral condition that extinguishes the possibility of peaceful political deliberation. This condition is the state of war, in absolute moral opposition to the peaceful condition of civil society. As a state of war, terrorism portends the dissolution of the civil relations obtaining within and among nations, particularly liberal nations, and thus portends the dissolution of civilization itself. [End Page 13] Terrorism is therefore outside the world order, in the sense that it cannot be managed within this order since it is the very absence of civil order. For there to be a world order at all, terrorism must be eradicated.  In prosecuting a world war against the state of war, the United States puts itself outside the world order as well. The Bush administration affirms, like the Clinton administration before it, that because the identity of the United States lies in the values that engender peace (freedom and democracy), the national interests of the United States always coincide with the interests of the world order. The United States is the animus of the world order and the power that sustains it. For this reason, any threat to the existence of the United States is a threat to world peace itself, and anything that the United States does to secure its existence is justified as necessary for the preservation of world peace. In this way, the existence of the United States stands at the center of world peace and liberal values, yet remains outside the purview of these values, since when under threat it is subject only to the extra-moral necessity of self-preservation.  I will argue that the symmetrical externality of the United States and terrorism to the world order lies at the foundation of the rhetoric of security by which the U.S. government justifies its hegemonic actions and policies. This rhetoric depicts a world in which helpless, vulnerable citizens can achieve agency only through the U.S. government, while terrorist individuals and organizations command magnitudes of destructive power previously held only by states. The moral-psychological discourse of agency and fear, freedom and enslavement invoked by this rhetoric is rooted in both classical liberalism and postwar U.S. foreign policy. The war of "freedom" against "fear" is a psychic struggle with no specific military enemies or objectives. It arises from the portrayal of the United States as an autarkic, ideally impermeable collective agent that reshapes the external world in its own image. The war of freedom against fear thereby justifies measures said to increase the defenses and internal security of the United States as well as measures said to spread freedom and democracy over the world. Now that the destructive capacity of warlike individuals can threaten the world order, the power of the United States must be deployed in equal measure to neutralize this threat throughout the world. The world as a [End Page 14] whole now comes within the purview of U.S. disciplinary action. Any manifestation of the state of war, terrorist activity, anywhere in the world, is now a threat to the existence of the United States and to world peace. There is no "clash of civilizations," but the Middle East, as the current site of the state of war, is the primary danger to the world and must be contained, controlled, and reshaped. The symmetrical externality of the United States and terrorism to the world order, then, allows its rhetoric to envision a historic opportunity for mankind—the final elimination of the state of war from human existence, and fear from the political psyche. This will be achieved, however, only by incorporating the world order into the United States for the foreseeable future

AT: Realism / Security Bad

Realism cannot be simply rejected – it is a permanent part of the thinking of foreign policy elites 

Guzzini ‘98 (Stefano, Prof – Central European U, Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, p. 22) 
Therefore, in a third step, this chapter also claims that it is impossible just to heap realism onto the dustbin of history and start anew. This is a non-option. Although realism as a strictly causal theory has been a disappointment, various realist assumptions are well alive in the minds of many practitioners and observers of international affairs. Although it does not correspond to a theory which helps us to understand a real world with objective laws, it is a world-view which suggests thoughts about it, and which permeates our daily language for making sense of it. Realism has been a rich, albeit very contestable, reservoir of lessons of the past, of metaphors and historical analogies, which, in the hands of its most gifted representatives, have been proposed, at times imposed, and reproduced as guides to a common understanding of international affairs. Realism is alive in the collective memory and self-understanding of our  (i.e. Western)  foreign policy elite and public, whether educated or not. Hence, we ​cannot but deal with it. For this reason, forgetting realism is also questionable. Of course, academic observers should not bow to the whims of daily politics But staying at distance, or being critical, does not mean that they should lose the capacity to understand the language of those who make significant decisions, not only in government, but also in firms, NGOs, and other institutions. To the contrary this understanding as increasingly varied as it may be, is a prerequisite for their very profession. More particularly, it is a prerequisite for opposing  the more irresponsible claims made in the name, although not always necessarily in the spirit, of realism.

This short-term conflict makes transition to their alternative impossible --– only realism can provide a pragmatic bridge

Murray ‘97 (Alastair J.H, Prof Political Theory, U Edinburgh, Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitian Ethics, p. 194)

Given that, in the absence of a resolution of such difficulties, longer-term objectives are liable to be unachievable, realism would seem to offer a more effective strategy of transition than reflectivism itself. Whereas, in constructivism, such strategies are divorced from an awareness of the immediate problems which obstruct such efforts, and, in critical theoretical perspectives, they are divorced from the current realities of international politics altogether, realism's emphasis on first addressing the immediate obstacles to development ensures that it at least generates strategies which offer us a tangible path to follow. If these strategies perhaps lack the visionary appeal of reflectivist proposals, emphasising simply the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy in order to ameliorate conflicts between states, to foster a degree of mutual understanding in international relations, and, ultimately, to develop a sense of community which might underlie a more comprehensive international society, they at least seek to take advantage of the possibilities of reform in the current international system without jeopardising the possibilities of order. Realism's gradualist reformism, the careful tending of what it regards as an essentially organic process, ultimately suggests the basis for a more sustainable strategy for reform than reflectivist perspectives, however dramatic, can offer. 


AT: Realism / Security Bad

Abandoning security fails -–- all that will happen is that non-realist will be removed from office

Kavka ‘87 (Gregory S., Prof – UC Irvine, Moral Paradoxes of Nuclear Deterrence, p. 86-87)

The lesson of the kidney case seems to be that one can, at most,  actively impose substantially lesser risks or harms on other innocent people to protect oneself. Can this lesson be applied to national as well as individual self-defense? One might contend that it cannot be, appealing for support to the hallowed ought-implies-can principle. According to that principle agents, including nations, can only be obligated to act in ways they are capable of acting. But, it may be suggested, nations are literally incapable of refraining from taking steps believed to be necessary for national defense, even if these impose horrible risks or harms on outside innocents. For any government that failed to undertake the requisite defensive actions (e.g., any government that abandoned nuclear deterrence) would be quickly ousted and replaced by a government willing to under take them.

