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Okinawa Marine Corps 1AC—Inherency Contention

Contention One: Inherency

The United States remains committed to maintaining an expanded military presence on Okinawa—plans for the Futenma Replacement Facility in Nago are being greenlighted by Japan.

Chalmers Johnson, Professor Emeritus of the University of California—San Diego, former consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, former head of the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California—Berkeley for years, and President and Co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute, 2010 (“Another battle of Okinawa,” Los Angeles Times, May 6th, Available Online at http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/06/opinion/la-oe-johnson-20100506)
The United States is on the verge of permanently damaging its alliance with Japan in a dispute over a military base in Okinawa. This island prefecture hosts three-quarters of all U.S. military facilities in Japan. Washington wants to build one more base there, in an ecologically sensitive area. The Okinawans vehemently oppose it, and tens of thousands gathered last month to protest the base. Tokyo is caught in the middle, and it looks as if Japan's prime minister has just caved in to the U.S. demands. In the globe-girdling array of overseas military bases that the United States has acquired since World War II — more than 700 in 130 countries — few have a sadder history than those we planted in Okinawa. In 1945, Japan was of course a defeated enemy and therefore given no say in where and how these bases would be distributed. On the main islands of Japan, we simply took over their military bases. But Okinawa was an independent kingdom until Japan annexed it in 1879, and the Japanese continue to regard it somewhat as the U.S. does Puerto Rico. The island was devastated in the last major battle in the Pacific, and the U.S. simply bulldozed the land it wanted, expropriated villagers or forcibly relocated them to Bolivia. From 1950 to 1953, the American bases in Okinawa were used to fight the Korean War, and from the 1960s until 1973, they were used during the Vietnam War. Not only did they serve as supply depots and airfields, but the bases were where soldiers went for rest and recreation, creating a subculture of bars, prostitutes and racism. Around several bases fights between black and white American soldiers were so frequent and deadly that separate areas were developed to cater to the two groups. The U.S. occupation of Japan ended with the peace treaty of 1952, but Okinawa remained a U.S. military colony until 1972. For 20 years, Okinawans were essentially stateless people, not entitled to either Japanese or U.S. passports or civil rights. Even after Japan regained sovereignty over Okinawa, the American military retained control over what occurs on its numerous bases and over Okinawan airspace. Since 1972, the Japanese government and the American military have colluded in denying Okinawans much say over their future, but this has been slowly changing. In 1995, for example, there were huge demonstrations against the bases after two Marines and a sailor were charged with abducting and raping a 12-year-old girl. In 1996, the U.S. agreed that it would be willing to give back Futenma, which is entirely surrounded by the town of Ginowan, but only if the Japanese would build another base to replace it elsewhere on the island. So was born the Nago option in 1996 (not formalized until 2006, in a U.S.-Japan agreement). Nago is a small fishing village in the northeastern part of Okinawa's main island and the site of a coral reef that is home to the dugong, an endangered marine mammal similar to Florida's manatee. In order to build a large U.S. Marine base there, a runway would have to be constructed on either pilings or landfill, killing the coral reef. Environmentalists have been protesting ever since, and in early 2010, Nago elected a mayor who ran on a platform of resisting any American base in his town. Yukio Hatoyama, the Japanese prime minister who came to power in 2009, won partly on a platform that he would ask the United States to relinquish the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station and move its Marines entirely off the island. But on Tuesday, he visited Okinawa, bowed deeply and essentially asked its residents to suck it up. I find Hatoyama's behavior craven and despicable, but I deplore even more the U.S. government's arrogance in forcing the Japanese to this deeply humiliating impasse. The U.S. has become obsessed with maintaining our empire of military bases, which we cannot afford and which an increasing number of so-called host countries no longer want. I would strongly suggest that the United States climb off its high horse, move the Futenma Marines back to a base in the United States (such as Camp Pendleton, near where I live) and thank the Okinawans for their 65 years of forbearance. 

Okinawa Marine Corps 1AC—Adventurism Contention

Contention ___: Adventurism

The plan is key to avoid catastrophic U.S. involvement in regional quagmires—only exiting Okinawa can refashion the U.S.-Japan alliance and secure regional stability.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Japan Can Defend Itself,” The National Interest Online, May 12th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
With Tokyo retreating from its commitment to chart a more independent course, it is up to the United States to reorder the relationship. Washington policy makers long have enjoyed America's quasi-imperial role. But U.S. citizens are paying for and dying in Washington's quasi-imperial wars. An expansive American role made sense during the Cold War in the aftermath of World War II. That world disappeared two decades ago. Promiscuous intervention in today's world inflates the power of Washington policy makers but harms the interests of U.S. citizens. American forces and personnel are expected to be at perpetual risk guaranteeing the interests of other states, including Japan. Thus the U.S. reliance on Okinawa. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Marine Corps Pacific commander, said the island deployment is "the perfect model" for the alliance's objectives of "deterring, defending and defeating potential adversaries." For years the most obvious target of the American forces was North Korea, with the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) expected to reinforce the Republic of Korea in the event of war. Yet the ROK is both financially and manpower rich. More recently some Americans have talked about deploying the MEF to seize Pyongyang's nuclear weapons in the event of a North Korean collapse. Alas, so far the North has proved to be surprisingly resilient, so the Marines might wait a long time to undertake this mission. Checking China is next on the potential Okinawa mission list. However, no one expects the United States to launch a ground invasion of the People's Republic of China irrespective of the future course of events. Thus, the MEF wouldn't be very useful in any conflict. In any case, a stronger Japanese military — which already possesses potent capabilities — would be a far better mechanism for encouraging responsible Chinese development. There's also the kitchen sink argument: the Marines are to maintain regional "stability." Pentagon officials draw expanding circles around Okinawa to illustrate potential areas of operation. The mind boggles, however. Should U.S. troops be sent to resolve, say, the long-running Burmese guerrilla war in that nation's east, a flare-up of secessionist sentiment in Indonesia, violent opposition to Fiji's military dictator, or border skirmishes between Cambodia and Thailand? It hard to imagine any reason for Washington to jump into any local conflict. America's presumption should be noninvolvement rather than intervention in other nations' wars. Making fewer promises to intervene would allow the United States to reduce the number of military personnel and overseas bases. A good place to start in cutting international installations would be Okinawa. America's post-Cold War dominance is coming to an end. Michael Schuman argued in Time: "Anyone who thinks the balance of power in Asia is not changing — and with it, the strength of the U.S., even among its old allies — hasn't been there lately." Many analysts nevertheless want the United States to attempt to maintain its unnatural dominance. Rather than accommodate a more powerful China, they want America to contain a wealthier and more influential Beijing. Rather than expect its allies to defend themselves and promote regional stability, they want Washington to keep its friends dependent. To coin a phrase, it's time for a change. U.S. intransigence over Okinawa has badly roiled the bilateral relationship. But even a more flexible basing policy would not be enough. Washington is risking the lives and wasting the money of the American people to defend other populous and prosperous states. Washington should close Futenma — as a start to refashioning the alliance with Japan. Rather than a unilateral promise by the United States to defend Japan, the relationship should become one of equals working together on issues of mutual interest. Responsibility for protecting Japan should become that of Japan. Both Okinawans and Americans deserve justice. It's time for Washington to deliver. 
We’ll isolate two scenarios—first is China:

Current strategy puts the U.S. on a collision course with China—this makes war inevitable.

Christopher Layne, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Research Fellow with the Center on Peace and Liberty at The Independent Institute, 2007 ("The Case Against the American Empire," American Empire: A Debate, Published by Routledge, ISBN 0415952034, p. 73-74)

To be sure, the United States should not ignore the potential strategic ramifications of China’s arrival on the world stage as a great power. After all, the lesson of history is that the emergence of new great powers in the international system leads to conflict, not peace. On this score, the notion—propagated by Beijing—that China’s will be a “peaceful rise” is just as fanciful as claims by American policy-makers that China has no need to build up its military capabilities because it is unthreatened by any other state. Still, this does not mean that the United States and China inevitably are on a collision course that will culminate in the next decade or two in a war. Whether Washington and Beijing actually come to blows, however, depends largely on what strategy the United States chooses to adopt toward China, because the United States has the “last clear chance” to adopt a grand strategy that will serve its interests in balancing Chinese power without running the risk of an armed clash with [end page 73] Beijing. If the United States continues to aim at upholding its current primacy, however, Sino-American conflict is virtually certain.

This risks extinction.

Straits Times (Singapore), 2000 (“Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” June 25th, Available Online via Lexis-Nexis)

The high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable.  Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war.  Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation.  In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore.  If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire.  And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order.  With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq.  In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase.  Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war?  According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat.  In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons.  If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons.  The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option.  A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons.  Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it.  He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention.  Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation.  There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else. 

Subpoint B is North Korea:

Continued military presence risks entanglement with North Korea—this would draw the U.S. into a bloody conflict.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Avoiding Pyongyang,” The National Interest Online, May 24th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23432)
The sinking of the Cheonan was an outrage, but it was an outrage against the ROK. It should not be an issue of great concern to America, which normally would offer diplomatic backing but not military support to a democratic friend. Yet American analysts have been producing articles and studies carrying such titles as “America Must Show Resolve over North Korea” and “U.S. Must Respond Firmly to North Korean Naval Attack.” The question is: why? No American forces were attacked. None are likely to be targeted. The U.S. military already is very busy, especially in Afghanistan. There’s no reason for Washington to risk war over an assault on another state, especially one well able to defend itself. Were the ROK still a helpless economic wreck, one could concoct an argument for American aid. But the South vastly outranges the DPRK on every measure of national power. The ongoing debate about whether Seoul is ready to take over operational control (“OPCON”) of its own forces along with any U.S. troops during a war is symptomatic of the extreme dependency in which South Korea finds itself. For the ROK to cower fearfully before Pyongyang is roughly the equivalent of the U.S. running to Brussels to request European troops to deter a Mexican attack. At least the alliance provides an obvious benefit to Seoul: a source of military reinforcement from the global superpower. Still, the South finds its decision-making, even on the question of its national survival, affected and directed by American policy makers half a world away. Virtually every American, from think-tank analyst to Obama administration staffer, has called on South Korea to exercise “restraint.” They say the ROK’s response should be “measured.” They urge Seoul to be “cautious.” And so on. That makes sense from America’s standpoint. Indeed, the Obama administration has reason to be making much stronger representations privately. It would be folly for the United States to get into a war over the sinking of the Cheonan. It doesn’t matter that the act was criminal; it doesn’t matter that the deaths have greatly pained South Koreans; it doesn’t matter that Seoul might calculate the costs and benefits of a tough response differently. Washington’s top priority is avoiding another war, one that likely would be costly, brutal, and bloody—and of no conceivable benefit to America. Obviously, South Koreans have an even greater incentive to avoid war, since their nation would be the principal battleground. However, they might decide that to exhibit weakness in the face of the North’s provocation would make the chance of war even greater in the future. If Pyongyang believes that it can sink a South Korean ship without consequence, what might the Kim regime do next? 

The impact is global nuclear war.

Peter Hayes, Professor of International Relations at RMIT University (Australia) and Director of the Nautilus Institute in San Francisco, and Michael Hamel-Green, Dean of and Professor in the Faculty of Arts, Education and Human Development at Victoria University (Australia), 2009 (“The Path Not Taken, The Way Still Open: Denuclearizing The Korean Peninsula And Northeast Asia,” The Asia-Pacific Journal, December 14th, Available Online at http://www.japanfocus.org/-Peter-Hayes/3267)
At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions. But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view:     That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow…The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger…To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions.   The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison.  How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes.  There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community. 

Finally—adventurist entanglements are morally unacceptable—refusing to sacrifice the lives of American soldiers is a decision rule. 

Alex Epstein, Analyst at the Ayn Rand Center for Individual Rights, 2008 (“What We Owe Our Soldiers,” Ayn Rand Center For Individual Rights, Available Online at http://www.aynrand.org/site/News2?page=NewsArticle&id=23387&news_iv_ctrl=1063)
Every Memorial Day, we pay tribute to the American men and women who have died in combat. With speeches and solemn ceremonies, we recognize their courage and valor. But one fact goes unacknowledged in our Memorial Day tributes: all too many of our soldiers have died unnecessarily—because they were sent to fight for a purpose other than America’s freedom. The proper purpose of a government is to protect its citizens’ lives and freedom against the initiation of force by criminals at home and aggressors abroad. The American government has a sacred responsibility to recognize the individual value of every one of its citizens’ lives, and thus to do everything possible to protect the rights of each to life, liberty, property, and the pursuit of happiness. This absolutely includes our soldiers. Soldiers are not sacrificial objects; they are full-fledged Americans with the same moral right as the rest of us to the pursuit of their own goals, their own dreams, their own happiness. Rational soldiers enjoy much of the work of military service, take pride in their ability to do it superlatively, and gain profound satisfaction in protecting the freedom of every American, including their own freedom. Soldiers know that in entering the military, they are risking their lives in the event of war. But this risk is not, as it is often described, a “sacrifice” for a “higher cause.” When there is a true threat to America, it is a threat to all of our lives and loved ones, soldiers included. Many become soldiers for precisely this reason; it was, for instance, the realization of the threat of Islamic terrorism after September 11--when 3,000 innocent Americans were slaughtered in cold blood on a random Tuesday morning--that prompted so many to join the military. For an American soldier, to fight for freedom is not to fight for a “higher cause,” separate from or superior to his own life--it is to fight for his own life and happiness. He is willing to risk his life in time of war because he is unwilling to live as anything other than a free man. He does not want or expect to die, but he would rather die than live in slavery or perpetual fear. His attitude is epitomized by the words of John Stark, New Hampshire’s most famous soldier in the Revolutionary War: “Live free or die.” What we owe these men who fight so bravely for their and our freedom is to send them to war only when that freedom is truly threatened, and to make every effort to protect their lives during war--by providing them with the most advantageous weapons, training, strategy, and tactics possible. Shamefully, America has repeatedly failed to meet this obligation. It has repeatedly placed soldiers in harm’s way when no threat to America existed--e.g., to quell tribal conflicts in Somalia, Bosnia, and Kosovo. America entered World War I, in which 115,000 soldiers died, with no clear self-defense purpose but rather on the vague, self-sacrificial grounds that “The world must be made safe for democracy.” America’s involvement in Vietnam, in which 56,000 Americans died in a fiasco that American officials openly declared a “no-win” war, was justified primarily in the name of service to the South Vietnamese. And the current war in Iraq--which could have had a valid purpose as a first step in ousting the terrorist-sponsoring, anti-American regimes of the Middle East--is responsible for thousands of unnecessary American deaths in pursuit of the sacrificial goal of “civilizing” Iraq by enabling Iraqis to select any government they wish, no matter how anti-American. In addition to being sent on ill-conceived, “humanitarian” missions, our soldiers have been compromised with crippling rules of engagement that place the lives of civilians in enemy territory above their own. In Afghanistan, we refused to bomb many top leaders out of their hideouts for fear of civilian casualties; these men continue to kill American soldiers. In Iraq, our hamstrung soldiers for years were prevented from smashing a militarily puny insurgency--and to this day, the much-heralded “surge” notwithstanding, are being murdered unnecessarily at the hands of an undefeated enemy, with no end in sight. To send soldiers into war without a clear self-defense purpose, and without providing them every possible protection, is a betrayal of their valor and a violation of their rights. This Memorial Day, we must call for a stop to the sacrifice of our soldiers and condemn all those who demand it. It is only by doing so that we can truly honor not only our dead, but also our living: American soldiers who have the courage to defend their freedom and ours. 

Okinawa Marine Corps 1AC—Deficits Contention

Contention ___: Deficits

The U.S. can’t afford its global military commitments—debt is piling up.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
The days when Uncle Sam could afford to maintain a quasi-empire are over. The national debt already exceeds $13 trillion. America is running a $1.6 trillion deficit this year. Red ink is likely to run another $10 trillion over the next decade—assuming Washington doesn’t have to bail out more failed banks, pension funds and whatever else. Social Security and Medicare have a total unfunded liability in excess of $100 trillion. In short, the U.S. government is piling debt on top of debt in order to defend a country well able to protect itself.

And—the plan saves billions.

Doloris Cogan, writer/editor of the Guam Echo, sent by the Institute of Ethnic Affairs to Guam from 1947 to 1950, worked as Pacific Area assistant in the Department of the Interior from 1951 to 1955, 2010 (“Move Okinawa Marines to the US,” Pacific Daily News, June 25th, Available Online at http://www.guampdn.com/article/20100625/OPINION02/6250316)
While the conference referred to a $20 billion buildup of the Marianas, the move of troops away from Futenma has been estimated to cost about $26 billion, $10 billion of which would come from U.S. taxpayers and $16 billion through a loan from Japan. Sources of funding do not yet seem clear. The U.S. has already borrowed billions of dollars from China and Japan to keep our federal government afloat. I would hate to see us borrowing more that we would have to pay back with interest in order to make this move. I have recommended transporting the 8,600 troops, and their dependents, back to the mainland, where there are plenty of empty barracks and unemployed workers to build whatever else is necessary. That would save billions of dollars and be a win-win situation. 