AT: Realism/ Security Bad (East Asia Specific)

Historical evidence demonstrates US commitments determine the level of hostility within Asia

Cha, Victor D, professor and author, as well as former Director for Asian Affairs in the White House's National Security Council, International Studies Quarterly, June 2k Vol. 44, Issue 2.

For decades, area specialists have argued that international relations (IR) theory cannot adequately explain security dynamics in East Asia as a result of cultures, histories, and traditions distinct from the West. A shining anomaly put forth in this regard is the relationship between Japan and the Republic of Korea (ROK). Why have these two powers had such volatile relations, despite their elite ties, economic complementarities, and shared security adversaries throughout the Cold War and Post-Cold War eras? Area scholars point to historical antagonism as the primary explanatory variable; however, this at best explains only part of the picture (i.e., the friction but not the cooperation). Balance of threat theorists might explain Japan-Korea volatility as a function of changes in the level of external threat; however, variations in threats posed to the two powers do not correlate well with outcomes in bilateral interaction. Developing the concept of quasi-alliances (two states that remain non-allied but share a third power as a common ally), this article argues that Japanese and Korean perceptions of their common great power patron's security commitment (the United States) directly affects the level of political-military cooperation between the two quasi-allied states. Fears of U.S. abandonment determine when and under what conditions historical anger most affects the tenor of relations. The level of patron commitment is also a better determinant of alliance behavior than the level of external threat. Framing the relationship in this manner, I attempt to acknowledge area scholars' concerns about the critical role of history and culture, but consider history's salience in the context of equally critical but acultural security ties that underlie the two states' triangular relations with the United States. For alliance theory, this East Asian case shows how alignment choices are not a direct function of external threat but threats as refracted through perceptions of patron commitment. In security relationships with high degrees of asymmetrical dependence, patron promises matter more than adversarial threats because promises can mitigate threats, leading to behavior not predicted by balance of threat theory. Moreover, in extreme cases, promises (or lack thereof) can affect alliance behavior irrespective of variations in the objective level of external threat. For decades, area experts (Morley, 1965; C.J. Lee, 1976; C. S. Lee, 1985; C. S. Yi, 1986; Whiting, 1989) have argued that mainstream Eurocentric social science tools are ill-equipped to explain East Asian international relations (IR) as a result of cultures, histories, and traditions different from the West.[1] An anomaly often put forth by these scholars is the relationship between Japan and the Republic of Korea (ROK). American allies since 1951 and 1953, respectively, these two pillars of the U.S.-Japan-ROK security triangle undergirded East Asian defense throughout the postwar era. In the post-Cold War era, their geographic proximity, military capabilities, free-market economies, and democratic polities offer a suitable anchor for regional stability. Coordination between the two powers continues to be indispensable for dealing with military contingencies regarding North Korean instability. These commonalities provide a firm basis for cooperation; however, relations between Japan and the ROK have been, at best, precariously unpredictable.


AT: Realism/ Security Bad (East Asia Specific)

Security commitments is the best explanation for East Asia IR

Cha, Victor D, professor and author, as well as former Director for Asian Affairs in the White House's National Security Council, International Studies Quarterly, June 2k Vol. 44, Issue 2

Employing the concepts of abandonment and entrapment, I develop a "quasi-alliance" model for explaining the relationship. A quasi-alliance is defined as the relationship between two states that are un-allied but share a third great power patron as a common ally. A principal characteristic of this model is its privileging of allied perceptions of the common patron's security commitments (i.e., the United States for Japan and Korea) as a key causal determinant of variations in bilateral behavior. The model yields two basic findings: First, the "normal" state of Japan-ROK relations is characterized by friction, stemming from both historical animosity and fundamental asymmetries in Japanese and Korean expectations of support regarding one another. Second, variations from this baseline of friction are a function of U.S. commitments to the region. When American resolve is perceived as weak, Japan-ROK relations exhibit significantly less contention and greater cooperation over bilateral issues. However, when an asymmetry exists in the two states' fear of being "abandoned" by the U.S. (or abandonment fears are not salient for both), Japan and the ROK return to their normally contentious relationship.

Impact – key to stability in East Asia

Cha, Victor D, professor and author, as well as former Director for Asian Affairs in the White House's National Security Council, International Studies Quarterly, June 2k Vol. 44, Issue 2

Why Japan and Korea as the case study? First, the relationship's high emotional content makes it a hard case against which to test quasi-alliance determinants of when historical anger should and should not matter. Second, the Japan-ROK relationship figures prominently in the power configurations that will determine stability in post-Cold War East Asia. Historically, the Japan-Korea axis has been at the heart of the region's major power competitions in the late nineteenth century. Throughout the Cold War, the two constituted the mainstay of the American forward-deployed presence in the region. And in the future, virtually every realist- or liberal-inspired post-Cold War security architecture for Asia (Polomka, 1991; Cronin, 1992; Dibb, 1992; Segal, 1992; Dept. of Defense, 1992, 1998) implicitly or explicitly sees a stable Japan-Korea axis as key.[5] Understanding what drives this relationship is therefore critical.


AT: Realism/ Security Bad (East Asia Specific)

Alliance theory is the critical aspect of determining East Asian stability

Cha, Victor D, professor and author, as well as former Director for Asian Affairs in the White House's National Security Council, International Studies Quarterly, June 2k Vol. 44, Issue 2

A principal characteristic of the quasi-alliance model, in the spirit of neoclassical realism, is its privileging of unit-level perceptions of objective external conditions rather than the conditions themselves as causal determinants of alliance behavior (Rose, 1998:152-61). Previous studies have shown that the level of external threat is the primary determinant of alliance patterns and degrees of alliance cohesion (e.g., high threats mean high alliance cohesion and vice versa). I show that in alliances where weaker partners are highly dependent on a common patron, the common patron's security commitment is a better determinant of alliance behavior between the two weaker partners than the level of external threat. In other words, the pressures that the external threats put on alliance behavior are not linear. Instead, threats have to be filtered through perceptions of allied promise or patron commitment before one can explain or predict behavior. When there are high degrees of security dependence on the patron, the level of patron commitment can magnify threat-induced pressures on alliance behavior (e.g., salient adversarial threat exacerbated by weak patron commitment); mitigate these pressures (e.g., salient threat but strong patron commitment); and in cases of extreme dependence, the level of patron commitment can even render threats irrelevant (e.g., low threats but also low patron commitment). These findings produce propositions about alliance behavior contrary to balance of threat theory. Thus, the only information balance of threat theory requires to predict alliance cooperation is the level of external threat. I argue that, for weaker states highly dependent on a common ally, promises matter more than threats, and are an underestimated variable that adds greater nuance and explanatory power. Quasi-alliances highlight a neoclassical realist notion of threat and the interconnections of alliance and adversarial strategies in a manner not readily addressed by balance of threat theories. A brief statement of the empirical puzzle ensues, followed by the quasi-alliance model's propositions and tests against the Japan-Korea case. I conclude by evaluating alternative explanations and the model's implications.


AT: Alliance Advantage

The base will not hurt the alliance

Bush, 10. Richard C. [Director, Center for Northeast Asian Studies Brookings Institute, March 10 http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx]

Finally, the United States has played its cards right. Having experienced this kind of situation before, we have been patient and we have not overreacted. Although I can still imagine circumstances where the end result is bad for the alliance (as in the Philippines), there is good reason to believe that that will not happen. 

Removing the base is not irritating the alliance

Miyume Tanji, 7 "FUTENMA AIR BASE AS A HOSTAGE OF US-JAPAN ALLIANCE: POWER, INTERESTS AND IDENTITY POLITICS SURROUNDING MILITARY BASES IN OKINAWA" November 2007. http://wwwarc.murdoch.edu.au/wp/wp147.pdf
Historically speaking, Japan stands at a crossroad in a changing international landscape. Japan can choose a diplomatic path that either extends or begins to deviate from the basic trajectory established during the Cold War. It can remain a US client state, a junior ally, seeking to avoid offending the superior partner at any cost. This will involve a greater military contribution to the US global mission and Japan is on course to considerably upgrade (as well as legalise) its own military capability of overseas military offense. The opportunity costs of this course of action are high. So, one might argue, are the costs of change: it might cost the US alliance. But is this a real fear? Today, alliance with Japan is clearly indispensable for the US too. Of all US allies, Japan is the most generous host nation. The 7th Pacific Fleet permanently stationed in Yokosuka is more important than any other overseas US facility. These factors alone make Japan one of the most important allies to the US. What does this mean? It means, finally, that after the kicking and screaming, a Japanese refusal to allow the relocation of Futenma Air Base within Okinawa is unlikely to permanently damage the alliance with the US. This is not a credible excuse for the Japanese government not to be brave and grown up either.

The alliance is resilient and will survive the Okinawa crisis

Michael Green, Center for Strategic and International Studies, May 12, 2010 [http://csis.org/publication/12-step-recovery-plan-us-japan-alliance]

The U.S.-Japan alliance has seen periods of strategic drift and even crisis before. Usually, the security relationship emerges stronger as each side adjusts to new political realities at home and shared strategic challenges abroad. Will the alliance come out of the current crisis of confidence resulting from the impasse over Marine Corps Air Station Futenma? Probably. Opinion polls in both the United States and Japan continue to show strong support for the security relationship, though increasing anxiety about its health. The U.S. Quadrennial Defense Review and preparations for Japan’s new Mid-term Defense Plan both suggest more convergence than divergence in terms of American and Japanese strategic perceptions and planning for bilateral defense cooperation.


Militarism Answers

There are tons of US bases in foreign territory – bases in about 130 countries and the AFF only solves for 6

Richard Stubbs & Geoffrey Underhill, 2004 (Oxford University Press), “The United States and Globalization: Struggles with Hegemony” Page 1 http://www.lehigh.edu/~bm05/research/US&globalization7.pdf
It’s not easy to assess the size or exact value of our empire of bases. Official records on these subjects are misleading, although instructive. According to the Defense Department’s annual “Base Structure Report” for fiscal year 2003, which itemizes foreign and domestic U.S. military real estate, the Pentagon currently owns or rents 702 overseas bases in about 130 countries and has another 6,000 bases in the United States and its territories. Pentagon bureaucrats calculate that it would require at least $113.2 billion to replace just the foreign bases — surely far too low a figure but still larger than the gross domestic product of most countries — and an estimated $591.5 billion to replace all of them.  

At best the AFF can’t even cut US foreign forces in half and even then the DOD hires thousands of local foreigners so globalization would remain stable
Richard Stubbs AND Geoffrey Underhill, 2004 (Oxford University Press), “The United States and Globalization: Struggles with Hegemony” Page 1 http://www.lehigh.edu/~bm05/research/US&globaliz-ation7.pdf
The military high command deploys to our overseas bases some 253,288 uniformed personnel, plus an equal number of dependents and Department of Defense civilian officials, and employs an additional 44,446 locally hired foreigners. The Pentagon claims that these bases contain 44,870 barracks, hangars, hospitals, and other buildings, which it owns, and that it leases 4,844 more. These numbers, although staggeringly large, do not begin to cover all the actual bases we occupy globally. The 2003 Base Status Report fails to mention, for instance, any garrisons in Kosovo — even though it is the site of the huge Camp Bondsteel, built in 1999 and maintained ever since by Kellogg Brown & Root. The Report similarly omits bases in Afghanistan, Iraq, Israel, Kuwait, Kyrgyzstan, Qatar, and Uzbekistan, although the U.S. military has established colossal base structures throughout the so-called arc of instability in the two and a half years since 9/11. For Okinawa, the southernmost island of Japan, which has been an American military colony for the past 58 years, the report deceptively lists only one Marine base, Camp Butler, when in fact Okinawa “hosts” 10 Marine Corps bases, including Marine Corps Air Station Futenma occupying 1,186 acres in the center of that modest-sized island’s second-largest city. (Manhattan’s Central Park, by contrast, is only 843 acres.) The Pentagon similarly fails to note all of the $5 billion worth of military and espionage installations in Britain, which have long been conveniently disguised as Royal Air Force bases. If there were an honest count, the actual size of our military empire would probably top 1,000 different bases in other people’s countries, but no one — possibly not even the Pentagon — knows the exact number for sure, although it has been distinctly on the rise in recent years. 