Third—that’s key to prevent stagflation—investors will dump the dollar, tanking the economy.

Evan Bayh, U.S. Senator (Democratic) from Indiana, former Governor of Indiana, B.A. in Business Economics and Public Policy from the Kelley School of Business at the University of Indiana, J.D. from the University of Virginia Law School, 2009 (“Why Democrats Must Restrain Spending,” Wall Street Journal, September 18th, Available Online at http://online.wsj.com/article/ SB10001424052970204518504574416843940486508.html)

Last month the Office of Management and Budget predicted that the national debt will increase by $9 trillion over the next decade—$2 trillion more than forecast just four months earlier. Government net interest payments exceed $1 trillion in 2019, up from $382 billion this year. Because projected deficits exceed projected economic growth, the gap will be self-perpetuating.  The consequences of all this will not be benign. A world saturated with U.S. currency will eventually look elsewhere to invest, causing the dollar's value to drop; foreign creditors, their confidence shaken by our fiscal profligacy, will demand higher payments to keep holding our debt. The net effect will be "stagflation," that pernicious combination of slower growth, higher inflation and interest rates, and lower living standards Americans suffered through in the 1970s.  These events will diminish our global influence, because fiscal strength is essential to diplomatic leverage, military might and national significance. No great nation can rely upon the generosity of strangers or the forbearance of potential adversaries to meet its security needs. America is doing both. China uses its monetary reserves to curry favor in developing countries once in the U.S. sphere of influence; we must borrow to pay for the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

Fourth—this causes a global Great Depression.

Bradley R. Schiller, Professor of Economics at American University's School of Public Affairs, 1997 (“The Deficit Problem Is Far From Over,” Los Angeles Times, May 6th, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Lexis-Nexis)

The ever-cautious budget office hints at the kind of disaster that might ensue: "Foreign investors might suddenly stop investing in U.S. securities, causing the exchange value of the dollar to plunge, interest rates to shoot up and the economy to stumble into a severe recession . . . Higher levels of debt might also ignite fears of inflation in the nation's financial markets, which would push up interest rates even further. Amid the anticipation of declining profits and rising rates, the stock market might collapse, and consumers, fearing economic catastrophe, might suddenly reduce their spending. Moreover, severe economic problems in this country could spill over to the rest of the world and might seriously affect the economics of U.S. trading partners, undermining international trade." In other words, the projected U.S. deficit might trigger another Great Depression.

The terminal impact is global nuclear war.

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

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

Okinawa Marine Corps 1AC​​​—Environment Contention

Contention ___: The Environment

The planned Futenma Replacement Facility will decimate the natural environment—U.S. military presence will be the death knell of one of the world’s most sacred ecosystems.
The Center for Biological Diversity—a national, nonprofit conservation organization with more than 240,000 members and online activists dedicated to the protection of endangered species and wild places, et al., co-signed by representatives of conservation, animal protection, and peace and justice groups representing more than 10 million Americans, 2009 (“RE: Proposed U.S. Military Air Base Expansion Near Henoko, Okinawa,” Letter To The Obama Administration, December 3rd, Available Online at http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/mammals/Okinawa_dugong/pdfs/dugongletter.pdf)
The island of Okinawa has been called the “Galápagos of the East” because of the incredible variety of marine and terrestrial life it supports. Unfortunately, a joint military project proposed by the U.S. and Japanese governments threatens to destroy one of the last healthy coral-reef ecosystems in Okinawa, pushing many magnificent species to the brink of extinction. You have the power to protect these unique and priceless creatures. Under a 2006 bilateral agreement, U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to relocate the contentious U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to Camp Schwab and Henoko Bay. This shortsighted plan does not take into consideration that the relocation will destroy a valued ecosystem, including the nearly 400 types of coral that form Okinawa’s reefs and support more than 1,000 species of fish. It will also hurt imperiled sea turtles and marine mammals. Current plans call for construction of the new military base near Henoko and Oura bays in Okinawa. But the habitat this project would destroy supports numerous endangered species — animals protected by American, Japanese, and international law for their biological and cultural importance. These species include: Okinawa dugong: The critically endangered and culturally treasured dugong, a manatee-like creature, relies on this habitat for its very survival in Okinawa. Japan’s Mammalogical Society placed the dugong on its “Red List of Mammals,” estimating the population in Okinawa to be critically endangered. The U.S. government’s Marine Mammal Commission and the United Nations Environmental Program fear the project would pose a serious threat to this mammal’s survival. The World Conservation Union’s dugong specialists have expressed similar concerns and have placed the dugong on its Red List of threatened species. The Okinawa dugong is also a federally listed endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The Okinawa dugong has extreme cultural significance to the Okinawan people, and only about 50 dugongs are thought to remain in these waters. The base construction will crush the last remaining critical habitat for the Okinawa dugong, destroying feeding trails and seagrass beds essential for dugong survival. Sea turtles: Three types of endangered sea turtle — the hawksbill, loggerhead, and green — also depend on this ecosystem. These turtles are listed under the U.S. Endangered Species Act and the global Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species. The turtles use nearby beaches to feed and lay their eggs. The construction and operation of the new base will cause water and air pollution, create artificial light pollution, and increase human activity — all of which are harmful to sea turtle survival. Many plant and animal species are still being discovered in Henoko Bay. Since the base plan was announced, new types of seagrass — a vital staple food for the dugong — and mollusks have been discovered on the project site. New wonders of nature are found here each year. The base plan would devastate dugong habitat in Henoko Bay and nearby Oura Bay, and would be extremely harmful to turtles, fish, coral, and other marine life. The recently elected Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama and the Democratic Party of Japan have expressed the desire to renegotiate the 2006 agreement and cancel plans to relocate the base. You have the ability and duty to alter the course of this devastating plan, but time is of the essence. We urge you to direct the U.S. secretaries of defense and state to cancel this project immediately. By canceling the plan to expand an airbase near Henoko and Oura bays, you will protect a globally important ocean ecosystem and some of the best remaining habitat for the Okinawa dugong. IUCN has designated the 2010 Year for Biodiversity as the year of the dugong. Please cancel this destructive project and ensure that the Okinawa dugong has a fighting chance at celebrating its importance in 2010 and years to come. 

Second—this risks extinction—there’s an invisible threshold.

David N. Diner, Major in the Judge Advocate General's Corps of the United States Army, 1994 (“The Army And The Endangered Species Act: Who's Endangering Whom?,” Military Law Review (143 Mil. L. Rev. 161), Winter, Available Online via Lexis-Nexis)

4. Biological Diversity. – The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. 77 As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world's biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. 78   [*173]  Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole." 79  By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss. 

Finally—this is particularly true in this instance—healthy ocean ecosystems are key to human survival.

Robin Kundis Craig, Associate Professor of Law at the Indiana University School of Law, 2003 (“Taking Steps Toward Marine Wilderness Protection? Fishing and Coral Reef Marine Reserves in Florida and Hawaii,” McGeorge Law Review (34 McGeorge L. Rev. 155), Winter, Available Online via Subscribing Institutions via Lexis-Nexis)

Biodiversity and ecosystem function arguments for conserving marine ecosystems also exist, just as they do for terrestrial ecosystems, but these arguments have thus far rarely been raised in political debates. For example, besides significant tourism values - the most economically valuable ecosystem service coral reefs provide, worldwide - coral reefs protect against storms and dampen other environmental fluctuations, services worth more than ten times the reefs' value for food production. n856 Waste treatment is another significant, non-extractive ecosystem function that intact coral reef ecosystems provide. n857 More generally, "ocean ecosystems play a major role in the global geochemical cycling of all the elements that represent the basic building blocks of living organisms, carbon, nitrogen, oxygen, phosphorus, and sulfur, as well as other less abundant but necessary elements." n858 In a very real and direct sense, therefore, human degradation of marine ecosystems impairs the planet's ability to support life.  Maintaining biodiversity is often critical to maintaining the functions of marine ecosystems. Current evidence shows that, in general, an ecosystem's ability to keep functioning in the face of disturbance is strongly dependent on its biodiversity, "indicating that more diverse ecosystems are more stable." n859 Coral reef ecosystems are particularly dependent on their biodiversity. [*265]    Most ecologists agree that the complexity of interactions and degree of interrelatedness among component species is higher on coral reefs than in any other marine environment. This implies that the ecosystem functioning that produces the most highly valued components is also complex and that many otherwise insignificant species have strong effects on sustaining the rest of the reef system. n860   Thus, maintaining and restoring the biodiversity of marine ecosystems is critical to maintaining and restoring the ecosystem services that they provide. Non-use biodiversity values for marine ecosystems have been calculated in the wake of marine disasters, like the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska. n861 Similar calculations could derive preservation values for marine wilderness.  However, economic value, or economic value equivalents, should not be "the sole or even primary justification for conservation of ocean ecosystems. Ethical arguments also have considerable force and merit." n862 At the forefront of such arguments should be a recognition of how little we know about the sea - and about the actual effect of human activities on marine ecosystems. The United States has traditionally failed to protect marine ecosystems because it was difficult to detect anthropogenic harm to the oceans, but we now know that such harm is occurring - even though we are not completely sure about causation or about how to fix every problem. Ecosystems like the NWHI coral reef ecosystem should inspire lawmakers and policymakers to admit that most of the time we really do not know what we are doing to the sea and hence should be preserving marine wilderness whenever we can - especially when the United States has within its territory relatively pristine marine ecosystems that may be unique in the world.  We may not know much about the sea, but we do know this much: if we kill the ocean we kill ourselves, and we will take most of the biosphere with us. The Black Sea is almost dead, n863 its once-complex and productive ecosystem almost entirely replaced by a monoculture of comb jellies, "starving out fish and dolphins, emptying fishermen's nets, and converting the web of life into brainless, wraith-like blobs of jelly." n864 More importantly, the Black Sea is not necessarily unique. 

Okinawa Marine Corps 1AC—Plan

Thus the plan:

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

We’ll clarify.

Okinawa Marine Corps 1AC—Solvency

Contention Three: Solvency

Only a total withdrawal of the Marine Corps solves—it protects the environment, prevents disastrous entanglements, and preserves unit integration.

Seigen Miyasato, Chairman of the Study Group of Okinawa External Affairs and Professor and Director of the Center for Japan-U.S. Relations at the International University of Japan, et al., with 17 co-signers, 2009 (“A Letter to President Obama from Okinawans,” Close The Base—a project of the Institute For Policy Studies, November 9th, Available Online at http://closethebase.org/background/letter-to-the-president/)
Dear President Barack Hussein Obama, We are residents of Okinawa and we would like to express our views regarding the United States Marine Corps Futenma Air Station and the current agreement to build a new base in Nago City, Okinawa. We urge you to withdraw all of USMC from Okinawa. The people of Okinawa have been and will continue to be firmly opposed to the current US plan to relocate the dangerous Futenma Air Station to another location within Okinawa. We demand that the Futenma Air Station be shut down and returned unconditionally. The USMC has been stationed in Okinawa since the mid 1950s. The only real solution to the Futenma problem is a total withdrawal of the USMC from Okinawa. Here we respectfully state the reasons for our demand. First, the current agreement between the US and Japanese governments regarding the construction of a new USMC base in Nago City was reached without consultation with the government or the people of Okinawa in 2005 and 2006. As many recent election results and public opinion polls show, Okinawa’s people have been calling for relocating Futenma out of Okinawa. Second, the sea area of the new base, located off shore of USMC Camp Schwab in Nago City, is a habitat for various endangered species, including jugong, the Asian manatee. It is unacceptable to destroy the highly valuable ocean environment with the construction of a military base. Third, the US and Japanese governments agreed to close the USMC Futenma and return its land to Okinawa in 1996, with the condition that a replacement facility be constructed in Okinawa. However, the new facility has not yet been built. The fourteen years since have proven that it is simply not possible to squeeze a new military base in Okinawa, which has long suffered an overburden of US military presence. Finally, when the closure of Futenma Air Station was first discussed, it was assumed that the ground combat element and logistic combat element would remain in Okinawa. However, since there is virtually no possibility of building a new air station in Okinawa, the USMC should relocate both the ground combat element and aviation combat element out of Okinawa. Indeed, it would be more logical and beneficial for the USMC if all the elements of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force were relocated together. Our proposal of a total withdrawal of USMC from Okinawa would actually fit the necessity of the MAGTF’s integration of elements most effectively. By withdrawing from Okinawa, the USMC could avoid the unreasonable arrangement of keeping some troops in Okinawa and stationing others in Guam or Hawaii. It would be more desirable for the USMC, while at the same time preserving the highly valuable ocean environment and satisfying the demands of the people of Okinawa. In conclusion, we wish to urge the United States and Japanese governments to begin the process of planning for a total withdrawal of the USMC from Okinawa. Now is the time to act for “CHANGE” to create a better relationship between Japan and the United States. Both countries would benefit from a break with the status quo and a fresh perspective on the Futenma issue. 

Second—a Marine presence in Okinawa is unnecessary to secure U.S. interests in the region—the plan is key to begin a drawdown.

Patrick J. Buchanan, conservative political commentator who worked as a senior adviser to Presidents Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, and Ronald Reagan and three times ran for President, holds a B.A. from Georgetown University and an M.A. from Columbia University, 2010 (“Bring Our Marines Home,” Antiwar.com, February 2nd, Available Online at http://original.antiwar.com/buchanan/2010/02/01/bring-our-marines-home/)
A month after Germany surrendered in May 1945, America’s eyes turned to the Far East, where the bloodiest battle of the Pacific war was joined on the island of Okinawa. Twelve thousand U.S. soldiers and Marines would die – twice as many dead in 82 days of fighting as have died in all the years of war in Afghanistan and Iraq. Within weeks of the battle’s end came Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Three weeks later, Gen. MacArthur took the Japanese surrender on the battleship Missouri. That was 65 years ago, as far away in time from today as the Marines’ arrival at Da Nang was from Teddy Roosevelt’s charge up San Juan Hill. Yet the Marines are still on Okinawa. But, in 2006, the United States negotiated a $26 billion deal to move 8,000 to Guam and the other Marines from the Futenma air base in the south to the more isolated town of Nago on the northern tip. Okinawans have long protested the crime, noise, and pollution at Futenma. The problem arose last year when the Liberal Democratic Party that negotiated the deal was ousted and the Democratic Party of Japan elected on a promise to pursue a policy more balanced between Beijing and Washington. The new prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, indicated his unease with the Futenma deal, and promised to review it and decide by May. Voters in Nago just elected a mayor committed to keeping the new base out. This weekend, thousands demonstrated in Tokyo against moving the Marine air station to Nago. Some demanded removal of all U.S. forces from Japan. After 65 years, they want us out. And Prime Minister Hatoyama has been feeding the sentiment. In January, he terminated Japan’s eight-year mission refueling U.S. ships aiding in the Afghan war effort. All of which raises a question. If Tokyo does not want Marines on Okinawa, why stay? And if Japanese regard Marines as a public nuisance, rather than a protective force, why not remove the irritant and bring them home? Indeed, why are we still defending Japan? She is no longer the ruined nation of 1945, but the second-largest economy on earth and among the most technologically advanced. The Sino-Soviet bloc against which we defended her in the Cold War dissolved decades ago. The Soviet Union no longer exists. China is today a major trading partner of Japan. Russia and India have long borders with China, but neither needs U.S. troops to defend them. Should a clash come between China and Japan over the disputed Senkaku Islands in the East China Sea, why should that involve us? Comes the retort: American troops are in Japan to defend South Korea and Taiwan. But South Korea has a population twice that of the North, an economy 40 times as large, access to the most advanced weapons in the U.S. arsenal, and a U.S. commitment to come to her defense by air and sea in any second Korean War. And if there is a second Korean War, why should the 28,000 U.S. troops still in Korea, many on the DMZ, or Marines from Futenma have to fight and die? Is South Korea lacking for soldiers? Seoul, too, has been the site of anti-American demonstrations demanding we get out. Why do we Americans seem more desperate to defend these countries than their people are to have us defend them? Is letting go of the world we grew up in so difficult? Consider Taiwan. On his historic trip to Beijing in 1972, Richard Nixon agreed Taiwan was part of China. Jimmy Carter recognized Beijing as the sole legitimate government. Ronald Reagan committed us to cut back arms sales to Taiwan. Yet, last week, we announced a $6.4 billion weapons sale to an island we agree is a province of China. Beijing, whose power is a product of the trade deficits we have run, is enraged that we are arming the lost province she is trying to bring back to the motherland. Is it worth a clash with China to prevent Taiwan from assuming the same relationship to Beijing the British acceded to with Hong Kong? In tourism, trade, travel, and investment, Taiwan is herself deepening her relationship with the mainland. Is it not time for us to cut the cord? With the exception of the Soviet Union, few nations in history have suffered such a relative decline in power and influence as the United States in the last decade. We are tied down in two wars, are universally disliked, and are running back-to-back deficits of 10 percent of gross domestic product, as our debt is surging to 100 percent of GDP. A strategic retreat from Eurasia to our own continent and country is inevitable. Let it begin by graciously acceding to Japan’s request we remove our Marines from Okinawa and politely inquiring if they wish us to withdraw U.S. forces from the Home Islands, as well. 