Militarism Answers

The Bush Administration is building new smaller military bases all across the world

Vernon Loeb 2003. (Washington Post staff writer) “New Bases Reflect Shift in Military” Monday, June 9, 2003.  Accessed from http://www.iraqwararchive.org/data/jun09/US/wp04.pdf  on June 28, 2010.

In the most extensive global realignment of U.S. military forces since the end of the Cold War, the Bush administration is creating a network of far-flung military bases designed for the rapid projection of American military power against terrorists, hostile states and other potential adversaries. The withdrawal of U.S. troops from the Demilitarized Zone between North and South Korea, announced Thursday, and the recent removal of most U.S. forces from Saudi Arabia are the opening moves in a complex shift that should replace most large, permanent U.S. bases overseas with smaller facilities that can be used as needed, defense officials said. The bases are being built or expanded in countries such as Qatar, Bulgaria and Kyrgyzstan, and the U.S. territory of Guam. 

Bases are not the root of militarism – this is their author

Catherine Lutz, 2009, professor of anthropology at Brown University and the Watson Institute for International Studies The Bases of Empire p. 22

As the world economy and its technological substructures have changed, so have the roles of foreign bases. By 1500, new sailing technologies allowed much longer-distance voyages, even circumnavigational ones, and so empires could aspire to long networks of coastal naval bases to facilitate the control of sea lanes and trade. They were established at distances that would allow provisioning the ship, taking on fresh fruit that would protect sailors from scurvy, and so on. By the twenty-first century, technological advances have at least theoretically eliminated many of the reasons for foreign bases, including the in-transit refueling of jets and aircraft carriers, the nuclear powering of submarines and battleships, and other advances in sea- and airlift of military personnel and equipment.

Capital – not imperialism – is what causes bases

Catherine Lutz, 2009, professor of anthropology at Brown University and the Watson Institute for International Studies The Bases of Empire p. 22-23

States that invest their people’s wealth in overseas bases have paid direct as well as opportunity costs, the consequences of which in the long run have usually been collapse of the empire. In The Rise and Fall of Great Powers, Kennedy notes that previous empires which established and tenaciously held onto overseas bases inevitably saw their wealth and power decay and that history

demonstrates that military “security” alone is never enough. It may, over the shorter term, deter or defeat rival states ... [b]ut if, by such victories, the nation over-extends itself geographically and strategically; if, even at

a less imperial level, it chooses to devote a large proportion of its total income to “protection,” leaving less for “productive investment,” it is likely to find its economic output slowing down, with dire implications for its long-term capacity to maintain both its citizens’ consumption demands and its international position (Kennedy 1987:539).5

Nonetheless, U.S. defense officials and scholars have continued to argue that bases lead to “enhanced national security and successful foreign policy” because they provide “a credible capacity to move, employ, and sustain military forces abroad” (Blaker 1990:3), and the ability “to impose the will of the United States and its coalition partners on any adversaries.”6 This belief, along with a number of others to be examined below, helps sustain the web of bases.


Militarism Answers

Militarism does not drive global politics – historical evidence proves

Stanley Kober, 6.  Research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Mediterranean Quarterly: Winter 2006. Vol. 17 Issue 1, p141-143.

And thus we come to preemption and the Iraq war. Unfortunately, the war is not going as intended. Krauthammer was correct: victory does change everything, but that holds for our enemy as well as for us. The difficulty now confronting army recruit- ing testifies to the change in American psychology, and the implications for American power are not reassuring.

But it is precisely this difficulty in recruiting that presents the principal challenge to Bacevich’s thesis of a new American militarism. “Since October 2001, propensity to join the military among youth ages seventeen to twenty-one is down 20 percent,” Maj. Gen. Michael D. Rochelle, head of the army recruiting command, has observed. This is, quite simply, not reflective of a society that has become militarized.

Similarly, the effort to find an old American militarism in America’s past is a bit overdrawn. Bacevich reprises the view that Woodrow Wilson took the United States into World War I to make the world safe for democracy, claiming that “only the cer- tainty that he was acting as a divine agent, that America’s mission was a providential one, could justify his decision in the spring of 1917 to intervene.” Such a claim over- looks evidence of Wilson’s reluctance to enter the war. “This country does not intend to become involved in this war,” Wilson told his close advisor Colonel House, according to House’s diary entry of 4 January 1917. “It would be a crime against civilization for us to go in.”
The US is spending a lower amount of GDP on the military than during the Cold War

Stanley Kober, 6.  Research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Mediterranean Quarterly: Winter 2006. Vol. 17 Issue 1, p141-143.

In addition, although American defense spending may now equal that all of the countries of the world put together, that is primarily a reflection of America’s stunning economic dominance. Russia is merely a pale shadow of the Soviet Union, China is still developing, and most of the major democracies spend relatively little on defense because they see no threats (and because they are committed to social programs that are already overwhelming their taxing ability). The proper measure of militarism would be the percentage of gross domestic product that is spent on defense, which is approxi- mately 4 percent. That is well below Cold War levels—and even the current level is the result of an increase following the devastating attack of 11 September.
Very little evidence the US is militarized

Stanley Kober, 6.  Research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Mediterranean Quarterly: Winter 2006. Vol. 17 Issue 1, p141-143.

In short, it is difficult to view the United States as a country that is militarized. Rather, what Bacevich documents is a disconnect between American society as a whole and its armed forces. He offers a few proposals for correcting this problem, such as requiring all officers to earn a bachelor’s degree at a civilian university. But as he points out, it was the military that hesitated at the prospect of using force. In perhaps his most damning judgment, he writes that “although members of the Bush administra- tion professed to hold America’s fighting men and women in high regard, they evinced little patience with soldiers who counseled caution or restraint.”
Iraq will end American militarism

Stanley Kober, 6.  Research fellow in foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Mediterranean Quarterly: Winter 2006. Vol. 17 Issue 1, p141-143.

Indeed, by writing a book criticizing the new American militarism, Bacevich him- self recognizes the need for former military officers to bring their special expertise to bear on policy debates. His discussion of the lessons drawn from Vietnam provides a critical insight into current policy. The consequences are before us. If a new American militarism emerged from Vietnam, it is doubtful it will survive Iraq.

Patriarchy Answers

Trying to dismantle patriarchy via the state is impossible – norms are too engrained within the government

Mary Becker, Professor of Law, DePaul University College of Law, The University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1999. P.LN

In light of these and other problems with relying on the courts to protect the groups at the bottom of the patriarchal hierarchy, in the end, there is nothing but politics. Indeed, reliance on courts and their definitions of constitutional notions such as equality are a great deal of the problem. In the United States, court-identified notions of constitutional equality shape notions of equality throughout the culture. Most Americans, without even realizing that there are alternatives, think of inequality between women and men the way the Supreme Court does. Inequality between women and men is an isolated question considered in the context of a single event, rule, or practice. It is considered in isolation from race, class, other inequalities, and broader social patterns and expectations. Whether the challenged event, rule or  [*83]  practice contributes to inequality between the sexes turns solely on whether it treats similarly situated individuals differently because one is a woman and the other a man. The result of this approach to questions of inequality is that patriarchy as a social system within which rules operate -- a social system that is male-centered, male-identified, male-dominated, and obsessed with power over and control of others n333 -- remains entirely invisible. Patriarchy can be challenged, but only by those who see it. All the culture and the courts can see is sex discrimination, defined as treating differently similarly situated women and men. Patriarchy includes some, but not all, sex discrimination (by this definition) but is a much broader phenomenon, as demonstrated in Figure A. 
2. Patriarchy will just reshape – challenging it with the state is ineffective

Mary Becker, Professor of Law, DePaul University College of Law, The University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1999. P.LN

Thus far, I have not discussed the possibility of challenging patriarchy by using constitutional standards interpreted by the United States Supreme Court and enforced by the lower federal and state courts. Patriarchy is far too malleable and flexible to be "caught" by any standard capable of being administered by courts. As supporters of formal equality stress, sex-based laws -- even laws that arguably favor women -- often contribute to women's subordinate status and serve patriarchal goals. n328 But sex-specific patriarchal rules harmful to women can be replaced by even more harmful gender-neutral legislation. For example, traditional alimony rights were sex-specific (available only to women) and based on notions of female dependency rather than on women's contributions to the marriage partnership. n329 Such laws were insulting and patriarchal in that they ignored the value of what women contributed to families.

3. PATRIARCHY WILL JUST REINVENT ITSELF

Richard Michael Fischl, Professor, University of Miami School of Law, 2004 Buffalo Law Review, (52 Buffalo L. Rev. 659) P.LN

Less plausible, perhaps, is the notion that a reversal of traditional gender roles would lead to "a woman's world" rather than simply a different sort of patriarchy. A world in which men stayed home to do protective work might, after all, be a world in which protective work rather than paid labor was treated as the centerpiece of civil society. This point is chillingly suggested in a short story by Margaret Atwood in which men have taken over the kitchen, banishing women to the office and factory. n11 As Atwood observes of her imagined world: "A man's status in the community was now displayed by the length of his carving knives, by how many of them he had and how sharp he kept them, and by whether they were plain or ornamented with gold and precious jewels." n12

Patriarchy Answers

Turn: IDENTIFYING MEN AS THE PROBLEM DESTROYS A POTENTIAL ALLY AND DOES NOT ATTACK THE ROOT CAUSE OF OPPRESSION

Sandra Bloodworth, Socialist Review (Australian), Issue 2, Winter 1990, pp. 5-33 

The fight for women’s liberation begins there. The idea that men have power over women can do nothing but  get in the way. It reinforces the division of sexism. Men are sexist today. But women’s oppression does not  equal male power. If we see the fight against sexism as separate from the class struggle, we can easily fall  into seeing working class men as an enemy. In reality, they are potential allies. In the seventies when  building workers were confident of their union strength the Builders’ Labourers’ Federation (BLF) supported  women’s right to work on building sites. Every defence of abortion rights against the Right to Life has  received support from large numbers of men. In the mass abortion campaign against Queensland’s Bjelke-  Petersen government in 1979-80, men were able to be won to support the struggle, including transport  workers at Email, who stopped work to join a picket. In 1986, BLF support for the nurses’ strike in Victoria  challenged their sexist ideas about the role of women.  Once we understand that working class men have nothing to gain from women’s oppression, we can see the  possibility of breaking them from sexist ideas. Then we can be confident that workers, women and men  fighting side by side in solidarity, can begin to change the “existing categories”. There is nothing automatic  about changes in consciousness in struggle. But with an understanding of the roots of women’s oppression,  socialists can intervene around these issues and relate them to the experience of workers’ struggles.  

Alternative causality – capitalism creates patriarchy

Sandra Bloodworth, Socialist Review (Australian), Issue 2, Winter 1990, pp. 5-33 

It is impossible to interpret these facts from the point of view of patriarchy theory. Why would men decide as  a whole to allow women into the workforce sometimes, drive them out at others, concentrate them in certain  jobs which men had previously done? Why did male workers agree to let women into some industries? Why  did they agree to allow their jobs to be deskilled and working conditions undermined? Why haven’t they  demanded that they be given women’s jobs by their male allies in the employing class? It does not make  sense to even pose the questions this way.  Whether men or women were thrown out of work at any time depended on which industries were hardest hit  by a slump. When the ruling class wanted to defend its interests from other national ruling classes in wars, it  needed women to replace the male workers they sent off to die for them. Where it was possible to deskill  work and lower wages, it was often a useful strategy for bosses to use women. At every point, it was not  male interests being furthered, but those of capital with its continual drive for profits. 

PATRIARCHY IS NOT THE ROOT OF ALL POWER RELATIONS – ITS WEAK

Sandra Bloodworth, Socialist Review (Australian), Issue 2, Winter 1990, pp. 5-33 

This Marxist view of the family arises from an analysis which begins with production, which sees society as  a whole, but which does not mechanically reduce everything directly to economics. Patriarchy theory would  have to say that male workers have been in an alliance for male power in which their interests have  continually been ignored, that mostly they have lost out or even been under attack from their allies.  