Third—the current alliance is outdated—withdrawal is crucial to transition U.S. foreign policy to offshore balancing.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2009 (“Transforming Japan-US Alliance,” Korea Times, October 20th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10645)
Actually, Americans should support a transformation of the alliance. The current relationship remains trapped in a world that no longer exists. Japan has the world's second (or third, based on purchasing power parity) largest economy, yet Tokyo remains dependent on America for its security, a minor military player despite having global economic and political interests. There are historical reasons for Tokyo's stunted international role, but it is time for East Asian countries to work together to dispel the remaining ghosts of Japan's imperialist past rather than to expect America to continue acting as the defender of the last resort. Since Japan and Asia have changed, so should America's defense strategy. There should be no more troops based on Japanese soil. No more military units tasked for Japan's defense. No more security guarantee for Japan. The U.S. should adopt a strategy of offshore balancer, expecting friendly states to defend themselves, while being ready to act if an overwhelming, hegemonic threat eventually arises. China is the most, but still unlikely, plausible candidate for such a role — and even then not for many years. Washington's job is not to tell Japan — which devotes about one-fourth the U.S level to the military — to do more. Washington's job is to do less. Tokyo should spend whatever it believes to be necessary on its so-called "Self-Defense Force." Better relations with China and reform in North Korea would lower that number. Japan should assess the risks and act accordingly. In any case, the U.S. should indicate its willingness to accommodate Tokyo's changing priorities. It's the same strategy that Washington should adopt elsewhere around the globe. The Marine Expeditionary Force stationed on Okinawa is primarily intended to back up America's commitment to South Korea. Yet, the South has some 40 times the GDP of North Korea. Seoul should take over responsibility for its own defense. Even more so the Europeans, who possess more than 10 times Russia's GDP. If they don't feel at risk, there's no reason for an American defense guarantee. If they do feel at risk, there's no reason for them not to do more — a lot more. Defending populous and prosperous allies made little sense in good economic times. But with Uncle Sam's 2009 deficit at $1.6 trillion and another $10 trillion in red ink likely over the next decade — without counting the impact of any additional financial disasters — current policy is unsustainable. The U.S. essentially is borrowing money from China for use to defend Japan from China. In Washington, officials are rounding the wagons to protect the status quo. But America's alliance with Japan — like most U.S. defense relationships — is outdated. Both America and Japan would benefit from ending Tokyo's unnatural defense dependence on the U.S.

Finally—that’s comparatively superior to the status quo—offshore balancing captures the benefits of hegemony while avoiding the costs.

Stephen M. Walt, Academic Dean and the Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of International Affairs at the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University, 2005 ("In the National Interest: A new grand strategy for American foreign policy," Boston Review, February/March, Available Online at http://bostonreview.net/BR30.1/walt.html)

The final option is offshore balancing, which has been America’s traditional grand strategy. In this strategy, the United States deploys its power abroad only when there are direct threats to vital American interests. Offshore balancing assumes that only a few areas of the globe are of strategic importance to the United States (that is, worth fighting and dying for). Specifically, the vital areas are the regions where there are substantial concentrations of power and wealth or critical natural resources: Europe, industrialized Asia, and the Persian Gulf. Offshore balancing further recognizes that the United States does not need to control these areas directly; it merely needs to ensure that they do not fall under the control of a hostile great power and especially not under the control of a so-called peer competitor. To prevent rival great powers from doing this, offshore balancing prefers to rely primarily on local actors to uphold the regional balance of power. Under this strategy, the United States would intervene with its own forces only when regional powers are unable to uphold the balance of power on their own.  Most importantly, offshore balancing is not isolationist. The United States would still be actively engaged around the world, through multilateral institutions such as the United Nations and the WTO and through close ties with specific regional allies. But it would no longer keep large numbers of troops overseas solely for the purpose of “maintaining stability,” and it would not try to use American military power to impose democracy on other countries or disarm potential proliferators. Offshore balancing does not preclude using power for humanitarian ends—to halt or prevent genocide or mass murder—but the United States would do so only when it was confident it could prevent these horrors at an acceptable cost. (By limiting military commitments overseas, however, an offshore-balancing strategy would make it easier for the United States to intervene in cases of mass murder or genocide.) The United States would still be prepared to use force when it was directly threatened—as it was when the Taliban allowed al Qaeda a safe haven in Afghanistan—and would be prepared to help other governments deal with terrorists that also threaten the United States. Over time, a strategy of offshore balancing would make it less likely that the United States would face the hatred of radicals like bin Laden, and would thus make it less likely that the United States would have to intervene in far-flung places where it is not welcome.  Offshore balancing is the ideal grand strategy for an era of American primacy. It husbands the power upon which this primacy rests and minimizes the fear that this power provokes. By setting clear priorities and emphasizing reliance on regional allies, it reduces the danger of being drawn into unnecessary conflicts and encourages other states to do more for us. Equally important, it takes advantage of America’s favorable geopolitical position and exploits the tendency for regional powers to worry more about each other than about the United States. But it is not a passive strategy and does not preclude using the full range of America’s power to advance its core interests. 

2AC—A2: T—Substantially

Okinawa is 3/4ths of the U.S. military bases and 2/3rds of U.S. military personnel in Japan.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” The Huffington Post, March 25th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11617)
Finally, there is the prefecture of Okinawa (the largest island of which also is named Okinawa). Okinawa's saga is long and sad. Once independent, the territory was absorbed by Imperial Japan and treated like an untrustworthy stepchild. In April and May 1945 the island suffered through one of the most brutal battles of World War II, during which roughly 100,000 Japanese soldiers and perhaps even more civilians died (estimates vary wildly). After the war the occupying U.S. military loaded the main island with bases. Okinawa was not turned back to Japan until 1972, but with only a modest U.S. military drawdown. Today the prefecture, Japan's smallest with just .6 percent of the country's land area, hosts roughly three-quarters of American military facilities and two-thirds of American military personnel — some 27,000 personnel stationed on 14 major bases — located in Japan. U.S. operations take up about 18 percent of the main island's territory. Although some Okinawans benefit from land rent, construction contracts, and consumer spending, for most residents the inconvenience is monumental, the limits on development costly, and the environmental consequences substantial. No surprise, the vast majority of residents want to reduce or eliminate the American presence. 

2AC—DAs Are Inevitable

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

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
Moreover, Washington’s high-handedness may eventually convince the Japanese people that their nation must stop being an American protectorate. It may be convenient to be defended by the world’s superpower, but self-respect matters too. Tokyo has essentially given up control over its own territory to satisfy dictates from Washington. That is a high price to pay for U.S. protection. Kenneth B. Pyle, a professor at the University of Washington, writes: “the degree of U.S. domination in the relationship has been so extreme that a recalibration of the alliance was bound to happen, but also because autonomy and self-mastery have always been fundamental goals of modern Japan.” 

2AC—Plan Leads To Japanese Defense Independence

Continued U.S. military presence discourages Japan from pursuing defense independence—the plan would force Japan to reconsider its global posture.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Japan Can Defend Itself,” The National Interest Online, May 12th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
World War II ended 65 years ago. The Cold War disappeared 21 years ago. Yet America's military deployments have little changed. Nowhere is that more evident than on the Japanese island of Okinawa. Okinawans are tired of the heavy U.S. military presence. Some 90,000 — nearly 10 percent of the island's population — gathered in protest at the end of April. It is time for Washington to lighten Okinawa's burden. An independent kingdom swallowed by imperial Japan, Okinawa was the site of a brutal battle as the United States closed in on Japan in early 1945. After Tokyo's surrender, Washington filled the main prefecture island with bases and didn't return it to Japan until 1972. America's military presence has only been modestly reduced since. The facilities grew out of the mutual defense treaty between America and Japan, by which the former promised to defend the latter, which was disarmed after its defeat. The island provided a convenient home for American units. Most Japanese people also preferred to keep the U.S. military presence on Japan's most distant and poorest province, forcing Okinawans to carry a disproportionate burden of the alliance. Whatever the justifications of this arrangement during the Cold War, the necessity of both U.S. ground forces in Japan and the larger mutual defense treaty between the two nations has disappeared. It's time to reconsider both Tokyo's and Washington's regional roles. The United States imposed the so-called "peace constitution" on Japan, Article 9 of which prohibits the use of force and even creation of a military. However, American officials soon realized that Washington could use military assistance. Today's "Self-Defense Force" is a widely accepted verbal evasion of a clear constitutional provision. Nevertheless, both domestic pacifism and regional opposition have discouraged reconsideration of Japan's military role. Washington's willingness to continue defending an increasingly wealthy Japan made a rethink unnecessary. Fears of a more dangerous North Korea and a more assertive People's Republic of China have recently increased support in Japan for a more robust security stance. The threat of piracy has even caused Tokyo to open its first overseas military facility in the African state of Djibouti. Nevertheless, Japan's activities remain minimal compared to its stake in East Asia's stability. Thus, Tokyo remains heavily dependent on Washington for its security. The then opposition Democratic Party of Japan promised to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes." The party later moderated its program, calling for a "close and equal Japan-U.S. alliance." However, the government promised to reconsider a previous agreement to relocate the Marines Corps Air Station at Futenma elsewhere on Okinawa. The majority of residents want to send the base elsewhere. The Obama administration responded badly, insisting that Tokyo fulfill its past promises. Only reluctantly did Washington indicate a willingness to consider alternatives — after imposing seemingly impossible conditions. Still, the primary problem is Japan. So long as Tokyo requests American military protection, it cannot easily reject Washington's request for bases. Thus, Okinawan residents must do more than demand fairness. They must advocate defense independence.

2AC—A2: Alliance Good DA

Withdrawal doesn’t jeopardize the alliance—putting the onus on Japan to develop a realistic security policy is net-better for U.S.-Japan relations.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” The Huffington Post, March 25th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11617)
The Japanese government needs to assess future dangers and decide on appropriate responses — without assuming that the U.S. Marines will show up to the rescue. It is Japan's decision, but it should not be based on the presumption of American intervention. Having made its decision, then Tokyo should reconfigure its forces. Fairness suggests a major drawdown from Okinawa irrespective of whose military is protecting Japan. If the U.S. disengaged militarily, these decisions could be made without pressure from Washington. The two countries would still have much to cooperate about, including security. Leaving responsibility for Japan's defense with Tokyo would simply eliminate the unrealistic expectations engendered by the alliance on both sides. The governments could focus on issues of mutual interest, sharing intelligence, preparing emergency base access, and otherwise cooperating to meet international challenges. The best way for Americans to help residents of Okinawa is to press Washington to reshape U.S. foreign policy, making it more appropriate for a republic than a pseudo-empire. With the rise of numerous prosperous allied and friendly states — most notably Japan, but also South Korea, Australia, India, and others — the U.S. should step back, prepared to deal with an aggressive hegemon should one arise but determined to avoid being dragged into routine geopolitical squabbles. Then Tokyo could chart its own destiny, including deciding what forces to raise and where to base them. The Japanese government could no longer use American pressure as an excuse for inaction in Okinawa. Then Okinawans finally might gain justice — after 65 long years. 

Their disad doesn’t assume changing conditions—the alliance is an outdated relic.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
Yet what is most curious about the issue is the dogged insistence of American officials in maintaining the Japanese protectorate. The world in which the security treaty was signed has disappeared. Admits Kent E. Calder of SAIS, “the international political-economic context of the alliance and the domestic context in both nations have changed profoundly.” There is no reason to assume that a relationship created for one purpose in one context makes sense for another purpose in another context. The one-sided alliance—the United States agrees to defend Japan, Japan agrees to be defended—made sense in the aftermath of World War II. But sixty-five years later Japan possesses the second-largest economy on earth and has the potential to defend itself and help safeguard its region. “All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan,” Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Pacific commander of the Marine Corps, observed in February. Yet “Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States.” How does that make sense for America today? Washington officials naturally want to believe that their role is essential. Countries which prefer to rely on America are happy to maintain the pretense. However, keeping the United States as guarantor of the security of Japan—and virtually every other populous, prosperous industrial state in the world—is not in the interest of the American people. 
2AC—A2: U.S.-Japan Relations Good DA

Withdrawal won’t tank relations—economic and cultural ties and security cooperation will continue.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
None of this means that the Japanese and American peoples should not be linked economically and culturally, or that the two governments should not cooperate on security issues. But there no longer is any reason for America to guarantee Japan’s security or permanently station forces on Japanese soil. The Obama administration’s foreign policy looks an awful lot like the Bush administration’s foreign policy. The U.S. insists on dominating the globe and imposing its will on its allies. This approach is likely to prove self-defeating in the long-term. U.S. arrogance will only advance the point when increasingly wealthy and influential friends insist on taking policy into their own hands. Before that, however, Washington’s insistence on defending prosperous and populous allies risks bankrupting America. Washington must begin scaling back foreign commitments and deployments. Japan would be a good place to start. 

2AC—A2: Hostile Japan DA

There’s no risk of a revived Japanese empire.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Japan Can Defend Itself,” The National Interest Online, May 12th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
Who should protect Japan? Japan. Tokyo's neighbors remain uneasy in varying degrees about the prospect of a more active Japan, but World War II is over. A revived Japanese empire is about as likely as a revived Mongol empire. Both Japan and India could play a much larger role in preserving regional security. Many Japanese citizens are equally opposed to a larger Japanese military and more expansive foreign policy. Their feelings are understandable, given the horrors of World War II. However, the most fundamental duty of any national government is defense. If the Japanese people want a minimal (or no) military, that is their right. But they should not expect other nations to fill the defense gap. 
Their argument is ridiculous.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
Of course, several of Japan’s neighbors, along with some Americans, remain nervous about any Japanese military activity given the Tokyo’s wartime depredations. However, the Japanese people do not have a double dose of original sin. Everyone who planned and most everyone who carried out those aggressions are dead. A country which goes through political convulsions before it will send unarmed peacekeepers abroad is not likely to engage in a new round of conquest.

2AC—A2: Regional Security/Arms Race DAs

Every neg example of a potential need for forces to be deployed in Okinawa is farfetched and unnecessary to preserve national security. 

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” The Huffington Post, March 25th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11617)
If the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force located on Okinawa is not needed to defend Japan, then what is it for? South Korea vastly outranges the North on virtually every measure of power and can do whatever is necessary to deter North Korean adventurism. There also is much talk, offered unceasingly and uncritically, about maintaining regional stability. But what invasions, border fights, naval clashes, missile threats, and full-scale wars are the Marines preventing? And if conflict broke out, what would the Marines do? Launch a surprise landing in Beijing's Tiananmen Square during a war over Taiwan? Aid Indonesia, really the Javan Empire, in suppressing one or another group of secessionists? Help Thailand in a scrape with Burma triggered by the latter's guerrilla conflict spilling over the border? America has no reason to enter conflicts which threaten neither the U.S. nor a critical ally.

There’s no negative impact to regional arms spending—it checks Chinese aggression.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
Do U.S. bases in Okinawa help dampen regional arms spending? That’s another point more often asserted than proven. Even if so, however, that isn’t necessarily to Washington’s benefit. The best way to ensure a responsible Chinese foreign and military policy is for Beijing’s neighbors to be well-armed and willing to cooperate among themselves. Then local or regional conflicts would be much less likely to end up in Washington.

The U.S. can’t afford to underwrite Asian security—regional defense and multilateral cooperation will fill the gap.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Japan Can Defend Itself,” The National Interest Online, May 12th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
Moreover, with an expected $1.6 trillion deficit this year alone, the United States can no longer afford to protect countries which are able to protect themselves. Washington has more than enough on its military plate elsewhere in the world. Raymond Greene, America's consul general in Okinawa, says: "Asia is going though a period of historic strategic change in the balance of power." True enough, which is why East Asian security and stability require greater national efforts from Japan and its neighbors. Regional defense also warrants improved multilateral cooperation — something which should minimize concerns over an increased Japanese role. 
Cooperative agreements solve the impact.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
Anyway, the best way to assuage regional concerns is to construct cooperative agreements and structures between Japan and its neighbors. Democratic countries from South Korea to Australia to India have an interest in working with Tokyo to ensure that the Asia-Pacific remains peaceful and prosperous. Japan has much at stake and could contribute much. Tokyo could still choose to do little. But it shouldn’t expect America to fill any defense gap.

2AC—A2: Threat To Japan DAs

Japan should assess that risk and respond appropriately, not rely on the U.S.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Japan Can Defend Itself,” The National Interest Online, May 12th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804)
The other important question is, defend Japan from what? Today Tokyo faces few obvious security threats. For this reason, many Japanese see little cause for an enlarged Japanese military. However, North Korea's uncertain future and China's ongoing growth should give the Japanese people pause for concern. East Asia might not look so friendly in coming decades. Richard Lawless, assistant secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs in the Bush administration, claimed: "observers perceive a Japan that is seemingly content to marginalize itself, a Japan that appears to almost intentionally ignore the increasingly complex and dangerous neighborhood in which it is located." Nevertheless, only the Japanese can assess the threats which concern them rather than Washington. And only the Japanese can decide how best to respond to any perceived threats. 

Japan can defend itself—there is no vital national interest served by continued U.S. military presence.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Okinawa and the Problem of Empire,” The Huffington Post, March 25th, Available Online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11617)
In fact, there's no reason for the U.S. to do either. Allies are a means to an end; the defense of America, not allies, is America's vital interest. Sometimes protecting other nations is necessary for U.S. security, as during the Cold War. But that world disappeared long ago. Enemy threats are far fewer and allied capabilities are far greater. True, politicians and analysts alike routinely term America's alliances "cornerstones" and "linchpins" of U.S. security, regional stability, and world peace. In reality, today's alliance are unnecessary at best and dangerous transmission belts of conflict and war at worst. Consider Japan. President Barack Obama says that "America's commitment to Japan's security is unshakable," but does that mean the U.S. forever must defend that nation? The 1951 military treaty committed Japan to "increasingly assume responsibility for its own defense against direct and indirect aggression." In fact, Tokyo is capable of defending itself. Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada recently expressed doubt that "Japan on its own can face up to such risks" as China, but Tokyo needs a deterrent capability, not superiority. That is well within Japan's means. Certainly the U.S. would be far more secure if its allies and friends created forces to discourage aggression and worked together to encourage regional stability, rather than depended on Washington. 
2AC—A2: Heritage Foundation/Klingner

Their argument incorrectly assumes that Japan’s Guam Agreement obligations will be fulfilled—that’s extremely unlikely.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
When World War II ended, the U.S. occupied Japan and effectively colonized the island of Okinawa, seized in a bitter battle shortly before Tokyo surrendered. The U.S. loaded Okinawa with bases and only returned it to Japanese sovereignty in 1972. Four decades later nearly 20 percent of the island remains occupied by American military facilities. The U.S. military likes Okinawa because it is centrally located. Most Japanese like Okinawa because it is the most distant prefecture. Concentrating military facilities on the island—half of U.S. personnel and three-quarters of U.S. bases (by area) in Japan are located in a territory making up just .6 percent of the country—is convenient for everyone except the people who live there. Okinawans have been protesting against the bases for years. In 1995 the rape of a teenage girl set off vigorous demonstrations and led to various proposals to lighten the island’s burden. In 2006 the Japanese government agreed to help pay for some Marines to move to Guam while relocating the Futenma facility to the less populated Okinawan community of Henoko. But residents wanted the base moved off of the island and the government delayed implementation of the agreement. During last year’s parliamentary election the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) promised to move the installation elsewhere. Prime Minister Hatoyama later said: “It must never happen that we accept the existing plan.” However, the Obama administration refused to reconsider and threatened the U.S.-Japanese relationship. That unsettled a public which had voted the DPJ into power primarily for economic reasons. Prime Minister Hatoyama wanted to turn the unbalanced alliance into a more equal partnership but the Japanese people weren’t ready. Said Hatoyama as he left office: “Someday, the time will come when Japan’s peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves.” Washington’s victory appeared to be complete. The Japanese government succumbed to U.S. demands. A new, more pliant prime minister took over. The Japanese nation again acknowledged its humiliating dependency on America. Yet the win may prove hollow. Although Hatoyama’s replacement, Prime Minister Naoto Kan, gives lip service to the plan to relocate the Marine Corps Air Station at Futenma within Okinawa, the move may never occur. There’s a reason Tokyo has essentially kicked the can down the road since 1996. Some 90,000 people, roughly one-tenth of Okinawa’s population, turned out for a protest rally in April. With no way to satisfy both Okinawans and Americans, the Kan government may decide to follow its predecessors and kick the can for a few more years. Moreover, there is talk of activists mounting a campaign of civil disobedience. Public frustration is high: in mid-May, a human chain of 17,000 surrounded Futenma. Local government officials oppose the relocation plan and would hesitate to use force against protestors. Naoto Kan could find himself following his predecessor into retirement if he forcibly intervened. Even a small number of demonstrators would embarrass U.S. and Japanese officials alike. 

There is no strategic need for the Marines to stay in Okinawa—their authors are heavy on rhetoric and light on common sense.

Doug Bandow, Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute, former Special Assistant to President Ronald Reagan and Senior Policy Analyst in the 1980 Reagan for President Campaign, holds a B.A. in Economics from Florida State University and a J.D. from Stanford University, 2010 (“Get Out of Japan,” The National Interest Online, June 18th, Available Online at http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=23592)
The claim is oft-made that the presence of American forces also help promote regional stability beyond Japan. How never seems to be explained. Bruce Klingner of the Heritage Foundation contends: “the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis.” But the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF), while packing a potent military punch, actually has little to do. The MEF isn’t necessary to support manpower-rich South Korea, which is capable of deterring a North Korean attack. The Marines wouldn’t be useful in a war against China, unless the Pentagon is planning a surprise landing in Tiananmen Square to seize Mao Zedong’s mausoleum. If conflict breaks out over Taiwan or various contested islands, America would rely on air and naval units. Where real instability might arise on the ground, only a fool would introduce U.S. troops—insurgency in Indonesia, civil strife in the Solomon Islands or Fiji, border skirmishes between Thailand and Burma or Cambodia. General Ronald Fogleman, a former Air Force Chief of Staff, argued that the Marines “serve no military function. They don’t need to be in Okinawa to meet any time line in any war plan. I’d bring them back to California. The reason they don’t want to bring them back to California is that everyone would look at them and say, ‘Why do you need these twenty thousand?’” 
Okinawa Security 1AC—Inherency Contention

Contention One: Inherency

The United States remains committed to maintaining an expanded military presence on Okinawa—plans for the Futenma Replacement Facility in Nago are being greenlighted by Japan.

Chalmers Johnson, Professor Emeritus of the University of California—San Diego, former consultant for the CIA from 1967–1973, former head of the Center for Chinese Studies at the University of California—Berkeley for years, and President and Co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute, 2010 (“Another battle of Okinawa,” Los Angeles Times, May 6th, Available Online at http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/06/opinion/la-oe-johnson-20100506)
The United States is on the verge of permanently damaging its alliance with Japan in a dispute over a military base in Okinawa. This island prefecture hosts three-quarters of all U.S. military facilities in Japan. Washington wants to build one more base there, in an ecologically sensitive area. The Okinawans vehemently oppose it, and tens of thousands gathered last month to protest the base. Tokyo is caught in the middle, and it looks as if Japan's prime minister has just caved in to the U.S. demands. In the globe-girdling array of overseas military bases that the United States has acquired since World War II — more than 700 in 130 countries — few have a sadder history than those we planted in Okinawa. In 1945, Japan was of course a defeated enemy and therefore given no say in where and how these bases would be distributed. On the main islands of Japan, we simply took over their military bases. But Okinawa was an independent kingdom until Japan annexed it in 1879, and the Japanese continue to regard it somewhat as the U.S. does Puerto Rico. The island was devastated in the last major battle in the Pacific, and the U.S. simply bulldozed the land it wanted, expropriated villagers or forcibly relocated them to Bolivia. From 1950 to 1953, the American bases in Okinawa were used to fight the Korean War, and from the 1960s until 1973, they were used during the Vietnam War. Not only did they serve as supply depots and airfields, but the bases were where soldiers went for rest and recreation, creating a subculture of bars, prostitutes and racism. Around several bases fights between black and white American soldiers were so frequent and deadly that separate areas were developed to cater to the two groups. The U.S. occupation of Japan ended with the peace treaty of 1952, but Okinawa remained a U.S. military colony until 1972. For 20 years, Okinawans were essentially stateless people, not entitled to either Japanese or U.S. passports or civil rights. Even after Japan regained sovereignty over Okinawa, the American military retained control over what occurs on its numerous bases and over Okinawan airspace. Since 1972, the Japanese government and the American military have colluded in denying Okinawans much say over their future, but this has been slowly changing. In 1995, for example, there were huge demonstrations against the bases after two Marines and a sailor were charged with abducting and raping a 12-year-old girl. In 1996, the U.S. agreed that it would be willing to give back Futenma, which is entirely surrounded by the town of Ginowan, but only if the Japanese would build another base to replace it elsewhere on the island. So was born the Nago option in 1996 (not formalized until 2006, in a U.S.-Japan agreement). Nago is a small fishing village in the northeastern part of Okinawa's main island and the site of a coral reef that is home to the dugong, an endangered marine mammal similar to Florida's manatee. In order to build a large U.S. Marine base there, a runway would have to be constructed on either pilings or landfill, killing the coral reef. Environmentalists have been protesting ever since, and in early 2010, Nago elected a mayor who ran on a platform of resisting any American base in his town. Yukio Hatoyama, the Japanese prime minister who came to power in 2009, won partly on a platform that he would ask the United States to relinquish the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station and move its Marines entirely off the island. But on Tuesday, he visited Okinawa, bowed deeply and essentially asked its residents to suck it up. I find Hatoyama's behavior craven and despicable, but I deplore even more the U.S. government's arrogance in forcing the Japanese to this deeply humiliating impasse. The U.S. has become obsessed with maintaining our empire of military bases, which we cannot afford and which an increasing number of so-called host countries no longer want. I would strongly suggest that the United States climb off its high horse, move the Futenma Marines back to a base in the United States (such as Camp Pendleton, near where I live) and thank the Okinawans for their 65 years of forbearance. 

Okinawa Security 1AC​​​—Security Contention

Contention Two: Security

The U.S.-Japan Alliance is being prioritized over the interests of Okinawa in the status quo—the continued U.S. military presence in Okinawa functions as the crucial faultline in the struggle to define ‘security’ in Japan.

Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 85-86)
The diminishing population of Okinawa dugongs graze the sea grasses in the shallow waters off Henoko unaware of being at the centre of a political, economic and cultural struggle to define the future of Okinawa, and, as a result, of Japan as a whole. A significant part of the May 2006 agreement on the future of the U.S. – Japan security alliance and the realignment of U.S. military forces in Japan is the planned closure of Futenma Air Base in Ginowan City, Okinawa Island, by 2014 and its relocation to the relatively isolated site of Henoko in the city of Nago. The idea of a sea-based site in this northern area of the main island was first formulated by a joint U.S. – Japan committee in 1996. Local opposition was expressed in a Nago City plebiscite in 1997, and more recently in a two-year sit-in (and swim-in/sail-in) that stalled initial construction efforts. The Japanese government says the new base will be built as it is essential to national security. Critics say that military bases breed insecurity for people locally through pollution, accidents and crime and for the people of ‘peace-loving’ Japan generally by perpetuating an anti-peace, militarist conception of what constitutes ‘security’. Okinawa has always been perceived as strategically important to Japan, first as a place of trade, then as the southern limits of the constructed modern Japanese state and more recently as the linchpin of the U.S. – Japan defence policy. Despite being pivotal in terms of security, Okinawa remains on the periphery both politically and economically. Politically marginalized from its incorporation as a prefecture of Japan in 1879, Okinawa was ‘sacrificed’ once by the central government at the end of the Second World War, and critics say that as a military [end page 85] colony with 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan, Okinawa continues to be sacrificed for the ‘good’ or ‘security’ (as defined by the national government) of all Japan. However, the voices of discontent are getting louder and are now being heard internationally. What does the Henoko situation say about how ‘security’ is being currently defined within Japan? And do the words and actions of critics offer alternative ideas of security? To situate these questions in a theoretical context, I will look at the contemporary debates concerning the concept, study and practice of security within the discipline of International Relations (IR). The prioritization of the U.S. – Japan security alliance above all else, including the rights and interests of the people of Japan and at the expense of its natural environment, reflects a traditional Realist definition of security and represents only one possible reading of security. Alternative interpretations of security, as espoused within the expanding area of critical security studies of IR, can also be seen in the words and actions of activists and academics living within and outside of Okinawa. 
Second—the dominant, state-centered vision of ‘security’ that underwrites the American military presence has devastating consequences for the Okinawan people—the status quo is waging war on Okinawa. 

Miyume Tanji, Research Fellow with the Centre for Advanced Studies in Australia, Asia and the Pacific at Curtin University of Technology (Australia), holds a Ph.D. in Politics from Murdoch University and is the author of Myth, Protest and Struggle in Okinawa and several other publications, 2007 (“Futenma Air Base As A Hostage Of Us-Japan Alliance: Power, Interests And Identity Politics Surrounding Military Bases In Okinawa,” Asia Research Centre Working Paper No. 147, November, Available Online at http://wwwarc.murdoch.edu.au/wp/wp147.pdf, p. 3-6)
The reason for deployment of US forces in Okinawa for the past 60 odd years is Japanese-US security relations, or alliance. Policy-makers and commentators have explained the rationales for this alliance mostly from realist and neo-realist perspectives. Anarchical outlook and basic lack of trust prevail in relevant discussions of the East Asian security environment. Balance of power and alliance politics are crucial means to survive in such an environment. In the post-war period, the Japan-US alliance has been justified in precisely these realist terms. Realists consider that relations among states are naturally anarchical because there is no authority above states. Although it has long history reaching back to Hobbes or even Thucydides, this outlook became dominant in the aftermath of the Second World War as a critique of idealism and liberal institutionalism based on universal values (especially Carr 1946; Morgenthau 2005). Two world wars, a holocaust and nuclear warfare put an end to these dreams. Balance of power, especially military power, is considered a more reliable avenue for order in international relations. Given the anarchical character of the international [end page 3] system, individual states, should always behave in a way that maximises national interest defined in terms of securing safety and survival by increasing its relevant capabilities. According to realists, order-building should be the primary concern of diplomacy and foreign policy. Alliances and war preparation are among the most important instruments for states to achieve order in international relations that is inherently unstable. Neorealist theory radicalises the realist argument. It assumes a state’s behaviour to be structurally – and completely – determined by the anarchic international system. The state necessarily behaves so as to maximise its chance of survival. Imperatives within states are different. International politics, according to an influential neo-realist theorist Kenneth Waltz, needs to be considered separately from domestic politics. Affairs within the state related to society, history and even economics need to be understood in different structural constraints from those in international system (Waltz 1979: 79-80, 91-92, 100-101). Classical realism on the other hand, makes room for consideration of domestic affairs such as history, while neorealists are able to filter them out as ‘domestic affairs’. The neo-realist logic permits a more exclusive focus on power and maximizing of state safety; unconstrained by internal complications, especially where these might involve consideration of ethics and morality. For foreign policy-making, this neorealist thinking was particularly influential during the Cold War. In the Okinawan context, US bases have created dilemmas at historical, moral as well as economic levels. The first military bases in Okinawa were those constructed by the Japanese military during World War II. They were lost to the Americans in the bloody Battle of Okinawa and extended in the course of the US occupation. The Okinawans lost 160,000 or one-third of their residents’ lives in the Battle of Okinawa. This experience is different from that of mainland Japanese experience of war – reified in Nagasaki and Hiroshima – because of Okinawa’s identity. For over four centuries, from 1429 onwards, Okinawa was a sovereign nation – the Ryukyu Kingdom – until it was annexed by Japan in 1879, only 70 years before WWII. During that time, Okinawan citizens were subjected to discrimination and described as ‘backward’ second-class citizens, who had to learn the Japanese language, and were pressured to assimilate. Japanese military’s aggression towards the local residents during the Battle of Okinawa continues to be a source of conflict between the residents and the Japanese government whose official position involves denial of all wrong doing.2 It is important that today’s US military presence is understood as an extension of the history of Okinawa’s abuse and marginalisation by Japan. The experience of war as a colonial appendage and, quite [end page 4] literally, as a battlefield, gave rise to an absolute pacifism that constitutes what being ‘Okinawan’ means today. It also informs the collective identity of diverse anti-base social movements and energises their activism (Tanji 2006, Chapter 4). Continuing complicity in war by hosting US forces – and the Japanese Self Defence Forces for that matter – thus poses an acute moral dilemma for the Okinawans. In addition to that, the US military presence has contributed to Okinawa being the most impoverished, crowded, and polluted prefecture in Japan. Its economy continues to be dependent on the military presence in a variety of ways including the fostering of a large and abusive sex industry. Autonomous city planning is impossibly restricted by the space occupied by the US forces. Okinawa remains a service industry economy and servicing the bases is its main business. It is a “base economy” and is reliant on direct revenues from the US military and, even more so, on Japanese government’s special budgets paid to the communities as compensation for hosting military bases. These historical, economic and moral complications, however, are not permitted to enter the sphere of foreign policy concern. They are dealt with between elected local political representatives and the Japanese government officials. The negotiation between the central government and the local representatives in the margin are of course influenced by power imbalance between Tokyo and Okinawa. But the opinions of Okinawan citizens that might, for cultural and moral reasons, be hostile to a continuing US presence and its projects of renewal (e.g. the construction of Futenma Air Base) are often manipulated at election time by economic insecurity and priorities (Miyagi and Tanji 2007; Yoshikawa 2007). In any case, issues are typically discussed and resolved domestically in this limiting way. This does not mean that the US bases in Okinawa are irrelevant to Japan’s foreign policy. However, the established views prevent the issue from being brought together and debated in this way. The neo-realist perspective and the radical independence and priority it assigns to foreign policy making is helpful here. Foreign policy about the survival of Japan and maintaining the security alliance with the US is priority not to be disturbed by less important domestic concerns. In order to maintain the status quo of the alliance, the government of Japan chooses to allow the US forces to keep using the base facilities in Okinawa. Apart from that, Okinawa hosts 75% of all exclusively US facilities stationed in Japan. If Okinawa’s cultural sensibilities or priorities are sometimes ignored, and its democracy or economy are a little damaged in the process, then these are a small price to pay for a national security that cannot be compromised. Any way the proper place for these questions is away from the main game with a little money and media manipulation to ease the way. This approach also has the further advantage of minimising the offense of a foreign military presence that might be [end page 5] experienced by Japanese nationals outside Okinawa (out of sight, out of mind), thus shielding the alliance from wider Japanese resentment. Okinawa has been managed separately and put in its place – mostly. Realist international relations theory, especially the neo version, has provided important assistance.