Patriarchy Answers

JUST HELPING WOMEN DOES NOT ADDRESS THE CORE IDEAL OF OPPRESSION – THIS LEADS TO SOLIDIFYING PATRIARCHY

Mary Becker, Professor of Law, DePaul University College of Law, The University of Chicago Legal Forum, 1999. P.LN

Women's inequality cannot be adequately addressed simply by working to get women "a bigger piece of the pie." n19 If this is all we do, some women will succeed. But the women who succeed will be those who are male-centered and male-identified; who conform to patriarchal values; and who do not seriously threaten the patriarchal order. n20 Moreover, these women will themselves contribute to the oppression of other races, classes, and ethnicities, and of women who are less male-centered and male-identified and who are therefore more threatening to the status quo.

ALT CAUSALITY – PRISON RAPE

Olga Giller, Editor-in-Chief, Cardozo Women's Law Journal, Cardozo Women's Law Journal Summer, 2004 (10 Cardozo Women's L.J. 659)

Prison rape has been called "America's oldest, darkest, yet most open secret." n8 Although the exact number of prisoners who are sexually assaulted is difficult to discern, it is widely believed that sexual harassment such as intimidation, propositions, extortion, assault and rape runs rampant in the prison system. n9 A prison in its very nature is a hierarchical, strict and penal institution whose main goal is to punish, not rehabilitate. Modeling itself on the patriarchal structure of American society as a whole, the prison system mirrors and magnifies the racial, gender and class structures that divide the United States.

Environment Answers

Bases are not responsible for environmental destruction

Yoko Abe, 1 MA from School of Applied Social Science West Virginia University Division of Sociology and Anthropology, MANUFACTURING SECURITY: MASS MEDIA COVERAGE OF DEPLETED URANIUM WEAPON USE IN OKINAWA, JAPAN, http://wvuscholar.wvu.edu:8881//exlibris/dtl/d3_1/apache_media/6062.pdf
To what extent would the natural environment in Okinawa be damaged by development projects if there were no bases? Based on their writings, Murai (1995) or McCormack (1999) would answer that the environment in Okinawa would still suffer from public construction and other development projects even if there were no U.S. military bases, since Japan is known as doken kokka, a term which translates as the “public works (construction) political economy” (McCormack, 1999, parenthesis added).
Large mainland construction corporations make tremendous profits in the Third World, in the form of the Official Development Assistance (ODA) funded by the Japanese government, and they do the same within Japan with large allocations from the national budget (Murai, 1995). Since 1972, the cause of environmental degradation in Okinawa has largely been due to the “improvement” of farmland, the “development” of dams, roads, ports, harbors, resort areas, and other projects funded mainly by the Japanese government (McCormack, 1999). Many of these projects are unnecessary. Destructive construction projects, with little concern for the ecosystem, have been seen throughout the Japanese archipelago.

Environmental catastrophes are hype and lies – Statistics go our way.

Dutton 01 - prof of philosophy @ U of Canterbury [Dennis Dutton. “Greener Thank You Think. ‘The Skeptical Environmentalist: Measuring the Real State of the World' by Bjorn Lomborg.” The Washington Post. October 21, 2001.]

That the human race faces environmental problems is unquestionable. That environmental experts have regularly tried to scare us out of our wits with doomsday chants is also beyond dispute. In the 1960s overpopulation was going to cause massive worldwide famine around 1980. A decade later we were being told the world would be out of oil by the 1990s. This was an especially chilly prospect, since, as Newsweek reported in 1975, we were in a climatic cooling trend that was going to reduce agricultural outputs for the rest of the century, leading possibly to a new Ice Age.  Bjorn Lomborg, a young statistics professor and political scientist at the University of Aarhus in Denmark, knows all about the enduring appeal -- for journalists, politicians and the public -- of environmental doomsday tales, having swallowed more than a few himself. In 1997, Lomborg -- a self-described left-winger and former Greenpeace member -- came across an article in Wired magazine about Julian Simon, a University of Maryland economist. Simon claimed that the "litany" of the Green movement -- its fears about overpopulation, animal species dying by the hour, deforestation -- was hysterical nonsense, and that the quality of life on the planet was radically improving. Lomborg was shocked by this, and he returned to Denmark to set about doing the research that would refute Simon.  He and his team of academicians discovered something sobering and cheering: In every one of his claims, Simon was correct. Moreover, Lomborg found on close analysis that the factual foundation on which the environmental doomsayers stood was deeply flawed: exaggeration, prevarications, white lies and even convenient typographical errors had been absorbed unchallenged into the folklore of environmental disaster scenarios.  

Environment Answers

The environment is resilient – It has withstood ridiculous amounts of destruction.

Easterbrook 95, Distinguished Fellow, Fullbright Foundation (Gregg, A Moment on Earth pg 25) MI

In the aftermath of events such as Love Canal or the Exxon Valdez oil spill, every reference to the environment is prefaced with the adjective "fragile." "Fragile environment" has become a welded phrase of the modern lexicon, like "aging hippie" or "fugitive financier." But the notion of a fragile environment is profoundly wrong. Individual animals, plants, and people are distressingly fragile. The environment that contains them is close to indestructible.   The living environment of Earth has survived ice ages; bombardments of cosmic radiation more deadly than atomic fallout; solar radiation more powerful than the worst-case projection for ozone depletion; thousand-year periods of intense volcanism releasing global air pollution far worse than that made by any factory; reversals of the planet's magnetic poles; the rearrangement of continents; transformation of plains into mountain ranges and of seas into plains; fluctuations of ocean currents and the jet stream; 300-foot vacillations in sea levels; shortening and lengthening of the seasons caused by shifts in the planetary axis; collisions of asteroids and comets bearing far more force than man's nuclear arsenals; and the years without summer that followed these impacts.   Yet hearts beat on, and petals unfold still. Were the environment fragile it would have expired many eons before the advent of the industrial affronts of the dreaming ape. Human assaults on the environment, though mischievous, are pinpricks compared to forces of the magnitude nature is accustomed to resisting. 