Third—this is just the latest instance of colonial violence perpetrated against Okinawa—challenging the realist conception of ‘security’ that justifies continued U.S. military presence is necessary to prevent further subjugation.

Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 96-101)
Gavan McCormack describes Okinawa as ‘Japan’s virtual colony’; ‘a dual colony in effect to the U.S. and Japan, a status unchanged in thirty years since reversion’ (McCormack, 2003: 93). Okinawa, which has 0.6% of Japan’s total landmass, houses 75% of the acreage of American bases. Thirty-eight military facilities cover 20% of Okinawa Island. Not only does Okinawa bear the overwhelming majority of U.S. military bases within Japan, but the bases are of a different type to the rest of Japan. Nearly all of the U.S. military bases on the mainland are for ‘administration, communications, transport, logistics support, repairs and recreation (Gabe, 2003: 63), while the bases in Okinawa are for marines and special-forces. The effects are different, too. As Gabe states, ‘Because [end page 96] these forces are next to 1.3 million residences, accidents and incidents are bound to occur’ (Gabe: 2003, 64). Accidents, ‘incidents’ (a euphemism used officially for crimes, such as rape9) and examples of environmental pollution abound in Okinawa. Eight areas within the islands are sites for conducting live ammunition exercises. On Torishima, an unpopulated island, U.S. soldiers mistakenly used depleted uranium bullets in 1995. Washington did not notify Tokyo of the accident until a year later and then the central government failed to inform the prefectural government and public of Okinawa until a month after that; ‘This reveals how marginalized Okinawa is by both the U.S. and the Japanese governments’ (Asato, 2003: 233). However, the rape of a twelve-year-old girl by three U.S. servicemen in 1995 could not be covered up or ignored and created a surge of anger and resentment resulting in the largest mass demonstration in Okinawan history. The 1996 U.S. – Japan agreement to close Futenma airbase in the middle of the heavily-populated Ginowan City and relocate to the sparsely-populated Henoko area was a direct consequence of the protests. But the ‘incidents’ do not go away. In August 2004, a U.S. Marine Corps CH-53D heavy-lift helicopter crashed into Okinawa International University injuring the three crew members, an accident that received little press coverage nationally (Simpson, 2004) leading to ‘allegations that editorial decisions ... reflected a view that events in faraway Okinawa were of little importance to the nation as a whole’ (Simpson, 1995). How is this vastly unfair situation, a state of affairs that would not be tolerated on the mainland, maintained? Politically, Okinawa has little voice and economically Okinawa has become both victim to and dependent on a base- construction economy that is difficult to give up or be weaned from. Of the 452 members of the Japanese Diet only five represent Okinawa. A NIMP (Not In My Prefecture) attitude prevails. Since other prefectures are unwilling to have U.S. bases in their own areas, and since it is accepted that if the military bases were not in Okinawa they would have to be relocated somewhere else in Japan, any Okinawan formal protests are ignored or overruled. To question the ‘need’ for American bases in Okinawa would be to question the entire framework of Japanese defence policy, and whenever there is criticism of such a policy the government takes out the trump card of ‘national security’. [end page 97] Okinawa is, of course, more than the sum of its military bases. The U.S. bases have had a profound and prolonged effect on the economy – during the U.S. occupation Okinawa was ‘in effect a provider of support services for U.S. bases’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 6) – but this direct dependence on the bases in terms of finding employment and providing services has decreased markedly. Base-related revenue has dropped from 25.6% of the local Gross Domestic Product in 1970 to 5.7% in 1996 (Hook & Siddle, 2003: 5), while employment on the U.S. bases decreased from 40,000 to 8,000 over the same time period (McCormack, 2003: 93). The principal effect of the U.S. bases on Okinawa today is through the rental payments given to local landowners for the lease of their land. In contrast to the mainland where U.S. bases had usually been built on land previously owned by the government, in Okinawa 33% of the land occupied by U.S. military is privately-owned (Tanji, 2003: 169). For McCormack the lease of landowners’ land ‘fosters a passive culture of rental dependence, which blocks locally generated initiatives towards self-reliant, non-military dependent development’ (McCormack, 2003: 94). Opposition to the appropriation and lease of local land has been an expression of protest against the prevailing conceptions of development and security. The post- war confiscation of private land by ‘bulldozers and bayonets’ was a source of great local bitterness (Tanji, 2003: 169). The strength of feeling was exacerbated rather than alleviated by the eventual U.S. offer of small lump-sum payments to landowners. Following island-wide protests in 1956, the islanders finally got the right to annual rentals in return for their ‘agreement’ to the land leases (Tanji, 2003: 169). After the reversion of Okinawa to Japan in 1972 the U.S. bases remained and the rental payments continued, this time from the Japanese government at a rate six times that of previously (Tanji, 2003: 169). As an anti-war pro-Okinawa protest a minority of landowners refused to sign leases for their property, the numbers rising to 3,000 as a result of the 1982 hitotsuba (1 tsubo = 3.3 square metres) movement (Tanji, 2003: 170). Nonetheless, 30,000 landowners agree to their land being leased by the U.S. military. Although relatively few in number, the anti-military landowners’ struggle has been played out most importantly in the law courts where, unsuccessfully, they tried to prove that the compulsory use of non-contract landowners’ private property by the U.S. military was unconstitutional (Tanji, [end page 98] 2003: 171; George-Mulgan, 2000). In 1995, Okinawa governor Masahide Ota refused to sign on behalf of those landowners who objected to the renewal of their land leases. Ota was sued by the Japanese government, and the Supreme Court ruled against Ota. In 1999, the U.S. Military Special Measures Law was amended by the Japanese government to make it the Prime Minister’s responsibility to sign on behalf of landowners and to avoid Okinawan rebellion in the future (Tanji, 2003: 171). In the formal political realm – the courts, committees and legislative – the Japanese state has repeatedly manipulated the system to maintain the status quo; ‘The primary requirements of the U.S. – Japan Mutual Security Treaty, that U.S. troops be stationed in Japan, has constantly taken precedence over the constitutional rights of Okinawa citizens’ (Tanji, 2003: 172). Though the legal battle ultimately failed, the Prefectural Land Expropriation Committee public hearings gave anti-war landowners a space to voice their harrowing experiences of the Battle of Okinawa and the subsequent occupation by the U.S. military, and their passionate commitment to the ideals of peace and democracy enshrined in the Japanese constitution (Tanji, 2003: 172). Thus, it is the citizens of Japan who are struggling to protect the constitution against a central government which should protect it (and them) but instead rides roughshod over the rights and interests of its people in the name of protecting Japan’s ‘national security’ defined in military terms (Tanji, 2003: 172-3). Next to the base economy, ‘development’ is the other sharp stake that keeps Okinawan dependence in place. In order to compensate the Okinawans for hosting the U.S. bases and to increase their standard of living, which had been far below the mainland at the time of reversion, the central government has invested huge sums of public money in the area10. The massive injection of funds has had its benefits, including much-needed infrastructural improvements and the establishment of five universities. Nevertheless, Okinawa remains the poorest prefecture (70% of national average per capita) with the highest unemployment (7.9% in 2000, compared to a national average of 4.7%) (Hein & Selden, 2003: 6). Furthermore, the application of modern Japanese style development has resulted in the decimation of Okinawa’s important and fragile environment; ‘riverways, beaches and land have been bulldozed and concreted. What is worse, air and water pollution, soil erosion and wider environmental degradation are ruining the [end page 99] coastline, eating away at the coral and posing a danger to marine life’ (Hook and Siddle, 2003: 5). Okinawa bears the costs of this ‘mal-development’ but gains little from its profits. Work is created for local people in the construction and service industries but the large projects are carried out by and create profits for largely mainland companies (Hook & Siddle, 2003: 5). Tourism has become the main industry in Okinawa creating double the earnings of the U.S. bases (McCormack, 2003: 93). However, once again 80% of major resort hotels are owned by mainland interests (McCormack, 2003: 101) and the industry puts pressure on local water supplies while limiting or even denying access of significant areas of the main island to locals. Tourism has also been a double-edged sword for Okinawan identity. Brochures and package holiday itineraries deprive locals of the power to define what Okinawa is or could be. Okinawa is sold as a ‘tempting island paradise’ in which its people and environment are made into commodities; ‘Put simply, Okinawans are inscribed as the non-threatening, laid-back and relaxed “exotic” islanders, ever ready to burst into song and dance, happily supporting of the status quo, and the “warm” relationship with the mainland’ (Hook and Siddle, 2003: 6). The ‘3-K’ economy – bases (kichi), public works (kokyo koji) and tourism (kanko) – is distorted and externally dependent, but this does not explain or limit what Okinawa is or could be; there are pockets of resistance that show the alternatives that exist, and exist successfully. McCormack notes the efforts of Yomitan village, central Okinawa Island, to uphold its own priorities of grassroots development. Although home to U.S. military facilities, the villagers of Yomitan have actively limited dependence on subsidies and focus on local crafts and traditional agricultural products (McCormack, 2003: 107). The small island of Kudaka has also actively avoided resort development and has struggled against external pressure in order to maintain its traditions of communal ownership and management of agriculture, and sustainable use of the local environment (Asato, 2003: 239-240). In the environmental protest movements, first against pollution in Kin Bay, Okinawa Island, and later against the building of an airport at Shiraho, Ishigaki Island, Tanji sees the ‘protection of local natural assets from yamato [mainland]-style industrialization’ as the promotion of a distinct Okinawan identity and a reinterpretation of what ‘affluence’ means (Tanji, 2003: 174). This distinct identity is based on a lifestyle and local industry ‘rooted in the [end page 100] local environment’ (Tanji, 2003: 175) and is key to Okinawan redefinitions of security. 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.

For the opponents of the proposed Henoko base, what is at stake is more than the endangered dugong – an important Okinawan cultural symbol – and more than the dugong’s rich marine environment; the struggle is over the future of Okinawa.

Fourth—dominant conceptions of ‘security’ (like those used to justify a continued U.S. military presence in Okinawa) ensure global military violence that kills millions.

Gavan McCormack, Emeritus Professor and Visiting Fellow in the Division of Pacific and Asian History at the Australian National University, 2010 (“The Travails of a Client State: An Okinawan Angle on the 50th Anniversary of the US-Japan Security Treaty,” Japan Focus, March 12th, Available Online at http://www.ips-dc.org/articles/the_travails_of_a_client_state)
While official 50th anniversary commemorations celebrate the US military as the source of the “oxygen” that guaranteed peace and security to Japan, it is surely time for Japanese civil society to point out that the same oxygen is elsewhere a poison, responsible for visiting catastrophe in country after country in East Asia and beyond, notably Korea (1950s and since), Iran (1953), Guatemala (1954), Vietnam (1960s to 70s), Chile (1973), the Persian Gulf (1991), Afghanistan (2001-), and Iraq (2003-), and that now threatens Pakistan, Somalia, Yemen, and (again) Iran. Millions die or are driven into exile, and countries are devastated as the US military spreads its “oxygen” by unjust, illegal and ruthless interventions and permanent occupations. The degree to which allied countries share criminal responsibility has been the subject of major public review in Holland (which found that the Iraq War was indeed illegal and aggressive) and in the UK (where the Chilcot Inquiry continues). It is time for similar questions to be asked in Japan of the Iraq and Afghan wars, and Japan’s direct and indirect involvement in them. The 50th anniversary should be a time for the Japan whose constitution outlaws “the threat or use of force in international affairs” to reflect on how it has come to rest its destiny on alliance with the country above all others for whom war and the threat of war are key instruments of policy, and whether it should continue to offer unqualified support and generous subsidy, and whether it should continue to “honour” the Guam treaty, at all costs maintaining the marine presence in Okinawa. As a first step, it is time to debate openly the unequal treaties, secret diplomacy, lies, deception and manipulation of the last 50 years and time to reflect upon, apologize, and offer redress for the wrongs that have for so long been visited upon the people of Okinawa as a result. 
Finally—this poses an existential risk—militarism jeopardizes human survival.

Irina Pollard, Ph.D. in the Department of Biological Sciences at Macquarie University, 2003 (“Choose Between Cooperation and Annihilation: A Mental Mapping Project Towards a more Generously Directed Altruism,” Eubios Journal of Asian and International Bioethics, Volume 13, Available Online at http://www2.unescobkk.org/eubios/EJ132/ej132f.htm)

The hostile actions of war are a deliberate attempt to destroy the ecology that sustains life and is, thus, appropriately categorized as 'ecocide'. Popular forms of ecocide are scorched-earth campaigns aided and abetted by bombing and military ground sweeps in order to completely deforest, depopulate and destroy the environment. Since such brutal actions cause long-term and often irreversible damage to ecosystems, militaristic insurgencies and counterinsurgencies are violations of right conduct at many levels, both within human communities, along boundaries of social and cultural difference, and within our broader biotic communities. International militarism and the deployment of scarce resources on sophisticated, or not so sophisticated, weaponry capable of escalating violence can no longer be tolerated despite awareness that warfare is the inevitable consequence of a multitude of humans forced by poverty, mismanagement, greed and population pressures, into overexploiting their natural resources. It is easy to see the cycle of how the resulting ecological poverty then becomes a primary cause of further aggression. Once war is established, the economy then becomes predatory by consuming its scarce resources to further the conflict, trapping its inhabitants in an increasing cycle of war-related debt and further expanding poverty. The one obvious unifying characteristic of all institutionalized and free-wheeling conflicts is the lack of respect for human and environmental rights. War violates fundamental human decency especially when horrific atrocities are perpetrated under the banner of false justice and mock righteousness.  If we do not soon curb our high rates of ecologically unsustainable consumption defended through an ecologically disastrous militarism we, as a species, are destined for extinction. By pointlessly destroying the environment without acknowledgment or reciprocity is a losing evolutionary strategy. Let us remind ourselves again that a mature species takes responsibility for the ecological, social, and personal ramifications of all our actions. In order for our differences to become enriching, we must appreciate and claim our intrinsic value within Nature and celebrate our difference with the larger diversity of life. In this context initiatives like Professor Darryl Macer's east-west dialogue is critical (see Eubios Ethics Institute's website). Importantly, recognizing and valuing other expressions of human diversity that contributes constructively to the richness of the human and ecological fabric, whether cultural, social, religious or spiritual, can only stand us in good stead in overcoming our present environmental dilemma. The spiritual impulse towards meaning and value in friendships has to be extended towards the whole of creation. Only this can spell the difference between a friendly environment and no environment for our descendants.  International militarism in the form of war and preparations for war is the greatest ongoing threat and obstacle to sustainability and survival into the future. The rate of ecologically damaging change of the earth under human influences has accelerated to the point that humanity faces the possibility of causing its own extinction and severely damaging the whole biosphere. By appropriating and fighting over all available resources for ourselves, we are witnessing the last desperate struggle for survival of the unique Quaternary fauna and flora developed over the last two million years of geological time, from the Pleistocene to the present. The Quaternary period was characterized by the flourishing of an astonishing diversity of life, including the appearance of Homo sapiens. Therefore, warfare is a costly losing cooperative venture - poisoning our neighbour and wasting common commodities are not matters of privacy or free marketeering or national sovereignty; they are serious ethical offences against others that demand public regulations and prohibitions. The question of justice also means that resolving the problem of poverty is a critical part of any responsible solution to the problem of pollution, as the poor in both developed and developing nations typically are the most adversely affected and have the least options to avoid the toxic effects of pollution. A basic ethical issue involved here is responsibility to future generations, both human and other kind, that are endangered by human over-appropriation. 

Okinawa Security 1AC​​​—Environmental Destruction Contention

Contention Three: Environmental Destruction

The planned Futenma Replacement Facility will decimate the natural environment—U.S. military presence will be the death knell of one of the world’s most sacred ecosystems.
The Center for Biological Diversity—a national, nonprofit conservation organization with more than 240,000 members and online activists dedicated to the protection of endangered species and wild places, et al., co-signed by representatives of conservation, animal protection, and peace and justice groups representing more than 10 million Americans, 2009 (“RE: Proposed U.S. Military Air Base Expansion Near Henoko, Okinawa,” Letter To The Obama Administration, December 3rd, Available Online at http://www.biologicaldiversity.org/species/mammals/Okinawa_dugong/pdfs/dugongletter.pdf)
The island of Okinawa has been called the “Galápagos of the East” because of the incredible variety of marine and terrestrial life it supports. Unfortunately, a joint military project proposed by the U.S. and Japanese governments threatens to destroy one of the last healthy coral-reef ecosystems in Okinawa, pushing many magnificent species to the brink of extinction. You have the power to protect these unique and priceless creatures. Under a 2006 bilateral agreement, U.S. and Japanese governments agreed to relocate the contentious U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station to Camp Schwab and Henoko Bay. This shortsighted plan does not take into consideration that the relocation will destroy a valued ecosystem, including the nearly 400 types of coral that form Okinawa’s reefs and support more than 1,000 species of fish. It will also hurt imperiled sea turtles and marine mammals. Current plans call for construction of the new military base near Henoko and Oura bays in Okinawa. But the habitat this project would destroy supports numerous endangered species — animals protected by American, Japanese, and international law for their biological and cultural importance. These species include: Okinawa dugong: The critically endangered and culturally treasured dugong, a manatee-like creature, relies on this habitat for its very survival in Okinawa. Japan’s Mammalogical Society placed the dugong on its “Red List of Mammals,” estimating the population in Okinawa to be critically endangered. The U.S. government’s Marine Mammal Commission and the United Nations Environmental Program fear the project would pose a serious threat to this mammal’s survival. The World Conservation Union’s dugong specialists have expressed similar concerns and have placed the dugong on its Red List of threatened species. The Okinawa dugong is also a federally listed endangered species under the U.S. Endangered Species Act. The Okinawa dugong has extreme cultural significance to the Okinawan people, and only about 50 dugongs are thought to remain in these waters. The base construction will crush the last remaining critical habitat for the Okinawa dugong, destroying feeding trails and seagrass beds essential for dugong survival. Sea turtles: Three types of endangered sea turtle — the hawksbill, loggerhead, and green — also depend on this ecosystem. These turtles are listed under the U.S. Endangered Species Act and the global Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species. The turtles use nearby beaches to feed and lay their eggs. The construction and operation of the new base will cause water and air pollution, create artificial light pollution, and increase human activity — all of which are harmful to sea turtle survival. Many plant and animal species are still being discovered in Henoko Bay. Since the base plan was announced, new types of seagrass — a vital staple food for the dugong — and mollusks have been discovered on the project site. New wonders of nature are found here each year. The base plan would devastate dugong habitat in Henoko Bay and nearby Oura Bay, and would be extremely harmful to turtles, fish, coral, and other marine life. The recently elected Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama and the Democratic Party of Japan have expressed the desire to renegotiate the 2006 agreement and cancel plans to relocate the base. You have the ability and duty to alter the course of this devastating plan, but time is of the essence. We urge you to direct the U.S. secretaries of defense and state to cancel this project immediately. By canceling the plan to expand an airbase near Henoko and Oura bays, you will protect a globally important ocean ecosystem and some of the best remaining habitat for the Okinawa dugong. IUCN has designated the 2010 Year for Biodiversity as the year of the dugong. Please cancel this destructive project and ensure that the Okinawa dugong has a fighting chance at celebrating its importance in 2010 and years to come. 

Second—this risks extinction—there’s an invisible threshold.

David N. Diner, Major in the Judge Advocate General's Corps of the United States Army, 1994 (“The Army And The Endangered Species Act: Who's Endangering Whom?,” Military Law Review (143 Mil. L. Rev. 161), Winter, Available Online via Lexis-Nexis)

4. Biological Diversity. – The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. 77 As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world's biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. 78   [*173]  Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . . [l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole." 79  By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, 80 mankind may be edging closer to the abyss. 

Finally—this is particularly true in this instance—healthy ocean ecosystems are key to human survival.

Robin Kundis Craig, Associate Professor of Law at the Indiana University School of Law, 2003 (“Taking Steps Toward Marine Wilderness Protection? Fishing and Coral Reef Marine Reserves in Florida and Hawaii,” McGeorge Law Review (34 McGeorge L. Rev. 155), Winter, Available Online via Subscribing Institutions via Lexis-Nexis)

Biodiversity and ecosystem function arguments for conserving marine ecosystems also exist, just as they do for terrestrial ecosystems, but these arguments have thus far rarely been raised in political debates. For example, besides significant tourism values - the most economically valuable ecosystem service coral reefs provide, worldwide - coral reefs protect against storms and dampen other environmental fluctuations, services worth more than ten times the reefs' value for food production. n856 Waste treatment is another significant, non-extractive ecosystem function that intact coral reef ecosystems provide. n857 More generally, "ocean ecosystems play a major role in the global geochemical cycling of all the elements that represent the basic building blocks of living organisms, carbon, nitrogen, oxygen, phosphorus, and sulfur, as well as other less abundant but necessary elements." n858 In a very real and direct sense, therefore, human degradation of marine ecosystems impairs the planet's ability to support life.  Maintaining biodiversity is often critical to maintaining the functions of marine ecosystems. Current evidence shows that, in general, an ecosystem's ability to keep functioning in the face of disturbance is strongly dependent on its biodiversity, "indicating that more diverse ecosystems are more stable." n859 Coral reef ecosystems are particularly dependent on their biodiversity. [*265]    Most ecologists agree that the complexity of interactions and degree of interrelatedness among component species is higher on coral reefs than in any other marine environment. This implies that the ecosystem functioning that produces the most highly valued components is also complex and that many otherwise insignificant species have strong effects on sustaining the rest of the reef system. n860   Thus, maintaining and restoring the biodiversity of marine ecosystems is critical to maintaining and restoring the ecosystem services that they provide. Non-use biodiversity values for marine ecosystems have been calculated in the wake of marine disasters, like the Exxon Valdez oil spill in Alaska. n861 Similar calculations could derive preservation values for marine wilderness.  However, economic value, or economic value equivalents, should not be "the sole or even primary justification for conservation of ocean ecosystems. Ethical arguments also have considerable force and merit." n862 At the forefront of such arguments should be a recognition of how little we know about the sea - and about the actual effect of human activities on marine ecosystems. The United States has traditionally failed to protect marine ecosystems because it was difficult to detect anthropogenic harm to the oceans, but we now know that such harm is occurring - even though we are not completely sure about causation or about how to fix every problem. Ecosystems like the NWHI coral reef ecosystem should inspire lawmakers and policymakers to admit that most of the time we really do not know what we are doing to the sea and hence should be preserving marine wilderness whenever we can - especially when the United States has within its territory relatively pristine marine ecosystems that may be unique in the world.  We may not know much about the sea, but we do know this much: if we kill the ocean we kill ourselves, and we will take most of the biosphere with us. The Black Sea is almost dead, n863 its once-complex and productive ecosystem almost entirely replaced by a monoculture of comb jellies, "starving out fish and dolphins, emptying fishermen's nets, and converting the web of life into brainless, wraith-like blobs of jelly." n864 More importantly, the Black Sea is not necessarily unique. 

Okinawa Security 1AC​​​—Plan

Thus the plan:

The United States federal government should phase-out to the point of elimination its military presence in the Okinawa Prefecture of Japan.

We’ll clarify.

Okinawa Security 1AC​​​—Solvency Contention

Contention Four: Solvency

The plan is a key site of contestation against dominant ‘security’ logics—vote affirmative to take seriously the suffering of the Okinawan people.

Miyume Tanji, Research Fellow with the Centre for Advanced Studies in Australia, Asia and the Pacific at Curtin University of Technology (Australia), holds a Ph.D. in Politics from Murdoch University and is the author of Myth, Protest and Struggle in Okinawa and several other publications, 2007 (“Futenma Air Base As A Hostage Of Us-Japan Alliance: Power, Interests And Identity Politics Surrounding Military Bases In Okinawa,” Asia Research Centre Working Paper No. 147, November, Available Online at http://wwwarc.murdoch.edu.au/wp/wp147.pdf, p. 11-12)
As discussed in this paper, the Okinawan problem has been predominantly understood as a domestic political issue that stands apart from foreign policy and national/international security questions. This view has been supported and strengthened by the realist and neo- realist perspectives in international relations that have dominated the making and the understanding of alliance politics in northeast Asia even after the Cold War. The insecurity of [end page 11] Okinawan residents and abuse of their minority status and rights within Japan have thus been considered ‘outside the scope of analyses’ as far as the Japan-US security alliance is concerned. After the Cold War, alternative international relations perspectives expanded theoretical horizons. It became possible to open national security issues up to questions of national history, identity and culture. Constructivism is useful in addressing the oversights of realist and neo-realist, as well as liberal institutionalist theory. Within these expanded horizons Okinawa becomes an opportunity for Japan to begin reconstructing its identity in the international realm as well as vis-à-vis the US as an ally. The absolute closure of Futenma (i.e. without relocation within Okinawa) is also a demand consistent with the international norms such as human security, repudiation of militarism and gender violence, as well as arms reduction. Adhering to such norms would enable Japan to transform its image among nations in northeast Asia and the Asia-Pacific. Taking a more assertive position would also create breathing space in its currently exclusive relations with the US. Japan would become a sovereign rather than a ‘client state’. This would certainly contribute positively towards the building of a multilateral security regime in the region that is not controlled by the dominant US interests. 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.

Second—the plan is crucial to re-imagine ‘security’—this is key to stable and meaningful peace.

Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 102-103)
The May 2006 U.S. – Japan Roadmap on Realignment of forces was heralded by both Washington and Tokyo as marking a new phase in the security alliance. The rhetoric is new but the underlying assumptions are not. The defence policy of Japan is currently based on one specific construction of ‘security’ – defence of the state against external threats in which national security so-defined is placed above all. This particular Realist interpretation of ‘security’ is constraining the choices and opportunities of the people of Okinawa (Hook & Siddle, 2003a: 8) and is, therefore, counter to the emancipatory form of security advocated by IR critical [end page 102] security scholar Ken Booth. The protests against and criticisms of Okinawa’s subjugation are alternative ideas of ‘security’ in practice, notions that take the interests of individuals and the protection of the natural environment into account; that take Article 9 seriously as an ideal to live by and not a vague guideline to ignore at will. Critics of the narrow definition of ‘security’ at work in Japan today urge a move toward an independent, credible foreign policy ‘supported by a logic of its own that has the consent of its own people’ (Gabe, 2003: 72) that is integrated with a stable regional peace rather than with the military force of the U.S. (Miyazato et al, 2006: 56). It is difficult to imagine the government and people of Japan voluntarily giving up the perceived protection of the U.S. military umbrella, but imagination is what is needed, the imagination to think differently and the courage to speak and act differently. ‘Security’ as currently interpreted in Japan is not a definition that works, for Okinawa or for the long-term stable peace of the country as a whole. If the word no longer works, it must be reworked. 

Finally—continued U.S. military presence on Okinawa has no strategic value—the case outweighs their security DA.

Network For Okinawa, a project of the Institute For Policy Studies, 2010 (“Network for Okinawa’s Statement on Current Situation with U.S. Base Relocation,” June 14th, Available Online at http://closethebase.org/2010/06/14/network-for-okinawas-statement-on-current-futenma-situation/)
The U.S. Marine Corps presence in Okinawa has no strategic value. The Japan-US Security Treaty does not require Japan to provide bases to U.S. Marines. Rather than protecting Japan or Okinawa, the bulk of the U.S. Marines whose home base is Okinawa are fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan.   Their training in Okinawa is for a mission that has nothing to do with “protecting Japan,” as many Japanese have been led to believe. Likewise, Marines won’t serve a role that justifies the plan for a massive, environmentally and socially destructive buildup in Guam.

2AC—Critique of Hegemony/War DAs

The 1AC is a criticism of their security logic—

(Explain/Extend)

And—vote affirmative to deepen the concept of ‘security’—dominant views of IR are epistemologically indefensible—Realist assumptions are incorrect.

Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 89-92)
‘Ideas are power; they are life and death, emancipation and limitation’ (Bell, 1998: 208). ‘Security and emancipation are two sides of the same coin. Emancipation, not power or order, produces true security. Emancipation, theoretically, is security’ (Booth, 1991a: 319). For some IR scholars, stretching the security agenda is insufficient and even harmful. Simon Dalby questions ‘whether, in the process of extending the ambit of threats requiring a military response, one is not further militarizing society rather than dealing more directly with political difficulties. (Dalby, 1997: 5). [end page 89] Instead of simply extending the security agenda within an accepted account of what (and who) counts in the state-centric, ethnocentric and patriarchal international system, what is required is a ‘deepening’ of the concept of security itself. For Ken Booth, ‘deepening’ means ‘investigating the implications and possibilities that result from seeing security as a concept that derives from different understandings of what politics is and can be all about’ (Booth, 1997: 111). Although critical scholars, within IR generally and the study of security specifically, draw on a variety of theoretical traditions from within and beyond the disciplinary borders of IR, including the Frankfurt School of Critical Theory and Post-Modernism/Post-Structuralism, a common understanding is that the way things are is only one of many possibilities. As Berger and Luckmann state, ‘Social order exists only as a product of human activity’ (Berger & Luckmann, 1991: 70, emphasis in original). Humans construct their own realities, and within those realities their own identities. What is named as ‘male’, ‘female’, ‘art’ or ‘nature’ is given meaning and value particular to a time and culture. This specific meaning is constructed and then reconstructed daily through language and social custom. Once the temporal and cultural contingency of such concepts is recognised, what has been assumed to be real, inevitable and immutable can be challenged. Such critical thinking is a profound challenge for IR as a discipline and the study of security within the discipline. ‘Anarchy is what states make of it’ says Alexander Wendt (1992: 395). Booth takes this one step further, ‘security is what we make it’ (Booth, 1997: 106, emphasis added). Saying that thinking about politics and doing politics can be done differently opens up the space for change. Since power is integral to any social relation, ‘security’ can be seen as socio- political construct. As one concept of security becomes dominant others are ridiculed, suppressed or not even considered. Since such perceptions are often entrenched to the point of ‘naturalness’, problematizing them is potentially disturbing and even threatening. The status quo is the status quo because it suits those who have the power to define and keep it that way. Nevertheless, without such ‘dangerous’ critical questions little substantive change can occur. Within the expanding and still controversial perimeters of critical security studies many questions are raised: what are the meanings of security and how should it [end page 90] mean? What/who is being secured and at what cost to what/whom? Whose security is not being voiced or listened to? Booth emphasizes that security is ‘essentially a derivative concept’, different theories create different readings of security; ‘While there is a consensus on the standard definition of security – to do with being or feeling safe from threats and danger – security in world politics can have no final meaning’ (Booth, 2005a: 13, emphasis in original). The way we theorize politics makes us focus on some things and ask some questions and ignore or be blind to others. How we ‘see’ security depends on our experience and understanding ‘of political theories about nations, sovereignty, class, gender, and other facts by human agreement’ (Booth, 2005a: 13). A Realist’s view of security is a specific construct of security that is ethnocentric (Anglo-American), militarized, patriarchal6 and methodologically positive7. In Realism the state aims to secure itself against external threats and dangers, but what should be defined as a danger? Booth points out that rather than the external threat to national security emphasized in Realism, the greater threat is often domestic/internal; ‘To countless millions of people in the world it is their own state, and not “The Enemy” that is the primary security threat’ (Booth, 1991a: 318). In ‘Writing Security’, David Campbell asserts that danger is ‘not an objective condition’ (Campbell, 1992: 1) but ‘an effect of interpretation’ (Campbell, 1992: 2). In studying how security is ‘written’ or constituted, Campbell sets out to highlight ‘how the very domains of inside/outside, self/other, and domestic/foreign – those moral spaces [are] made possible by the ethical borders of identity as much as the territorial boundaries of states’ (Campbell, 1992: vii). States, which ‘are never finished as entities’ (Campbell, 1992: 11), have unstable identities the boundaries of which are constructed and reconstructed by representations of external dangers (Campbell, 1992: 3) such that ‘the constant articulation of danger through foreign policy is thus not a threat to a state’s identity or existence, it is its condition of possibility’ (Campbell, 1992: 12). If critical security studies aims to deconstruct accepted notions of security, how does/should it reconstruct alternative concepts? For Booth, the idea that there is `no politics-free definition of security in world politics` (2005b: 21) should not be considered negatively. He goes further to say that `security in world politics must remain an arena of intense political contestation because it is both primordial and [end page 91] the object of conflicting theories about what is real, what constitutes reliable knowledge, and what might be done in world politics` (Booth, 2005b: 21). Despite the ever-contested nature of security, Booth offers his own critically informed and emancipatory definition of the concept; `Security in world politics is an instrumental value that enables people(s) some opportunity to choose how to live. It is a means by which individuals and collectives can invent and reinvent different ideas about being human` (Booth, 2005b: 23). Booth warns academics and students of critical security studies not to `ignore or play down the state and the military dimensions of world politics` (Booth, 1997: 107). States exist, even if they are not static entities, and weapons are made and used to harm life, but the Realist conception of what a state is, how many weapons are required and who or what they should be used on should be challenged. Booth advises academics `to expose the hypocrisies, inconsistencies, and power plays in language, relationships, and policies` (Booth, 1995: 115). With this in mind, I will turn now to outline the foundations of modern Japanese defence policy, the contradictions that have existed since its inception, and the definition of security assumed within those foundations. 
Predictions of potential wars in the future obscure the ongoing wars in the status quo—their impact relies on a bankrupt ontology of war.