Environmental threats exaggerated 

Gordon 95 - a professor of mineral economics at Pennsylvania State University [Gordon, Richard, “Ecorealism Exposed,” Regulation, 1995, http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv18n3/reg18n3-readings.html

Easterbrook's argument is that although environmental problems deserve attention, the environmental movement has exaggerated the threats and ignored evidence of improvement. His discontent causes him to adopt and incessantly employ the pejoratively intended (and irritating) shorthand "enviros" to describe the leading environmental organizations and their admirers. He proposes-and overuses-an equally infelicitous alternative phrase, "ecorealism," that seems to mean that most environmental initiatives can be justifited by more moderate arguments. Given the mass, range, and defects of the book, any review of reasonable length must be selective.  Easterbrook's critique begins with an overview of environmentalism from a global perspective. He then turns to a much longer (almost 500- page) survey of many specific environmental issues. The overview section is a shorter, more devastating criticism, but it is also more speculative than the survey of specific issues.  In essence, the overview argument is that human impacts on the environment are minor, easily correctable influences on a world affected by far more powerful forces. That is a more penetrating criticism than typically appears in works expressing skepticism about environmentalism. Easterbrook notes that mankind's effects on nature long predate industrialization or the white colonization of America, but still have had only minor impacts. We are then reminded of the vast, often highly destructive changes that occur naturally and the recuperative power of natural systems. 


Environment Answers

Nature sustains damage and recovers.

Easterbrook 95 Distinguished Fellow, Fulbright Foundation (Gregg, A Moment on Earth)

Nature is not ending, nor is human damage to the environment “unprecedented.” Nature has repelled forces of a magnitude many times greater than the worst human malfeasance. Nature is no ponderously slow. It’s just old. Old and slow are quite different concepts. That the living world can adjust with surprising alacrity is the reason nature has been able to get old. Most natural recoveries from ecological duress happen with amazing speed. Significant human tampering with the environment has been in progress for at least ten millennia and perhaps longer. If nature has been interacting with genus Homo for thousands of years, then the living things that made it to the present day may be ones whose genetic treasury renders them best suited to resist human mischief. This does not ensure any creature will continue to survive any clash with humankind. It does make survival more likely than doomsday orthodox asserts. If nature’s adjustment to the human presence began thousands of years ago, perhaps it will soon be complete. Far from reeling helplessly before a human onslaught, nature may be on the verge of reasserting itself. Nature still rules much more of the Earth than does genus Homo. To the statistical majority of natures creatures the arrival of men and women goes unnoticed.

Prefer our evidence – Environmental apocalypse scenarios are always overblown and recent human advancements solve.

Ronald Bailey 2k, science correspondent, author of Earth Report 2000: Revisiting the True State of the Planet, former Brookes Fellow in Environmental Journalism at the Competitive Enterprise Institute, member of the Society of Environmental Journalists, adjunct scholar at the Cato Institute, May 2000, Reason Magazine, “Earth Day, Then and Now,” http://reason.com/0005/fe.rb.earth.shtml

Earth Day 1970 provoked a torrent of apocalyptic predictions. “We have about five more years at the outside to do something,” ecologist Kenneth Watt declared to a Swarthmore College audience on April 19, 1970. Harvard biologist George Wald estimated that “civilization will end within 15 or 30 years unless immediate action is taken against problems facing mankind.” “We are in an environmental crisis which threatens the survival of this nation, and of the world as a suitable place of human habitation,” wrote Washington University biologist Barry Commoner in the Earth Day issue of the scholarly journal Environment. The day after Earth Day, even the staid New York Times editorial page warned, “Man must stop pollution and conserve his resources, not merely to enhance existence but to save the race from intolerable deterioration and possible extinction.” Very Apocalypse Now. Three decades later, of course, the world hasn’t come to an end; if anything, the planet’s ecological future has never looked so promising. With half a billion people suiting up around the globe for Earth Day 2000, now is a good time to look back on the predictions made at the first Earth Day and see how they’ve held up and what we can learn from them. The short answer: The prophets of doom were not simply wrong, but spectacularly wrong. More important, many contemporary environmental alarmists are similarly mistaken when they continue to insist that the Earth’s future remains an eco-tragedy that has already entered its final act. Such doomsters not only fail to appreciate the huge environmental gains made over the past 30 years, they ignore the simple fact that increased wealth, population, and technological innovation don’t degrade and destroy the environment. Rather, such developments preserve and enrich the environment. If it is impossible to predict fully the future, it is nonetheless possible to learn from the past. And the best lesson we can learn from revisiting the discourse surrounding the very first Earth Day is that passionate concern, however sincere, is no substitute for rational analysis.


Environment Answers

The environment is resilient.

AFP, Agence France Presse, September 15, 1999, “Outlook Grim For World’s Environment Says UN,” http://www.rense.com/earthchanges/grimoutlook_e.htm
The United Nations warned Wednesday that the world’s environment was facing catastrophic damage as the new millennium nears, ranging from irreversible destruction to tropical rainforests to choking air pollution and a threat to the polar ice caps. In a lengthy report, the UN Environment Programme painted a grim tableau for the planet’s citizens in the next millennium, saying time was fast running out to devise a policy of sustainable human development. And for some fragile eco-systems and vulnerable species, it is already too late, warns the report, called GEO-2000. “Tropical forest destruction has gone too far to prevent irreversible damage. It would take many generations to replace the lost forests, and the cultures that have been lost with them can never be replaced,” it warns. “Many of the planet’s species have already been lost or condemned to extinction because of the slow response times of both the environment and policy-makers; it is too late to preserve all the bio-diversity the planet had.” Sounding the alarm, the UNEP said the planet now faced “full-scale emergencies” on several fronts, including these: -- it is probably too late to prevent global warming, a phenomenon whereby exhaust gases and other emissions will raise the temperature of the planet and wreak climate change. Indeed, many of the targets to reduce or stabilise emissions will not be met, the report says. -- urban air pollution problems are reaching “crisis dimensions” in the developing world’s mega-cities, inflicting damage to the health of their inhabitants. -- the seas are being “grossly over-exploited” and even with strenuous efforts will take a long time to recover.