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Complete, p. 30-31)

Philosophical attention to war has typically appeared in the form of justifications for entering into war, and over appropriate activities within war. The spatial metaphors used to refer to war as a separate, bounded sphere indicate assumptions that war is a realm of human activity vastly removed from normal life, or a sort of happening that is appropriately conceived apart from everyday events in peaceful times. Not surprisingly, most discussions of the political and ethical dimensions of war discuss war solely as an event--an occurrence, or collection of occurrences, having clear beginnings and endings that are typically marked by formal, institutional declarations. As happenings, wars and military activities can be seen as motivated by identifiable, if complex, intentions, and directly enacted by individual and collective decision-makers and agents of states. But many of the questions about war that are of interest to feminists---including how large-scale, state-sponsored violence affects women and members of other oppressed groups; how military violence shapes gendered, raced, and nationalistic political realities and moral imaginations; what such violence consists of and why it persists; how it is related to other oppressive and violent institutions and hegemonies--cannot be adequately pursued by focusing on events. These issues are not merely a matter of good or bad intentions and identifiable decisions.   In "Gender and 'Postmodern' War," Robin Schott introduces some of the ways in which war is currently best seen not as an event but as a presence (Schott 1995). Schott argues that postmodern understandings of persons, states, and politics, as well as the high-tech nature of much contemporary warfare and the preponderance of civil and nationalist wars, render an event-based conception of war inadequate, especially insofar as gender is taken into account. In this essay, I will expand upon her argument by showing that accounts of war that only focus on events are impoverished in a number of ways, and therefore feminist consideration of the political, ethical, and ontological dimensions of war and the possibilities for resistance demand a much more complicated approach. I take Schott's characterization of war as presence as a point of departure, though I am not committed to the idea that the constancy of militarism, the fact of its omnipresence in human experience, and the paucity of an event-based account of war are exclusive to contemporary postmodern or postcolonial circumstances.1   Theory that does not investigate or even notice the omnipresence of militarism cannot represent or address the depth and specificity of the everyday effects of militarism on women, on people living in occupied territories, on members of military institutions, and on the environment. These effects are relevant to feminists in a number of ways because military practices and institutions help construct gendered and national identity, and because they justify the destruction of natural nonhuman entities and communities during peacetime. Lack of attention to these aspects of the business of making or preventing military violence in an extremely technologized world results in theory that cannot accommodate the connections among the constant presence of militarism, declared wars, and other closely related social phenomena, such as nationalistic glorifications of motherhood, media violence, and current ideological gravitations to military solutions for social problems. 

This turns the disad—representations of “war” as an isolated event ensure widespread violence.

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Complete, p. 31-32)

Ethical approaches that do not attend to the ways in which warfare and military practices are woven into the very fabric of life in twenty-first century technological states lead to crisis-based politics and analyses. For any feminism that aims to resist oppression and create alternative social and political options, crisis-based ethics and politics are problematic because they distract attention from the need for sustained resistance to the enmeshed, omnipresent systems of domination and oppression that so often function as givens in most people's lives. Neglecting the omnipresence of militarism allows the false belief that the absence of declared armed conflicts is peace, the polar opposite of war. It is particularly easy for those whose lives are shaped by the safety of privilege, and who do not regularly encounter the realities of militarism, to maintain this false belief. The belief that militarism is an ethical, political concern only regarding armed conflict, creates forms of resistance to militarism that are merely exercises in crisis control. Antiwar resistance is then mobilized when the "real" violence finally occurs, or when the stability of privilege is directly threatened, and at that point it is difficult not to respond in ways that make resisters drop all other political priorities. Crisis-driven attention to declarations of war might actually keep resisters complacent about and complicitous in the general presence of global militarism. Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state.   Moving away from crisis-driven politics and ontologies concerning war and military violence also enables consideration of relationships among seemingly disparate phenomena, and therefore can shape more nuanced theoretical and practical forms of resistance. For example, investigating the ways in which war is part of a presence allows consideration of the relationships among the events of war and the following: how militarism is a foundational trope in the social and political imagination; how the pervasive presence and symbolism of soldiers/warriors/patriots shape meanings of gender; the ways in which threats of state-sponsored violence are a sometimes invisible/sometimes bold agent of racism, nationalism, and corporate interests; the fact that vast numbers of communities, cities, and nations are currently in the midst of excruciatingly violent circumstances. It also provides a lens for considering the relationships among the various kinds of violence that get labeled "war." Given current American obsessions with nationalism, guns, and militias, and growing hunger for the death penalty, prisons, and a more powerful police state, one cannot underestimate the need for philosophical and political attention to connections among phenomena like the "war on drugs," the "war on crime," and other state-funded militaristic campaigns. 

Our constructivist approach is key to break the cycle—refusing the negative’s conception of ‘security’ is vital to effective policymaking in the context of U.S. military presence in Okinawa.

Miyume Tanji, Research Fellow with the Centre for Advanced Studies in Australia, Asia and the Pacific at Curtin University of Technology (Australia), holds a Ph.D. in Politics from Murdoch University and is the author of Myth, Protest and Struggle in Okinawa and several other publications, 2007 (“Futenma Air Base As A Hostage Of Us-Japan Alliance: Power, Interests And Identity Politics Surrounding Military Bases In Okinawa,” Asia Research Centre Working Paper No. 147, November, Available Online at http://wwwarc.murdoch.edu.au/wp/wp147.pdf, p. 7-9)
At around the same time, another strand of international relations theory expanded the scope of the discipline to include historical and culturally informed analyses (for example, Wendt 1992; Finnemore 1996; Katzenstein 1996; Kratochwil 1989). This is sometimes identified as the ‘constructivist turn’ or perspective in international relations (Checkel 1998). The most important contribution of this perspective was that it problematised actors in international society and opened their character, construction and identity up to inquiry. As collective actors, states are not understood as unitary or as simply motivated by an abstract national interest. States have complex interests, which they acquire, argue about, articulate and project in complex ways. Constructivist theory is often still state-centric, but it begins to fill in the huge analytical gaps left by realist and liberal positions. Important for my argument, it makes [end page 7] room for the exploration of shared subjectivities and the often intangible historical and normative complications that bear on the making and behavior of states and other significant international actors. For these reasons the constructivist perspective is also able to provide a better understanding of the processes of construction of norms in international society, such as human rights, environmental protection and arms reduction (Risse, Ropp, and Sikkink 1999; Klotz 1995). As the actors become more complex, so do their actions and their society. Specifically related to Japan, Peter Katzenstein has established the importance of institutional culture and historical processes of identity construction in the development of Japanese security policy (Katzenstein 1998). The constructivist perspective can also contribute to creating a richer framework for understanding the Okinawan base problem as an international security issue. Of course, Okinawan society and history have been studied by a wide range of humanities scholars and social scientists. All the same, bringing this body of work and argument to the discipline of international relations so as expand its analytical frames is a worthwhile, and necessary, exercise. We can better see what is going on and, perhaps also, what should be done in Okinawa. The alternative is a scholarly discussion in which the participants speak and argue without hearing one another. If only for a brief moment, the 1995 schoolgirl incident created a crisis sufficient to prompt the two governments to review and rectify the imbalance of US presence in Okinawa and to resolve to reduce the burden on the residents. In the mid-1990s, as Funabashi Yoichi described, Japanese-US alliance was ‘drifting’ (Funabashi 1997) – in large part because of the loss of its obvious common enemy, the Soviet Union. Then, when the two parties failed to come to terms with each other in lengthy rounds of trade negotiations, the US Congress questioned the rationales for the alliance with Japan. Even more ominously, the rape then highlighted the wider ‘Okinawan problem’ and directed international attention simultaneously to the US foreign military’s violence against local women, the violation of landowners’ rights, and especially to the SOFA (Status of Forces Agreement) that granted various privileges to the US forces. These questions pointed clearly to a larger one: Do overseas US foreign military bases threaten the security of the population rather than protect it? The legitimacy of the bilateral alliance was seriously in question. Attempts were also being made at Japanese national government level to redefine the alliance with the US. For example, a private advisory consortium to the prime minister issued the ‘Higuchi Report’ in August 1994, which called for a more independent Japanese foreign policy. It advocated expanding the role of the Self Defence Forces in sending peacekeeping operations overseas. Most importantly, it stressed the importance of reducing emphasis on the [end page 8] exclusive partnership with the US, by engaging more seriously in multilateral regime-building with other Asian countries specifically in the area of international security (Hughes and Fukushima 2004: 71). In other words, consideration was being given to the creation of a new identity for Japan. Instead of the passive and dependent actor in international society that it had been in the post-war period, Japan was to become or was thinking about becoming an assertive and independent actor, capable of leadership. The Okinawan crisis in 1995 coincided with the opportunity for sea-change in Japan’s foreign policy. Even if only briefly, Japan was led by a socialist prime minister, not by the long incumbent Liberal Democratic Party. The time provided a political opportunity for Japan to drastically alter its relations with the US by making clear demands for a substantial reduction of its military presence in Okinawa, if not the whole of Japan. Making such assertion would have been consistent with the international norms of human security as well as minorities’ rights protection, thus making Japan’s partnership with the US less exclusive, and enabling Japan to show diplomatic leadership. 

2AC—Critique Of ‘Security Threats’

The ‘security threats’ they isolate rely on the flawed assumptions that our 1AC explicitly criticizes—this ensures unending insecurity.
Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 93-94)
On May 1st, 2006, after three years of negotiations, the Japanese and U.S. governments announced their joint roadmap for the realignment of military forces, a path set to ‘take their security alliance to a new level’ (Japan Times, 3rd May 2006). The sticking point for the two governments had been the financing of the relocation of the marines to Guam. However, Japan finally agreed to pay 59% (U.S.$6.09 billion) of the cost of moving the troops with the justification that this would ease the burden on Okinawa (Japan Times, 25th April 2006). A joint statement based on the U.S. – Japan Security Consultation Committee document sets out the countries’ shared values of ‘basic human rights, freedom, democracy, and the rule of law’ (MOFA, 2006). The main points of the agreement include the removal of 8,000 marines and their 9,000 dependents from Okinawa to Guam, the closure of Futenma airbase in Ginowan City, Okinawa Island, and the relocation of its operations to a new base by 2014. The plan for the new base consists of two 1,800m v-shaped runways in the area of Henoko bay. The construction method would be primarily landfill and the U.S. and Japanese governments claim that ‘this facility ensures agreed operational capabilities while addressing issues of safety, noise, and environmental impacts’ (MOFA, 2006). Getting local support for the plan had been an ‘issue’ for the Japanese government, but the Japan Times reported on 25th April that this problem had been basically resolved (Japan Times, 25th April, 2006), a statement that glosses over the continued local opposition. The Peace constitution was foisted on Japan. However, a population whose early experiences of democracy had been snuffed out by a militaristic government, that had suffered great losses during the Second World War and experienced the horrifying immediate and after-effects of two atomic bombs by and large embraced a pacifist stance. Yet, the imposition of the constitution and the increasing desire for Japan to play a greater role on the Asian and global political scene has meant that the debate to change the constitution and remove Article 9 [end page 93] has gained momentum. This move toward a stronger Japanese identity has been complemented by the proposed new Education Bill, passed in December 2006, which advocates ‘love of country’ (Japan Times, 21st June 2006). What are the threats to Japan that merit a stronger U.S. – Japan military alliance? How real the ‘threats’ to Japan are from North Korea and China is questionable. What is less debatable is the fact that the basic unresolved contradiction at the core of Japan’s defence policy combined with an unwillingness (as perceived by other Asian nations) to face up to its aggressive past, the current military build-up – between 1996 – 2000, Japan was the ninth greatest arms purchasing country (Burrows, 2002: 17) – and a greater supporting role of U.S. forces by the SDF is increasing insecurity rather than securing (making safe) the people and environment of Japan. As long as Japan remains passively and uncritically under the security umbrella of the U.S. and agrees to host and fund U.S. military bases, its claim to be a pacifist nation, as defined by Article 9, does not stand up. And as long as the Japanese Supreme Court remains a tool of the executive branch of the government (George-Mulgan, 2000: 10) and continues to back up the government’s position on security policy by refusing to ‘support a literal interpretation of Article 9’ (George-Mulgan, 2000: 10), citizens have no redress apart from civil protest and participating in local plebiscites. Although put forward as a ‘realignment’ that will ease the burden on Okinawa, which currently hosts 75% of the U.S. military presence in Japan, the recent U.S. – Japan security agreement will increase U.S. capabilities in Japan and commits Japan to integrate the SDF within U.S. strategy (Japan Times, 5th June 2006) which stretches the cognitive dissonance on security beyond belief and beyond Okinawan endurance. Assumed in the agreement is an interpretation of security as defending the Japanese state against external threats by military means. If Japan is a ‘peaceful’ country by means of an alliance with the largest military force in the world, can this be labelled peace? Article 9 is a part of the constitution but currently it is only that; words in a document and not a practice. What is insecure is a commitment to active, long-term peace. As the next section will underline, this perception of ‘national’ security is built upon the insecurity of the people of Okinawa and the destruction of its environment. 

2AC—Memory Add-On

Subjugation of Okinawa is deeply embedded in the colonial history of Japan and the U.S.—military presence is just the latest manifestation of violence.

Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 95-96)
‘The twentieth century has not been kind to Okinawa. In many ways its geography determined its fate’ (McCormack, 2003: 109) Okinawa’s situation or ‘problem’ is often explained away in terms of geography. A curve of stepping-stones between larger neighbouring countries, Okinawa was fated to be dominated; or was it? This argument downplays the active policy of the Japanese government in first expropriating, and then marginalizing Okinawa economically and politically. Okinawa is now considered a ‘war prefecture’ within a peace state (Hook & Siddle, 2003b: 243). However, it was once a state at peace. As a united and independent kingdom that had chosen not to have a military force, the Ryukyu Islands were a centre for trade from the fifteenth century onwards. ‘Given’ to the daimyo (lord) of Satsuma province from 1609 by the shogun (military leader) Tokugawa Ieyasu, the Ryukyu kingdom retained a semi-independent status until its forced incorporation into the modern state of Japan in 1879 8. Representatives from the new prefecture of Okinawa requested that the islands should not be sites of military garrisons, but without success (Kerr, 1958: 370). A strict top-down assimilation policy was introduced while the newly-named Okinawans debated the benefits and drawbacks of being ‘Japanese’ (Rabson, 1996). Although heavily taxed, it took twenty-two years before the people of Okinawa were represented in the ‘democratic’ government of the state. After decades of Japanese rule, Okinawa was still perceived as marginal, backward and vulnerable because of questionable loyalties to the Japanese state. Rabson describes it as a cruel irony that in 1945 the Battle of Okinawa was thus seen ‘as an opportunity to prove, once and for all, their loyalty to Japan and full assimilation as Japanese’ (Rabson, 1996). Over 200,000 Okinawan people were killed in the Battle of Okinawa – a quarter of the population. Thousands died at the hands of Japanese soldiers, killed directly or indirectly through mass forced ‘suicides’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 14). The Battle of Okinawa has since been [end page 95] described as a reckless and unnecessary sacrifice of lives; ‘Okinawans died simply to put off the inevitable surrender just a little longer’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 14). National security at this time did not cover the security of all Japan; ‘the wartime state was oppressor far more that it was protector of Okinawans’ (Hein & Selden, 2003: 14). The idea of Okinawa as ‘expendable’ to a callous central government, a recurring theme in anti-Tokyo critiques, had its foundations laid in the graves of Okinawa’s too many dead. At the end of the Second World War, Okinawa could still not rely on the protection of its national government. The U.S. took and retained control of Okinawa until its reversion to Japan in 1972. At first Japan had little choice but to accept the situation, and later, in exchange for allowing U.S. bases on its territory (Tokyo had ‘residual sovereignty’ over Okinawa) it gained economic benefits including ‘preferential access to the American market’ while the U.S. would ‘tolerate [Japan’s] protectionism and mercantilism’ (Johnson, 2002). Unfortunately for Okinawa it was deemed a strategic military post within Asia and so the U.S. policymakers insisted that they ‘must retain administrative control over most of the Ryukyu Islands which entailed forcible land seizures, denials of legal rights, and numerous inconveniences and indignities’ (Rabson, 1996). Japanese writers have commented acidly that while Okinawans lost their families, their land and their livelihoods, Tokyo did nothing; ‘Throughout this process, the government of our “mother country” Japan looked on complacently, neither willing nor able to defend the people of Okinawa’ (Miyazato et al, 2006: 53). 
Foregrounding this historical memory is vital to effectively challenge colonialism—the way we frame our debate about Okinawa shapes the way its history gets remembered.