Solvency Answers

The US and Japan are working to improve conditions in Okinawa

Jacques Fuqua 1 is Associate Director of the East Asian Studies Center at Indiana University and a retired Lieutenant Colonel with the U.S. Army. National Clearinghouse for United States-Japan Studies Indiana University, http://iis-db.stanford.edu/docs/133/okinawa.pdf
After the September 1995 rape of a 12-year-old girl by two U.S. marines and one U.S. sailor, the United States and Japanese governments undertook the Special Action Committee on Okinawa (SACO) discussions. These negotiations were designed to identify ways to reduce transgressions by U.S. military and examine broader issues related to U.S. military presence. The discussions outlined 27 steps the U.S. government is responsible for implementing in order to reduce Okinawa’s burden under the security relationship, which include land return, noise abatement, and training modification measures. Many of these steps have already been implemented or are in various stages of implementation. The numerous land return initiatives, however, are a notable exception. Because land return and relocation issues require agreement from local municipalities with interests at variance with those of the central government and the United States, progress can be very slow. While all land return and relocation initiatives have planned completion dates sometime during the first decade of the twenty-first century, most will likely be delayed because of the difficulty in negotiating with various local municipalities.

Opposition to the base is not that intense

Gavan McCormack, emeritus professor Australian National University, March 12, 2010 [Foreign Policy In Focus, http://www.fpif.org/articles/the_travails_of_a_client_state]
For a country in which ultra-nationalism was for so long a problem, the weakness of nationalism in contemporary Japan is puzzling. Six and a half decades after the war ended, Japan still clings to the apron of its former conqueror. Government and opinion leaders want Japan to remain occupied, and are determined at all costs to avoid offence to the occupiers. US forces still occupy lands they then took by force, especially in Okinawa, while the Government of Japan insists they stay and pays them generously to do so. Furthermore, despite successive revelations of the deception and lies (the secret agreements) that have characterized the Ampo relationship, one does not hear any public voice calling for a public inquiry into it. Instead, on all sides one hears only talk of “deepening” it. In particular, the US insists the Futenma Marine Air Station on Okinawa must be replaced by a new military complex at Henoko, and with few exceptions politicians and pundits throughout the country nod their heads.


Solvency - Taiwan Turn

(A) The plan results in a China invasion of Taiwan

Bush, 10. Richard C. [Director, Center for Northeast Asian Studies Brookings Institute, March 10 http://www.brookings.edu/speeches/2010/0310_japan_politics_bush.aspx]

Taiwan also has concerns. The Marines on Okinawa, plus the U.S. air force, serve to strengthen deterrence in the event of aggression by China against Taiwan. China will be less likely to mount an attack because the U.S. has both ground troops and an air base on Okinawa. If China attacked U.S. installations on Okinawa, that almost ensures a serious conflict. The bases act as a tripwire. So there are strong reasons to resolve these issues in a mutually acceptable way (although that way may not be acceptable to the people of Okinawa). And I am cautiously optimistic that they will be resolved. First of all, some senior officials are coming to the right conclusion on Futenma. That is, they are capable of gaining a deeper understanding of Japan’s national interests and where the Okinawa realignment agreement fits.

(B) Taiwan war causes nuclear holocaust

Chalmers Johnson, former political science professor at UC-Berkeley, former chairman of the department and chair of the Center for Chinese Studies, emeritus professor of political science at UC San Diego, May 14, 2001, The Nation, “Time to Bring the Troops Home,” No. 19, Vol. 272

China is another matter. No sane figure in the Pentagon wants a war with China, and all serious US militarists know that China’s minuscule nuclear capacity is not offensive but a deterrent against the overwhelming US power arrayed against it (twenty archaic Chinese warheads versus more than 7,000 US warheads). Taiwan, whose status constitutes the still incomplete last act of the Chinese civil war, remains the most dangerous place on earth. Much as the 1914 assassination of the Austrian crown prince in Sarajevo led to a war that no one wanted, a misstep in Taiwan by any side could bring the United States and China into a conflict that neither wants. Such a war would bankrupt the United States, deeply divide Japan and probably end in a Chinese victory, given that China is the world’s most populous country and would be defending itself against a foreign aggressor. More seriously, it could easily escalate into a nuclear holocaust. Since any Taiwanese attempt to declare its independence formally would be viewed as a challenge to China’s sovereignty, forward-deployed US forces on China’s borders have virtually no deterrent effect. The United States uses satellites to observe changes in China’s basic military capabilities. But the coastal surveillance flights by our twelve (now eleven) EP-3E Aries II spy planes, like the one that was forced down off Hainan Island, seek information that is useful only in an imminent battle. They are inherently provocative and inappropriate when used to monitor a country with which we are at peace. The United States itself maintains a 200-mile area off its coasts in which it intercepts any aircraft attempting similar reconnaissance.


Solvency – Local Economy Turn

The base helps the local economy

Irish Times, June 26, 2010. http://www.irishtimes.com/newspaper/world/2010/0626/1224273366535.html
Nobody can see how his dilemma can be resolved. Voters in Nago, the nearest administrative city to Henoko, this year elected anti-base politician Susumu Inamine as mayor. Newspaper polls put opposition to the base as high as 80-90 per cent. But in a Henoko grocery store where young Jarheads from Camp Schwab shop for cigarettes and beer, owner Masayoshi Kyoda says the town needs the money the base brings. “Without it, we would go bankrupt.”

The base helps local development

Jacques Fuqua 1 is Associate Director of the East Asian Studies Center at Indiana University and a retired Lieutenant Colonel with the U.S. Army. National Clearinghouse for United States-Japan Studies Indiana University, http://iis-db.stanford.edu/docs/133/okinawa.pdf
Further complicating land return initiatives is the fact that much of the land on which U.S. military facilities are located is privately owned; the Japanese government pays landowners for the use of their land. As Japan’s poorest prefecture, Okinawa and its citizens are particularly susceptible to economic rewards and sanctions from the government. Consequently, many Okinawans have a vested interest in keeping the U.S. military in place. These payments, particularly for the island’s farmers, represent a substantial portion of their annual income. The government uses an “economic carrot- and-stick approach,” at times offering economic rewards to the prefecture to garner local support for security initiatives and at others threatening withdrawal of economic support to force consent. Economic self-interest then mitigates some opposition to a U.S. presence on the island.
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