Sharon K. Hom, Professor of Law at City University of New York, and Eric K. Yamamot, Professor of Law at the William S. Richardson School of Law at the University of Hawaii, 2000 (“Collective Memory, History, and Social Justice,” UCLA Law Review (47 UCLA L. Rev. 1747), August, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Lexis-Nexis)
The most significant general insight is that memories are not simply retrieved from a brain storehouse. They are constructed and continually reconstructed. They are not stored whole for future use but are produced by neurochemicals and by complex interactions among people and their social environments. 65  [*1761]  Cognitive science (drawing from biology, philosophy, and psychology) thus rejects the metaphor of the brain as computer and memory as data retrieval. It suggests that people often subconsciously choose what to remember in ways that reflect their desires, hopes, and the cultural norms of their social environment. 66 As those hopes and desires change, memories alter. "People change, and the meanings of their past experiences change as their ways of interpreting the world shift." 67 For this reason, some historians call this kind of contemporary remembering the "historical present." 68 Moving roughly from the individual to the group, social psychology emphasizes the importance of cultural forms and institutional practices in the development of collective memory. 69 Memories of past events, persons, and interactions are culturally framed because they are subject to socially structured patterns of recall, they are often triggered by social stimuli and they are conveyed through communal language. 70 Especially important in this sifting, transforming developmental process are narrative structures. 71 "Narrative possibilities and constraints frame what is remembered and...stories reinforce a group's identity and compose the  [*1762]  frameworks people use to make the past meaningful." 72 Influential narratives function in two ways. The first gives us the language, ideas and images - the story - we need to "comprehend" the past. The second, the grand narrative, frames the relationship of the past to the present. It shapes the past in light of how we see (or want to see) ourselves and others in the present. Michael Schudson vivifies this latter point in describing how differing underlying historical narrative structures generate differing views of Native Americans today.   If you recall the wars between the United States government and Native Americans as part of the history of nation-building, it is one story; if you recall it as part of a history of racism it is another. If you see the skeletal remains of Native Americans from long ago as part of an impersonal history of the human species, the remains are valuable specimens for scientific research; if you understand them as the cherished property of their descendants, they deserve reverent treatment and should be reburied according to the customs of Native American groups. 73   Direct experiences, cultural forms, institutional practices, and political ideology generate the underlying, or structural, narratives. They combine to form a lens through which group history is viewed and contemporaneous stories of the past are developed. Conversely, psychological dysfunction sometimes occurs when a person's or a group's culture lacks the narratives to help organize and make meaning out of harsh events and situations. These people individually or collectively lack one lens for coalescing coherent memories connecting the past to the present. 74 Because this lens is constructed, "remembering" the past is neither innocent nor objective. As historian Peter Burke eloquently observes,   A way of seeing is a way of not seeing, a way of remembering is a way of forgetting, too. If memory were only a kind of registration, a "true" memory might be possible. But memory is a process of encoding information, storing information and strategically retrieving information, and there are social, psychological, and historical influences at each point. 75   Historical memory is selective.  [*1763]  These multidisciplinary insights are brought to bear and extended in Peter Novick's recent book on collective memories of the Holocaust. 76 Novick examines not the Holocaust events themselves, but rather the initial postwar silence about these events and the later political struggles among different groups over Holocaust memory. Most important, Novick's book links the contemporary struggles over collective memory to present-day ideology, political goals and identity formation. Novick starts with a clear acknowledgment of the human horror of the Holocaust. His focus, though, is on what he perceives to be America's preoccupation with the Holocaust. The centering of the Holocaust in the American consciousness has not occurred spontaneously. According to Novick, it is motivated as much by political as moral concerns. As one commentator aptly summarized, "It has come about through a confluence of sociological needs and available cultural resources, as well as through tactical calculation. The legacy of the Holocaust has been treated as a political issue and deliberately used for political ends." 77 One such end is to set the record straight - to respond to gross historical distortions. Those who contend that the Nazi's and their supporters never exterminated Jews en mass are wrong. Another more complicated political end, according to Novick, is the forging of a secularized Jewish identity in the United States in part to maintain political and economic power. 78 Novick's well-researched work is controversial, some say polemical. 79 Its broad insights about collective memory, nevertheless, are instructive. Our memories of the Holocaust in the United States have changed dramatically over the postwar years and "the Holocaust" as a symbol is often deployed ina wide range of settings. As Eva Hoffman observes, "at each successive stage, the understanding of that enormous event has been shaped by contemporaneous values and ideological pressures, and at each point, the symbolism of the Holocaust has been used in the service of specific causes and interests." 80  [*1764]  C. Implications for Justice Strategies   What do these general insights about collective memory mean for people on the justice frontlines, for people arguing for progressive deployment of civil and human rights? At bottom, these insights mean that they cannot simply assume, as many do, a nice two-step dance: first, dig historically to find out "what really happened," and second, describe how those "facts" show a violation of established rights norms. That is a narrow, lawyerly approach. The digging we must do is not only into the documentary archives, but also into the archives of mind, spirit, and culture - then and now. In digging, we need to acknowledge that we are not merely retrieving group memories. We are helping construct them as we go, within a context of not only rights norms but also larger societal understandings of injustice and reparation. These memories are shaped by, and in turn share, daily cultural practices as well as major events. Collective memories can therefore differ depending on locale, group experiences, and cultural norms. The struggle over recognition of competing collective memories is therefore often a struggle over the supremacy of world views, of colliding ideologies. And through those struggles we have the potential to remake our, and society's, understandings of justice - for good or ill. 
2AC—Racism Add-On

Dugongs have unique cultural significance for the people of Okinawa.

Deborah Mantle, Lecturer in the College of International Relations at Ritsumeikan University (Japan), 2006 (“Defending the Dugong: Redefining ‘Security’ in Okinawa and Japan,” Ritsumeikan Annual Review of International Studies, Volume 5, Available Online at http://www.ritsumei.ac.jp/acd/cg/ir/college/bulletin/e-vol.5/MANTLE.pdf, p. 85)
Dugongs (saltwater manatees or sea cows) are marine mammals that are genetically closer to elephants than whales or dolphins. Dugongs can grow up to three metres and live up to 70 years. Their slow breeding rate and dietary reliance on sea grasses that only grow in shallow, coastal waters mean that dugongs are particularly susceptible to pollution and human encroachment. Approximately 100,000 dugongs exist in the world, the vast majority living in the waters off northern Australia. Okinawa has the northernmost population of dugongs, once numerous but now numbering less than 50. As friendly messengers from Niraikanai, the mythical world of the gods, dugongs are considered sacred in traditional Okinawan culture. The dugong has been recognised as a Japanese ‘natural monument’ since 1972.

That makes the status quo indefensible—U.S. plans are racist.

Jeff Shaw, award-winning environmental journalist whose work has appeared in publications including The Nation, In These Times, and The Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 2003 (“Okinawan sea life likely to suffer under Navy sonar deal,” Grist, October 23rd, Available Online at http://www.grist.org/article/the22/)
Though legally part of Japan, Okinawa's ethnically and culturally distinct people are often looked down upon by mainland Japanese. Okinawa is further politically isolated by its status as Japan's poorest prefecture and by the lack of a shared history with the rest of the country. (Okinawa's islands were part of the independent Kingdom of the Ryukyus until they were annexed in the 19th century.) The U.S. military has been all too willing to exploit Tokyo's reluctance to stand up for Okinawa. The tiny island chain has been forced to house 75 percent of Japan's American military bases -- though all of the Okinawan islands put together comprise just six-tenths of one percent of Japan's territory. Okinawa bears the resultant burdens, including pollution on land and at sea. Johnson, one of the foremost Asia scholars in the U.S., says he isn't surprised the same technology that raised an outcry when used in Puget Sound is being shipped to the North Pacific instead. "This seems like typical Navy racism," he says flatly. 

That’s a moral side constraint—reject racism in every instance.

Albert Memmi, Professor Emeritus of Sociology at the University of Paris, 1999 (Racism, Published by the University of Minnesota Press, ISBN 0816631654, p. 163-165)

The struggle against racism will be long, difficult, without intermission, without remission, probably never achieved.   Yet, for this very reason, it is a struggle to be undertaken without surcease and without concessions.  One cannot be indulgent toward racism; one must not even let the monster in the house, especially not in a mask.  To give it merely a foothold means to augment the bestial part in us and in other people, which is to diminish what is human.  To accept the racist universe to the slightest degree is to endorse fear, injustice, and violence.  It is to accept the persistence of the dark [end page 163] history in which we still largely live.  It is to agree that the outsider will always be a possible victim (and which man is not himself an outsider relative to someone else?).  Racism illustrates, in sum, the inevitable negativity of the condition of the dominated; that is, it illuminates in a certain sense the entire human condition.  The anti-racist struggle, difficult though it is, and always in question, is nevertheless one of the prologues to the ultimate passage from animality to humanity.  In that sense, we cannot fail to rise to the racist challenge.  However, it remains true that one's moral conduct only emerges from a choice; one has to want it.  It is a choice among other choices, and always debatable in its foundations and its consequences.  Let us say, broadly speaking, that the choice to conduct oneself morally is the condition for the establishment of a human order, for which racism is the very negation.  This is almost a redundancy.  One cannot found a moral order, let alone a legislative order, on racism, because racism signifies the exclusion of the other, and his or her subjection to violence and domination.  From an ethical point of view, if one can deploy a little religious language, racism is "the truly capital sin."22  It is not an accident that almost all of humanity's spiritual traditions counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows, or strangers.  It is not just a question of theoretical morality and disinterested commandments.  Such unanimity in the safeguarding of the other suggests the real utility of such sentiments.  All things considered, we have an interest in [end page 164] banishing injustice, because injustice engenders violence and death.  Of course, this is debatable.  There are those who think that if one is strong enough, the assault on and oppression of others is permissible.  But no one is ever sure of remaining the strongest.  One day, perhaps, the roles will be reversed.  All unjust society contains within itself the seeds of its own death.  It is probably smarter to treat others with respect so that they treat you with respect.  "Recall," says the Bible, "that you were once a stranger in Egypt," which means both that you ought to respect the stranger because you were a stranger yourself and that you risk becoming one again someday.  It is an ethical and a practical appeal--indeed, it is a contract, however implicit it might be.  In short, the refusal of racism is the condition for all theoretical and practical morality.  Because, in the end, the ethical choice commands the political choice, a just society must be a society accepted by all.  If this contractual principle is not accepted, then only conflict, violence, and destruction will be our lot.  If it is accepted, we can hope someday to live in peace.  True, it is a wager, but the stakes are irresistible.

2AC—Environmental Destruction Advantage

Relocation to the FRF will kill the Dugong.

Network For Okinawa, a project of the Institute For Policy Studies, 2010 (“Network for Okinawa’s Statement on Current Situation with U.S. Base Relocation,” June 14th, Available Online at http://closethebase.org/2010/06/14/network-for-okinawas-statement-on-current-futenma-situation/)
We should halt base expansion in Okinawa not only for people’s sake, but for other species and the sea as well.  Henoko, where the two countries are planning to build a massive state-of-art military complex to host accident-prone Osprey helicopters, is located on Oura Bay, a unique fan-shaped bay that holds complex and rich ecosystems – those of wetland, sea grass, coral reef, and mangrove that relate to each other and maintain a fragile balance. The combination of forests, rivers and oceans is important to conserving these biodiversity.  It is the feeding area of diverse marine animals including the dugong, an endangered marine mammal.  In January 2008, a U.S. District Court in San Francisco ruled that the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) had violated the National Historic Preservation Act by failing to “take account” the effects of the base construction on the dugong, as an Okinawan “natural monument” with significant cultural and historic heritage.  On April 24, then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama said, “Reclaiming land in Henoko’s ocean would be an act of sacrilege against nature.”
Scientific consensus is on our side.

Lauren Jensen Schoenbaum, J.D. Candidate at the University of Texas, 2008 (“The Okinawa Dugong and the Creative Application of U.S. Extraterritorial Environmental Law,” Texas International Law Journal, Volume 44, Available Online at http://www.tilj.org/journal/44/schoenbaum/Schoenbaum%2044%20Tex%20Intl%20LJ%20457.pdf, p. 460-462)
The latest threat to the Okinawa dugong is the planned relocation of the U.S. military base on Okinawa Island, known as the Futenma Replacement Facility (FRF).24 The U.S. has maintained some kind of military presence on Okinawa since the end of World War II.25 In 1972, the United States and Japan agreed the U.S. would relinquish all administrative rights and interests over the Okinawa Islands to Japan.26
Article III of the Agreement “granted the U.S. exclusive use of facilities and areas in the Islands in accordance with the ‘Treaty of Mutual Cooperation’ and ‘Security and the Status of Forces Agreement.’”27 The result of these agreements is that while Japan fully controls its own territory, the U.S. was granted use of Okinawa’s land, air, and facilities for the purpose of Japanese security and international peace.28 The key U.S. security issue today in the region is the threat [end page 460] from North Korea; U.S. military presence in the area is focused on monitoring North Korean provocations, including missile launches, and nuclear tests.29 Due to the significant activity at the current Futenma base and the surrounding area—currently, there are over 3,200 Marines stationed at the 480 hectare base—the U.S. is planning to relocate.30 The U.S. military cited improving the surrounding city’s infrastructure and promoting growth in the city as a key reason behind the move.31 In 1996, a joint American-Japanese committee approved an offshore, sea- based facility off the east coast of Okinawa as the new location.32
This plan was later altered to incorporate both offshore and shoreline facilities.33 On May 1, 2006, Japan and the U.S. issued an agreement entitled “United States-Japan Roadmap for Realignment Implementation,” also known as the 2006 Roadmap.34 The 2006 Roadmap established a target date of 2014 to provide an overall realignment plan for U.S. military involvement in Okinawa.35 This agreement finalized the construction proposal to construct the FRF to combine the Henoko Point section of Camp Schwab (currently leased by the U.S.) with the adjacent waters of Oura and Henoko Bays.36 The 2006 Roadmap proposed a “V-shaped” runway to be partially built on landfill extending into Oura and Henoko Bays.37 The key remaining problem with this proposal is that the location of the FRF encompasses dugong habitats in Henoko and Oura Bays.38 Research completed by the UN and various environmental protection groups indicates that this particular location for the FRF would be devastating to the dugong habitat.39 Both Henoko Bay and Oura Bay are considered critical habitats for the Okinawa dugongs, and the current plan requires landfilling of the coral reefs and seafloor slopes of the bays.40 Despite alterations to the original plan, a 2006 poll showed that 70% of Okinawans remained opposed to the expansion.41 The New York Times also reported the FRF is opposed by 400 international environmental groups, 889 international experts on coral reefs, a majority of the voters in the adjacent town of Nago (in a 1997 [end page 461] referendum), and the thousands of individuals who have participated in sit-in protests that have been a common occurrence around the bays since 2003.42 U.S intervention through Dugong was necessary as a result of the inaction by both Japan and the DOD. First, while Japan is involved in this process, unilateral protection by the Japanese will not provide effective protection for the dugong. Japan is currently performing an environmental impact assessment, but the current system does not require the proposal to include a “zero option,” or no construction alternative.43
The assessment will also not guarantee any affirmative action, as it is only a procedural requirement.44
The Secretary of Defense argued that Japan alone is responsible for determining the location and construction of the new facility, and thus any efforts to minimize risks to the dugong fall to Japanese plans, but this is not a proper characterization of the relationship.45 From the beginning, the U.S. has worked with Japan in a bilateral Special Action Committee on Okinawa to develop recommendations for the new facilities.46
And while it is true Japan chose the final location, the decision was made with at least eight DOD sub-agencies’ approval.47 The DOD controls the property, will pay for the construction, and will use the new facility.48 Any indication that the U.S. is not highly involved in the plans for the FRF is a gross mischaracterization of the process that led to Dugong. Second, the overly general standards for U.S. military compliance in the area of environmental protection provide insufficient protection for the dugong. In 2002, the DOD issued a new environmental policy, calling for the “systematic integration of environmental management into all missions, activities, and functions.”49 The Overseas Environmental Baseline Guidance Document also established minimum standards of environmental protection for DOD installations and overseas facilities. 50 While the DOD’s environmental policy purports to consider environmental protection concerns, no Environmental Impact Statement was attempted, and no steps have been taken to protect Henoko Bay. 
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